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PREFACE

Tris critical and historical study of The Paychology and
Ethics of Spwnoza 1s the sequel to a doctoral dissertation
submitted to Yale University in 1932 and entitled The
Problem of Value wn the Metaphysics of Spinoza The con-
tents of this disgertation were partially summarized in an
article published 1n the Philosophical Review for May, 1936,
on “Value and Reality in the Metaphysics of Spinoza.” A
second article in the same journal (November, 1936) dealt
with “The Problem of Substance i Spinoza and White-
head ” The major thesis of the aforementioned writings;
namely, the conflict of original and traditional ideas in
Spinoza’s metaphysics, has been here applied to his psychol-
ogy and ethics

In presenting this book for publication, the writer hopes
to achieve a triple objective. In the first place, he trusts
that this volume may fill a long-felt need for a comprehen-
sive and eritical analysis of Spinoza’s psychology of the
emotions Hitherto most scholars have concerned themselves
with his metaphysical thought but have paid little or no
attention to his psychology, although three fifths of the
Ethics 18 devoted to the description of the nature and laws
of the emotions Bearing this professional attitude of the
philosophers 1n mind, one can hardly blame modern his-
torians of psychology 1if they too have failed to show ade-
quate appreciation of Spinoza’s unique and all- nnportantJ
contributions to their subject A serious consideration of the.
evidence presented 1n this treatise will, it is hoped, do much
to rectify this injustice

Secondly, 1 view of current Spmozistic scholarship, the
author has endeavored to present a critique of Spinoza’s
philosophy which would avoid the extremes of those who
commit the normative fallacy by reading into Spinoza ideas
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which belong to a subsequent period, as well as the narrow-
ness of the classical scholars who interpret his thought en-
tirely by reference to past traditions The writer would claim
that he has provided a scient:fic interpretation of Spinoza’s
psychological and ethical thought which, avoiding all a prion
assumptions as to the unity and coherency of the latter’s
work, has made clear the essential originality of Spinoza as
well as his relations to traditional 1deas.

Thirdly, he has endeavored to traceqthe influence of
Spinoza’s psychology and ethics upon the development of
modern thought and to indicate the relation of some of these
basic principles to those of contemporary thinkers in the
fields of metaphysics, psychology, and value theory Partic-
ular attention has been given to English and American
writers such as Wilham James and Charles Spearman in
psychology, G E Moore, W M Urban and John Dewey
n value theory, S Alexander and A N Whitehead in meta-
physics It should be noted, however, that the writer has been
careful not to read characteristically contemporary ideas
mto Spinoza’s work On the contrary, in dealing with a sub-
ject such as “The Metapsychology of Spinoza and Freud”
(chap xiv, §4), he has been critical of those who would read
the Freudian doctrine of the unconscious mmto Spinoza,
claiming that the latter was entirely ignorant of the notion.
The chief value of this comparative analysis of psychological
and ethical 1deas for the modern reader consists in the eluci-
dation of some of the basic 1ssues involved in contemporary
thought By demonstrating the continuity in the history of
1deas, the distinctively original contributions of Spinoza as
well as of our contemporary thinkers 1s revealed.

Whatever merit this book may have as a critical and yet
constructive study in the history and logic of ideas, 15 due
m large measure to long years of study and research under
competent and devoted scholars, since critical appreciation
is » delicate flower which requires prolonged and careful
cultivation The author would therefore take this oppor-
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tunity of acknowledging his indebtedness to his former in-
structors m philosophy at the University of Toronto and
at Yale University. In particular he would mention Profes-
sor G S. Brett, the chairman of the department of philoso-
phy and the Dean of the Graduate School of the University
of Toronto, whose lectures and seminars he had the privi-
lege of attending for many years and to whom he owes an
abiding interest 1n the philosophical aspects of psychology.
Professor F H Anderson, also of the University of Toronto,
deserves special recognition as the one who first introduced
the writer to the study of Spinoza and who gave freely of his
time to long discussions of the subject The writer is also
proud to acknowledge his indebtedness to Professor E. Gil-
son of the Institute of Medieval Studies at St Michael’s
College, 1n the Umiversity of Toronto, whose seminar on
scholastic ethics he attended and to whose published works
on medieval philosophy he owes a great deal

To the eminent men of Yale the author is particularly
grateful for an appreciation of contemporary philosophical
1ssues as well as for their personal interest over a period of
ten years The chapter dealing with contemporary value
theory (chap xv), for example, could never have been
written without the critical mterest of Professor W. M.
Urban whose mspiring lectures and seminars opened up new
horizons of thought For comprehensive and acute analyses
of philosophical problems mvolved 1n ancient and modern
science, the writer would mention Professor F S C North-
rop, the present chairman of the department, who has given
freely of his time and who has made many constructive sug-
gestions 1n the course of this work My good friend Dr War-
ren S McCulloch of the Institute of Human Relations has
been very helpful and stimulating in discussions of contem-
porary psychological and psychiatrical problems. Professor
Walter Miles, also of the Institute of Human Relations, has
taken a kind, personal interest in the publication of the
book Finally the author would speak of Professor Wilmon
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H. Sheldon, without whose constant mterest and encourage-
ment this treatise would never have been written. It was m
his seminar at Yale that he learned to consider Spinoza
problematically with a view to “the strife of systems” in-
volved, though Professor Sheldon should not be held respon-
sble for any particular interpretations here advanced. Pro-
fessor Sheldon kindly read the entire manuseript and 1 his
delightful, Socratic manner made many constructive criti-
cisms and mfluenced the final form of thy study It 1s the
writer’s sincere hope that the work herewith presented may
be deemed worthy of the gemial philosopher and kind friend
to whom it 1s dedicated 1 tribute

I would also note the kind assistance rendered me by
Mrs Dorothy M Gray of the Yale University Press m
editing the manuseript for publication

Finally, 1t 15 my special privilege to acknowledge that
this book was completed under the auspices of a Sterling
Research Fellowship held atYale University during 193839

D BIDNEY
New Haven, Conn ,
November, 1039
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THE PSYCHOLOGY AND ETHICS OF
SPINOZA

INTRODUCTION

1. ON THE SCIENTIFIC METHOD OF INTERPRETING
SPINOZA’S PHILOSOPHY

philosophy upon the development of modern thought, 1t

would appear as though his Ethics has become a ver-
itable philosopher’s bible. The comparison of the Ethics with
the Bible 15 justifiable i1n more ways than one. The prophets
spoke 1n the name of the Lord and considered their utter-
ances as supeinatural revelations Spinoza also spoke 1 the
name of God but he appealed to the natural revelation of
the divine active intellect to human mtuitive rcason But
whereas the prophets apparently relied for their inspirations
upon chance visions, Spinoza, with all the presumption of a
radical rationalist, attempted to deduce logically the content
of the mind of God. Instead of proclaimmg as did the proph-
ets, “Thus saith the Lord,” Spinbza affirms quietly and com-
placently the equivalent of “this truth I have concerved
through God” or “this i1dea follows necessarily from the na-
ture of the divine attributes ”” Historically too there 18 much
similarity As in the case of the propletic books we find great
dwversity of opinion, each religious sect claiming the au-
thentic mterpretation of the Scriptures, and each group
finding support therein for its own special interests, so 1n the
mterpretation of Spinoza there have arisen many commenta-
tors of the most diverse persuasions, each maintaining that
his interpretation 1s the valid one In both cases there has
been the common presumption of a unity of doctrine and an
absoluteness of truth. In the case of the Seriptures faith
and tradition have provided a basis for this attitude, in the
case of Spinoza the a priori mathematical form of his ex-

JUDGING from the tremendous mfluence of Spinoza’s
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position gave support to this notion It 15 noteworthy that
Spmoza hinself was quite prepared to mterpret the Scrip-
tures from a temporal, historical point of view, but consid-
ered his own system as valid sub specie aeternitatis

It will prove instructive therefore for us to examine m
this connection Spmoza’s teaching concerning the scientafic
method of interpreting Scripture We shall then have a
precedent which he himself would acknowledge as valid for
the mnterpretation of his own “scriptures.” In the T'ractatus
theologico-politicus (chap. vi) he writes. “I may sum up
the matter by saying that the method of interpreting Scrip-
ture does not widely differ from the method of interpreting
nature—in fact, 1t 15 almost the same For as the interpreta-
tion of nature consists in the examination of the history of
nature, and therefrom deducing definitions of natural phe-
nomena on certain fixed axioms, so Scriptural interpretation
proceeds by the examination of Scriptures and inferring the
mtention of its authors as a legitimate conclusion from its
fundamental principles By working in this manner every
one will always advance without danger of error—that 1s, 1f
they admit no principles for interpreting Scripture and
discussing 1ts contents, save such as they find in Scripture
1tself.”

In the same chapter he continues. “As in the examination
of natural phenomena we'try first to investigate what 1s
most universal and common to all nature—such for instance
as motion and rest and their common laws and rules, which
nature always observes and through which she continually
works—and then we proceed to what 1s less universal, so too
mn the history of Scripture we seek first for that which 1s
most universal and serves for the basis and foundation of all
Scripture, a doctrine 1n fact, that 1s commended by all the
prophets as eternal and most profitable to all men ”

Spinoza further stresses the point that in mterpreting the
Bible one should be concerned with the meaning of the writ-
ers and not with the question of whether it 1s true or not. We
must not, he counsels, explain away the common meaning of
terms in order to make them accord with our natural reason
Thus he observes - “In order not to confound the meaning of
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a passage with its truth we must examine it solely by means
of the signification of the words or by a reason acknowledg-
ing no foundation but Scripture . . . If the verbal expres-
sions would not admit of being thus harmomzed, we should
have to set them down as irreconcilable and suspend our
judgment concerning them.”

Spinoza was among the first to stress the importance of a
knowledge of the temporal conditions and environment in
which the various books of the Bible were written, the hife
and character of tfeir authors, and the subsequent history of
those books In this way one 15 able to interpret various in-
Junctions 1 their proper perspective and to avoid the fal-
lacy of regarding as absolute what is rclative to a particular
situation.

By way of contrast, Spinoza cites the example of Mai-
monides who 1 his Guide for the Perplered attempted to
reconcile the Old Testament with Scholastic science and
metaphysics Mmimonides presumed that the Bible, as the
Word of God, was necessarily m accord with natural reason
and science Hence his method was to explain all passages
which 1n their Iiteral meaning appeared to conflict with the
currently accepted truths of science and'philosophy, 1n a
metaphorical manner “For 1f,” Spinoza remarks critically,
“he had been convinced by reason that the world 1s eternal,
he would not have hesitated to twist and explain away the
words of Scripture till he had made them gppear to teach his
doctrine . So that however clear the meaning of Serip-
ture may be, he would not feel certain of having grasped it,
so long as he remained doubtful of the truth of what was
written.”

Maimonides’ opportunmistic and casuistic methed of inter-
preting the Scriptures 1s due, Spinoza explains, to the fact
that “he supposes that the prophets were in entire agreement
one with another and that they were consummate phileso-
phers and theologians Further he supposes that the sense of
Scripture cannot be made plain from Scripture itself, for the
truth of things 1s not made plamn therein ” In contrast to
Maimonides, he therefore nsists that the meaning of Serip-
ture is to be explained only through Scripture itself and that
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the question of meaning should not be confounded with the
problem of absolute truth.

This distinction between the meaning of a passage and its
truth in relation to our contemporary standards has been
overlooked by translators of Spinoza’s Ethics and where
they have found a Latin term which Spinoza defines con-
trary to the conventional meaning of the term, they have
rendered 1t into an English term which they consider to be
more 1 agreement with Enghsh usage. A typical case in
point 1s the definition of conscientiae morsus (3—def 17)
which the Everyman edition renders as “disappointment”
although the Latin term clearly signifies remorse or more
Iiterally “the prick of conscience ” Such translators fail to
differentiate between what Spinoza does actually mean and
what they think he ought to mean n order to speak truly.

When we turn to the expositors of Spinoza’s philosophy
we find a similar confuston between the normative and fac-
tual approach

In his article entitled “Spinoza the Conciliator” published
n the Chronicon Spmozanum for 1922, Professor A Wolf
maintains that the reason why there has never been a Spi-
nozistic school of philosophy 1s that Spinoza’s philosophy 1is
essentially a harmony of opposites which does not lend 1itself
to partisan adherents Thus he writes. “Now Spinoza’s phi-
losophy 15 not an eclectic ‘work but a completely rounded
systern Spinoza did not form his conclusions by compromis-
g between opposite views after the manner of certain scho-
lastics ” Here we see the essential harmony of Spinoza’s
thought 1s maintained, though Professor Wolf does not make
clear the grounds of his assumption

In his volume entitled Aeternitas Professor H F Hallett
adopts a similar attitude. In the preface to his work he re-
marks “The situation 1s curious the traditional exposition
having uniformly failed to explain certain doctrines so defi-
nitely and so pointedly advanced that they could not be over-
looked, the overwhelming majority of expositors have pas-
sively preferred to believe that Spinoza was 1nconsistent,
stupid or even dishonest, instead of concluding as they ought
to have done, that the exposition was faulty For to no phi-
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losopher could these epithets be less suitably applied and it has
been my constant aim to discover the true place and sigmifi-
cance of the main teachings of Spinoza 1n a coherent system of
thought ” ! Professor Hallett, 1t appears, feels that all pre-
vious commentators who have found inconsistencies or de-
ficiencies 1 Spinoza’s thought, instead of concluding that
their own reasoning was at fault, are essentially untrue to
the master’s teaching The only adequate interpretation of
Spmoza’s philosophy, he assumes, 1s the one which renders
1t as the supremely “coherent system of thought ”

Similarly Professor Richard McKeon 1mm his work on The
Philosophy of Spwnoza? deplores the attitude of previous
commentators who, like John Caird, find that Spinoza’s
philosophy 1s a “composite result of conflicting tendencies”
(quoted, p 6) “The apparatus alone [he suggests, p 7] of
Spinoza’s demonstrations argues unmistakably, since prop-
ositions are referred to axioms, defimitions and propositions
through the whole length of the five books of the Ethcs,
that he supposed his thought to follow through coherently
and consistently [p 17] From the method he em-
ployed and from the confidence he had in the efficacy of de-
ductive or synthetic reasoning, one 1s led to expect that the
answer will be a consistent and autonomous doctrine
{p. 3814] Beside the umty which a single purpose gives
the philosophy of Spinoza there 1s the basis of a logieal
unity ”

Professor McKeon’s own general conclusion 15 (p. 50)
that “Spmoza’s philosophy 1s to be imnterpreted then in terms
of the earlier philosophies to which 1t forms a fitting coping-
stone, rather than in terms of subsequent philosophies which
it 1n no sense anticipated or of philosophies contemporary
with 1t, to which it was antagonistic [p 51] The
two thousand years of modification between the Ethics of
Aristotle and the Ethics of Spinoza accomplished 1n this re-
spect nothing of radical importance.” According to Me-

1 H F Hallett, deternitas (London, Oxford Umversity Press, 1980)
By permussion of the Clarendon Press, Oxford

2 R. McKeon, The Phdosophy of Spinoza (New York, Longmans, Green
t'Co, 128) Reprinted by permission of Longmans, Green & Co, New

ork
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Keon, then, Spinoza’s philosophy is a coherent, unmified sys-
tem of thought, incompletely expressed, which is essentially
Scholastic 1n character. Al Spinoza did was to give precise
logical expression to these medieval 1deas and to combine
them 1n a unique form not to be found in any of his pred-
ecessors Spinoza’s work, 1n brief, marks the consummation
of Scholasticism.

By far the most comprehensive historical analysis of Spi-
noza’s thought 1n English philosophical hiterature 1s to be
found 1n Professor H A Wolfson’s encyclopedic two vol-
umes on The Philosophy of Spwnoza Professor Wolfson has
shown once for all the importance of a knowledge of Scholas-
tic philosophy for an understanding of Spinoza As a result
of his researches no one can now venture to approach the
study of the Ethics with the naive assumption that it may
be adequately understood simply by a logical analysis of his
propositions somewhat as one usually undertakes the study
of Euclid The Ethics was written m a definite historical
context and no adequate interpretation of its contents can be
obtained without reference to these intellectual influences.
What we do find fault with in Professor Wolfson’s study 1s
the uncritical use he frequently makes of this Scholastic lit-
erature He assumes that the terms used by Spinoza are
identical 1n meaning with those employed by the Scholastics
whereas 1n many mmportant mstances this 1s not the case

The really serious criticism we have to offer of Profes-
sor Wolfson’s work concerns his so-called historico-critical
method with i1ts ad hoc hypotheses and assumption of the
logical unity of Spinoza’s thought In the preface to Vol-
ume I? of his study he explains his general method at
length - “Starting with the assumption that the Ethics 1s pri-
marily a criticism of fundamental problems of philosophy as
they presented themselves to Spinoza, we proceed to analyse
these problems, to set forth their salient features, to con-
struct hypothetically the arguments which constitute the
criticism and to show how these arguments and criticism un-

8 H A Wolfson, The Philosophy of Spwnoza (Cambridge, Mass, Har-
vard University Press, 1934), 2 vols Reprinted by permission of the Har-
vard Universlty Press
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derlie the statements which we have before us in the Ethics.
As the result of this procedure, the Ethics emerges as a
logically constructed work throughout which there 1s order,
and sequence and continuity , propositions apparently dis-
connected group themselves into umnified and coherent chap-
ters; words, phrases, and passages, apparently meaningless
or commonplace assume meaning and significance and the
philosophy of Spinoza as a systematic whole and in all its
fulness of detail appears 1n a new light and in a new setting
and perspective.” *

Agamn later in his first chapter (p 25) he writes “If
there 18 anything arbitrary in our interpretatiwon, it is the
wttial assumption that Spmoza thought his phiosophy in a
logecal, orderly and coherent manner, and that he wrote 1t
down 1n a work which 1s logical, orderly and coherent and in
a language which 1s self-explanatory But having started out
with this assumption and finding that the Ethics 1s far from
being a book which 1s logical, orderly and coherent and that
the language m which 1t 18 written 1s far from being self-
explanatory, we have a right to believe that any interpreta-
tion, historically substantiated that will help to explain the
entire Ethics as a logically orderly, coherently and intellig:-
bly wiitten book, 1s not fictitious like the plot of a historical
novel ”

And finally we note on page 27 “But problems of still
greater difficulty presented themsclves to us on frequent oc-
casions, such for instance, as apparent misuse of terms on
the part of Spinoza, or apparent contradictions in his own
statements, or apparent misrepresentation of the views of
others Invariably in the solution of such problems, we sct
up some distinction 1n the use of the term which Spinoza
seemed to misuse, or we discerned some new aspect in the
statement of the i1dea 1n which Spinoza seemed to misrepre-
sent others Here agamn, most often these new distinctions
aspects and wnterpretations were invented ad hoc, merely for
the purpose of solving a certain difficulty, and the evidence
corroborating them was discovered afterwards [p. 30]
And so in innumerable instances external corroborative evi-
dence was found for previously concerved congectures.”
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We have quoted these passages at length because Profes-
sor Wolfson 15 so explicit 1n expressing the basic presup-
positions of his method To begin with, he admits that if
there 15 anything arbitrary 1in his interpretation, 1t is the
assumption of the umty and coherency of Spinoza’s thought.
He believes, however, that his assumption can be justified by
mtroducing ad hoc hypotheses which reconcile “apparent”
contradictions and “seeming” misuse of terms and by find-
ing external evidence in wrnters who use the term in the
sense required for the solution of a given problem in Spi-
noza.

In view of our previous analysis of the scientific method of
mterpretation advocated by Spinoza, 1t appears evident that
Professor Wolfson 18 confusing the normative aspect or
truth value of Spinoza’s statements with the factual evidence
for a given meaning 1n the Ethics His assumption of the
essential unity of Spinoza’s thought 1s 1 1tself an a prion
prejudice which undermines all claim to objectivity, as may
be seen from his attempts to explain away all contradictions
and difficulties as “seeming” or “apparent”—a procedure
which reminds us of Spmoza’s own solution of the problem of
evil once he had assumed the perfection of the whole cosmos
Professor Wolfson assumes that Spinoza went about writing
the Ethics “more scholastico rabbinicoque,” whereas 1 fact
this was precisely the method to which he objected and which
he took great care to avoid

Furthermore, Professor Wolfson’s appeal to ad hoc hy-
potheses and external verification through other writers vio-
lates the fundamental principle of interpretation laid down
by Spioza , namely, that we acknowledge no meanings save
those found in the treatise under investigation. That was
why Spinoza criticized Maimomdes who, beginning with the
assumption of the harmony of the Old Testament with the
science and philosophy of the Scholastics, attributed new
meanmings to biblical terms so as to explain away “apparent”
contradictions. Maimonides’ method was casuistic precisely
because he assumed arbitrarily the essential agreement of the
meaning of Scripture with the “truth” of Scholastic science
ProfessPr Wolfson, it appears, has committed the same fal-
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lacy 1n his interpretation of the testament of Spinoza as
Maimonides had commtted in interpreting the testament of
Moses. As Galileo once said of Aristotle, so now we say of
Spinoza The best way to follow Spinoza is by applying his
own critical method and not by inventing ad hoe hypotheses
or by appealing to external authorities, for such was not
his spirt or his method

The uncritical assumption of the single-mindedness and
consistency of Sppnoza’s thought which Santayana in par-
ticular has helped to foster through his introduction to the
Eveiryman edition of the Ethics accounts, we believe, for the
scandalous diversity of opinion concerning Spmmoza’s writ-
mgs Indeed, as was once said of Aristotle, the philosopher
of the Middle Ages, so now it may be said of Spinoza: All
philosophers agree that Spinoza has spoken the truth but
nonc agree as to what 1t 1s.

In general, it would appear, two methods have been pur-
sued, each of which goes to an opposite extreme On the one
hand, there are those who would read mto Spinoza’s thought
the principles of some subsequent plhilosophy, notably those
of Hegel and Marx, thereby committing the normative fal-
lacy. On the other hand, there arc the elassical scholars who
go to the opposite extreme and who would nterpret his phi-
losophy primarily by 1cference to Greek and Scholastic
thought, so that for them Spmoza finally emerges as “the
last of the medievals”—a method wlich we hold involves the
genetic fallacy Typical of the first tendeney are such earher
wiiters as Caird, Blewctt, and Martincau who have read Sp-
noza through the eyes of Hegel and J F Hecker who (in
his Moscow Dwlogues) mteiprets him as a forerunner of
Marx Representative of the second tendency are the con-
temporary classical scholars, H A Wolfson and Richard
McKeon, who have ransacked classical and medieval litera-
ture to provide parallels to Spinoza’s arguments.

In order to avoid the normative fallacy of extreme mod-
ernism as well as the genetic fallacy of classicism, we have
endeavored to follow Spinoza’s method as closely as possible.
We began with no a priori assumptions as to the umty or
coherency of Spinoza’s thought and hence were s%ved the
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futie trouble of providing apologetic ad hoc hypotheses to
explamn away “apparent” difficulties. We allowed Spinoza to
speak for himself so far as possible and based our conclu-
sions upon the mternal evidence of his own arguments as
well as upon those of the writers to whom he referred. When-
ever 1n the course of our analysis of his psychological and
moral theory we found propositions which could not be log:-
cally reconciled with some of his professed premuses, we did
not hesitate to say so In this manner we succeeded 1n show-
mg that many of the difficulties encountered by past investi-
gators were due to Spinoza’s conflicting premises and were
not the result of any chance oversight Iurthermore, we hope
to have made 1t clear that there 1s an actual basis 1n Spi-
noza’s work for the many diverse doctrines attributed to
him, as for example, the conflict between the mechamstic,
structural aspect of his psychology and the dynamic, tele-
ological notions In all such cases, our method has been to
show Spinoza’s all-inclusiveness in contrast to the over-
simplified versions accepted by most commentators. Spi-
noza’s terms, we found, were frequently equivocal and hence
capable of various applications—a situation which holds
particularly in the so-called parallelsm of body and mind
as well as 1n his conception of adequate ideas and adequate
causes Because of this equivocation he could demonstrate
almost anything he wanted'

We would note in this connection that our historical ex-
cursions and references, though frequent, are of secondary
importance and have been undertaken solely for the purpose
of making clear the adventures of a given 1dea 1n the history
of human thought The history of 1deas provides onc with an
objective record of the mental expermments which civilized
man has conducted for many centuries and from a critical
analysis of this record we may learn a good deal concerning
the reasons for the great successes and great faillures of the
human mind. And often, as in the case of Spinoza, we may
learn more from the failures of a great mind than from the
narrow consistency of a lesser one Our main objective, there-
fore, has been, not to present a comparative study of texts,
but rattler to trace the development of a given concept in
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order to appreciate its special role in Spinoza’s thought. (See
Note 1, following )

As we see 1t, Spinoza’s essential greatness consists 1n the
comprehensive effort he made to apply the new discoveries
of Renaissance science to psychology and ethies and to adapt
his new philosophy so as to include as much of traditional
philosophy as appeared not to be inconsistent with the
former As a result of our study Spinoza finally emerges as
he himself wished $o be regarded, namely, as essentially a
modern or Renaissance philosopher, basing his theories upon
the evidence of the natural sciences and human reason, but
withal willing to consider the testimony of the great tradi-
tions for any lasting msights which they may have to offer

Nore 1 Among contemporary works we find Professor A. O.
Lovejoy’s The Great Chain of Bemng A Study of the Hwtory of
an Idea (Harvard Umiversity Press, 1936) the most cminent
example of a thoroughly scholarly and critical study wheremn
this method 1s applied We find ourselves 1n complete agreement
with Professor Lovejoy’s method of analyzing a “unit-idea”
and tracing 1ts development and applications 1n the history of
human thought As a result of this procedure the basic 1ssues
involved 1n the history of human thought are made vivid and
clear, material from the most diverse sources 1s brought within
a systematic unity, and the history of philosophy, far from be-
ing an aimless procession of “systems” and “1sms,” 1s shown to
center about certain well-defined 1ssues and prineiples. One then
comes to appreciate Professor Lovejoy’s point that “most phil-
osophic systems are origimnal or distinctive rather in their pat-
terns than in their components” (sbid , p 3) In this manner one
learns to distinguish the really novel and seminal ideas which
occur periodically from the new and unstable compounds of
old umt-ideas which are constantly being formulated

2 ON THE CONFLICT OF TRADITIONS IN SPINOZA'S
PSYCHOLOGY AND ETHICS.

IN current philosophical literature the articles published in
Mwnd during 1937-38 by Professor A E. Taylor apd Pro-
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fessor H. Barker are important as an mdication of a new
critical attitude which goes far beyond the rather mild
enticism of Joachim ¢ Professor Taylor in his papers on
“Some Incoherencies 1 Spinozism” (Mind, 1937) ex-
presses his opposition to the prevalent “attitude of Spinoza-
worship ” In his analysis of the problem of the relation be-
tween substance and modes as well as 1n his evaluation of
Spinoza’s theory of the control of the emotions, he points out
various mcoherencies 1n Spmoza’s thought and attempts to
estimate the truth of the latter’s conclusions Professor
Barker m lus three papeis entitled “Some Notes to the
Second Part of Spimoza’s Ethics” (Mwmd, 1938) continues
with a critical examination of Spinoza’s theory of the body-
mind relation as well as the problem of knowledge Similarly
Professor John Laird has made a brief but acute analysis of
Spinoza’s value theory i Iis treatise on The Idea of Value 8
All these writers fail to find the single-mindedness and con-
sistency which Santayana, Hallett, McKeon, and Wolfson
find 1 Spinoza

In our present study we have endeavored to combine the
critical attitude of the British philosophers with the his-
torical approach of the classical scholars We venture to
suggest that most of the critical pomnts submitted by Tay-
lor, Barker, and Laird 1 the form of notes and queries will,
by means of our historical supplements, find a systematic
explanation 1n this work The imcoherencies to be found in
Spinoza, we show, are not accidental shortcomings, but are
imnherent 1 the very structure of the Ethucs

The fundamental theme of our study of The Psychology
and Ethics of Spinoza, and the reframn which 1ecurs mm ev-
ery chapter, 1s that there 15 a logical and historical conflict
of 1deas throughout his thought Contrary to the uneritical
assumption of contemporary writers that Spioza’s phi-
losophy constitutes a systematic unity, we mamtain that an
unprejudiced analysis of his work reveals no such inner har-
mony and consistency, even though Spinoza’s mathematical

4 H H Joachum, 4 Study of the Ethics of Spnoza (London, Oxford

University Press, 1901)
& J Lpird, The Idea of Valus (Cambridge Umiversity Press, 1929)
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method of deduction gives one the impression of strict log:-
cal rngor We wish to emphasize, however, that in making
this criticism, we do not refer to the truth value of Spinoza’s
work as judged by the present writer’s or any other con-
temporary standard We arc concerned only with the factual
question of Spinoza’s premises, his method, and the logical
vahdity of lus arguments as determined by a careful analy-
s15 of his works In general we find evidence of the conflict of
the two major philosophical traditions; namely, the great
tradition originating in I’lato and Ainistotle (which 1n-
cludes Neo-Platonism, Stoicism, and Scholasticism) and the
atomic-mechanistic tradition origimating in Democntus, Ep-
icurus, and Lucietiug

Spinoza lumself professed hns agreement with and respect
for the atomic-mechanistic tradition wlich he knew from the
works of Hobbes and Descartes. In his coriespondence he
proclauns (let 56 to Boxel) “The authonty of Plato,
Anistotle and Socrates has not much weight with me 1
should have been surprised had you mentioned Epicurus,
Demociitus, Lucretius or any one of the atomists o1 de-
fenders of the atoms It 1s not suipiising that those who
invented occult qualities mtentional species, substantial
forms and a thousand other tmifles, should have devised
spectres and ghosts and put then faith i old women 1n order
to weaken the authority of Demlocritus, of whose good re-
pute they were so envious that they buint all his books which
he published amidst so much prase ” In his disparagement
of the Scholastics, Spinoza was at onc with the other men of
the Renaissance, notably, Bacon, Galileo, Hobbes, and Des-
cartes

The characteristic featuies of Renaissance plulosophical
thought were the 1evival ot the atomic theory 1n conjunction
with mathematics and the consequent stress upon the pri-
mary mmportance of the cflicient cause as a principle of def-
mition and caplanation Beginning with the experiments of
Galileo and his success 1n measuring the rate of acceleration
of falling bodies, the conviction gradually arose that nature
as a whole was subject to immutable laws which could be
mathematically expressed—a process which Newton l%rought
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to a brilliant culmination. In other words, there were um-
versal laws of becoming, laws of change which governed the
correlation between particular events. This was an entirely
new and seminal 1dea which was destined to revolutionize
the natural sciences.

As Professor ¥. S C Northrop has pointed out 1 his
Scwence and First Principles," 1t was no accident that the
notion of laws of becoming was associated with the atommc
theory. The latter 18 the exact contrary of the Scholastic
theory so far as the status of foiom and matter 1s concerned
According to the Scholastics form was the determinate prin-
ciple of being, that which gave a thing 1ts essence or made 1t
what 1t was, while matter per se was mere potentiality and
had no actual existence unless united to a given form Ac-
cording to the Scholastics, therefore, a form ot becoming
or change was a contradiction 1 terms, since forms were
by nature immutable principles of bemmg This explains why
Scholastic science was for the most part a classification of
the forms of nature On the other hand, according to the
atomists form 15 something acquired by matter in time.
Form, that 1s to say, 15 an attribute of matter but matter 1s
something actual 1n 1ts own right The atoms themselves are
eternal and immutable whereas the forms ot things change
or become 1n time. When the notion of forms of becoming was
jomned to the Platomic-Pythagorcan idea of mathematical
forms of nature, there emerged the notion of mathematical
laws of becoming—a prinaiple which 1s the foundation of
modern sclence

The originality of Spinoza consists 1n the fact that he for
the first time applied the doctrine of laws of becoming to the
mund as well as to the body—a point which modern historians
of psychology, as for example Professor Charles Spearman,
seem to have mssed The mind he considered as a “spiritual
automaton” subject to necessary laws of its own, even as
the body was subject to the universal laws ot motion Fur-
thermore, Spinoza was the first of the moderns to apply the
Gahlean law of mecrtia to psychology and ethics when he

6 F S C Northrop, Scwence and Fywat Principles (New York, Macmillan
Co, 1881)
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maintained that every form of life by nature endeavors to
persevere 1n existence for an indefinite time The notion of
the primacy of the conatus for self-preservation, we claim,
malked a complete departure from the theory of the Scho-
lastics who held that all forms of nature were directed to
fixed ends or final causes and that human nature was for the
sake of some transcendent end. Spinoza realized fully the revo-
lutionary consequences of this Renaissance principle and in his
Ethics he endeavorgd to construct a psychology of the emo-
tions 1n which the emotions were treated as dynamic forces
subject to determinate laws capable of being logically deduced
—a principle which anticipated the James-Lange theory as
well as the psychoanalytical theory of Freud (see chap xuv)

In moral theory Spioza’s originality 1s shown by the com-
prehensive effort he made to transvaluate traditional moral
values and to interpret human virtue 1n terins of the efficient
power of the mmdividual He was the first of the moderns to
app1eciate fully the social responsibilities of man to man and
the organic, interdependent nature of society, even though
he was handicapped at times by his mnadequate, mechanistic
physics Spinoza, one may say, extended the dictum of Fran-
c1s Bacon by mamtaining that human nature as well as na-
ture as a whole must first be understood and obeyed before 1t
can be commanded and controlled Not as Kant was later to
mamtam “thou canst because thou oughtest,” but rather
“thou oughtest because thou canst” is the basic premse of
Ius ethical theory

It should be noted, furthermore, that in Spinoza ethics
and religion are blended His work marks the first and as yet
unexcelled attempt to construct a rational, universal system
of human salvation which dispenses with supernatural sanc-
tions and avoids any special appeal to historical revelations
made to chosen peoples or individuals—a fact which accounts
for his continued mmfluenice upon men of science and hberals
m general who deplore the scandalous prejudices and acts
of intolerance fostered by most forms of traditional religion
Spinoza’s Ethics may truly be called “The Faith of a Ra-
tionahst” as distinguished from all forms of Scholasticism
which are m the last analysis “rationalizations of faifh
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In view of the above considerations, it 1s easy to under-
stand why we cannot help but contend that Professor Me-
Keon missed the essential contributions of Spinoza’s Ethics
by not realizing its radical difference from the Ethics of
Anstotle In ike manner, 1t follows that Protessor Wolfson’s
conclusion that “Spinoza’s treatment of emotions and virtues
18 only a variation of the traditional manner of treatment”
(Philosophy of Spmmnoza, 11, 355) shows lack of appreciation
of Spmoza’s creativeness and moderm’cyf

There are, however, some basic elements 1n Spinoza’s psy-
chology and ethics which are essentially Scholastic and 1n-
heiently mmcompatible with his mechanistic theory, though he
hinself did not realize this In general we try to show 1n the
course of this study that Spinoza’s psychophysical deter-
minism breaks down i his psychology, epistemology, and
ctlucs For example, 1n psychology he remntroduces the Scho-
lastic doctrine of the autonomy and ultimate immortality of
the 1ntellect, though this 1s obviously inconsistent with the
doctrme of the inseparability or parallelism of body and
mind. In epistemology thus breakdown occurs on the problem
of the 1clation of adequate 1deas and adequate causes (sec
chap 1, §§ 3,4) Although Spinoza begins with the assump-
tion that adequate 1deas always mvolve adequate or suflicient
causes (a supposition which has led to the eri1oneous notion
of Joachun and others that for Spmoza cause and logical
ground arc identical),” he 1s led to admit then cxtrinsic
relation i order to account for the adequate knowledge of
the passions by reason That 1s to say, he imphatly distin-
guishes between an adequate 1den of a cause and an 1dea of
an adequate or sufficient cause, although he origmally as-
sumed thair identity Stated i other terms, Spinoza’s episte-

7 It 1s true, as Joachim 1n s Study of the Ethics of Spwoza (p 230)
and others have pointed out, that Spinoza does speak of “a cause or reason”
(causa seu ratio, 1-11 second proof) This, howevel, can easily be ex-
plained on the presupposition that ‘‘reason” refers to the logical or objective
essence of a thung and “cause” refers to 1ts actual or formal essence The
phrase “cause or reason” need not therefore mean that all causality 15 logical
or that cause refers only to “logical ground ” Spinoza’s parallelism of ideas
and things (2-7) leads lum to spesk as if there were complete correspond-

ence between the order and connection of “reasons” and that of the actual,
efficaent "'causes" involved
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mological difficulties are due to the fact that he has provided
us with an intrmsic eriterion of an adequate idea but with
an extrinsic criterion of a true 1dea. The reader’s attention
1s drawn especially to our analysis of the relation between
intellectual mntuition and adequate 1deas (chap x, § 6) m
which we show further that Spinoza postulated a double
criterion of intuitive knowledge because he confused the
metaphysical adequacy or sufficiency of the cause with the
epistemological Em(i psychological adequacy of an 1dea His-
torically, we theretore maintain, Spioza’s difficulty 1s due
to the fact that he attempted to combine a Neo-I’latonic
theory of causality with the Cartesian theory of mathematical
intuition

In ethics he found 1t impossible to construct a theory of
virtue without introducing mmpleitly 1deals or final causes
sunilar to those of the Scholastics Moral theory, he found,
was futile unless one could presuppose a desire for mcrease
of perfection and ‘“‘mprovement of the understanding”—
1deals which could not be accounted for simply on the basis
of the conatus for self-preservation, wluch was only a prin-
ciple of mertia In fact, mnsofar as he follows the Scholastic
theory he 1dentifies perfection and reality and tends to con-
cerve human virtue sub specie aeternitatis as something per-
taiming to the essence of a thing irrespective of 1ts duration
in time IMipally 1n common with' the great iehigious tradi-
tions Spinoza maintains that ultimate happiess consists 1n
Iiberation from temporal existence and in the attainment of
a timecless state of immortality, whereas according to his
mechamstic-naturalistic theory happiess centered in the
temporal efforts for self-preservation.

The extreme difficulty encountered by the student of
Spinoza’s thought, and the source of much misunderstand-
ing, is due 1n no small measure to the fact that Spmnoza at-
tempted to adapt these Scholastic 1deas to his mechanistic-
Renaissance theories by means of his mathematical method
In other words, he tiied to modernize Scholastic philosophy
and terminology 1n such wise as to render 1t compatible with
the science and methodology of the Renaissance—a fact
which makes the comparative, textual method of cryticism
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extremely hazardous Spinoza did not share the illusions of
Francis Bacon that Scholastic philosophy was to be entirely
discarded and a “Novum organum” substituted. He was a
conservative, in the best sense of the term, namely, one who
seeks to conserve and retain all that is best in past tradi-
tions At the same time, he wished to ally himself with the
scientific progress of s time by taking full account of the
philosophical significance of the new ideas and methods.
That 15 why he 15 concerned to pomnt ou} that his new phi-
losophy does not destroy the essential and universal truths
of the classical traditions, all that he 1s destroying, he urges,
are the prejudices and follies of the past which modern
science has shown to be false.

In brief, the general tenor of our interpretation is that
Spmoza was first and foremost a man of the Renaissance
and a creative thinker, and not, as he has recently been por-
trayed, merely a critic of Scholasticism who overcame 1ts
mner contradictions by special “acts of daring” and con-
structed a logically coherent system upon 1its foundations.
Our major thesis 1s that his fundamental principles are es-
sentially modern and original and that his Scholasticism
plays a secondary role—an interpretation which accounts
for the wide range of his continued influence upon the de-
velopment of modern thought Our contention 1s that Spi-
noza’s endeavor to reconcile Renaissance thought with
traditional philosophy by supermmposing Scholastic, Neo-
Platonic, and Stoic doctrines upon his mechanistic premises,
explans the essential incoherency of the Ethics The value
of our study consists primarily in the light 1t casts upon his
genuine and original contributions as well as upon the na-
ture of the conflict of ideas 1nvolved 1n his work. Even 1f we
cannot share completely Spinoza’s sublime assurance as to
the eternal vahdity of his arguments we can, however, profit
by his preemunent and unexcelled effort to synthesize the
basic mnsights of the ancients and the science of the mod-
erns Indeed, as we show in our two final chapters (chaps
x1v, xv) most of the 1ssues of modern psychology and value
theory are essentially those which Spnoza faced and to
which \he gave classic expression A critique of Spinoza’s
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thought 1s therefore of the utmost importance for a better
appreciation of the task confronting modern philosophy.
(See Note 2, following )

Note 2 In his Strife of Systems and Productvve Duality (Har-
vard University Press, 1918), Professor Wilmon H Sheldon has
argued for a “logic of cooperation” as over against an “exclu-
sive logic” (p 460) which arbitrarily sets up contrary alterna-
tives The fertiity pf reality, he maintans, hes precisely in 1ts
ultimate, productive duality, 1n 1ts ability to combine internal
with external relations and identity with difference Otherness,
he argues, does not necessarily involve demal or opposition
“If reality,” he remarks (p 454), “marncs two antagonists,
thought has no power to forhid the banns, its sole function
1s to follow reality »” Professor Sheldon’s argument implies that
the categories of thought are ultimately correlative, since reality
1tself, to which the categories apply, 15 a haimony of such ap-
parent contraries

With this position we are in fundamental agreement Our
criticism of Spinoza has been directed, not at his attempts to
“map the universe” nnd to present a comprehensive, synthetic
view of nature, but rather at his failure to harmonize the various
alternatives 1 a logieally coherent scheme One cannot be a
pluralist after he has laid down momstic premises which ex-
clude such pluralism Onc cannot attach any meaning to the
temporal process 1f one’s mitial assumption 13 the complete
1ealization of all actunlity 1in an eternal, infinite substance One
cannot maintain the autonomy and immortality of the intellect
alone and yet retain an ultimate psychophysical parallelism
Spinoza, we have shown, maintains each alternative separately
and 1n a manner which excludes 1ts opposite He realized the
need of having correlative concepts 1n order to account for all
the facts of experience and the requirements of a normative
ethics, but he did not make clear how we can logically have both
on his premises
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I

ON THE NATURE OF THE SOUL AND THE
ORIGIN OF THE AFFECTS

1. THE SOU[. AS A SPIRITUAL AUTOMATON

PINOZA begins his analysis of the emotions or affects

S mn the third book of the Ethics His professed ap-

proach 1s a thoroughly naturahistic one Human emo-

tions are to be undeistood according to the same universal

laws and rules as the rest of nature “I shall consider,” he

writes (8—pref ), “human actions and appetites just as if I
were considering lines, planes and bodies *

Spinoza’s fundamental thesis 1s that the soul (anima) like
the body 1s a mechanism, a spiritual automaton, which acts
necessarily according to fixed laws of 1ts own, correspond-
mg to the laws of physical nature The affections of the soul
are not primarly subjects for praise and blame, they must
first be understood dispassionately and their modes of opera-
tion and production investigated just as 1f one were analyz-
ing any other natural force “This conclusion,” Spinoza re-
marks (De wintellectus emendatione, p 34), “is 1dentical with
the saying of the ancients that true science p1 ds from
cause to effect, though the ancients so far as I W, never
formed the conception put forward here that the soul acts
according to fixed laws and 1s, as 1t were, an 1immaterial
automaton [automa spirituale] ” -

The human soul has various functions all of which are
subject to rigid necessary laws of their own The laws of the
mmagination, for example, are different from the laws of the
mtellect (2b:d , p 34) But what Spinoza 15 particularly op-
posed to 1s the Greek and Scholastic conception that there
are functions or faculties of the soul, such as desire and
magmation which are irrational, as distinct from the ra-
tional functions of the soul such as practical and cont‘empla-
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tive reason which act umiformly. The soul 1n all 1ts functions,
Spinoza insists, 15 to be conceived as acting according to
fixed, umiversal laws

Spmoza himself was aware of his originality 1 postulat-
ing that the mind 15 a spiritual automaton as 1s shown by
the comparison he makes with the ancients In fact, the no-
tion that the mind 15 a spiritual mechamqm sub)ect to uni-
versal laws makes 1ts first appearance in his Ethics and
treatise On the Improvement of the Undgrstanding and con-
stitutes the foundation of the modern science of psychology,
though historians of psychology have lutherto failed to
credit Spmoza with this contribution

2 THE DEFINITION OF AFFECTION, AFFECT,
ACTION, AND PASSION

As we mtend to follow Spinosn’s terminology as closely as
possible 1n our analysis of his psychology we shall begin
with briet notes concerning the terms affection (affectio),
affect (affectus), action (actio), and passion (passio)

The term affection 1efers to any change or modification
which may occur m a thing, whether 1t be amimate or m-
anunate Thus Spinoza postulates (8—post 1) that “the hu-
man body can be affected in many ways [multis affict modis]
by wluch 1ts power of actuig 15 maiensed or dimimished and
nlso 1 other Wnys which make its power of acting neither
grenter less ” The term affect 15 1cserved to designate a
modific n‘l?l'n cither of the bodv or mind alonc or of both to-
gether whereby the power of the body or mind 1s 1n any way
mcreased o1 diminished (8—def 3, 3—General Definition of
Affect) Thus an aflect 1s a species of affection, since the
latter teim refers to any modification whatsoever whether 1t
mvolves a change 1 the vitahty of the imdividual or not

Spmoza further classifies the affects mnto two distinet
groups, namely, actions (actio) and passions (passio) In
order to understand the basis of this distinction we must
consider the significance of the terms adequate and made-
quate cause An adequate cause (causa adaequata) he de-
fines (3—def 1) as one “whose effect can be clearly and dis-
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tinctly perceived by means of the same cause.” Similarly an
madequate or partial cause (inadaequatam seu partialem)
18 one “whose effect cannot be understood by means of the
cause alone” Adequacy as apphed to a cause means self-
sufficiency 1n producing given effects In fact, in the Cogs-
tata metaphysica (11, chap xu) Spinoza uses only the phrase
“causa sufficiens” when 1ceferiing to the fact that the mind
may be the proper cfficient cause of 1ts ideas An affect of
which the individugl 1s the adequate or sufficient cause 1s
called an action, an affect of which the mndividual 1s the in-
adequate or paitial cause 1s a passion (3—def 2)

The term action (actio) should be distinguished from
activity (actus) Any activity depends upon some affect and
may be either an action or passion An mdividual 1s said to
act (agere) imsofar as his activitics (actus) depend upon
affects which are actions (actio) , he 1s said to suffer (pat)
msofar as his activities o1 functions depend upon affects
which are passions (passio) Spmoza, however, 1s not always
precise n lus use of these terms Thus he states (4-59) . “To
all actions [actiones] to which we are determined bv an affect
which 15 a passion we may, without the affect be determined
by reason ” Heie obviously we should expect the term for
activity (actus) since he tells us exphaitly that the function
may be either an action or passion On the whole, however,
these distinctions are kept clear

Spinoza stresses the pomnt that the actions of the body
correspond to similar actions of the mind and thaf the pas-
sions of the body involve passions of the soul Thus'he writes
(2-13 schol ) “This much nevertheless I will say gencrally,
that i proportion as one body 1s better adapted than an-
other to do or suffer many things, in the same proportion
will the mind at the same time be better adapted to perceive
many things, and the mote the actions of the body depend
upon 1tself alone and the less other bodies co-operate with
1t 1n functioning, the better adapted will the mind be for
understanding distinctly ” And again (3-3 schol.) “We
see therefore that the passions are not related to the mind
unless msofar as it possesses something which involves nega-
tion, 1n other words, unless insofar as 1t 1s considered as a
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part of nature which by itself and without the other parts
cannqgt be clearly and distinctly percerved In the same way
I could show that passions are related to individual things,
just as they are related to the mind and that they cannot be
perccived m any other way ”

Hecre two pomts arc to be noted First, the adequacy of
the mind’s 1deas depends upon the adequacy of the body’s
causahity If the body 1s the adequate or sufficient cause of
its affects the mmd hikewise, which 1s the 1dea of its body
(2-12, 13), percerves adequate 1deas of these affections
The 1deas are said to be adequate because of their intrinsic
clearness and distinctness (2—def 4 explan ), the body 1s said
to be an adequate or sufficient cause 1f 1ts affects depend
upon 1t alone Secondly, with reference to the mind alone, 1t
may be said that the mund 1s the inadequate, partial or m-
sufficient cause of 1ts inadequate or confuscd 1deas. The 1n-
dividual mind is part of the cosmic mind and hence some of
its 1deas are partially determined by its relations to other
finite minds Hence what 1s psychologically a confused or
madequate 1dea 1s metaphysically due to the imperfection or
negation of the finite mind

3 ADEQUATE IDEAS AND ADEQUATE CAUSES.

Srinoza’s argument for the correspondence of adequate
ideas and adequate causcs 1s, 1t appears, partially metaphys-
1enl andpartially epistemological and psychological Meta-
physmaﬁﬂ]t 15 based on the postulate of the agicement or
identity of the attributes and therefore of the modes of ex-
tension and thought (2-7) From this premise it follows
that the mind agrees intrinsically with its body and hence 1f
the body 1s the inadequate cause of 1ts affections the 1deas of
these affections 1n the mind must likewise be inadequate
Epistemologically considered his argument may be based on
the axiom (l-ax 6) that a true idea 1s one that agrees with
its 1deatum or object From this 1t would follow, if inter-
preted in accord with Spinoza’s metaphysics as meaning 1n-
trinsic agreement, that the true idea of an inadequate 1dea
must also be inadequate, just as the idea of an adequate idea
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is also adequate (2-43) Hence it could easily be demon-
strated that (2-21) “the 1dea of the mind 1s united #p the
mind wn the same way as the mind itself is united 4o the
body,” since the mind according to Spinoza 1s nothing but
the 1dea of its body (2-12, 13) Spinoza himself professes
to demonstrate the above proposition not on epistemological
grounds as we have suggested, but on the metaphysical
ground of the identity of the modes of extension and
thought Neverthelegs, he cannot avoid introducing a purely
epistemological and psychological reference In the schohum
to 2-21 le concludes. “For indeed the 1dea of the mind, that
15 to say, the idea of the idea 1s nothing but the form of the
1dea msofar as this s considered as a mode of thought and
without relation to the object, just as a person who knows
anything by that very fact knows that he knows and knows
that he knows that hie knows and so on ad mmfimtum > Spi-
noza does not herc employ the axiomn of the agreement of a
true idea with 1ts ideatum but reasons mstead on psychologi-
cal grounds that knowledge of an idea 1nvolves consciousness
of the idea and the knowledge of tlus consciousness There
are, however, cpistemological implications as may be seen on
comparison with 2—43 where the immediate consciousness of
the truth of ideas 1s mantained

We are then confronted with the curious fact that Spinoza
employs the metaphysical a1gumént for the parallehsm of
adequate 1deas and adequate causes hut does not exphatly
refer to the axiom of the agicement between a truegdea and
1ts 1deatum which seems to be requited The ground for his
roundabout procedure and his avoidance of the epistemolog:-
cal 1ssues may be found, we suggest, in the equivocal use of
the terms “idea of 1dea” (idea idene) and agreement (con-
venize) The phrase “idea of 1dea” may refer either to a
psychological or epistemological fact DPsychologically it
means the consciousness or awarcness of an idea. In this
sense, he who perceives an 1dea knows or 1s conscious of the
fact that he perceives it Epistemologically an “idea of an
1dea” means a judgment concerning the truth of a given
1dea The given 1dea 15 treated as an ob)ect or ideatum just
as 1f 1t were a physical object to which the 1dea refers All
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conscious 1deas mnvolve psychological “i1deas of 1deas” which
agree intrinsically with one another, but this does not 1mply
that all conscious 1deas necessarily mvolve “i1deas of 1deas”
the sense of truth judgments concerning their validity. In
the latter instance the epistemological agreement between an
1dea and 1ts 1deatum (whether mental or physical) 1s ex-
trmsic or external (2-def 4 explan ) and not intrinsic or
mternal as m the case of psychological agrcement

Again, metaphysically, modes of thqught and extension
agree necessarily because of the intrinsic agrecement of their
attributes. But a tiue 1dea and 1ts object or 1deatum agree
extrinsically , they are not “one and the same thing” (unum
et 1dem) (2-7 schol , 2-21 schol ) For example, “the 1dea
of a circle 15 not something having a eircumference and a
centie” (On the I'mprovement of the Understanding, p 12,
Wild edition). Hence 1 order to demonstrate the coires-
pondence of adequate 1deas and causes Spinoza had to resort
to the intrinsic metaphysical agreemment between the attri-
butes of thought and extension Had he based lis episte-
mological axiom of the agreement between true idens and
their objects on lus metaphysical parallelism, he would have
had no ground for distinguishing between a true idea and a
talse one, simce all 1deas on this premise necessarily agree
with their physical corielates In brief, the theory of psy-
chophysical parallehsm breaks down m epistemological the-
o1y, though Spinoza did not realize this

To 1Dhstmte the incompatibility between metaphysical
pnrallehsm and cpistemology one has but to mterpret the
axiom of agieement between a true idea and its identum as if
it meant ntunsic agreement This would mmply, as pre-
viously suggested, that a true idea of an inadequate 1dea
must also be madequate That 1s to say, one could ncver
know adequately that some of his 1deas were false and in-
adequate In piactice, however, we find that Spinoza assumes
the intrinsic agreement between an 1dea and 1ts mental ide-
atum only as regards adequate 1deas (2-43) but not as re-
gards madequate ideas That 1s to say, the agrecment be-
tween an idea and 1its ideatum 15 extrmsic 1f the ideatum
or the object be an mnadequate 1dea or a physical object;
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the agreement 1s mtrinsic if the mental ideatum 1s adequate.

The same 1ssue may be 1illustrated further by reference to
the relation between adequate and true ideas. An adequate
1dea 1s said to be one which 1s intrinsically clear and distinct,
but a true i1dea 1s one that agrees extrinsically with its 1de-
atum (3-def 4 explan) Spinoza repeats this distinction
more explicitly mn his letter to Tschirnhaus (let 60, Wolf
edition) ‘I recognize,” he writes, “no other difference be-
tween a true i1dea and an adequate idea than that the word
true refers only to the agreement of the 1dea with its 1deatum
while the word adequate 1efers to the nature of the idea 1t-
self So that there 1s 1eally no difference between a true and
adequate 1dca except this extrinsic relation ” The point to
be noted here 1s that Spinoza does not give us an mtrinsic
definition of a true 1dea, though he assures us that the marks
of a true 1dea are intrinsic and that a true 1dea “reveals 1t-
self” and 1s the standard (norma) of itself and the false
(2-43 schol ) The pomt 15 one that concerned hin very
much and we find he comes back to it agnin and agamn “If
anyone were to ask,” he comments (2-43 schol ), “how a
man can know that he has an idea which agrees with its ide-
atum (that of which 1t 1s the 1dea) T have shown almost more
times than enough that he knows 1t simply because he has an
idea which agrees with 1ts 1deatum, that 1s to say, because
tiuth 1s 1ts own standard > What Spimoza failed to sce 1s that
1f a true 1dea 1s true because of 1ts extrinsic agicement with
its rdeatum, then 1ts adequacy must nlso be extriggic, and
converscly, 1f 1t adequacy 15 intrinsic then its truth"must be
so lhikewise Instead he tried to combine an extrinsic criterion
of truth with an intrinsie errterion of adequacy.

In general we conclude that Spmoza found diffieulty n
harmonizing his metaphysical parallehsm of adequate 1deas
and adequate causes with his epistemological theory Lpiste-
mologically the human mind may have an adequate or clear
1dea of a given finite cause nrespective of whether the cause
itself be self-sufficient to explain all its cffects Similarly a
given cause may be adequate or self-sufficient to produce 1ts
effects though our 1deas of 1t may not be adequate or clear
In brief he 1s compelled to differentiate imphcitly between
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an adequate 1dea of a cause and an 1dea of an adequate cause,
even though expheitly he professes to 1dentify them.

4 INADEQUATE IDEAS, INADEQUATE CAUSES, AND
THE ORDER OF NATURE

TuEe same difficulties occur when we examine Spinoza’s the-
ory of falaity and madequacy If a true idea reveals both 1t-
sclf and what 15 false, then there should be some internal or
intrinsic marks of a false or inadequate 1dea which are re-
vealed by the adequate 1dea That 1s to say, there should be
something positive about an iadequate or false 1dea whereby
1t 1s differentiated from one that 1s adequate and true This 1s
mmphed also by Spinoza’s assertion in Or the Improvement
of the Understanding (p 28) that “falsity consists only mn
this, that something 15 affirmed of a thing which 15 not con-
tamed 1mn the conception we have formed of that thing, as
motion or rest of a seimeircle ” Here we sce that a false 1dea
1s one that makes a positive affitmation which does not follow
from the formal cssence of a given 1dea

But in the Ethics, Spmoza explieitly rejects any such sug-
gestion and goes out of hus way to demonstrate (2-33) that
“in 1deas there 1s nothing positive on account of which they
are called false ” His argument 1s that if a false 1dea con-
tamed somecthing positive 1t would be an mmperfection at-
tributable ultimatelv to the nature of God He therefore
explamggfalsity and madequacy as due to negation or priva-
tion of knowledge (2-35), since all imperfection or fimtude
15 due to negation of bemg (1-8 schol 1) Intrinsically an
1den 18 false or inndequate because of what 1t lacks and not
because of 1its positive affimations Inndequate ideas arise
because the mind perceives things partially and 1s not aware
of all the causes mvolved As Spinoza puts 1t (On the I'm-
provement of the Understanding, pp 28-29) . “But 1f 1t be
the natuie of a thinking thing, as seems prima facie to be
the case, to form true or ndequate thoughts, 1t 1s plain that
madequate 1deas arise 1 us only because we are parts of a
thinking being whose thoughts, some n their entirety, others
in fragments only, constitute our mind ” In short, the n-
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adequacy of our 1deas 1s due to the fact that the human
mind 18 the inadequate cause of 1ts 1deas

It should be noted, however, that by the inadequate cause
of knowledge, Spinoza explains more than mere 1gnorance.
The very nature of perception involves madequate 1ideas,
since all perception depends upon the interaction of some
external body with the human body From this 1t follows
(2-16 corol 2) that “the 1deas we have of external bodies
indicate the constitytion of our own body rather than the
nature of external bodies ” That 1s to say, perceptual 1deas
are by nature mnadequate since the mind falsifies the formal
essence of the things perceived In perception the mind 1s
not a dry hight which reveals the nature of things—though
contrary to Fiancis Bacon, Spinoza would maintain that the
mtellect per se was such a dry hight (see Novum organum,
1-§§ 41, 49) “From this 1t 1s evident,” Spinoza concludes
(2-29 corol ), “that the human mind when 1t perceives
things in the common order of nature has no adequate knowl-
edge of 1tself nor of 1ts own body nor of external bodies, but
only a confused and mutilated knowledge ” The 1deas of
perception and imagination are intrinsically madequate, a
fact which 1s not to be explamned away simply on the grounds
of 1gnorance Indeed, Spmoza himself admits that mmade-
quacy and ignorance are not wdentical He writes (2-35
schol ) “Just in the same manner; when we look at the sun
we 1magine 1ts distance from us to be about two hundred
feet, the error not consisting solely in the imaginadion, but
arising from our not knowing what the true distance 15 when
we 1magine and what the causes of our imagination For al-
though we may afterwards know that the sun 15 more than
s1X hundred diameters of the earth distant from us, we still
mmagine 1t near us, since we 1magine 1t to be so near, not be-
cause we are 1gnorant of its true distance but because an.
affection of our body involves the essence of the sun msofar
as our body itself 15 affected by 1t Fiom this 1t appears
that the human body 1s the positive cause of the madequate
ideas of perception and imagmation—an inference which
Spinoza himself does not wish to draw.

In fact, Spmnoza reintroduces the same example later
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(4-1 schol.) to demonstrate that “nothing positive contained
in a false 1dea 1s removed by the presence of the true insofar
as 1t 1s true ” In the schollum he adds “For example, when
we look at the sun, we imagine his distance from us to be
about two hundred feet, and in this we are deceived so long
as we remain m 1gnorance of the true distance. When this 1s
known the er101 1s removed but not the imagimation, that 1s
to say, the idea of the sun which manifests his nature 1nso-
far as the body 1s affected by him, so that although we know
his true distance, we nevertheless 1magine lum close to us
So with the other mmaginations by which the mind 1s
deceived , whether they indicate the natural constitution of
the body or an increase or dunmution 1 1ts power of action,
they are not opposed to the truth, nor do they disappear
with the prescnce of the truth ” Here Spinoza contrasts the
madequacy of ideas due to ignorance or privation of knowl-
edge and the madequacy due to the very nature of percep-
tion and imagination which depend upon the constitution of
the human body It falsity and madequacy were merely a
matter of privation of knowledge, then the positive content
of the adequate 1deas would exclude the inadequate ones
Insofar as this does not occur, we must infer that inadequate
1deas have a necessary, positive basis m human nature which
the conception of adequate 1deas does not remove It 15, 1
other words, the very pogitive characteristics of inadequate
ideas which account for the fact that they cannot.be re-
moved by tiue weas—and not, as Spinoza attempts to dem-
onstrate, because there 1s nothing positive about a false 1dea
which can be removed by a true one What Spinoza 1s really
admitting 1 that the mind may have an adequate 1dea of the
causes 1nvolved m perception and imagination without being
able to change the intrinsically inadequate nature of the ex-
sperience of perception or imagmation
From Spinoza’s own examples we conclude, therefore,
that there does scem to be something positive 1 virtue of
which 1deas are said to be false or inadequate If the cri-
terion of inadequacy be intrinsic, then an madequate 1dea
15 one that affirms something wluch does not follow from the
formal essence of that i1dea, as motion of a semicircle If the
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criterion of inadequacy be extrinsic, then a false or inade-
quate 1dea 15 one which affirms something of 1its object or
ideatum which does not agree with 1ts true or formal es-
sence, just as a true 1dea 15 one that agrees with 1ts 1deatum.
If falsity were due to 1gnorance then there could be no dis-
agreement between an idea and 1its object, since partial
agreement is still only agieement. The fi1st grade of knowl-
edge 1s madequate, but Spinoza does not call 1t false (2-43
schol 2) N

As said, Spinoza was concerned to deny the positive na-
ture of mmadequate and false 1deas since he could not attribute
any mmperfection to the mimnd of God through which all 1deas
are concerived Hence he attempted to explamn the nade-
quacy of human 1decas by the fimitude o1 inadequate causality
of the human mind This left the problem of how adequate
knowledge was possible 1f the human mnd by nature was an
madequate cause Spmoza’s reply 1s that the human in-
tellect conceives an adequate 1dea, that 15, an 1dea which 1s
perfect and absolute 1n 1ts kind (2-84), when God acts or
expresses Himself absolutely thiough a particular mind and
not 1n conjunction with other finite minds (2-11 corol ) “All
1deas msofar as they are 1eferred to God are true” (omnes
1deae quatenus ad deum referuntur, verae sunt) (2-32), and
Spinoza refers an 1dea to God only when he 1egards it as
adequate and true, otherwise 1t 15"said to be due to the mn-
adequate causahity of the human mind In order to account
for the possibility of adequate knowledge Spimoza postulates
that God acts directly through a particular mmd apart from
1ts relations to other minds—a postulate which violates the
distinction between things of which God 15 the proximate
immediate cause and those finite modes of which He 1s the
mediate cause (1-28 schol ).

The difficulties inherent 1n Spinoza’s theory of inadequate=
1deas can be well 1llustrated by reference to his notion ot “‘the
common order of nature ” In 2-29 scholum he states that
“n the common order of nature [ex commum naturae or-
dine] the mind perceives things externally and ‘by a chance
comncidence’ [ex rerum forturto occursu] ” Similarly, 1n On
the Improvement of the Understanding, Spinoza contrasts
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“the series of particular mutable things” with “the series of
fixed and eternal things ” He tells us there that “the es-
sences of particular mutable things are not to be gathered
from their series or order of existence which would furnish
us with nothing beyond their extrinsic denominations, their
relations or at most their circumstances, all of which are very
different from their 1nmost essence ” Finally we note that
Spimoza contrasts the “uncertain and unsettled” (incertos et
vagos) order of the affects with the arrangement of the af-
fections brought about by the order of the intellect” (se-
cundum ordinem ad ntellectum)

These passages suggest that theie are real contingency
and confusion m the relations among particular, mutable
things The “mutilated and confused manner” m which the
mind perceives things 1s due primaiily to the contingency
of the common order of natuie. In other words, the order
and conncction of perceptual experience 1s 1dentical with
the order or disorder found in physical nature (2-7)

But 1n the attempt to be consistent with hus metaphysical
premuses Spinoza was compelled to deny any real contin-
gency m nature (1-29) The contingent or fortuitous, he
explains, 15 simply human i1gnorance when ‘“the order of
causes 15 concealed from us” (1-33 schol. 1). Contingency,
in other words, 15 an attribute of the imagination and not of
the nature of things, the mind attiibutes disorder to nature
only because 1t fails to foim an adequate 1dea of things Thus
Spmoza concludes (2-81 corol ) “Hence 1t follows that all
particular things are contingent and coiruptible, for we
can have no adequate knowledge concerning their duration
And this 1s what 1s to be understood by us as their contin-
gency and possibihity of corruption, for there 1s no other
contingency but this ”

Spmoza began by declaring that perceptual knowledge 1s
inadequate and confused because the mind 1s determined to
perceive by the fortuitous, common order of nature and the
cxtrinsic relations of things He ends by explaining the con-
tingent order of things by the inadequacy of human per-
ception On the one hand, the imperfection of human knowl-
edge 1s explamned by the imperfection of the common order
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of nature, on the other hand, the contingency of external na-
ture 1s explamned by the finitude or inadequacy of human
knowledge In the last analysis it may be said that Spinoza
attributes a real order to nature but attributes all disorder
to the mind of man This accounts for the fact that he gives
an mtrinsic definition of adequate 1deas but only an extrmsic
defimition of inadequate ideas, namely, their inadequate
causahty.

6§ THE AFFECTIONS OF THE INTELLECT AND
IMAGINATION

Tre vahdity of our criticism of Spinoza’s position 1s sup-
ported by lus actual procedure in the development of his
thought We said before that Spinoza maintains a complete
parallehsm between the adequacy of the affections of the
body and mind We now wish to show that msofar as Spi-
noza acknowledges the mdependent foimal reality of the
mind as a mode of thought, he also attributes to the mind
an independent causality o1 power of activity In this man-
ner he comes to mtroduce a sharp duahsm or bifurcation be-
tween the affections ot the body and mind

The mind 15 divided according to 1ts functions into the
mtellect on the onc hand, and the power of peiception and
mmagination on the other The intellect per se 1s the source of
all adequate 1deas and theiefore of all the actions of the
mind, 1t does not mvolve any refeience at all to the affec-
tions of the body Perception and imagimation are the source
of all madequate 1deas or passions of the soul and always
mvolve corresponding passions of the body There 1s a real
difference wn kind between the affections of the intellect and
corporeal vmagination This change 1 Spinoza’s theory 1s
also due to Stoic influence through the mediation of Cicero
and Descartes, as I shall show later

The evidence for our present thesis 15 ample Already m
the second book of the Ethics, where Spinoza describes the
various grades of knowledge, he attributes adequate 1deas to
the mtellect or understandimg, and madequate 1deas to per-
ception and 1magmation We are told exphetly (2-28) that



36 The Psychology and Ethics of Spinoza

“the 1deas of the affections of the human body insofar as they
are related only to the human mind are not clear and dis-
tinct but confused ” Similarly he concludes (2-29 corol.) .
“From this 1t 15 cvident that the human mind when 1t per-
cerves [percipit] things in the common order of nature, has
no adequate knowledge of 1tself, nor of 1ts own body, nor of
external bodies, but only a confused and mutilated knowl-
edge ” Spmnosa’s reason for this conclusion 1s that i all
peiception, whether of oneself o1 of extgrnal things, the in-
dividual 1s not the adequate or sufficient cause of his 1deas
and therefore his 1deas are necessarily mmadequate or con-
fused (2-29 schol ) Dy nature perception and 1magimation
are the source only of madequate or confused 1deas and are
never the cause of adequatce 1deas

In the De wntellectus emendatione (p 33) he states ex-
plicitly that the imagination 1n particular 1s the source of all
passions Thus he wiites “But one may take any view one
likes of the magination as long as one acknowledges that
it 15 different fiom the undeistanding and that the soul 1s
passive with regard to it The view taken 1s immaterial if
we know that the mmagmnation 1s something indefimite with
regnid to wlnch the soul 15 passive and that we can by some
means or other fice ourselves therefiom with the help of the
understanding  The laws of the imagination are entircly
different from those of the mtellect because the tmagination
requires the interaction of the human body utth extcrnal
things, whereas the wleas of the wntellect are concerved
through and follow from the wntellect alone “We know,”
Spuwnosa continues (ibid, p  34), “that the operations
whereby the effects of the mmagmation are produced, take
place under laws [leges] quite different from the laws of the
understanding [diversns a legibus mtellectus] and that the
soul [amimam] so far as its imagmation 1s concerned, has
cause for suffering [habere 1ationem patientis] ”

The imagmnation never gives rise to really clear and dis-
tinct 1deas though 1t may appear to do so due to the vividness
of the images “Let us beware,” Spinoza warns (ibiud, p
35) “of another great cause of confusion which prevents the
intellect from reflecting on itself Sometimes while making
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no distinction between the imagmation and the intellect, we
think that what we moie readily imagine 1s clearer to us, and
also we think that what we imagine we understand. Thus we
put first that which should be last; the true order of pro-
gression 1s reversed and no legitimate conclusion 1s drawn ”
The 1magination 1s never the source of adequate 1deas though
the 1mages may more casily (facilius) come to mind than
the adequate 1deas of the intellect The fact that the mind
mmagmes things si¥ply, that 1s without reference to causes
(5-5), and lacks ideas to exclude these 1mages, misleads 1t
to mustake them for an adequate knowledge of the nature
of things (2-85 schol )

In hke manner Spinoza goes on to show that all the ac-
tions of the individual mvolve the mtellect alone If an 1dea
1s adequate 1t necessarily origmates 1 the intellect, 1f 1t 1s
madequate 1t origimates in the magmation Properly speak-
wng there can be no wadequate wdeas of the intellect Thus
he demonstiates (2—40 schol 2) that knowledge of the sec-
ond and third grades—that 1s, knowledge of common notions
and intuttive science, always involves adequate 1deas, since
each 1dea as concerved by the mtellect gives a knowledge of
the eternal essence of God Spinoza devotes a special proposi-
tion (528 demons ) to show that “ideas which are clear and
distinct 1n us, or which are related to the third kind of knowl-
edge, cannot follow from mutilated and confused 1deas which
arc related to the first kind of knowledge, but from adequate
1deas, that 1s to say, from the second and third kind of knowl-
edge ” We are also informed (4-35 corol 1) that “a man
acts absolutely from the laws of his own nature when he lives
according to the guidance of reason” (homo ex legibus suae
naturac absolute agit, quando ex ductu ratioms vivit)
Reason or the wntellect s then the only adequate cause of a
man’s actions and s the cxcluswwe source of all hs adequate
tdeas The imagimation 15 the source of all mmadequate 1deas
and of all affects which are passions

It seems to me, however, that from a purely logical point
of view Spinoza’s argument for the mnadequacy of the i1deas
of the imagimnation may also be applied to the intellect TFor
the human ntellect 1s a part of the divine intellect and may
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therefore be regarded as conceiving 1ts 1deas partially or
inadequately. Spinoza himself states (5-40 schol ). “It 1s
evident that our mind insofar as i1t understands [quatenus
mtelligit] 1s an eternal mode of thought which 1s determined
by another eternal mode of thought and this agamn by an-
other, and so on ad infimitum, so that all taken together con-
stitute the eternal and infimte intellect of God” On this
premise no mode of thought can be said to act absolutely,
that 1s without reference to others Spinoza, nevertheless,
speaks of the intellect as acting absolutely (absolute agit)
without relation to other modes of thought Insofar as the
mind does function 1n 1clation to other modes, then 1t 15 no
longer the intellect but the mmagmation This argument, 1t
seems to me, 15 arbitrary and is the source of much difficulty
later

6 ATYECTS OF THE SOUL, BODY, AND INTELLECT

Spinoza’s radical diffeientiation between the functions of
the intellect and 1mmagimation led hun to change lus general
conception of the affects There are, it would appear, three
kinds of affects, namely, affects which refer simultaneously
to the body and mmagmation, those which nie conceived
thiough the body alone, and mtellectual affects winch fol-
low from the mtellect alone and have no reference to the
body

His general defimition of affects (3—after def 48) refers
to affects which pertnin simultaneously to body and mind,
though they omgmate i the body Such affects are neces-
sarily passions and involve madequate ideas since the body
18 not their adequate cause Thus Spinoza explains “An af-
fect which 1s called a passion of the soul [animi pathema] 1s
a confused 1dea by which the mind affiims of 1ts body or any
part of 1it, a greater or less power of existence than before,
and tlis increase of power being given the mind itself is de-
termined to one particular thought rather than to another ”

Not all affects, however, refer simultaneously to the body
and mind Spinoza was aware that many modifications occur
in the body of which the mind is not conscious or over which
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it has no control Hence he concluded that some affects were
corporeal by nature and did not involve a corresponding
affection of the mmnd For example, he points out (3-59
schol ) some affects “such as trembling [tremor], paleness
[Lvor], sobbing [singultus], laughing [risus}, and the like

belong to the body alone without relationship to the
mind [ad solum corpus absque ulla ad mentem relatione
referuntur] *’ These affects are conceived through and follow
from the body alom® and do not involve the mind at all, ex-
cept mcidentally Tears and laughter follow mechanieally
from the nature of the body insofar as 1t 1s a mode of exten-
sion and not msofar as the body 1s umted to the mind Spi-
noza 1s ready to make this assumption because he claims that
many actions follow from the body alone considered as a
mechanism, just as Descaites had claimed that brutes were
physical automata whose functions were to be explamned
purely 1n terms of matter and motion In the scholium to
proposition two of book three this point 15 taken up mn de-
taill “For what the body can do,” he writes, “no one has
hitherto determined, that 1s to say, experience [experientia]
has taught no one hitherto what the body, without being
determined by the mind [nis1 a mente determinetur] can do
and what 1t cannot do from the laws of 1ts nature alone [ex
solis legibus natuiae co1pus] msofar as nature 1s considered
merely as corporcal For no one as yet has understood
the structure of the body so accurately as to be able to ex-
plamn all 1ts functions, not to mention the fact that many
things are observed m brutes which far surpass human sa-
gacity, and that sleep-walhers in their sleep do verv many
things which they dare not do when awake, all this showmg
that the body itself can do many things fiom the laws of 1ts
own nature alone at which the mind belonging to that body
1s amazed I have already shown, however, that thev
do not know what the body can do, nor what can be deduced
from the consideration of 1ts nature alone, and that they find
that many things are done merely by the laws of 1ts nature
which they would never have believed to be possibfe with-
out the direction of the mind, as for example those things
which sleep-walkers do 1n their sleep and at which they them-
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selves are astonished when awake I adduce also here the
structure itself of the human body, which so greatly sur-
passes 1n workmanship all those things which are constructed
by human art, not to mention what I have already proved,
that an infimtude of things follows from nature under what-
ever attribute 1t may be considered ”

This long quotation makes 1t amply evident that Spinoza,
Iike Descartes, was prepared to interpret the affects of brutes
and some of the affects of man such as l#aghing, erying, and
trembling 1n purely corporcal and mechanical terms In such
cuses, the affects are not properly affections of the mind at
all—as 15 shown by the example of sleep-walkers The notion
of an unconsciouns mind did not occur cither to Descartes or
Spmosa—though Leibnitz mn his Monadology makes much
of this pomnt wn hws theory of “petites perceptions ” In this
respect Leibnitz was more consistent than Spinoza, since the
1dentity of body and mind requires that all affections of the
body are simultancously affects of the mind, whether the
mind be clearly conscious of them or not Spinoza, however,
argues that the mind 1s necessai1ly aware of 1ts 1deas and the
affections of 1ts body (2-12,22) Hence if anything happens
of which the mind 15 not conscious, 1t must follow from the
nature of the body alone—an infeience which undeimines
Ins doctine of the identity of body and mind, and the in-
tinsic agreement of the attributes of thought and exten-
sion The body of man may be 1egarded as a very intricate
and subtle mechanism some of whose affections follow from
the Jaws of 1ts corporeal natuie alone—though the extent
of these corporeal affections has not been completely de-
termined by experience The significant conclusion here 1s
that there aic purely corporeal affects as well as affects
which, though coipoieal i their anigin, mnvolve simultane-
ously the nature of the mind Both kinds of affects are pas-
sions since they do not follow from the power of the indi-
vidual alone

There 15, 1n addition, a third kind of affect, namely, intel-
lectual affects (though Spinoza does not use the precise
term), which aie actions as distinct from the affects of the
body and imagmation which are passions This obviously
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does not mean that there is a direct parallelism of the af-
fects of the intellect and imagination, since the laws of the
mtellect differ from those of the imagination. For example,
there are no actions or intellectual affects of sorrow (3-59)

Thus we find Spinoza writes (3—58) “Besides the joys and
desires which are passions [passiones] there are other af-
fects [affectus] of joy and desire which are related to us in-
sofar as we act [agimus] ” Similaily he speaks (4-15) of
“desire which arisds from a tiue knowledge of good and
evil,” and of favor and self-satisfaction which arise from
reason (4-51, 52) There are then intellectual affects or
actions which have no direct 1eference to corresponding af-
fections of the body

7 THE INTRINSIC AND EXTRINSIC CRITERION OF
ACTIONS AND PASSIONS

THE question now arises, how do we know whether a given
affect origiates in the itellect or 1magination?’ Spinoza’s
answer 15 that the criterion 15 a purely internal one An af-
fect originates 1n the mtelleet if we find that 1t wmvolves ade-
quate 1deas, 1t originates i the magmnation if it mvolves
mmadequate 1deas Spinoza even goes so far as to suggest that
there may be parallechsm or one-to-one correspondence be-
tween the affects of the intellect and the imagmation, though
as said there 15 no metaphysical basis for this Thus he
writes (5—4 schol ) “For 1t 15 above everything to be ob-
served that the appetite by which a mar 15 said to act, 1s one
and the same as that by which he 15 said to suffer Tor ex-
ample, we have shown that human nature 15 so constituted
that everyone desnes that other people should hive accord-
ing to his way of thinking, a desire which 1n a man who 1s
not guided by reason 1s a passion which 1s called ambition
and 1s not very different fiom piide, wlile on the other
hand, 1n a man who hives according to the dictates of reason
[ex ratiomis dictamine] it 1s an action or virtue which 1s
called piety In the same manner all the appetites or desires
are passions only msofar as they arise from madequate 1deas
and are classed among wirtues whenever they are excited or
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begotten by adequate 1deas; for all the desires by which we
are determined to any action may arise from either adequate
or mnadequate 1deas.”

It appears from this passage that one and the same affect
or desire may originate either 1n the intellect or imagination
and 1s then classed as a virtue or passion respectively. The
serious difficulty occurs 1n the case of the affects of sorrow
which are excluded from having any corresponding intel-
lectual affects (3-59) (

In the above quotation Spmoza assumes that an affect
which 1s 1n accord with the dictates of reason and one which
origmates 1 the 1ntellect are one and the same This as-
sumption, as suggested in our discussion of adequate ideas
and causcs, 15 open to question It presupposes that a given
affect may be classified as an action or passion by a consider-
ation of the intrinsic properties of the ideas mvolved and
without reference to the functions of the body or the nature
of the object toward which the affect 15 directed

We find, honever, that clsewhere Spinoza, like the Scholas-
ties, mamtains that an affect 15 to be judged by 1ts effects on
human power or perfection That 1s to say, an affect 15 con-
sidered an action or passion according to 1ts practical con-
sequences 1 promoting or hindering human virtue and social
harmony This, we submit, 1s equivalent to introducing an
extrinsic criterion of the affects, namely, their end, function,
or purposc, 1n promoting human well-being, which 1s radi-
cally different fiom the intrmsic criterion of adequacy and
madequacy by which the affects were previously judged
This I take to be the significance of Spinoza’s statement that
“love and desire may be excessive” (excessum) (4—44) The
terms excessive and immoderate which Spinoza introduces 1n
this proposition do not apply to the adequacy or inade-
quacy of ideas They are intelhgible only 1n relation to func-
tions and their effects 1n accomplishing a given end

Yrom this it follows that an affect which does not orgi-
nate in the mtellcet may nevertheless be in accord wth the
dictates of reason of the consequences for the perfection of
the indiridual are beneficial By nature man functions i dif-
ferent parts at various times and1t 1s thercfore 1n accord
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with the dictates of right reason to experience those affects
which refer only to a part of the body so long as they are
not 1n excess—that 1s to say, so long as they do not possess
the mind’s attention to the complete exclusion of other modes
of activity required for the perfection of the individual This
aspect of Spinoza’s argument 1s best illustrated by his ex-
ample 1n 5-10 schollum where he writes “For example, 1f
a man sees that he pursues glory too eagerly, let him think
on 1ts proper use [ge ejus 1ecto usu cogitet] for what end
1t 1s to be followed [1n quem finem sectanda sit] and by what
means 1t can be obtamned [a quibus medus aequiri possit],
but let him not think upon 1ts abuse and vanity, and on the
inconstancy of men and things of tlus sort, about which no
one thinks unless through disease of mind > Herc we see that
the mrtue of an affect 13 yjudged by ts right use, proper end,
and means—traditional Scholastic notwns which require
reference to a final cause An affect 1s said to be 1 accord
with right reason msofar as the intellect concerves 1ts conse-
quences to be m agreement with 1ts 1dea of human perfection
as a whole An affect 15 a true good when the 1dea thercof 1n
the intellect and 1ts formal effects on the mdividual are 1n
agreement—for a true 1dea must agree with 1ts 1deatum and
m this case the 1deatum 1s the actual perfection of man The
mntellect conceives the utility of the individual affects and
controls them with a view to the welfare of the man as a
whole, of themselves the affects are blind and partial and
have no regard to the profit of man as a whole, and there-
fore tend to be excessive (4-50) That 15 to say, the affects
wn themselves moolve only wnadequate deas but they may be
controlled and gurded by the adequate 1deas of the wntellect.
In other words, an aftect 1s 1n accord with the dictates of
reason when theie 1s an extrinsic agreement between the 1deas
of the intellect and the formal consequences of the affect—
the mntrinsic criterion of the adequacy of the ideas and causes
mvolved 1s not sufficient

Spinoza did not reahize the full inplication of his admus-
sion, for otherwise he would have seen that 1t 15 not the origin
or efficient cause of the affects but rather the end or final
cause which 1s the criteri®n of actions and passions, virtues
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and vices One cannot determune whether a given affect is
good or evil, helpful or harmful, unless he considers the per-
fection or functions of the individual and the nature of the
end o1 objects by which he 1s affected. It 1s a virtue of the
mntellect to have adequate 1deas, but while an affect may -
volve the virtue of the mtellect 1t 1s not reducible to the lat-
ter In other words, an affect 15 thought to agree with the
dictates of 11ght 1eason because 1t 15 conceived 1n relation to
some good or 1deal of peifection, the gbodness or value of
the affect 1s prior 1 nature to 1ts rationahty An affect 1s ra-
tional because 1eason acknowledges 1ts inherent virtue or per-
tection, but 1t 1s not a virtue sunply because 1t 1s conceived
by reason, as otherwise there would be no inherent difference
Letween affects and conceptions of the imtellect There 1s a
parallchsm between actions and passions only because any
given affect may be controlled by reason There are not two
sets of affects, one of which oniginates m the intellect and the
other 1n the mmagination, as Spmoza seems to assume 1n
order to retain a nommal agreement between the attributes
of thought nud extension Spinoza, 1t seems to me, confused
psychology and ethics, the origin of human functions with
their final woith or value This i turn 15 due to the fact that
he wished to exclude all final causes from lus ethical theory
as well as from his metaphysies

8 THE SOUL AND ITS AFFECTS HISTORICAL
SURVEY

Up to this point we were conceined with the analysis of
Spinoza’s conception of the affects and noted some of the
logical mcoherencies to be found It 1s important to bear 1n
mind, however, that these logical incoherencies are due pri-
marily to Spimoza’s effort to synthesize all the basic plilo-
sophical traditions concernmg tlus subjeet He felt that a
really adequate psychology should be impartial to all the
facts and capable of harmomzing the doctrines of the rival
schools This synthetic motive made him go out of his way
to demonstrate that his philosophy was essentially 1n agree-
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ment with all the really universal 1deas of the great philo-
sophic and religious traditions It will prove instiuctive
therefore for us to examine some of the lending theories
concerning the nature and origin of the affects with which
Spinoza was acquainted, whether directly or indirectly, and
to show what use he made of them 1n constiucting his own
synthetic psychology of the emotions From this analysis
we shall show that Spinoza’s logical incoherencies are largely
due to the fact thd his initial premises were mcompatible
with the historical 1deas he tried to incorporate in what he
wished to be an all-inclusive system

Woe shall begin accordingly with the Platonic theory of the
nature and functions of the soul and then pass on to brief
surveys of the thought of Aristotle, the Stoies, St Thomas,
and Descartes on this subject In the final section we shall
treat of the relation of Spinoza to his predecessors

According to Plato the soul or psyche was the only sclf-
moved mover and the effiaient cause of motion m all bodies
Bodies can only be moved but cannot of themselves oniginate
motion Plato called all the activities of the soul motions and
hence mncluded the affects o1 emotions In the Laws we find
he writes (Bk X) “The soul then directs all things in
heaven and earth and sea by her movements, and these are
desciibed by the terms will, consideration, attention, delibera-
tion, opimion, joy and soirow, confidence, fear, hatied, love
and other primary motions akin to these, which agam re-
ceve the secondary motions of corporeal substances and
guide all things to growth and decav, to composition and
decomposition and to the qualities winch accompany them,
such as heat and cold, heaviness and hghtness, hardness and
softness, blackness and wliteness, bitterness and sweetness,
and all those other qualitics which the soul uses, herself a
goddess, when truly 1ecerving the divine mind, she diserplines
all things 1ightly to then happmess, but when she 15 the
companion of tolly, she does the very contrary of all this
And agam 1n the followmng passage “And if this 15 true do
we still mantain that there 1s anything wanting in the proof
that the soul 1s the fiist origin and moving power of all
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that 1s, or has become or will be, and their contraries, when
she has been clearly shown to be the source of change and
motion of all things?”

Plato we see first mawntains that the soul 18 the self-moved
mover and the primary efficient cause of motion 1n all things
Insofar as the rational principle in the soul initiates the
motion then the bodies move in uniform and perfect order
as 15 the case with the planets which move 1n circles (Twvmaus)
On the other hand, when the irratiodal principle of the
soul mmutiates the motion, then we have disorderly motion
mn all directions as we see 1n some human activities All the
activities of the soul are likewise regarded as motions (kine-
s18) and thus Plato considers willing, thinking, and feelng
as motwons of the soul The soul as a whole 1s a umty, 1ts
rational and i1riational functions may be distinguished
though not scparated into parts Hence he believes the soul
as a whole, since 1t 1s prior to the body, 1s immortal (Phedo)
What the relation 1s between the soul or psyche and the
“1deas” or ‘“forms,” Plato does not make clear He postulated
the cternal ideas to account for the principle of being in
things and the psyche to account for the origin of motion,
without explaining the metaphysical mterrelation of the two
principles

Aristotle, on the other hand, notwithstanding his eriticism
that the universal ideas of Plato cannot account for motion,
denied that the soul or psyche 15 a moved mover, and the ef-
ficient cause of motion 1n bodies The reason for his demal
of the Platonic doctrine 1s found in the fact that Arnstotle
wdentified the form of a thing with 1ts soul as we see from
the D¢ Anvma The form 15 the entelechy or immanent final
cause of motion 1n all natural things That 1s to say, the
form, soul, or entelechy acts only as the unmoved mover of
bodies, determining the order and goal of therr processes
Composite things, which are unions of matter and form, are
capable of motion and act as sclf-moved movers, but the
form 1tself, properly speaking, does not move at all, except
incidentally because of 1ts union with some body Motion
pertains only to bodies which have the potentiality of becom-
mg vatous things and receiving different forms The form
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1tself, however, as the principle of actuahty has no poten-
tiality and 1s therefore incapable of motion or becoming.
Thus although Plato and Aristotle agree in distinguishing
the mover from the thing moved, they differ very definitely
in the role they assign to the soul

Plato, by mntroducing two distinct principles, namely, the
1deas or essences and the soul or psyche as the source of mo-
tion, was able to account both for the permanence of things
and their motion or¥becommng Aristotle, on the other hand,
by 1dentifying the form with the psyche, became involved in
serious difficulties The Aristotelian foims are principles of
being and at the same time the physis, or internal source of
motion. Aristotle then attempts to get out of the difficulty
by making the form-souls the final causes of motion But how
a final cause 15 able to mitiate motion 1n a body which of
itself 1s supposedly mcapable of motion, remains a mystery

Aristotle’s theory of motion and the function of the soul
influenced his psychological conceptions as well As opposed
to Plato, he derued that the soul 1s capable of emotions and
hence would not attiibute the variwous feelings to the soul
itself 'T'hus he writes in the De Anima (4080) ‘A tentative
description of the soul as subject to movement would be more
plausible in view of the following considerations We say that
the soul 15 pamned or rcjoices, 1s confident or afiand, and
agam 15 angry and percerves and thinks, and all of these
are thought to be movements From this one might suppose
that it 1s moved, but that 15 not necessary For however much
pain and enjoyment and thinking are movements and each of
them 1s a being moved, the being moved 15 produced by the
soul, e g, to be angry or afraid 1s the heart’s bemng moved
m a particular way and thinking 1s a movement either as 1s
probable of the heart or of something else, and some of these
phenomena take place owing to certan parts bemng in loco-
motion and others owing to their being altered mn quality
(which parts these are and how they are moved 1s another
question) To say then that the soul 15 angry is like saying
that the soul weaves or builds, 1t were better perhaps not to
say that the soul pities or learns or thinks, but that the man
does so with his soul, but this not 1n the sense that the move-
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ment 15 1n the soul, but that it sometimes reaches the soul
and sometimes proceeds from 1t; e g, perception proceeds
from particular outward things while reminiscence proceeds
from the soul to the movements or permanent traces of move-
ment 1mn the sense organs But reason seems to come to be
present m us as an mdependent substance and not to be
destroyed . Therefore old age consists not 1n some-
thing having happened to the soul, but 1n something having
happened to that in which the soul resides, just as happens
m intoxication and disense Similarly then thought and sci-
entific contemplation dies away through the destruction of
somethmg else within but 15 1tself impassive Thinking, and
love and hate however, aie not affections of 1cason but of
that wlich possesses 1t, qua possessing 1t And so too when
this possession perishes we neither remember nor love, for
these did not belong to 1eason but to the composite being
wlich has perished, while reason 1s presumably something
more divine and impassive

I'rom this lengthy passage we gather that Aristotle con-
siders and 1cjects the I’latonic theo1y that the soul itself 1s
moved or has various motions which we perceive as thinking
and feeling The soul 15 only the final cause of the motions,
the motions themselves are to be properly attributed only to
the body and 1ts various o1gans In thinking, for example,
there 15, s0 Aristotle believes, a motion of the lieart of which
the soul 1s the final cause The soul 15 aware of the motions
of the body and it may be said that the body 1s the efficient
mstrument of the soul The soul however does not always
origmate the motions ot 1ts body Sometimes the body 1s
affected or moved by some external object and the soul 1s
merely conscious of the motions origmating i 1ts body

It 1s to be further noted that Aristotle conceives the hu-
man soul as composite Reason or nous 1s something eternal
and incorruptible, and as such 15 not destioyed with the body
The so-called irrational functions of the individual are due
to his corporeal soul or form which perwshes along with his
bodv There 1s then a difference 1n kind or function n the
parts of the soul The irrational soul 1s really the mseparable
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form of 1ts body but the rational soul 15 an independent sub-
stance which comes from without and cannot be destroyed
along with the body Just how the umon and separation of
the rational and irrational parts of the soul come about we
are not told

With this background in mind, 1t 1s easy to sce just how
the Stoics arrived at their particular conclusions concerning
the nature of the soyl 7T'hey simply wdentified the entire soul
with the reason or z%cﬂcct and dispensed altogether with its
wrattonal functions The Stoies further differed from Ars-
totle 1n that the rational soul as conceived by them was not an
immaterial form, the soul was a subtle fiie or pneuma, finer
and more volatile than the matter of the body—a doctrine
gomg back to Herachitus The soul as an independent ma-
terial principle survived the death of the body, though 1t too
was subject to destruction 1n the final conflagration of the
world

The soul as a subtle fite was capable of moving itself, as
m thought, and was the cfficient cause of locomotion, as Plato
held Unlike Plato, however, the Stoics denied any 11ratronal
function of the soul and hence did not attribute the emotions
to the activity of the soul They conceived the emotions as
origmating in the body and hence as something to which the
soul 15 passive That 15 to say, the emotions were passions,
commotions, or discascs which dwsturhed the apathy or calm
and order of the rational activity of the soul By chimmat-
mg the emotions from the activity of the soul, the Stoies
were led to consider them as 1in opposition to reason or uman
nature For Plato and Amnstotle the pathé involved the ac-
tivity of the psyche, either as efficient or final enuse, and were
regarded as essential functions of the individual to be con-
trolled by the rule and measure mmposed by reason for the
good of the individua' For the Stoics, on the other land,
there was a real conflict between the 1ational soul and the
passions Hence they counseled, as we find Epictetus in his
Duscourses domg, that a man should it and restrain his
desires to those things inherently within human power and
should give the consent of his will only to the dictates of rea-
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son and the necessary order of nature. By liniting his desires
the individual 1s rendered more self-sufficient and therefore
less moved by passions for external things

The Stoics however also admitted three eupathé or good
passions which have their origin 1n the soul and are to be
found in the wise man These include will (voluntas), joy
(gaudium), and caution (cautio) Soirow, they held, was by
nature contrary to reason and hence never found in the wise
man (Ciecero, Tusculan Desputations, I‘, §6)

Although Iittle has remamed of prunary sources dealing
with this subject, there 1s traditional agreement in the re-
ports of therr views on the emotions Thus Cicero 1 his
Tusculan Disputations (IV, § 6) wrnites “This then 1s Zeno’s
dcfimition of disorder which he teims pathe, that it 1s an agi-
tation of the soul alien from right reason und contrary to
nature [perturbatio aninn aveisa a recta rotione et contra
naturam] » The Stoics, we are further mformed by Cicero,
rejected the I’latonic assumption of rational and irrational
faculties of the soul They considered the soul as a umty
having only 1ational functions which were disturbed by the
corporeal passions affhicting the soul

Simlarly 8t Augustine in the De curitate Der (Bk VIII,
chap 1v, Temple Classics edition) reports “Concerning emo-
tions of the mund which the Giecks call pathe and styled by
some of our writers Cicero tfor instance, disturbances [per-
turbationes ], by some affects or affections, while others more
exptessly fiom the Gieek passions, there are two opinions of
the plilosophers Some say that they mav befall a wise man,
vet so ns they are still aved by reason and by the rule of the
mind obliged to what conditions diseretion 1mposes The
holders of this arc P’latonists or Aiistotelhians, for Aristotle
the first pelipatetic was Plato’s scholar But others (as the
Stoics) exempt a wise man from any touch of these passions

because the Stoies will not adnut the external lelps of
the body 01 estate to the name of goods, reserving that only
for virtue as the nit of hving fixed 1n the mind ” Augustine
concludes that the controveisy 1s verbal and nominal because
members of both parties ultimately allow affects or emotions
a place mnsofar as they do not prejudice reason or virtue
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Later on St. Thomas Aqumnas correctly reports St. Au-
gustine on the Stoics as follows (Summa Theologica, Prima
Secundae, Vol VII, Quest 59, § 2) “The Stoics and Per-
patetics disagreed on this point as Augustme relates For
the Stoics held that the soul’s passions cannot be 1 a wise
or virtuous man, wlereas the Peripatetics who were founded
by Aristotle mamtained that the passions are compatible
with moral virtue 1f they are reduced to the mean . . Ac-
cordingly 1f the padsions be taken for mordinate emotions,
they cannot be 1n a v11tuous man so that he consent to them, as
the Stoics mamntammed But 1f the passions be taken for any
movements of the sensitive appetite, they can be mn a virtu-
ous man 1nsofar as they aire subordmate to 1enson Hence
Aristotle says [Ethiwcs n) that ‘some describe viitue as be-
mg a kind of treedom from passions and disturbances This
15 mcoriect because the assertion should be quabfied > They
should have said virtue 1s ticedom fiom those passions that
are not as they should be as to manner and tunc ”

St Thomas refers to the Stores agmnin in simlar terms mn
a different connection (Summa Theologica, Prima Secundae,
Vol VI, Quest 24, § 2) In answer to the question ““whether
every passion of the soul 15 evil morally” he rephies “On this
question the opinion of the Stoies differed fiom that of the
Peripatetics, for the Stoies lield that all passions aze evil
while the Peripatetics mantamed that moderate passions are
good This difterence although 1t appewrs great in words, 13
nevertheless i reality none at all, or but hittle if we consider
the mtent of cither school For the Stow: did not discern be-
tween sense and wmitellect, and consequently between the in-
tellectual and scnsitree appetite Hence they did not dis-
ciiminate the passions of the soul fiom movements of the
will, msofar as the passions of the soul a1e m the sensitive
appetite, but every 1ational movement of the appetitive part
theyv called will, while they called passion a movement that
exceeds the hmits of 1eason Wherefore Cicero following
their opinion calls all passions discases of the soul whence
he argues that ‘those who are diseased are unsound, and
those who are unsound are wanting in sense > Hence we speak
of those who are wanting 1n sense as being unsound On the
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other hand, the Peripatetics give the name of passions to all
movements of the sensitive appetite Wherefore they esteem
them good when they are controlled by reason and evil when
they are not controlled by reason Hence 1t 1s evident that
Cicero was wrong in disapproving of the Peripatetic theory
of & mean n the passions when he says that ‘every evil
though moderate should be shunned, for just as a body
though 1t be moderately ailling 1s not sound, so this mean 1n
the disease o1 passions of the soul 15 Aot sound’ For pas-
sions are not called diseases o1 disturbances of the soul save
wlicn they aice not controlled by reason

The last quotation 15 particularly significant insofar as
St 'Thomas touches upon the fundamental source of disa-
gicement between the Stoics and Penipatetics, namely, the
fact that the Stoies tailed to distinguish between sense and
1eason and lience between the sensitive appetite and the will
A desite was either & movement of the will o1 mtellect, o1 elsc
it was a passion The notion of an irrational deswre capable
of control by the mtellect did not occur to them

Descartes m the seventeenth century continued the Stoic
tradition of ethics and psychology though he differed from
them considerably Deseartes agreed with the Stoics that the
essence of the soul consisted 1n 1ts 1ational functions and was
a substance othar than and separable from 1ts body But he
tollowed the Scholastics when he maimntained that the soul o1
reason 1 man was spuitual or completely mmmateiial The
soul was not the form or function ot the body as Arstotle
and the Scholastics maintamed, 1t was a puie form having
an cxwstenee independent of the body sumlar to the active
mtellect which Aristotle first distinguished

Furtheimoie, Deseartes agiced with the Aristotehians that
motion pertained only to matter or to the body He pre-
ferred however to follow the mechanical tradition of the
atomists and denied the vahidity of final causes Motion could
be produced 1in bodies only thiough some external efficient
cause The soul was not required either as a self-moved
nmover or as the final cause of motion In Mis treatise On the
Passions of the Soul, Descartes explicitlv demes that the soul
1s the principle of motion 1n the individual The error, he
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points out (On the Passions of the Soul, § 5) “arises from the
fact that from observing that all dead bodies are devoid of
heat and consequently of movement, 1t has been thought that
it was the absence of soul which caused these movements and
this heat to cease, and thus without any reason, it was
thought that our natuial heat and all the movements of our
body depend on the soul, while in fact we ought on the con-
trary to believe tlmt\the soul quits us on our death only be-
cause this heat ceases and the o1gans wluch serve to move
the body disintegrate ” “In order that we may avoid this
error” he continues (ebid , § 6), “let us consider that death
never comes to pass by reason of the soul but only because
some one of the prncipal parts of the body decays, and we
may judge that the body of a living man differs from that
of a dead man just as does a watch or other automaton
(1e a machine that moves 1tself) when it 15 wound up and
contains 1n itself the corporeal principle of those move-
ments for which 1t 15 designed along with all that 15 1equisite
for its action, fiom the same watch o1 other machine when
it 15 brohen and when the prinaple of 1ts movement ceases
to act” “In this way,” Deseartes concludes (ibd, § 16),
“all the movements which we make without our will contibut-
g thereto (as frequently hinppens when we breathe, walk,
eat and m fact pertorm all those actions wlieh mie common
to us and the biutes) only depend on the conformation of
our members and on the course which the spinits, exeited by
the heat of the heait, follow naturally 1n the brain, nerves,
and muscles, just as the movements of a watch are produced
simply by the striength ot the spimgs and the form of the
wheels ”

We see from the above quotations that Descartes 1s op-
posed to the Platonic theory wlhich makes soul the principle
of motion 1n all things Anstotle, he would say, had only
partly emancipated himself from Plato i attnibuting all
motion to the body, because the former still thought the soul
was necessary as the final cause of motion Descartes on the
contrary nsists that the body itself 15 a mechanical autom-
aton or self-moved mover and requnes no principle other
than itself to imitiate motion The soul leaves the body when
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the Iatter ceases to act, the body does not cease to act because
the soul leaves The corporeal seat of motion 15 in the heart
“So long as we live,” he remarks (§ 8), “there 1s a continual
heat 1n our heait wlich 13 a species of fiie which the blood
of the veins there mamtams and this fire 15 the corporeal
principle of all the movements of our members » The secret
of Iife appaiently 15 to keep the heart fires burning

Although body and soul are different substances having
diverse functions o1 actinities, Descartes believed that they
mteracted The motions or affections which follow from the
body nie percenved by the soul or mind and to this extent
the soul 1o smid to be passive and to suffer passions On the
other hand the soul 15 able to originate motion 1n the body
by mieans of the pmeal gland, even though that 1s not its
prmaty tunction Thus he eaxplams (§ 84) “Let us here
ndd that the small gland which 1s the maimn seat of the soul
15 vo suspended between the cavities which contan the spirits
that it can be moved by themn m as many different wavs as 1t
may also be moved 1n diverse ways by the soul, whose nature
19 such that 1t recerves m 1tself ns many diverse impressions,
that 15 to say, that 1t possesses as many diverse peiceptions
as there are diverse movements in this gland Reciprocally
and likewise the machine of the body 1s so tormed that from
the simple fact that this gland 15 diversely moved by the
soul, o1 by such other cause, whatever 1t 15, 1t thiusts the
sputts which surround 1t towards the pores of the bramn
wlich conduct them by the nerves into the muscles by which
means 1t causes them to move the Limbs 7

The highly sizmficant pomt heie 1s that though the soul
1» not primanily the princeiple of motion mn the body, 1t may
nonctheless upon occnsion and mdueetly through thns pineal
gland be the fnnl cause, as 1t were, and unmoved mover of
the bodv—though Descartes hnmself believed he had excluded
ull final causes from his physies In spite of lus enticism of
Axntotle and the Scholastics, he 15 forced to grve a similar
explanation of some of the motions of the body

All the functions which pertan to the soul mn virtue of its
own nature are called actions These include thinking, will-
mg, and feeling The functions 01 affections which are at-
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tributed to the soul through its interaction with the body are
called passions, which include various modes of perception,
desire, and feeling or emotion So Descartes writes (§ 17).
“After having thus considered all the functions which per-
tain to the body alone, 1t 1s easy to 1ccognize that there 1s
nothing m us which we ought to attribute to our soul ex-
cepting our thoughts, which are mainly of two sorts, the one
bemng 1its actions agd the other its passions ” The passions
Descartes defines (§ 27) as ‘‘the perceptions, feelings or
emotions of the soul which we relate specially to 1t and
which are caused, mamtained and fortified by the spuits
Among the actions of the soul we noted there aic also feel-
mngs or emotions These are then ntellectual affects which
have their origin m the soul and a1e not dependent upon the
body There are, on this basis, two scts of emotions, namely,
intellectual emotions or actions and corporeal emotions or
passions of the soul This scems to be the imphcation of
Descartes’s conclusion when he says (§ 147)  “Our good and
our hnim depend mamly on the interor emotions which are
only excited 1 the soul by the soul itself in which respeet
they differ fiom 1ts passions which alwavs depend on some
movement of the spirits > How far this duplication of the
emotions extends, Descartes does not make clear, though he
spectfies desire, love and hatred, jov and sorrow as cases i
point Thus the passion of desire which 15 “an agitation of
the soul caused by the spiits which dispose 1t to wish for
the future the things which it represents to itself as agree-
able” (§ 86), 15 distinguished from the desire of the intel-
lect or soul which 15 ealled will (§ 18) Simulaily 1n speaking
of love and hatred (§'79) Desenrtes explains- “I snv that
these emotions are caused by the spirits 1in order to distin-
guish love and hate which are passions and depend on the
body, both from the judgments wlich also induce the soul
by its free will to umte itself with the things it estecrns good
and to separate itself from those 1t holds to be evil, and from
the emotions which these judgments cxcite of themselves 1n
the soul ” Finallv with reference to jov and sorrow he writes
(§§ 91, 92) “Joy 15 an agreeable emotion of the soul 1n
which consists the enjovment that the soul possesses i the
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good which the impressions of the brain represent to 1t as its
own. . Ialsoadd that it s of the good which the impres-
sions of the brain represent to 1t as 1ts own, 1n order not to con-
found the joy which 1s a passion with the joy that 1s purely
intellectual, and which comes into the soul by the action of
the soul alone and which we may call an agreeable emotion
excited n ity 1n which the enjoyment consists which 1t has
i the good which 1ts understanding represents to 1t as 1its
own Sadness 15 a disagreeable languor 1n which con-
sists the discomfort and unrest which the soul receives from
evil or from the defeet which the mimpiressions of the brain
set before 1t as pertammg to it And there 1s also an intel-
lectual sadness which 1s not a passion, but which hardly ever
fuils to be accompamied by 1t »

The significance of tlus dual classification of the emotions
can be best appreaated by comparison with the Scholastie
theory to which Descartes was consciously opposed

The Scholasties following Aristotle had concerved the soul
as composite and as having diverse tunctions, namely, ra-
tional and irrational functions There were the rational func-
tions of the theoietical and practical mtellects, as distinet
from the nrational functions or faculties of desire, percep-
tion, and emotion The mmportant doctrine which they
stressed was that the igher and lower functions of the soul
cooperate m such o manner that the lugher 1s always the
form n relation to the lower which provides the matter
Thus they held that all emotions origmate m the soul and
are guided and controlled by the practical intellect accord-
mg to the prnciple of the mean That 15 to say, one and the
same emotion may be cither an action and virtue or a passion
and vice, winsofar as ot 18 qurded by a rational coneern for the
good of the tndrindual or not

Desenrtes, on the other hand, was oppased to the Scholas-
tic doctrine that theie ale lugher and lower faculties of the
soul The soul 15 a unity and has only ratwnal functions,
the so~called 1riotional functions are due to the power of the
body which aficcts the soul wnth passions Thus he writes
(§ 47) “*There 1s within us but one soul and this soul has
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not 1 1tself any diversity of parts; the same part that is
subject to sense impressions 1s 1ational, and all the soul’s
appetites are acts of will The error which has been com-
mitted 1n making 1t play the part of various personages usu-
ally i opposition one to another, only proceeds from the
fact that we have not propeily distinguished 1ts functions
from those of the bodv, to which alone we must attiibute
everything which gan be observed mn us that 1s opposed to
our reason ” The above passage confirms St Thomas’ crit-
1cism of the Stoics, noted previously, namely, that they did
not distinguish between sense and reason or between the sensi-
tive appetite and the will Descartes m common with the
Stoies mtroduces a radical sepairation between the rational
functions of the soul and the corporeal mechanical functions
of the body and the passions they produce in the soul All
non-rational functions ale cither corporeal functions or pas-
sions of the soul due to interaction with the hody That s
why Descartes s forced to postilate twa sets of affects hav-
g separate origms wn the soul and the body, whereas the
Scholastics required only one sct of emotions capable of
unwn with the practical mtellect In lus attempt to stmphfy
and unify the soul, Descartes succeeded only m mcreasing
the number and complexity of the emotions

9 SPINOZA'S THEORIES OI' THE SOUIL AND ITS
AFTECTS

WE turn finally to mdicate the 1elation of Spinoza’s theories
of the soul and its affects to those of his predecessors

Body and Soul as Automata

To begin with 1t may be said that Spmoza extends the
Cartesian principle of the machine or automaton to the
mind Descartes had maimtamed that the body was a mc-
chanical automaton whereas the soul was a thinking thing
acting fieely according to the consent of 1ts will Spinoza
goes one step further He agrees with Descartes that the soul
15 not the form of 1ts body but cJaims that the soul also 1s,
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as 1t were, a spiritual automaton, lacking freedom of will and
subject to necessa1y laws, just as the body 1s a material or
extended automaton (see § 1)

Furthermore, Spinoza nsists 1n accordance with his meta-
physics that the modes of thought and extension can have
Jothing n common with one another and hence that there
Tan be no mteraction between soul and body The soul can-
not be ‘the cause of motion m the body, even occasionally ;
and the body cannot be the proximate cause of 1deas in the
mind Thus we find Spinoza criticizes Descartes (Ethics 5—
pref ) for affiiimimg “that each volition of the mind 1s united
in nature to a certamn motion of the (pmneal) gland ”

In place of interaction between body and soul, Spinoza
postulates that they agice mntrinsically and aie reallv one
and tlie snme thing eoncerved under different attmbutes (2—
T schol ;2-21 schol ) Trom this premise it follows that theie
15 o dinect correspondence between the actions and passions
of the body and 1ts mind or soul The inore fit the body 1s for
acting, the greater 15 the power of 1ts mind (5-39)

In o1der to account for the metaphysical agreement of
body and mind, Spinoza postulates that the mind (inens) 1s
nothing more than the idea (1den) of 1ts body Thus he
wiites (2-11) *The first thing which constitutes (01 pni-
mariy [ prunum] that wluch constitutes) the actual essence
[nctuale esse] of the human mmd i_nothig else than the
wlea of an mdividual thing actually existing, [1dea rer ali-
cujus singularis actu exstentis] 7 And agamm (2-13) “T'he
object of the idea [objectum 1deae] constituting the human
mund 18 a body 01 a certam mode of extension actuallv exist-
mg |actu existens] and nothing else ” The significance of
these propositions consists i the faet that Spinoza hereby
denies that the mund o1 soul 15 the form of 1ts body The body
ns matter 15 actual in 1ts own night and 1equires no form to
account for 1ts actuality ' The mind 15 only the idea of its

1 On tlus pomt our conclusion 1s opposed to that of Professor Wolf-
son who dauns (in his Phdozophy of Spwoza 11, p 48) that Spmoza’s defi-
mtion of the imnd ns the 1dea of 1ts body ‘“is nothing but a new way of
stating the Aristotelian definition of the soul as the forin of the body ” Our

contention 15 that Spinoza s conception of the soul 1s radically opposed to
the Aristotelian definition
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body and the body is the object of the mind Each has 1ts

own proper functions

Spinoza wishes to assure us that body and mind are of
equal status Thus he writes (2-21 schol ) *“The mind and
the body are one and the same individual, which at one time
1s considered under the attnibute of thought and at another
under that of extension The 1dea of the mind there-
fore and the mind gtself are one and the same thing, which
18 considered under one and the same attiibute, that of
thought To1 indeed, the 1dca of the mind, that 15 to
say, the idea of the 1dea, 1s nothmg but the form of the 1dea
| forma 1deme] imsofar as this 15 considered as a mode of
thought and without 1elation to the object | absque 1elatione
ad objectum consideratur] ” We note here that the mind
1s considered as having a form of 1ts own and that its na-
ture does not necessaiily mvolve relution to anv object or
body

Nevertheless, m lus psychological theory Spinoza does
give the primary status to the body This 15 shown by lus
demonstration ‘*that the mund does not know 1tself [mens se
1psam non cognoscit] except msofar ns it percerves the ideas
of the affections of the body” (2-23) It the imnd werereally
conceived through itself alone, then it would know itsclf
intiinsically without 1eference to 1its body Spinoza mstead
regards the mind as passive, as doing nothing more than
reflecting or affiimmg the motions of its body The mnd it-
sclf does not oniginate 1ts 1deas independently of the body,
the mental 1deas affiim only the pnior affections of the body.
In biief, the mind appeais to be nothmg more than the ob-
jective essence of 1ts body, without a formal active essence
of 1ts own, though on general metaphysical grounds Spinoza
would grant them both equal formal status

Stated with reference to the history of plilosophy, Sp-
noza’s position may be said to be in part simular to, and
part the exact contrary of, the Scholastic doctrine Spinoza
and the Scholastics agriee that body and soul [sensitive] are
mseparable, though for different reasons The Scholastics
regard the soul as prion by natuice to the bodv and the final
cause of the body’s activitiecs Spinoza on the contiary re-
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gards the body as prior by nature to the mind which 1s its
passive 1dea.

Insofar as Spimoza regards the mind as dependent upon
the body he admits that the mind’s 1deas are by nature 1n-
adequate and hence that the mind 1s passive We are told
(2-29 corol ) that “the human mind when 1t perceives things
m the common o1der of nature has no adequate idea of 1itself
nor of ity body [nec sur 1ipstus nee sur corporis], nor of ex-
ternal bodies but only a confused and mutilated knowledge »
In a previous section on the imagmation (§5) we pointed
out that Spmmoza explhiatly mamtams the passivity of the
magimation We here wish to stress the further pomnt that
the mind as a whole, considered as the 1dea or objective es-
sence of 1ts body, 15 really pasauive, the mmagination 1s but
a spectal instance of this passivity Since the mind peicewves
only the affections of 1ts body, 1t 15 passive 1n a double sense
first, because 1t afiims only the motions of 1ts body and has
ne foimal activity of its own aside from its relation to the
body, second, because 1t percerves and mmagines external
things 1 1elation to wlich the body itself 1s passive

Here I wash to note that an automaton or mechanism as
concerved by Spinoza was essentially passive and not active
o1 dynnniie Like Descartes he coneenved a mechanism as a
machine, sumilar to a watch, which involves the interaction of
varous parts In a so-called natural nutomaton the parts
of the thing not only determine one another but are also
detcrimmed by external things That 1s to say, there really
15 no automaton o self-moved mover, as Plato considered the
psyche to be On the mechamstic, atomie physics there are
only moved moveis, since motion does not pertamn intrinsi-
cally or necessarily to the nature of matter itself and there-
fore 1equires some exteinal cause No tlung 1s the internal
or adequate cause of 1ts motion This accounts for the fact
that though Spinoza speaks at times as 1if the body consid-
eted as an automaton were capable of actions, that is, of
functions of which 1t 1s the adequate or suffictent cause, he 1s
forced nevertheless by the mechanistic presuppositions of his
phys1es to consider the body ns a mode determined for action
and cxistence by external things and hence as essentially pas-
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sive. Since he postulated an intrinsic agreement between the
mind and 1ts body, the mind too was considered as essentially
passive and the madequate cause of its perceptions Thus
both body and mind as so-called automata were really me-
chanical modes 1n relation to others and hence by nature
passive,

Whereas Descartes 1cgaided the soul as by nature active,
though capable of suffering passions duc to interaction with
its passive, mechfnical body, Spmoza on the contrary,
though he dented all interaction, considered the mind or soul
as by naturc passive duc to its mtimsic agreement with its
passive body Accoiding to Spimoza’s 1adically mechameal
theory, all the aftects of the soul and body weie by nature
passions mvolving external causes, that 15 to say, Spmozn
denied passions due to mteinal enuses, only to render soul
and body completely subject to external causes In his at-
tempt to safeguard the mherent activity of the mund by
denymng any mnteraction with 1ts body, Spmozn succeeded
only m reducing the mind along with the body to complete
passivity

The Actine Autonomy of the Intellect

Spinoza was accordingly forced by lus own logic as well
as by the facts of experience to 1eintioduce the major thesis
of Descaites, namely, the active autonomy of the intellect,
as distinct from the automatic, passive functions of the mind
when 1t percerves and mmagmes the affections of 1ts body
That 1s to say, Spmoza really brought back the composite
soul which the Scholastics advocated and which Descartes
opposed In effect, Spinosa now demed the parallehsm be-
tween the mind as a mode of thought and the body as a mode
of extension The intellect 1s autonomous and has no 1clation
to the affections of the body and, as such, 1t 15 to be separated
from the passive part of the mind which 1s merely the wden of
1its body and 15 mseparable from the latter Whereas Des-
cartes identified the mind as a whole with the intellect and
then affirmed that the soul suffers passions through percen-
ing the motions of 1ts bodv, Spmoza, on the other hand,
mamntained that the active, 1ational portion 6f the mind was
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by nature active and hence could not suffer passions The
passions of the mind therefore were due to a different part of
the mind which was necessarily dependent for its knowledge
upon 1ts mherent association with the body This was similar
to the Scholastic procedure which distinguished the rational
from the nrational part of the soul, the only difference be-
tween the former and Spinoza being that the 11 rational soul or
form of the Aristotelians 1s also active, yhereas the perceiv-
mg muind of Spmoza 15 by nature passive

T'hus we find Spmozn now writes (5—40 corol ) “For the
part of the mind wlich 15 eteinal 15 the mtellect through
wlich alone we are said to act, but that part which we have
shown perishes 15 the imagmation 1tself thiough which alone
we are said to suffer ** Snmilaly he mnsists (5—pref ) “There
15 no comparison between the power or stiength of the body
and that of the mmd [nulln comparatio inter mentis et cor-
poris potentinm seu vires] and consequently the strength of
the body can never be determined by the stiength of the
mind

Spmoza, however, did not regmid Iumself as having for-
saken lus tormer prmaple conceining the identity of the
bodvy and mind, and argued that the power of the mtellect
15 dependent 1n some way upon the strength and matunty of
the body Thus Tie writes (5-39 schol ) “To under stund tlus
more clemly, 1t 15 to be here considered that we hive m con-
stant change and that according as we change for the better
o1 the worse we are called happy or unhappyv More-
ovel he who Iike an infant or bov possesses a body fit [ aptum]
for very few things and almost altogether dependent on ex-
ternal causes, has o mind winch considered 1n atself alone 1s
almost entirely unconscious of 1tsclf, of God and of objects
On the other hand, he who possesses a body fit for many
things possesses n mind which convdered m atself alone 15
Inr grelv conscious of itself, of God and of abjcets In this hife
therefore 1t 1s om chief endenvor to change the bodvy of -
fancy so far ns 1ts nature permits and 15 conducive thereto,
mto another bodv which 1« fit for manv things, and wluch is
1elated to a mind conscious [conscia] as much as possible of
itself, of God and of objects, so that everything which 1s re-
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lated to 1ts memory and 1magination in comparison with the
intellect 18 scarcely of any moment »

Here we see that the eteinal intellect 1n some way depends
upon and varies with the temporal fitness and matunty of
the body The special significance of this passage consists
m the fact that Spmnoza 1s attempting to retamn the meta-
physical parallehsm of body and mind, by saying that the
body like the intellect 1s capable of actions and that the
powel of the mtellect coriesponds to the fitness or adequate
pover of the body He does not appear to realize the contia-
diction mvolved between this argument and his previous as-
sertion that the body and the mind which 1s its 1dea are by
natuie passive, and the madequate causes of their functions

In hLis cffort to retain the metaphysical umity of body and
the whole mmd, Spmmosa even speaks as if theie weie an
eternal body or mode of exteusion, conceived ““under an
aspect of etermity” (sub specie netermitatis) corresponding to
the eternal intellect (5-28), though he does not go the length
of mamtaiming the unmoi tality of the temporal body (5-23),
as logically he should have done 1f body and mind aie of
equal status Instead, following Aristotle, Manmmonides, and
St Thomas, he acknowledges only the mmmortality of the
mtellect, 1n contiast with the mutability and destructibility
of perception and magmation

On the whole, 1t appenrs, Spioza followed Anistotle and
the Scholastics m lus division of the soul, though he added
a strong Stoic flavor The Stoic flavor of Spinosa’s interpre-
tation consists 1n this, that he opposed the mind considered
as passive (1n perception and mmagmation) to the active m-
tellect, thus 1ecintroducing the duahstic opposition between
body and soul which the Scholasties tried so haid to over-
come by their doctrine of the potential haimony of coopera-
tion between the higher and lower faculties of the soul
Though Spinoza does not agree entnely with Descartes and
the Stoics, he was sufficiently nfluenced by them to beheve
that at least part of the mind was by nature passive due to
its natural union with the bodv, whereas the Scholastics
mamtamed that the soul as a whole was by nature active
and the primary source of all the functions of the mdividual
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whether they be mental or physical According to Scholastic
theory, the body acted only through the prior agency of the
soul, and hence the former could not be the source of any
passivity 1 the soul

Spinoza’s duahstic conception of the mind inevitably led
him to accept the Cartesian doctrine of the emotions That 15
to say, Spmoza agreed that there weie two distinet sets or
groups of affects, namely, those which originated in the
intellect and those wluch had their origin m the corporeal
imagination As noted 1n our previous discussion of the kinds
of affects (§ 6) Spinoza mamtains that there are affects of
joy, love, and desire which are actions and originate in the
intellect (3—58) Like Descartes he distinguishes between the
1y of contemplation (3-53) and the joy which 15 a cor-
poreal passion Simlarly he distinguishes between the will
o1 intcllect and the corporeal passion ot desire (2—48 schol ).
There 15 also a 1adical difference between the ntellectual
love of God (5-32 corol ) and the love which 1s a blind pas-
ston (3—det 6) He 1s opposgd to Descartes and mn agree-
ment with the Stoics only in denying that there are intel-
lectual affects of so11ow 01 hatied (8-59) since all modes of
sorrow are necessarily passions

The Scholasticism of Spinosa

Spmoza, however, did not consistently follow this duahstie
conception of the emotions which he inheiited from Des-
cnites He could not help but 1ealize the implications of his
Scholastic theses concerning the diversity of the soul’s fune-
tions and their relation to those of the body With-the Scho-
lusties he came 1o see that there may be an extrmsie agree-
ment between the wdens of the mtelleet and the formal affects
of the body, even though the adequate 1dens of the mtellect
do not necessarily imvolve any reference to the hody Hence
Spinoza now demonstiates (5—4, and corol ) that “there 1s
no affection of the body of which we cannot form some clear
and distinet conception . Hence 1t follows that there 1s
no affect of which we cannot form some clear and distinct
conception >’ That 1s to say, the intellect may form adequate
1deas of the affects o1 passions An affect may be a pas-
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sion accompanied by an inadequate 1dea mn that part of the
mind which has the bady for its only object But the 1deas of
the mtellect agree with their rdeata, and hence one may
have an adequate 1dea of his passions There 15 no necessary
parallelism between the adequacy of the intellect’s 1deas and
the affects of the body to which they refer as to their objects

This imples that the intellect 15 not to be 1egarded as in
conflict with the imggmation and the body The intellect co-
operates with the imagimation and 1its affects and gudes
their activities with a view to the happiness of the individual
That 1s to say, the affections of the body and imagination are
not necessarily passions in the moral sense and thercfore evil,
The rig1d distinction between actions and passions no longer
apphes Spmmoza makes the hnghly wgnificant observation
that one and the same affect as regaids its formal essence
(affectus forma) may be jommed to either adequate or in-
adequate 1deas “An affect wlhich v a pasaion,” he remarks
(5-3), “ceases to be a passion ns soon as we form a clear
and distinet 1dea of 1t ” Indeed the control of the passions
18 possible precisely because the mtellect 15 able to separate
the corporeal affects fiom the madequate 1dea of sone exter-
nal cause and to unite these affects with some adequate 1dea
(5-20 schol ) “If we detach a commotion of the soul [ com-
motionem anim] or affect,” Spinoza proves (5-2), “fiom
the thought of an exteinal cause and connect 1t [ jungamus]
with other thoughts, then the love o1 hatied towaids the
external cause and the fluctuations of the soul [animi flue-
tuationis] which arse from these affects will be destroyed

It 15 obvious that this conception of the affects differs
radically from Spmosa’s previous notions The intellect 1s
not regarded as functioning apart from the affects but
rather 1n conjunction and harmony with them This 15 es-
sentially the Scholastic theory of the emotions which duffers
fundamentally from the Stoic theory which forms the basis
of most of Spinoza’s psychology

To sum up Spmpza began with the theory of the meta-
thysical 1dentity or coriespondence of body and mind and
hence with a direct parallelism of actions and passions His
mechanistic conception of the modes as automata led him to
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deny to them any activity or adequate causality Hence the
mind as the 1dea of 1ts body was regarded as essentially pas-
sive Spinoza then scparated the active autonomous ntellect
from the passive perception and imagination and reintro-
duced the Cartesian duahistic theory of the emotions Finally
he mpheitly follows the Scholastic theory by regarding one
and the same affect as capable of umon with either adequate
o1 madequate 1deas, and hence denies the necessity of two
origins for the affects themselves This really mvolves the
notion ol an extrinsie, final cause or end and the demial that
affects mie to be judged exclusively by their adequate o1
madequate 1deas and by their cfficient cause But Spinoza,
it appears, was unaware of the mcompatibihty of this Scho-
lastic doctiine with the Cnitesian-Stoie doctrine wlueh he
also accepted



II

ON THE PRIMARY AFFECTS PLEASURE
AND PAIN

[
1 THE NUMBER OF PRIMARY AFFECTS
HISTORICAL SURVEY

PINOZA divides the affects into two maimn groups,
S namely, the primary or primtive and the seconday
or deinative affects Theie are, he clamis, only three
primary affects whereas there mie an indefimte number of
dernative affects The thiee primary affects nie pleasuie o1
joy (lactitia), sorrow o1 pam (tnstitia), and dewire (cu-
puditas) “I ncknowledge,” he wiites (3—def 4), “only thice
pritive or pumary affects, those of pleasuie, pam and de-
site” And again (3—def 48 explan ) “Morcover 1t follows
fiom the defimtions of the affects explamed that they all
a11se from desire, pleasure and pam or 1ather that there are
none but these thice which pass under names varving as their
1clations and external signs vary ”

It will be worth while m this connection to compaie Spi-
noza's classification ot the piunaiy aflects with those of lus
predecessors so as to ascertain wheremn and why he differs
tiom them

In the Tusculan Disputations of Cicero (IV, § 6) we find
a biief account of the Stoic classification of the passions
According to Cicero the Stoies divided the passions mmto two
maim groups, namely, disorders o1 pertuibations contrary
to 1eason and good passions (eupatheia) or constancies
which are also found 1n the wise man The perturbations or
commotions of the soul (anmn commotio) which are con-
trary to 1ight 1eason mie lust (hibido), pleasure (lactitia),
fear (metus), and vexation or pain (acgritudo) Lust refers
to the desire for some future good, pleasuie 15 the delight
m some present good Similarly fear reters to some futuie
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evil and pain to some present evil As opposed to these four
commotions there are three constancies or equable states
(constantiae) which are compatible with reason or nature.
These are will (voluntas), joy (gaudium), and caution
(cautio) whereby the wise man avoids evil and danger
Tlicre 15 no equable state corresponding to pain because the
wise man 15 not considered to be subject to the influence of
present evil The four passions or perturbations and the
three constancies together constitute the seven primary pas-
s10n%

In the De cuntate Der (Temple Classies edition, Bk XI1,
chap vi) St Augustine reports the Stoie doctrine and in-
dicates bLis disagicement with then position He writes
“Those which the Greeks call eupatheiar and Tully con-
stantine, the Stoies make to be thiee according to the three
passions 1n a wise nan’s mind, takmg will for desire, joy for
clation (pleasure) and warimess (caution) for fear, but in-
stead of that egiitude o1 dolour wluch we call sadness they
deny that o wise man can entertam anvthing Ifor the will
they sayv affects good, jov concerns the good he has at-
tmned and warmess avouds that he 15 to avoid But seeing
sndness ni1ses fr1om an cvil cause already fallen out, there-
fore wisdom admits nothing 1in place thereof Then none but
wise men can will, rejoice and be vigilant, and none but fools
can covet, exult, fear and be sad The first are the three con-
stancies savs Tully and the latter the four peituirbations
The Giceks ns I smid eall the tlaee eupatherar and these
four pathe

The Stoie division of the emotions 1mnto commotions and
constancies corresponds, it appears, to the distinetion Des-
cartes and Spioza make bhetween imtellectunl affects or ac-
tions and affects of the magmation or passions Spinoza
even followed the Stoics more dosely than Deseartes i that
the former also denied that sor1ow could ever bie 1n accord
with 1enson Deseartes’s position as regards sorrow 1s 1n
agiecment with that of St Augustine who maintains that
sortow 15 becommng to the wise man in this hife Fien the
Christian Saviour, \ugustine remarks, msofar as he was a
man was subject to sorrow
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St Augustine accepted the Stoic fourfold division of the
passions though, like the Peripatctics, he was opposed to the
classification of the passions into perturbations and con-
stancies The four passions, namely, desire, pleasure, pain,
and fear, may be either good o1 bad according to their ngree-
ment or disagreement with right 1eason and the Chistian
faith Thus he explams (De caitate Der, Bk X1I, chap.
1x) “But according to our 1ehigion and the Sciiptuies, the
citizens of God, as long as they arc pilgrins in the way of
God, do fear, desire, 1ejoice and soriow But theu love bemng
right, straightens all those affections T'hey tear eteinal pan
and desire eternal joy, they sorrow for the present because
as yet they sigh m themselves, wuiting for then adoption,
even the redemption of then bodies, thev e joice m hope . .
They fear to offend, they so110w for sin and rejoice 1in doing
good Our Loid Himsell iving in the foim of a serv-
ant, exercised them when He thought requisite, for we may
not think that having man’s essential body and soul, He had

but seenung affections As long as we Tive 1 tlus -
firmity we shall Iine worse 1f we want those emotions Tor

to want the sense of sor1ow n this mortal Iife never befalls a
man without great stupidity of body and baiharism of mind ™’

In his Summa Theologica (Prima Secundae, Vol VI,
Quest 25, § 4) St Thomns also enumerates four prineipal
passions, though his classufication differs fiomn that of St
Augustine According to St Thomas the four prinapal pas-
sions are joy, sadness, hope, and fear, that 15 to say, he
substitutes “‘hope” for “desue” found m Augustine’s hist
Joy and sadness are said to be prinapal passions “because
in them all the other passions have then completion and end
(as Aristotle held), wherefore they arise fiom the other
passions ”’ Fear and hope are also called prmerpal passions
because all movement ends with them “In respect to the
good,” St Thomas writes, “moyement begins with love, goes
forward to desire, and ends in hope, wlile 1 respeet of evil,
1t begins in hatied, goes on to aversion and ends mn fear ”
Movement refers to the future, and rest refers to the pres-
ent Thus joy and serrow relate to present good and evil,
hope and fear relate to future good and evil—a point which
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the Stoics also made St Thomas does not regard desire as a
principal affect because he believes desire and aversion are
1volved 11 hope and fear, since they all refer to future good
and evil Hope and fear arc the movements which com-
plete desire and aversion In fact all the principal passions,
namely, joy, soriow, hope, and fear, are such because they
complete all the other passions—not because they origmnate
all the others as Spinoza held Had S Thomas thought
the principal passions were the first in order of generation
he would have included only two, namely, love and hatred,
because the latter aic the beginning of all movement Pleas-
ure and the avoulance of pain may be first in order of inten-
tion (wid, Quest 25, § 2) though not first in the order of
generation

We must bear in mind also that according to St Thomas
a]l the emotions were dependent on the sensitive appetite or
conatus which 1s the final cause ot all the individual’s aflects
T'has sensitive appetite has two distinet taculties, namely, the
concupiscible faculty whereby the soul seeks apparent good
and the irascible faculty wheieby the soul avoids and de-
stioys apparent evil Kach faculty has its own basic pairs
of passions (Quest 23) Thus i the concupiscible faculty
there are thiee pans of passions, the members of each couple
bemg contraries These mclude love and hatied, desne and
aversion, joy and sudness Included under the mrascible fac-
ulty there aie hiope and despan, fenr and daring, and anger
which has no opposite According to this classiheation there
are eleven cardimal passions

St Thomas, it will be seen, selected only four out of these
cleven as the principal passions The basis of lus selection 15
the fact that joy and sadness, hope and fear a1e the ends or
final causes pf all the passions, joy and so110w complete pres-
ent good and evil, wlile hope and tear complete futme good
und evil Hope and fear pertain to the irascible faculty , joy
and sorrow to the concupiseible faculty It 1s noteworthy
that, according to St Thomas, hope and fear are not proper
contraries as are joy and sorrow

According to the Leviathan of Hobbes (Pt. I, chap w1)
there are seven ‘“sumple passions ” These mnclude appetite,
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desire, aversion, love, hate, joy, and grief. He pomts out
that desire 15 a general term and appetite a more particular
name for the desire for food Similaily, we are told, “that
which men desire they are also said to love and to hate those
things for which they have aversion, so that desire and love
are the same thing, save that by desne we always sigmfy
the absence of the object, by love most commonly the pres-
ence of the same. Sp also by aversion we sigmify the absence
and by hate the presence of the object ” Agam, desire and
aversion refer to the voluntary, external motion to and away
from something, whereas joy and grief indicate a vital) -
ternal motion “All appetite, desite and love,” Hobbes re-
marks, “is accompanied with same deliglit more or less, and
all hatred and aversion with more ot less displeasure and of-
fence ” Joy and giief arc due to “the expectation that pro-
ceeds from foresight of the end or consequences” and as such
are to be distinguished by actual, sensual pleasure and pmin.

It 15 dufficult to understand why Hobbes scleeted seven
“simple passions” n view of lus own explanations Desire
apparently includes appetite and love, both the latter differ-
g only extrnsically from the foimer We are left then
with desire, aversion, jov, and giief ns the only passions
which have some claun to he called “simple” 01 clemental It
15 mnteresting to obseive that if Hobbes had taken his own
criticism mto nccount, his classification would have been al-
most 1dentical with that of St Augustine, except for the
fact that the latter mcludes “fear” where Hobbes substitutes
“aversion ”

According to Descartes’s account 1n his treatise On the
Passwons of the Soul (§ 69) there are s1x “simple and primi-
tive passions,” namely, wonder, Jove, hatied, desite, yov, and
sadness “All the others,” he remmiks, “are composed of
some of these six o1 aie species of them” Descartes, like
Hobbes, was opposed to the Scholastic divivion of the pas-
sions 1n relation to the concupiscible and irascible faculties.
He comments on this point 1n particular (Passions of the
Soul, § 69) - “In this T know well that T am parting com-
pany with all those who have written on this subject before,
but 1t 18 not without great reason that I dv so For these de-
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rive their enumeration from the fact that they distinguish
in the sensitive part of the soul two appctites which they
name the concupiscent and irascible respectively And be-
cause 1n the soul I recognize no distinction of parts, as I have
said above, this scems to me to sigmfy nothing but that it
has two faculties, the one of desire and the other of anger,
and because 1n the same way 1t has"the faculties of wonder-
ing, loving, hoping, fearmg, and thus ¢f receiving 1n 1tself
every other passion, or else bringing about actions to which
these pussions urge 1t, I do not see why they have desired to
refer them all to concupiscence or anger ” Descartes himself,
however, has not provided us with any definite indication as
to why he adopted the six primitive passions enumerated be-
fore, and what was the basis of lus selection

The pecuhar features of Descartes’s list of primitive pas-
sions are his inclusion of wonder (admiratio) and his omis-
sion of aversion Wonder he defines (§ 70) as “a sudden sur-
prise of the soul which causes 1t to apply itsclf to consider
with attention the objects which seem to 1t rare and extraor-
dinary ” That 1s to say, wonder 1s due to perception of some
unique object and 1s not an indication of mtellectual activity
rt all Here Descartes differs from Hobbes who defines**‘curi-
osity” as the “desne to know how and why”—a passion he
claims, following the Scholasties, which distinguishes man
from other ammmals Spinoza, as I shall show later, accepted
Descartes’s definition but eriticized hin for considering won-
der as a primitne passion Wonder, according to Spinoza,
has no positive cause and 15 not even a passion, 1t 1s due to
the irmitation of the imagination which 1s held passive by the
singularity of 1ts object (3-def 4)

Desire, according to Descartes (§ 86), 15 “an agitation
of the soul caused by the spints, which dispose 1t to wish
for the future the things which it represents to itself as
agreeable. Thus we do not only desire the presence of the
absent good, but also the conservation of the present and
further, the absence of evil, hoth of that which we already
have, and of that which we believe we might experience 1
time to come ” Tt 15 noteworthy that Descartes’s defimition of
desire differs from that of Hobbes who claimed that desire
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involves reference to an absent object, whereas Descartes
holds that desire may refer to the conservation of some pres-
ent object as well

Descartes then proceeds to make the significant remark
,{§ 87) that desire has no opposite in aversion Aversion 1s
simply the desire to avord evi] involved in the desire for
some good. Spimoza, as I shall show later, followed Des-
cartes 1n this respect and also maintained that there 1s no
need for a special passion of aveision as Hobbes and the
Scholastics held ~

Descartes’s conception of the interrelation of the passions
also differs from that of the Scholastics In describing the
functions of the affects m relation to body and soul he writes
(§137) “And 1egarding this 1t must be observed that in
accordance with the mstitutions of nature they all relate to
body, and are only bestowed on the soul msofar as 1t 1s united
to body In this way thenr natuial use 15 to mneite the soul to
consent and contribute to the actions which may serve to
mrntain the body, or to 1ender 1t 1n some manner more per-
fect And from this pomnt of view sadness and joy are the
two foremost that are employed Ior the things that are
hurtful to the body are immediately made known to the soul
only by the feclhing of pam wlnch 1t experiences, and which
first of all produces m 1t the passion of «adness, then the
hatred of what causes this pun, and 1n the thund place the
desire to rid oneself of 1t Sunilaily the soul 15 only 1mme-
diately notified of things useful to the body by some sort of
pleasant stimulation which causes joy within it, then causes
the love of that which is beheved to be its cause to anise, and
finally brings about the desire to acquire what 1s capable of
causing a continuance of that joy, o1 clse causes us to re-
jorce again 1n the future after a similar sensation And this
shows us that they aic all five very useful relatively to the
body, and even that sadness m some way 1anks higher and 1s
more essential than joy, and hatred than love, because 1t 15
of more mmportance to repel the thmgs which mjure and
may destroy, than to acquire those which add some perfec-
tion without which we may subsist ” I'rom this passage we
gather that the natural sequence of the passions 1s either
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from the feeling of pan to the passions of sadness, hatred,
and desire for destruction, or elsc from the feeling of pleas-
ure to the passions of joy, love, and desire for the presence
or continuation of the object St Thomas, as we saw pre-
viously, described the movement of the passions as beginning
either with hatred and passing on to aversion and fear, or
else as beginning with love and passing on to desire and
hope Desre, for Descartes, completes the movement of the
passions, whereas for St Thomas desire and aversion are
mtermediate stages, completed by hope and fear

There 15 one final point which deserves additional com-
ment, and that 15 concerning the function of the passions In
the above passage Descartes mamtains that the primary
function of the passions 15 to conserve or promote the per-
fection of the body The passions mncite the soul to those
actions which conserve o1 mcrease the bodv’s power That 1s
to say, the passions render the soul subservient to the needs
of the bodv For the Scholastics on the other hand, the per-
fection of the soul 1s alwavs prior to that of the hody The
perfection of the bodv 1s due to the perfection of the soul,
the bodv 15 always for the sake of the soul

In relation to the foregoing survey, we can appreciate the
extent of Spinoza’s onginality 1n composing his hist of the
primary affects Spmoza, 1t appears, followed St Augustine,
Hobbes, and Descartes 1 regarding desire as a primary
affect He differs fiom all lus predecessors 1in 1etamning only
two other primitive passions

The simplhieity of Spinoza’s classification 1s due to the fact
that he follows Hobbes’s principle that all the passions are
to be defined ns modes of motion without reference to any
final causes On this basis he finds only three distinet and pri-
mary miodes of motion, namelv, jov, soriow, and desire It
scems to me that on this premise Spimoza should have n-
cluded nversion also as a prunary affect, as did Hobbes Mo-
tion from a thing 1s obviously different from motion toward
a thing Spinoza preferred to 1etain the Cartesian notion of
desne which mcludes ayersion, because he did not realize that
the Cartesian defimition of desire was incompatible with the
mechanistic theory of Hobbes Desire, as Descartes under-
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stood 1t, 15 a disposition or inchination to or from something,
and as such it 1s quite similar to the sensitive appetite of the
Scholastics But desire as defined by Hobbes 15 the actual
motion or endeavor toward some object—and not merely
some potential movement Hobbes therefore distinguished
appetite or desite fiom aversion since they were contrary mo-
tiens, corresponding to the Greek horme and aphor me wlhich
he kept 1n mind. What Spunoza did apparently was to com-
bine the Cartesian notion of desure which also wncluded aver-
sion, with Hobbes's mechamistic wmter pretation of desure mn
terms of motion This stiange combmation later mvolved
Spinoza 1 many serious difficulties concerning the problems
of human virtue

2 THE DEFINITION OF PLEASURE AND PAIN

WE turn now to examine 1 more detail Spinoza’s definition
of pleasure and pamn

Pleasure or joy (laetitin) he defines (3-11 schol ) as “the
passion [passionem] by which the mind passes [transit] to
a greater peifection” Similaily pam or sorrow (tristitia)
15 “the passion by which 1t passes to a less perfection ” Titil-
lation and lulniity are distmguished trom pleasuie 1in that
the former aie said to refer simultancously to body and mind
wherens the latter 1s said to refer to the mind alone In hike
manner, grief (dolor) and melancholy are distinguished
from pain o1 sorrow which 15 said to be primarily a mental
passion At the conclusion of book three, however, Spmoza
redefines pleasure as “man’s passage [homims transitio]
from a less to a greater perfection,” and pain as “man’s pas-
sage from a greater to a less perfection ” In referring to
man rather than to the nund he apparently wished to in-
clude body as well as mind m lus defimtion of pleasure Tt 1s
mteresting to note that after making this change 1n his def-
mition Spinoza described titillation, hlarity, grief, and
melancholy as “related 1ather to the bodv than to the mind,”
whereas previously he thought they referred equally or si-
multancously to body and mmnd

The significant point to be noted 1n Spmoza’s definitions
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of pleasure and pamn 1s his use of the term ‘“transition
(transitio). By employing this term he wishes to indicate
that in all affects of pleasure and pain the individual’s per-
fection or power undergoes change. This imphes that affects
of pleasure and pain can occur only m mmperfect individuals
who have the potentiality of acquiring new forms of per-
fection Thus he explams at length (3—def 3 explan) “I
say passage for joy 1s not perfection itself If a man were
born with the perfection to which he passes, he would pos-
sess 1t without the affect of joy, a truth which will appear
the more clearly from the affect of sorrow which 15 the op-
posite to joy For that sorrow consists in the passage to a
less perfection but not in the less perfection itself, no one
can deny, since mnsofar as a man shares any perfection he
cannot be sad Nor can we say that sorrow consists in the
privation of a greater petfection, for privation 1s nothing
But the affect of sorrow 1s an actuality [actus] and it there-
fore must be the actuahty of the passage |actus transeundi]
to a lesser perfection or the actualhty by wlich man’s power
of acting [agend: potentia] 15 diminished or limited ”

This also renders mtelligible the proposition (4-68)
which states that “if men weie born free they would form no
conception of good and evil so long as they weie free” A
free man or one who has ouly adequate 1dcas would not be
subject to passions of sorrow or any other passions which
by nature mnvolve mnadequate 1deas and hence he would have
no knowledge of good and evil In tlus manner, Spinoza
would reconcile hus own metaphysies with the narrative of
Genesis which states that Adam and Eve were created per-
fect by God and knew neither good nor cvil until they
hearkened to the serpent, who 1s the symbol of animal pas-
sion It 1s easy to see furtheimore why God 1s said to be free
from passions of joy and sorrow (5-17), smce God can
neither pass to n greater perfection nor become less perfect
The passions of pleasuie and pan can occur only m an -
dividual capable of expericneing a transition from one state
of peifection to another

The problem, however, arises Just what 1s meant by ex-
periencing a transition® The answer appears to be that the

»
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mind experiences a transition when 1t affirms or 1s conscious
of the actual processes or motions which occur 1n 1ts body. If
the motion 1s such that the body’s power of activity 1s in-
creased, the mind percenves an affect of pleasure, 1f the mo-
tion 1s such as to hinder the vital processes, then the affect
15 perceived as pamn The pleasure and pain consist then
the awareness of the actual tiansitions or processes fiom one
state of perfectionyto another and hence mvolve some actual
disturbance of mental and physical equilibrium This ex-
plains why Spinoza 15 so emphatic m lis msistence that
pleasure consists 1n the passage to perfection but not in the
actual perfection itself To illustrate his meaming he remarks
that the affect of sorrow consists i the actuality of the
transition (actus transcundi) from a greater to a lesser perfee-
tion, but not 1n the less perfection itself, which 1s a privation
and therefore nothing (3—def 3 explan) He 1s expheit
in poimnting out that ‘“insofar as a man shares any peifec-
tion he cannot be sad” and hence the affirmation of a posi-
tive state of perfection, even if it mvolve less perfection than
before, cannot possibly give rise to sortow It 15, 1n short, the
experience of the transition 1tself as a mode of motion wluch
constitutes an affect , 1t 15 not the affirmation of the resultant
state of perfection which ensues upon the process Professor
Hallett 1n his Aetermitas (p 51) comes to the same conclu-
sion “Spinoza 15 emphatic 1n Ins msistence upon the identity
of the affect with the process and not with the termim of
the process ” Otherwise, there would be no way of distin-
gurshing between an affect and any other affection of the
mind

It 1s noteworthy that in his explanation of the general def-
mition of the affects (3—conclus ) Spmoza wittes as of the
mind affirms the perfection acquired by the body rather than
the process of transition itself An affect 15 said to be a con-
fused 1dea “by which the mind aflirms of 1ts body or anv part
of it, a greater or less power of existence than before.” By
way of explanation he adds “I do not mean that the mind
compares the present with the past constitution of the body
but that the 1dea which constitutes the form of an affect
[affectus forma] affirms something of the body which ac-
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tually involves more or less reality than before Moreover
since the essence of the mind consists 1 the affirmation of the
actual existence of 1ts body and since we understand by per-
fection the essence itself of the thing, it follows that the
mind passes to a greater or less perfection when 1t 1s able to
affirm of its body or some part of it, something which n-
volves a greater or less reality than before ” From this pas-
sage one gathers that the mind affirms the consequences of
the co1poreal changes which have occurred Viewed 1n retro-
spect an aftect of pleasure or pam mvolves some past change
1 the constitution of the individual such that the body and
therefore the mind involves a greater or less perfection than
before The form of the affect consists in the affirmation of
the new physical form of perfection already acquired or
achieved

The problem naturally arises, what led Spmmorn to de-
sciibe the affects 1n the above manner after he had ex-
pressly warned the reader that an affect affirms the actuality
of the transition rather than some determinate form of per-
fection? The answer, we suggest, may be found 1n a histor-
cal analysis of the notions of the actual and potential

According to Aristotle and the Scholastics, motion or
change was a state of becoming or transition intermediate
between being and nothing  All motion was defined by refer-
cnce to the end or form of being toward which a given sub-
stance was moving A thmg was said to be potentially that
form of bemng which it was capable of becommg after 1t had
realized 1ts potentinlity That 1s to sny, potentiality was de-
fined by reference to the end or final cause, e g, the acorn
1s potentially the oak

Now Spinoza, on the other hand, had decided to reject all
reference to a final cause in favor of the efficient cause In
practice this meant that he had to reject the Scholastic
category of the potential The motion of a thing was simply
its actual power of activity This explamms why he argues
that the mind affirms nothing more than the actual existence
of 1ts bodv (2-18 corol ) By tlus he means that the mind
affirms nothing more than the body’s actual perfection or
power A difficulty, however, arose over the concept of
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change Things are affected by other modes in many ways
whereby their power of acting 1s increased or dimimished
(8-post 1) In the casc of man, “since nothing can happen
i the body which 1s not perceived by the mind,” (2-12) 1t
follows that the mind not only perceives the changes which
have occurred i 1ts body but also the process of change it-
self as 1t occurs Spinoza was thus led to acknowledge that
the mind not only wffims the actual form o1 power of 1ts
body but also the affects or transitions toward new forms of
pertection That 1s to say, he admitted that change or de-
velopment as 1t oecurs in man mmvolves an 1mphieit end or
direction which defines 1ts signmificance for the mdividual
The mind, mn other words, athims not only the actual power
of the body but also 1ts potential power as defined by the goal
of 1ts physieal motions o1 transitions

In view of the above analvsis, it would appear that Spi-
noza adopted a definition of pleasuie and pun wlich 1n-
volved the categories of the potential and the final cause but
subsequently tried to explam these affects m terms of his
mechamstic principles That 1s why he speaks as 1f an nffect
affirms a form of perfection wlich has been achieved or com-
pleted rather than the process toward perfection

3 PLEASURE AND PAIN AS COMPLETIONS OF
ACTIONS AND PASSIONS

So far we lhave seen that an affect of pleasure or pan 15 an
1dea whereby the nind affirms 1ts body’s transition toward
an mcrease or decrease of pertection Pleusure as well as
pain 1s a passion duc to an external cause which affects the
human body

Spinoza, however, also postulates that the mind has a for-
mal essence or power of 1ts own and hence he concerved of
affects of pleasure and pain which refer to the mind alone
There are “affects wlich are attended by the idea of some-
thing within us as the cause” (3-24 explan ) Thus he dem-
onstrates the proposition (3-53) that “‘when the mind con-
templates itself [se 1psam contemplatur] and its power of
action [agend: potentiam] 1t rejoices [lactatur] ” Similarly
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(3-55) “when the mind 1magines its own 1mpotence [suam
impotentiam mmaginatur] it i1s saddened by itself [eo 1pso
contrstatur] ”

We see then that affects of pleasure and pain may arise
when the mind reflects upon 1ts own actual power or 1m-
potence In such cases, obviously, the 1dea of the mind’s
power or perfection 1s other than the affect of pleasure which
ensues This appears to be the significance'of Spinoza’s axiom
(2-ax 3) to the cffect that “modes of thought such as love,
desire or the affects of the soul [affectus amimi] by whatever
name they may be called are not given unless 1n the same
individual the idea be given of a thing loved, desired etc.
But the 1den may be given although no other mode of think-
mg be given ” In other words, there may be 1deas of things
without affects, but there cannot be an affect without the
1dea of the object or end toward which 1t 1s directed On this
prenuse, affects complete 01 accompany the ideas of one’s
perfection or activity but are not identical with 1t

Among the affects which arise from an “internal cause”
there are some which are due to the unngination, as are the
modes of pleasure and pain just cated, and some, notably
affects of pleasure and desire but not of soriow, which are
due to the intellect nlone Affects of pleasure wluch originate
in the intellect and accompany 1ts conceptions are themselves
actions, affects which complete the passive perceptions of the
mmagiation aie themselves passions, e g, self-satisfaction
may be either an action or passion, depending upon whether
it origmates i the intellect or 1magination In brief, the
character of an affect wlich completes the mind’s 1dea of 1ts
own power depends upon the adequacy of the 1dea with which
1t 1s associnted

In comparison with those affects of pleasure and pan
which Spinoza defined as transitions toward peifection, af-
fects due to the mnd’s internal power affirm the actual state
of perfection of the individusl That 1s why Spimoza can
demonstrate that intellectual love or joy pertams to the
mfimite 1ntellect of God (5-35), even though God cannot
experience affects or passions of pleasure or pain, as pre-
viously noted Intellectual pleasure may be simply the enjoy-
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ment of one’s innate perfection and hence does not neces-
sarily mvolve any transition or potentiality. Spinoza, 1t
appears, did not realze that his defimition of pleasure as
involving a transition was inadequate to account for modes
of pleasure and pain due to an internal cause and was es-
pecially madequate to explain intellectual affects

As Professor A E Taylor has pointed out in his Gafford
Lectures entitled Tghe Farth of @ Moralist (series I, p 111),!
Spinoza’s diverse notions of pleasuie 1eflect the ancient con-
troversy between the Platonists and Aristotelians The Pla-
tonists maintained as agnimst the Hedonists that pleasure
cannot be the cluef good since pleasure imolves movement
or becoming and not a state of being When the good 15 at-
tained the pleasure ceases T'he Arwstotelians on the other
hand clammed that pleasuie 1s always the accompaniment and
completion of any unimpeded activity and therefoie even
attributed continuous dehight to the hife of Gad Thus we find
Anstotle writes (Nicomachean Ethics, Bk X, 1174 a & b) -
“For this reason too 1t (pleasure) 15 not a movement For
every movement takes time and 1s fo1r the sake of an end and
15 complete when 1t hins made what 1t aims at But of
pleasure the form 15 complete at any and every time Plainly
then pleasure and movement must be different fiom cach other
and pleasure must be one of the things that aie whole and
complete . . Fiom these considerationsitis dlenr that these
thunkers are not right i saying that there 1s a movement or
cormng 1nto being of pleasure ¥ Spmora, 1t appears, ulilized
a Platome defimtion of pleasuie but later int1oduced mternal
and mtellectual pleasures which mmolved the Arstotehan
doctrine, without 1eahizing the logical mconsistencey of lus
thought

4 THE VALUE OF THFE AFFECTS OI' PLEASURE
AND PAIN

O~E mmportant conscquence of Spimosa’s vanous theories of
the status of jov and sorrow 15 that he cvaluates these emo-
tions 1n different ways

1 A E Tayler, The Faith of a Morahst (London, Macinllan Ce, 1030),
Ist ger
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According to hus first theory, we have seen, joy or pleasure
18 the 1dea of the transition of the body to a greater form of
perfection Sorrow or pan 1s similarly the idea of the transi-
tion to a lesser form of perfection F¥rom this Spinoza con-
cludes that an affect of pleasure 1s by nature good and that
an affect of sorrow 15 by nature evil, because he assumes 1m-
phcitly that an increase of perfection 1s intrinsically good
and a decrease of perfection 1s inherently or metaphysically
evil This metaphysical assumption forms the impheit prem-
1se upon which 1s based his proposition (4-8) that “knowl-
edge of good and evil [cognitio bom et mali] 1s nothing but
an affect of joy or sorrow insofar as we are conscious [caon-
sen] of 1t ” “A thing 1s called by us good or evil as it -
creases or diminishes, helps o1 restraius our power of action”
(demon ) The mind perceives a particular object as good
or evil because 1t 15 conscious (or has an 1dea of an 1dea) of
the transition to greater or less peifection i the form of its
body Pleasure o1 the affitmation of the body’s perfection 1s
therefore by nature good and 1s the measure of the goodness
of external things The contiary holds true for pan

Some modes of pleasure, Spmoza later demonstrates
(4-43), may be evil indirectly or by accident. I'or example,
pleasure 1n the sense of titillation, which we have scen refers
to one part of the body more than to others, may be evil or
excessive, msofar ns the mind attends to 1t exclusively and
neglects to seek the good of the other parts of the body That
18 to say, tn ttself, evary pleasure 1s by nature good since it
wmvolves an mercase of perfection A given form of pleasure
becomes il induectly insofar as the perfection of the part
becomes wncompatible with or contrary to the good of the
whole indindual This explains why lulainity, which refers to
the body as a whole, can never be excessive but 1s always good
(semper bona est), while melancholy, which 1s sortow per-
taining to the body as a whole, 15 always evil (semper mala
est) (4—42) Hilantas and melanchohia, Spinoza 1emarks
(4—44 schol ), are rare affects sinee most of the passions by
which men a1e agitated are modes of titillation or dolor
which refer to some part of the body more than to others To
this cxtent, then, affects of pleasure may indirectly be evil
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and a kind of disease or madness In the same way, an affect
of pamn such as dolor may indirectly be good as a means of
restraining excessive titillation Thus Spmoza summarizes
his position by demonstrating (4—60) that “‘the deswre which
arises from )oy or soriow which 1s related to one or to some
but not to all the parts of the body, has no regard to the
utility of the whole man [utilitatis totius hommis] ”

According to Sginoza’s sccond theory, the affects are con-
sidered good or evil because of then origin An affect of joy
1s good 1f 1t originates in the intellect and accompanies the
actions of the mtellect An affect of joy 15 evil if 1t orig-
mates m the passive imagmation and 1s united to the pas-
sions of the mind In brief, nffects which are actions, or of
which the mind 1s said to be the adequate cause, are by na-
ture good or vintues, affects wlhich are passions and of which
the mind 15 the madequate cause, mie by nature evil or 1m-
perfections On this basis, there can be no question of exces-
sineness or immoderation concernming any given affect If an
affect 1s an action or vartuc then it adnuty of no cxcess, of 1t
18 a passwn it adnuts of no moderation Even a moderate
passion 1s still a passion and theaefore evil Thus we find
Spinoza writes (4-61) “A desne whieh springs fiom reason
can never be mn excess [cupiditas quae ex 1atione oritur ex-
cessumn habere nequit] » Trom this it follows, though Spm-
noza docs not formulate a separate proposition, that a desire
which springs from soriow o1 from the imagimnation 1 neces-
sanly 1n excess (or defective), since the ideas of the imagina-
tion are madequate or partial (4-64)

TFinally, on the basis of Spmosa’s Scholastic theory, the
affects of joy and desire arc convudered an themscloes neither
good nor eml, their value depends entirely upon the nature
and adequacy of the ideas with which they become umted
That 1s to say, the good or evil character of the affects 15
judged extrmmsieally by relation to the ideas which control
them Only affects of soriow, Spinoza persists i muntam-
ing, are by nature evil All modes of desire and plenasure are
m themselves nerther good nor evil Thus we find Spinoza
now claims (459 demon 2)- “An action [actio] 1s called
evil mnsofar as 1t arses from our being affected with hatred
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or some evil affect But no action considered 1n 1tself alone is
either good or evil [at nulla actio 1n se sola considerata bona
aut mala est] but one and the same action 1s sometimes good
and sometimes evil [sed una cademque actio jam bona jam
mala est] ** Spmoza here uses the same term “actio” which
he techmically employs for an affect which 15 an action as
distinet from a passion (passio). He does not say that no
affect considered 1n 1tself 1s either gogd or cvil since he
wishes to exclude aftects of sorrow which he regards as by
nature evil He therefore chooscs the texm actio to designate
any activity following from the active power of the individ-
ual and demonstrates that any such action o1 affection 1s
considered 1n 1itself neither good nor evil T'hes conce ption of
the intrinsic neutral value of the affects of joy and desire
differs radiwcally from the Stow, dualistic cstimation of nat-
ural good and cvd pertauning to the affcets, as well as from
the Epicurean naturalistic doctrine whach identifies the good
with the wdea of pleasure and cvil with the idea of pan
Spinoza, however, attempts to identify all three

In comparing Spmoza’s views with those of lus predeces-
sors we find that he 15 1n agicement with the Aristotelian
theory that pleasure 1s not 1tselt a movement or transition,
1t merely supervenes upon the movements and activities of
the individual “as the bloom of youth does on those in the
flower of their age” (Nwcomachcan Ethics 1174b) Spinoza,
however, docs not consistently distinguish perceptions from
fechings as does Anstotle, he follows the latter only as re-
gards mtellectual pleasures but identifies perception and
pleasure in dealing with the sensitive pleasures Furthermore
Spmoza also accepts the Aristotelian doctime that affects of
pleasure and desne difter m hind and moral quality 1n rela-
tion to the actinity of the soul mvolved and the objects to
which they are duected

Spmoza, as noted, also inclhines toward the Stoics and
tends to set up a 1adiecal lifurcation between ntellectual af-
fects wluch are actions and the affects of the unagination
which are passions. On this basis, active pleasuies are by na-
ture good, passine pleasures are perturbations of the soul
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and by nature evil Modes of sorrow are mherently contrary
to reason and are always bad

Finally, Spinoza follows closely the Epicurean doctrme of
Hobbes and maimntams that man’s knowledge of good and
evil 1s nothing moie than conscious perception of pleasure
and pamn The affect of pleasure 15 not distinguished fiom
the mind’s perception of the state of 1ts body By natuie all
animals desire tha® which they feel to be pleasaut and hence
all pleasure 1s by nature good and all pain 15 eval Pleasure,
on tlus premise, becomes bad only by acaident, that s to say,
msofar as 1t prevents the individual fiom attending to the
needs of lus whole body Tam 15 hikewise good mduectly as a
sign which leads the mdiidual to 1ender himself more fit by
removing the causes which hinder his nctivity

In general we can say that Spmoza begins by construct-
mg lus psychology on a mechamstic, Epicurean foundation
but that in time he finds 1t necessary to bolster I psycholog-
1cal and moral structure by stiong pillars of Store and Scho-
lastic doctrine



II1

DESIRE AND THE CONATUS OF MAN

1 THE DEFINITION OF DESIRE

K turn now to a similar analysiscof desire, the third
\;s; ot the primary affects By desire in general Spi-
noza means the actual effort which an individual
makes to act 1n a determinate manner and not merely an 1n-
clination toward o1 away from something As in the case of
pleasure and pain there are, 1t appears, three kinds of de-
sire, namely, desires (cupiditas) propeily so-called which
refer simultaneously to the body and mind and of which the
mind 1s therefore conscious, appetites (appetitus) which re-
fer primarily to the body and of which the mind 15 not con-
scious, and volitions (voluntas) which are conceved through
the intellect alone (3-9 schol ) In all cases, whether the de-
sire be psychophyuical, pliysical, o1 1intellectunl, 1t 1s deter-
mined by the affect of pleasure or pamn which oernigmates 1t
This we take to be the sigmificance of Spinoza’s defimtion
(1) at the conclusion of book thiee “Desire 15 the essence
itself of man msofar as 1t 15 concenved as determimed to any
action by any one of his affections ” In the explanation of
this defimtion he adds *Jor by an affection of the human
essence we understand any constitution of that essence,
whether 1t be mnnate, whether 1t be conceived thiough the at-
tribute of thought alone or of extension alone or whether 1t
be related to both By the word desire theiefore I under-
stand all the cefforts, impulses, nppetites and volitions of a
man, which vary accoiding to his changing constitution and
not infrequently are so apposed to one another that he 1s
drawn hither and thither and knows not whither to turn ”
Here we sce that by the term desne Spinoza intends to desig-
nate all modes of human effort, though he also uses the term
1n A special sense
Furthermore, 1t 1s to be noted that Spinoza describes de-
sire as the essence of man (1psa hominis essentia) This 1den-
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tification becomes intelligible if we bear in mind the early
propositions of book three which are presupposed In 3-%
Spinoza states “The effort [conatus] by which each thing
endeavours to persevere in its own bemng 1s nothing but the
actual essence [actualem essentiam] of the thing itself »
From this proposition it appears that by desire or cffort
Spinoza means the actual power, the efficient foice of the
mmdividual to live and act, and not merely some mclination
toward or away from something as the term 15 usually em-
ployed to mean A thing’s actual essence ar nature 15 shown
by the actual efforts 1t makes, by the activities of which it
1s capable, and by the naturc of the objects which can so
affect 1t as to impel 1t to react toward them

We note finally that Spinoza alse deseribes desire as de-
termined by the affects of pleaswie and pam By tlus he
wishes to imply that desne itself 15 only indirectly the cause
of an mcrease 1n human perfection The affects of plensure
and pain are the primary causes of transitions i human per-
fection (see chap 11, § 8), desire alone 15 simply the force
which conserves and continues the perfection appniently at-
tamed by the affects This explanation 1s 1 agreement with
Spinoza’s proposttions (3-12, 13) which state that “the
mind endeavours as much as possible to unagme those things
which mcrease or assist the body’s power of acting” and that
“whenever the mind mnagines those things which lessen or
It the body’s power of acting, 1t endeavours as much as
possible to recollect what excludes the existence of those
things ” In affirmmg the poner of existence of 1ts hody the
mind necessanly endeavors to heep before it those objects
which produce affects of jov and to exclude those objects
which produce pamn In itself, however, desire does not in-
volve an effort to increase one’s perfection, there w only de-
sire for continuation of the perfection already attaned. (See
Note 1, following )

Note 1 Professor H F Hallett argucs in his deternitas ! that
desire by nature tends to resist all change Hc writes (p 51)

1 H F Hallett, Aeternutas (London, Oxford University Press, 1980)
Reprinted by permussion of the Clarendon Press, Oxford
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“Conscious of 1ts fimtude each fluctuating mode suffers contin-
ual change, which 1t as continually resists so far as it can, 1e,,
50 long as 1t exists This change and the striving agamnst change
arc experienced as Joy or sorrow and desire respectively ” It is
true that logically desire or the conatus 1s merely a principle of
mertin and as such should be opposed to all change whether 1t
be for the better or the worse The fact remains, however, that
this 1» not Spinoza’s usage The conatusg according to Spi-
noza, tends to promote the continuation of pleasure and resists
only affects of sorrow The piinciple of nertia shows itself 1n
the unlimited desire of pleasure which frequently leads to excess
(4-44), that 15, to ultimate destruction In this sense desire 15
opposcd to any change which would biing about a cessation of
n given pleasure It may be said in this connection that Spinoza
mnplicitly combmes the notion of the conatus with an inmanent
end or final cause, namely, mcrease of perfection, just as he
did 1n defining pleasure and pain as transitions toward perfec-
tion

2 THE SCHOLASTICS, HOBBES, AND SPINOZA ON
THE CONCETPT OFF THE CONATUS

Tur ongmnahty of Spioza’s theory of the conntus will be-
come evident by comparson with that of the Scholastics to
whom he was consciously opposed on the subject As the
status of the conatus 1s mtunately bound up with the prob-
lem of motion, I shall begimm with a brief analysis of the
Aristotehian theory of motion which was later adopted by the
Scholastics

According to Aristotle all motion mnvolved three distinet
factors, namely, the mover, the thing moved, and the end or
limit of the motion This meant that the mover o1 form was
a principle distinet fiom the hody moved and predetermimed
the linut o1 goal of the motion The nature or form imparted
an impulse (orexis) to the body wlich inated 1t to move to-
ward 1ts given end In general, it mav be said that the end of
all motion or becoming was a state of rest or being

St Thomas, following Aristotle’s theory that the foim was
the final cause of motion, distinguished four kinds of ap-
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petite or mnnate impulse First, there 1s the natural appetite
of the elements to move to their proper places, e.g, fire
naturally seeks the hmit of the cosmic circle and earth tends
to the bottom or center Secondly, there 15 the vegetative
form or soul which has a natural mnpulse to grow and de-
velop 1n a defimte way Thudly, theie 1s the anunal or sen-
sitive appetite which desires some perceived good By natuie
no ammal can refran from seehimg the objects which 1t per-
cerves as good and which deteriine 1ts desires Sensitive ap-
petite, however, takes two forms, namecly, the concupiscible
and the irascible Each anmmal natuially desires whatever 1s
agreeable to 1ts naturc and helpful to ity preservation and
all such positive desires are classified as concupiseible Sinu-
larly, every organism naturally secks to destroy or at least to
avoid whatever 1s contrary to its nature and harmful to its
self-preservation, and all such negatine active efforts are saud
to pertaun to its 1rascible faculty of desne

Finally, there 1s the 1ational appetite or will The ntel-
lect which distinguishes man from other ammals has a fune-
tion of its own other than that of the senses, and therefore 1t
must have an appetite or conatus distinet fiom that of the
senses The proper objects of the will or rational appetite
arc universal ideas which aie concennved by the mtelleet The
ultimate object of the human will v God or the supreme
intelligible good, and hence the will has a natural inclinntion
to seek union with God That s to say, God Hunself 15 the
proper object of the intellectual conatus—a thesis wlnch
Arnistotle lumself never advocated since God o1 the first un-
moved mover was the proper object only of the first heavens

The term “rational appetite” also has a second meaming
which must be differentiated fiom the one given above In
man, the will or mtellectual appetite controls the sensitive
appetite so that the individual 15 not moved to act except
through the consent of the will That 15 to sav, the sensitive
appetite becomes a rational appetite when it recerves the con-
sent of the will or intellectunl appetite The rational-sensitive
appetite 1s obviously other than the will or purely intellee-
tual appetite taken by itself. Rational appetite, however,
differs from desire of the sensitive appetite alone 1n that the
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former 15 free whereas the latter 1s determined necessarily by
the objects perceived

The point common to all modes of desire 1s that all grades
of appetite are natural inclinations of the soul toward some
object or good which agrees with i1ts nature and tends to
preserve 1t The appetite or conatus of the soul inchines the
mdividual to seek somne given object, though insofar as he
has a will he need not necessarily do so ¢The individual as a
whole has the potentiality for motion or activity in accord
with lns desire, though he may not make any actual cfforts to
act so as to achieve his objective.

We must note further that desire so conceived 1s only part
of the functions of the soul For Aristotle and the Scholas-
tics, the cogmtive function of the soul was distinguished
from the conative or appetitive faculty or power The cog-
nitive faculty acts as the final cause or unmoved mover of
the appetitive povers That 1s to sav, the idea of the object
perceived or conceived 15 prior by nature to the desire or
mchnation to which it gives rise Similarly, the desire of the
soul is to be differentiated from the nctual efforts which the
soul 1mpels the individual to make so as to fulfil his desire
The soul may mcline or impel the individual to seek or avord
somethmg but 1t does so only as a final cause but not as an
active, efficient cause

Thus we find Hobhes criticizes the Scholastic doctrine of
desue for its failure to explain the origin of motion He
writes (Lemathan, chap v1) “For the Schools find m mere
appetite to go or move no actual motion at all but because
some motion they must acknowledge, they call it metaphon-
cal motion, which 15 but an absurd speech, for though words
may be called metaphorieal, bodies and motions cannot ”
Hobbes therefore defined the conatus as an actual, internal
mode of motion which was the efficient cause of the in-
dividual’s external actions The individunl, as concerved by
Hobbes, was a natural automaton (Letathan, mtroduc )
stimulated to nct by the various objects about him “TLafe
itself,” he concluded (ibid , I, chap v1), “1s but motion and
can never be without desire ” “To have no desire is to be

dead” (ibid , 1, chap. vin)
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It 1s highly sigmificant that though Hobbes criticized the
Scholastic notion of a rational desire and insisted that desire
itself 18 the efficient cause of action, he nevertheless defined
the conatus of man with reference to paiticular ends or final
causes The preservation of one’s existence 15 mdceed a posi-
tive natural right (jus natuiale) and a law of nature (lex
naturalis) “by which a man 1s forbidden to do that which
1s destructive of his hfe or taketh awny the means of preserv-
g same” (ibd , I, chap siv) But Hobbes does not identify
the essence of man with his effort to self-preservation Life
or the essence of man 15 the desne for power found m the
pursuit of apparent goods (:bud, I, chap x) All desire for
power presupposes the conseivation of the mdividual as 1ts
natural condition, but the dnect object of desire 15 power
as achieved through the possession of particular soods

Hobbes, however, was consistent 1n Ins mechanieal mter-
pretation of the mind Continry to the Scholastie notion that
the intellect was a separate part o1 function ot the mind other
than the mmagination and desne, Hobbes defined “delibera-
tion” simply as a sueccession of desires and the will as the
last appetite o1 desire Thus he explams (ibid |, 1, chap vi1)
“The whole sum o} desnes, aversions, hopes and fears con-
tinued till the thing be either done or thought mipossible 14
that we call delhiberation In deliberation the last ap-
petite or aversion immediately adheimg to the action o1 to the
omission thereof 1s that we call the will, the act (not the fac-
ulty) of willing, and beasts that have deliberation must neees-
sanly also have will . Wil thereloie 15 the last appetite
in deliberating ”

The sigmficance of this passage lws o the fact that
Hobbes here reduces all the cogniteoe functions of the wmind
to varations of its conative functions—a procedure which s
the exact contrary of Spnoza’s who wdentified the wil wnth
the wntellect According to Hobbes theie 15 no mtellect with
purely theoretical functions All contemplation 15 practical
—a doctrine which he has 1 common with the modern Prag-
matists—and all deliberation 1s notling more than the suc-
cession of desires and emotions mchnmg the mdividual now
one way, now another Similarly, the wili 15 not a distinet
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faculty or power of assent passing judgment upon the de-
sires; the will 15 simply the last effort or appetite which
terminates the so-called process of deliberation Hence will-
g 15 not a prerogative of man alone, even brutes may be
said to will—a proposition opposed to the teaching of the
Scholastics and especially to Descartes who claimed that ani-
mals lcked souls Foi Hobbes then, will, intellect, and desire
a1e 1dentical, since they are all expressions of vital motion
In fact, Hobbes makes all intellectual life directly de-
pendent upon the conative functions and passions of the
mmdividual Thus m speahing of “virtues intellectual (which)
go commonly under the name of good wit” Hobbes remarks
(thid , I, chap vm) **The causes of this difference of wits
are 1n the passions and the difference of passions proceedeth
partly from the different constitution of the body and partly
from different education The passions that most of all
cause the difference of wit are principally the more or less
desire of power, of 11ches, of knowledge, and of honour All
this may be 1educed to the furst, that 1s, desire of power For
riches, knowledge, and honour are but several sorts of power
And therctore 2 man who has no great passion for
any of these things, but 14 as men term 1t indifferent , though
he may be so far a good man as to be free from giving of-
fence, yet he cannot possibly have either a great fancy or
nuch judgment IFor the thouglhts arc to the desires as scouts
and spies to range abroad and find the way to the things de-
sired, all steadiness of the mind’s motion all quickness of
the same, proceeding fiom thence I'or as to have no desne
1s to be dead, so to have weak passions 1s dulness, and to
have passions mdifterently for everything, gxddiness and dis-
traction, and to have stronger and more vehement passions
for any thing than 1s ordinarily seen 1n others, 1s that which
men call madness ”

From this passage we sce that all thinking 1s but a means
of satisfving desire for power Desire 15 1dentical with hife
itself and to have weak desires and passions 1s to lack m
vitahty and vigor of thought The passions, 1t 1s important
to note, are not considered by Hobbes as disturbances or



Desire'andthe Conatus of Man 93

hindrances to intellectual life; on the contrary, they are the
very foundation and source of intellectual activity The pas-
sions are not diseases or species of madness, since madness 1s
a relative term and indicates nothing more than that the
passions of a particular mdiidual are stronger than the
usual or normal In all this Hobbes’s naturalism 1s opposed
to the rationalism of the Stores and Scholastics which Spi-

noza for the most part accepted

Spinoza on the Conatus

The distinguishing feature of Spinoza’s theoiy of the
conatus 15 1ts opposition to that of the Scholasties Accord-
mg to the Scholastic view the conatus or natural appetite of
a thing was smmply an nchnation to move o1 to act with
reference to a given end or object The conatus <o con-
cetved was the mherent final cause of motion For Spinosa,
on the other hand, the conatus or effort to move was, as we
have seen m Hobbes, the efficent cause of motion A thing
once 1 motion or at rest contuiues mdefimitely m ity state of
motion or 1est unless hindered by some external eause (2-
lemma 3, corol 1), there 15 no need tor a distinct form or
appetite to predeternune the Imnt of the motion

Thus we find Spinoza defines the “conatus ad motum™ as
follows (Principia Philosophiae Cartesuanac, Pt 11, def
3) “By the conatus to wotion we are not to understand some
thought [cogitationem] but 1ather that a part of matter 1s
so situated and meited to motion, that 1t would he truly <nme-
thing in process [aliquo tura], if it were hindered by no
cause ”? This definmtion of the conatu<, with its exphat denal
of thought as a cause of motion, 15 obviously mtended as a
criticism of the Scholastic notion of final causes

The question now arises, how did Spinoza come todentify
the conatus with the active essence of the mdividaal? The
answer, I believe, 15 to Le found i his metaphysies

We have scen that the essence of God and s power of
acting are identical (1-34, “Der potentia est 1psa 1psius es-
sentia”) That 1s to say, God mamitests His imfinite power of
existence by His power of acting and producing infinite
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things 1n infinite ways (1-16; 1-35). The perfection of God
18 inconcewvable except as expressed through the modes
which follow necessarily from His active power

The nature of man as of all other modes 1s to be sumilarly
understood Since “nothing exists fiom whose nature some
effect does not follow” (1-86), man’s essence 1s also his ac-
tive power (potentin) The perfection of man, as of all
other modes, varies with his power of nctivity (5-40) All
this can more readily be understood 1f we bear 1n mind that
each finite mode expresses 1in a determinate way part of the
infinite power or nature of God (3-6 demon) Man as a
fimite mode differs from God masmuch as God’s nature or
power of acting involves an infinite power of existing, whereas
the nature of man involves only an mdefimte but not an n-
finite power of existing (1-28, 3-8) Both God and man do
not really act with anvy ends, final causcs, or goods 1n mind,
they act necessanly as efficient causes 1 accordance with
the necessary laws of their natures and then powers of ex-
istence (Cogitata metaphysica, 11, chap x)

In compaiison with the Scholastics Spinoza can say The
conntus ;1 effort ot the mdividual 15 1dentical with hus whole
essence, 1t 15 not merely a part of 1ts nature or function The
nature of a thing 15 not shown by 1ty static perfection of
form, and 1t 1s not defined by reference to some end wlach it
tends to realize The nature or essence of a thing 15 rather
expressed by its actual functions and power to continue 1n
existence And since the form of each mode 15 nothig other
than a combination of paits mn a definite proportion of mo-
tion and rest (2-def after ax 2) it follows that each mode
by natwie endeavours to peisevere indefinitely n ats par-
ticular form (4—pref )

In the Cogitata metaphysica (II, chap w1) Spinoza ex-
pheitly enticizes the Peripatetic conception of the soul or
form Thus he wiites “However we shall not trouble much
to refute these views, for as regaids those three souls [ani-
mas] which they attribute to plants, brutes and men, we
have alieadv demonstrated sufficiently that thev a1e nothing
but fizments, for we have shown that 1n matter there 1s noth-
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ing except mechanical structure [mechanicas texturas] and
operations ”

In another section of the Cogitata metaphysica (I, chap
v1) Spinoza also discusses his position 1n detail and reveals
mportant differences between hiumself and the Scliolastics
‘““Those moreover,” he remarks, “who seck some metaphysical
good [bonum metaphysicum] which 1s lacking to all, are
labouring under a false prejudice, because they confuse a
distinction of reason with a 1cal or modal distinction For
they distinguish between the thing self and the conatus
which 1w n everything to conscive itself, although they do
not know what they understand by conatus T'or these two
although they are to be distinguished m reason or rather mn
words, which deceive them most, a1e m no way to be dis-
tinguished fiom one another 1 the thing itself In order
that tlhis may be cleaily understood, we shall introduce (lit
place before the eyes) an example of a most simple thing.
Motion has the force of persevermg m its state [motus habit
vim 1 suo statu perseverandi], this force 15 nothing else
than the motion itself, that 15, hecause the natiie of motion
1s such If then I were 1o say that m this body A there was
nothing other than a certnin quantity of motion, {rom this 1t
would clearly follow, so long as I attend to this body A,
that I ought always to say tlhus body 1s moving IPor if T were
to say that it lost its power of moving from iteelf [vim
movend: ex se amittere] I would necessanly be attributing
to that body something other than that wlich we supposed n
the hypothesis, by which 1t lost 1its nature For if indeed thns
reason seems more obscure, we shall readily concede this ef-
fort of self-motion to be something other than the laws them-
selves and the nature of motion [dlum conatum se movend:
aliquid esse practer 1psas leges ct naturam motus] Smce
agam you suppose this conatus to be some metaphvsical
good, then necessarily this conatus will have a conatus to
persevere 1 1ts existence and this agaimn another, and so on to
mfinity—a thing more absurd than this I know cannot be
done The reason moreover, why they distinguish the conatus
of a thing from the thing 1tself, 1s because they find in them-
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selves a longing for self-conservation [desiderum se con-
servandi] and imagine such a longing in everything ”

Here Spinoza argues at length against his Scholastic op-
ponents His argument 1s twofold first, he says, the effort
to move (conatus movendi) 1s nothing else than the force or
quantity of motion which continues indefinitely unless hin-
dered by some external cause The distinction between the
conatus and the actual motion 1s only w:bal or nominal If
we were to distinguish between the internal mover and the
thing moved, then we should also require an infinite series of
movers to explain any particular motion Secondly, how a
thing itseltf unmoved can be the cause of physical motion 15
unintelligible There 15 no metaphysical good independent
of desire which moves the latter, on the contrary, a thing 1s
good only because 1t 15 desnned The Scholastics seem to pro-
Ject their own mental processes into natural things and un-
agine the latter to have longings or inchinations just as they
do themselves In tiuth, the foice o1 effort to continue 1n mo-
tion has no reference to any ulteiior object or end which pre-
scribes 1ts goal, there 15 no appetite which inelines a thing
to a definite end and ccases acting when the appetite 15 at-
tained The desire or appetite 15 the motion itself and 1s not
merely the unmoved cause of motion (See Note 2,p 99 )

If we are to avoid confusion ot thought, Spinoza maimn-
tains, we must not attiibute desnes for some good to modes
of extension The science of physies and the a1 guments of
metaplivaies a1e i agreement that the wniversal conatus wn
all things 1s wWentical with the cssence of those things and s
nothing other than the effort or force of each thing to con-
tinue mn its form of motwn and rest, whether that form be
innate or acquired aceidentally, 1t 1s inertial, efficient power.
On this basis, matter and thought have each a natural appe-
tite of then own to preserve themselves mn the ways appro-
prate to them Matter does not derive 1ts conatus from some
mental form or final cause.

Spmnoza’s conception of the conatus thus combines 1n one
defimition the natural, sensitive, and rational appetites dis-
tinguished by the Scholastics The appetites of a thing are
not to be defined by reference to thewr dwstinet objects but
rather by the function or power which 18 common to all
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modes, mamely, self-preservation. Although Hobbes, the
Scholastics, and the Stoics acknowledged the tendency for
self-preservation found in animals, they neither identified
this effort with the whole active essence or power of the n-
dividual, nor did they regard it as a universal prmaple
applicable to all finite things, whether they be animate or in-
ammate, whether they be concenved through thought or ex-
tension alone ]

It 15 noteworthy that Spinoza hunself wm the Cogitata
metaphysica makes the distinction between the essence of a
thing and 1ts hfe (vita) o1 power of peiseveration, though
this 18 obviously 1n contradiction to Ins prinaple that the
conatus of a thing and its essence are identical To quote
(Cogutata metaphysica, 11, chap vi) “Hence we understand
by hife, the force by which things persevere m their being
And because that force 1v different from the things them-
selves we properly say things themselves have hife [et quia
illa vis a rebus 1psis est diversa, 1es 1psas habere vitam pro-
prie dicimus] The foree however with wlich God perseveres
m His being, 15 nothimg other than His essenee, hence they
spenk well who call God Lute Nor are there lacking theologi-
ans who believe that the Jews, for this verv 1eason, namely,
because God 1s Iife and 1s not distinguished from life, when
they swore said. ‘By theliving Jehova’ [ vivus Jehova, man
(Hor Jehova)], rather than ‘By the hfe of Jehova’® [vita
Jehovae, M N (Har Jehova) 1, as Josepli, when he swore
by the life of Pharach, said ‘By the life of Pharnol® [vita
Pharaoms, P19 M (Huar Phaiach) ] This argument, 1t

seems, contradicts directly Spinoza’s theory ot the conatus
If the conatus 1s the active essence of a thing, then 1t 1s 1den-
tical with the life of the thing That is to say, life 15 not
separable from 1ts actual essence

The same difficulty occurs m the Ethics as well In 1-24
we find the proposition “The essence of things produced by
God does not mvolve existence” (s0 1-ax 7) His argument
there 1s that a thing whose essence nvolves 1ts existence 1s
necessarily eternal or timeless and this 15 ebviously not the
case as regards finite modes Hence he concludes that the es-
sence of any fimte mode 15 an eternal truth but not its ex-
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1stence. In the case of God, however, essence and existence
are 1dentical and hence His existence also 15 an eternal truth
(1-20 and corol 1) On this basis, Spinoza mamtamns with
the Stoics and Scholastics that all things by nature endeavor
to continue in existence but this conatus for existence 13 not
wdentical with the essence or degree of perfection of any
thing That 1s to say, there 1s no parallelism between essence
and power of contmuing m existence,the connection be-
tween cssence and power of existence 15 extrinsic and not 1n-
trinsic as the identification of conatus with essence origmally
leads one to suppose The essence of various things differ
from one another but not their natural conatus for indefinite
exastence, which 1s common to all (4—pref )

On the other hand, if Spinoza had continued consistently
to identify the actual essence of a thing with 1ts life, then he
would have mamtamed that essence as well as existence of
fimite things was temporal The difference between God and
man would consist i the fact that God’s power of life was
cternal or mmfnite whereas man’s power of hife was fimite or
mndefinite That 1s to say, for both God and man essence and
power of hife would be identical, though God’s essence hike
His existence would be eternal whereas man’s essence and ex-
1stence would be temporal In actual fact we find that Spinoza
exphcitly airgues later that the virtue of a form of Life 1s
measured by 1ts survival-power 1n the struggle for existence
We aie told, for example, that “the moie each person strives
and 1s able to seck lus own paofit, that 15 to savy, to preserve
himself, the moie virtue does he possess” (4-20) This sounds
very much like the Darwiman doctiine of “the survival of the
fittest ”

Spmoza, however, was too much of a Scholastic to inter-
pret and measure all virtue 1 relation to temporal existence
In agreement with the Scholastics he mamtained that there
are real differences in the nature of things such that one
form of being 1s mote perfect o1 contamns more being than
another Measured 1 relation to God o1 the most perfect
being, things are found to be arranged mn a scale of value
or perfection On the other hand, measured simply as effi-
cient causes and 1n terms of their iitial effort to exist, all
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things are equal according to the law of mertia Hence he
reverted to the Scholastic theory which distinguished between
the form or essence which, logically concerved, 1s an eternal
truth, and the actual existence of the individual which 1s
temporal and contingent upon 1ts relations to other modes
Only essences differ 1n perfection or degiec of bemng, all
things are alike by natuire in their mertial power of continu-
g 1n existence mndefinitely

In practice, Spinoza never completely abandoned either
theory and continued to utilize both 1n developing his theory
of moral conduct

Nore 2 In his recent study entitled The Phdosophy of Plato?
Professor R Demos describes the Platonie ¢ros in terms which
apply equally well to Spmoza’s conatus He wittes (pp 8B4-85)
“Thus the eros becomes generalized in the mind of T'lato mto the
fact of transition, the cros 15 the nspect of duration, and time
1s the measured nspect of the Eros We find the eros not
only 1n hving thungs but in inanmate things too The eros 15 a
stream of hife runnmmg throughout the whole of nature, all
nature 15 n perpetual coming-to-be and n perpetual perishing
and thus an achievement of eternality i tune The n-
stinct of procreation 15 a variation upon the mstinct for self-
maintenance and the sexual mnpulse 15 ultimately the eros of
mmoitality ” I'rofessor Demos then gocs on to explun that for
Plato the eros alse signifies the ascent of the soul inats quest for
ultimate heauty and good In w later chapter he comnments (p
299) “In his conception of the ascent of the suul along the line
of being, Plato has anticipated and pethaps boirowed from the
content of religious msight | and his view of the eros of truth hag
a certain stiilanity to Spiosa’s doctrime of the conatus But
whereas the (onatus 1¢ not governed by purpose, Plato’s mtel-
tectual mmpetus has the 1dea of the good as its gonl > What
Professor Demos fails to realize 15 that in Spmoza as 1 Plato
the conatus signifies both the impulse for self-mamtenance and
the desire for increase of perfection Spmoza, 1t 15 true, 15 1m0-
consistent mn this respect nasmuch as he had ruled out nll ref-

2 R Demos, The Philosophy of Piato (New York, Charles Scribner’s
Sons, 1939) Reprinted by permission of Charles Scribner’s Sons, New York
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erence to a final end; both meanings are nevertheless, to be
found 1 the Ethics, particularly when he comes to discuss the
intellectunl love of God which corresponds to the Platonic -
tellectual eros for the “idea of the good ”

3 DESIRE AS ESSENCE AND AS AFFECT

I~ the foregoing analysis we have seen that Spinoza defines
desire as the actual essence of man whereby lic manifests his
natural power to continue or persevere in lus present state of
exstence mndefimtely At the same tune, Spinoza also regards
desue as one of the thice prunary affects or passions The
question now arises, 1t desire 15 the essence of man how can 1t
also be an aftect? Aflections are predicated of a thing as of
their proper subject and hence are not to be 1dentified with
that subject That 15 to say, the essence of a thmg 1s prior in
nature to its various affections Spinora hunself informs us
that an mdnidual may be affected in many ways and yet
retain lus essential nature (2-lemma 7) The problem then
remains, how can desire constitute the essence of man and be
an affect at the smine tune? It seems to me that Spinoza 1s
again attempting to combine two fundamentally mcompati-
ble notions How tlus came about I shall now trv to show
As noted, Spinoza defines the essence of a thing, whether
it he finite o1 mmfinite, as 1its power of activaty (1-34) The
cssence of a thlng 1s not merely 1ts form or strueture, 1t 15 1ts
present actual function, or foree of existence Spinoza 15 op-
posed to the Scholastics who muntain that the foim 1s the
final cause of the actiity of matter, the principle through
which a thing 15 impelled to move toward a given good, and
to preserve itself in order to attamn that end In the Scholas-
tic theory all action o1 becoming 1s for the sake of some final
end or state of rest, some unmutable form of heing A thing
acquires actuality of being when 1t ceases moving Spinoza’s
position, on the other hand, 1s 1n dircct opposition to this
dualistic theory of motion The form as the final eause or un-
moved mover 1s superfluous The essence of n thing 1s simply
its force of motion or activity, no matter how acquired, and
no scparate form 1s required to account for its present mo-
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tion or 1ts continuation 1n the future Thus motion, far from
being an indication of potentiality, 1s a mark of actual per-
fection or power of being, rest and mactivity on the con-
tiary, involve mmperfection and lack of beng (5-40). In
this respect Spinoza agrees with Hobbes that “Life itself 1s
but motion” and that a thing which ceases to move ceases
to live.

With reference t8 desire in particular, the Scholastics held
that an animal was moved with desne or aversion toward a
thing by the perception of that thing as good o1 evil, as
agiecable or contiary to its nntuie That 1s to say, the ob-
Ject peiceived was the final cause, the unmoved mover of
ammal appetite No object percerved as good or evil could
move an mdnvidual so as to seck or avord it, unless he were
predetermined so to act thiough the concupiscible o1 1rasci-
ble appetites (or faculties) of the soul ISvery amimal then s
moved by two unmoved movers, nunely, the object perceved
as good and evil, and the active poner ot the soul which inelines
him to move toward or away 11om a thing A desne for o par-
ticula: object 15 considered a passion because the annnal con-
cerned 1s predetermined by 1ts own nature to be moved by
desire for such a thing and lachks the frcedom to act other-
wise

Now Spimoza, we have seen, 1egards a final cause of mo-
tion as superfluous Hence he demes the need of postulating
any faculties of desire to account for particular acts of de-
sire or the need of external goods to act as final causes of
desie The problem then nrises, how shall we explam the
origin of particular desites or passions?” Spimnosa’s answer 1
identical with that of Hobbes and 15 given m mechamistie
terms External objects, he explans, are the cfficient causes
of desire The indnvidual 15 aftected Dy some external thing
and the motions so communicated arc perceived as affects
of pleasure and pam These latter affects 1in turn give rise
to & motion or impulse to pursuc o avoid the object The
thing pursued or avoided 15 then termed good or evil In
brief, desire 15 nothmg more than the last affect which fol-
lows upon joy and sorrow

According to this poasition man 15 not a self-moyved mover
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mature years believes the nature of children to be so dif-
ferent from his own, that 1t would be impossible to persuade
him he had ever been a child, if he did not conjecture regard-
ing himself from what he sees of others ”

From the above quotation 1t 1s evident that the body of
man 1s constantly though gradually acquiring different
forms from infancy to old age In the case of discase, this
transition may even happen suddenly ¥rom this Spinoza
concludes that the mental and physical nature of man 1s
constantly being destroyed, so that it cannot properly be
said that an individual remains one and the same throughout
the duration of his life The conatus or formal essence of
man 1s primarily an affection of his body and varies with his
changing constitution

4 DESIRE AS THE ACTIVE CAUSE OF THE AFFECTS

Srinoza, however, also gianted that each mode as concerved
through 1ts substantial attribute had a formal essence of 1ts
own (2-10) and was the adequate cause of 1ts affects (see
chap 1) But the essence of man, we have seen, 1s his power
of activity or conatus Hence desire o1 the conatus 1s neces-
sarily prior to the affects of which 1t 1s the adequate cause
That 1s to say, we must distinguish between the general de-
sire for self-preservation and the particular desires or affects
which agree with and follow from this essential conatus On
this premise, the formal essence of man determines the nature
of his affects and 1s not determined bv them Spmoza would
differ from the Scholastics only msofar as he regarded the
conatus as the efficient rather than as the final cause of the
affects

Thus we find that Spinoza acknowledges (3-58) that
some desires mav be due to the individual’s power of action
In 4-15 he explicitly contrasts the desires of which the mind
is the adequate cause with those of which 1t 1s the inadequate
cause “Desire,”’ he wrnites, “which arises from a true knowl-
edge of good and evil can be extinguished or restramned by
many other desires which take their origin from the affects by
which we are agitated” (so also 4-16, 17) (Cupiditas quae
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ex vera boni & mali cognitione oritur multis alus cupiditatibus
quae ex affectibus, quibus conflictamur, orwuntur, restingui
vel coerceri potest ) Similarly he refers (5-26, 28) to “the
effort or desire to know things by the third kind of knowl-
edge” (conatus seu cupiditas cognoscend: res tertio cogni-
tionis gencre)

The significant point 1 these propositions 1s the admis-
sion that the desir® or affect of the individual may be de-
termined by the true ideas concerning good and evil which
follow from the power of the intellect, rather than by the
corporeal passions of joy and sorrow (4-15, 5-20 demon )
This, 1t seems evident, 1s fundamentally 1dentical with the
Scholastic thesis that the 1deas of good and evil are the final
causes of desire and aversion The Scholastics were more
consistent than Spinoza and postulated that the 1deas of per-
ception and imagination as well as the 1deals of the practical
mntellect served as the final causes of desire Spinoza, on the
other hand, claims that external things and the affects of
joy and sorrow are the cfficient causes of perceptual desire,
though he grants implicitly that rational desires may be due
to true 1deas of good and evi] which are prior in nature to
the desires Spinoza apparently was not aware that 1n grant-
g the priority of true ideas as factors determining desire,
he was impheitly granting the priority of the final cause as
well.

Thus, 1t seems, Spinoza’s theory of desire 1s eclectic To
begin with, he attempts to dispense with the Scholastic the-
ory of final causes of desire The conatus of a thing 1s noth-
ing more than 1ts power or force of existence, as determined
by external causes According to this theory the essence of
cach thing varies with 1ts affects and the nature of one n-
dividual differs from that of another On the other hand,
Spinoza also mamtams that each mode has an inherent fixed,
formal essence of its own The essence of each mode 15 some-
thing eternal and common to other individuals of the same
species (2—44, corol 2 demon ) smce it follows from the
eternal nature of God This universal essence 1s the source
of common affects 1n individuals of the same species, as will
be shown later. This rationalistic conception of the form of
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things nevitably leads Spinoza to the Scholastic theory that
the knowledge of good and evil 1s the cause of desire, though
he admits this to be the case only as regards adequate 1deas
of the intellect

5 THE INTERRELATION OF DESIRE, JOY, AND
SORROW

THE problem mvolved 1n Spinoza’s theory that desire 1s the
essence of man as well as a primary affect can be best demon-
strated by an analysis of the interrelation of the three pri-
mary affects

We have scen from our analysis of Spinoza’s definition of
desire that insofar as desire 1s a passion 1t 15 determined by
the affects of joy and sorrow This imples that joy and sor-
row are priol by nature to desire and are indeed the efficient
causecs of desire That 15 to say, an individual does not desire
a thing for the sake of pleasure as if pleasure were the end
of his activity It 1s more proper to sav that an individual
desires a thing because 1t has affected him with pleasure
Thus Spinoza informs us (3-37) that ‘“the desire which
springs from sorrow or joy from hatred or love, 15 greater
mn proportion as the affect 15 greater ”” The affects of joy
and sorrow move or determine a man to desire or destroy,
pursue or shun the object which causes these affections 1n
him (3-28) On this premise the desire o1 active essence of
an mdividual will vary with the form of his affects

The moral significance of this position 1s that Spinoza
hereby denies that the terms “good” and “evil” have any
formal status independent of the individual As noted, if we
examine the causes of the affects, 1t will be seen that a per-
son calls a thing good because 1t has affected him with pleas-
ure and desire, he does not desire the thing as a final cause
which 1s imtrinsically good 1n itself In the last analysis the
goods the individual desires are the affects of joy which pro-
mote his power of existence The good 1s but the shadow or
appearance of desire Spinoza himself enlarges on this point
in detail when he writes (3-39) . “By good [bonum] I un-
derstand every kind of joy and everything that conduces to
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it chiefly, however, everything that satisfies longing [quod
desiderio satisfacit] By evil [malum] I understand every
land of sorrow and chiefly whatever thwarts longing [quod
desiderium frustratur] For we have shown that we do not
desire a thing because we adjudge 1t to be good but on the
contrary we call 1t good because we desire 1t and consequently
everything to which we are averse we call evil Each person
therefore accordind to his affects judges or estimates what
15 good and what 1s evil, what 1s better and what 1s worse
and what 1s best and what 1s worst Thus the covetous
man thinks plenty of money to be the best thing and poverty
the worst The ambitious man desires nothing like glory and
on the other hand dreads nothing like shame To the envious
person agam nothing i1s motre pleasant than the msfortune
of another and nothing more disagiecable than the pros-
perity of another And so cach person accordimg to his af-
fects judges a thing to be good o1 evil, useful or useless ”
From this explanation we gather that the nature or active
essence of each mdividual vanes with the nature of his af-
fects A man 1s covetous because 1i1ches affect him with a
dominant desite for them Another 1s ambitious because his
greatest joy 1s in the pursuit of honor In biief, we must
look to the effect of external objects upon the constitution of
the mdividual 1f we wish to understand the nature of his
desires In the last analysis, the goodness or evil of a thing
depends upon the pleasure or pain 1t affords Each individual
m accordance with his affects 15 the measure of good and evil.
It 15 mteresting to note that Hobbes, who cmployed the
same mechanistic theory of the passions, came to a similar
conclusion Thus he wiites (Lewviathan, chap vi) “But
whatsoever 1s the object of any man’s appetite or desire, that
15 1t which he for lus part calls good, and the object ot his
hate or aversion evil For these words ot good and evil are
ever used with relation to the person that useth them, there
bemng nothing simply and absolutely so, nor any common
rule of good and evil to be taken from the nature of the ob-
jects themselves > Spinoza, 1t appears, simply followed Hobbes
mn his doctrine of the relativity of good and evil to the desire

of the imndividual
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Spinoza, however, follows Descartes in demonstrating that
there 15 a real difference 1n quality among the affects due to
the nature of the objects by which the individual 1s affected
He notes (3-56) that “of joy, sorrow and desire and conse-
quently of every affect which either like vacillation of mind
[fluctuationis animi] 1s compounded of these, or like love,
hatred, hope and fear 1s derived from them [derivatur],
there arc just as many kinds as therc arf species of objects
by which we are affected [tot species dantur quot sunt species
objectorum a quibus afficimur] . . [demon ] The nature
of each passion must necessaiily be explained 1in such a man-
ner that the nature of the object by which we are affected 1s
expressed The joy, for example, which springs from object
A mvolves the nature of that object A, and the jov which
spiings from B involves the natuie of that object B and
therefore these two affects of joy are of a different nature

And therefore as a person s affected by external causes
with this or that kind of joy, sorrow, love, hatred etc, that
1s to say, as his nature 15 constituted n tlus or that way,
so must his desire vary and the nature of one desire differ
from that of another, just as the affects from which each
desire arses, differ ”

Here we see first that the nature or quality of an affect
of joy or sorrow varies with the formal essence or species of
the object by which the individual 1s affected, secondly,
that the quality of joy and soriow in turn determine the
quahty of one’s desire In brief, differences 1n human nature
or desire are acquired and depend upon the differences n
the formal essence or species of the objects by which the in-
dividual 1s affected

At this pont a real difficulty arses If the nature or kind
of affect depends upon the kind or species of 1ts object, then
there 1s a formal basis in the nature of things for our judg-
ments of good and evil That 1s to say, although the knowl-
edge of good and evil be nothing more than the affect of
pleasure or pan, affects nevertheless differ in kind n ac-
cordance with the species of object which produced them.
There 1s a umversal basis 1in the objects themselves for one’s
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Judgment of good and evil. Spinoza, however, attempts to
combine this realistic theory wrth his nommalistic doctrine
which denies any formal basis in the nature of things for
one’s judgments of good and evil

So far we have seen that the nature and species of one’s
affects determine the nature of one’s essence or desire On the
other hand, Spinoza also emphasizes the thought that desire
as the active essende or power of the individual 1s the source
or cause of all his actions Desire as the universal, formal
essence of the individual 1s prior mn nature to the various
affections which are conceived through it That 15 to say,
the mdividual does not change his nature along with his af-
fects as was previously thought, on the contrary, the active
desire of the imdividual determines the nature of his affects
The object is only the occasion for the affects, the real ef-
ficient and adequate cause 15 the formal desire of the indi-
vidual himself Thus we find Spinoza now writes (3-57)
“The affects of one individual differ from the corresponding
affect of another, as much as the essence of one differs from
that of another [quilibet uniuscujusque individur affectus ab
affectu alterius tantum discrepat, quantum essentra unmus ab
essentia alterius differt] [demon ] All the affects are
related to desire, joy and sorrow But desire 1s the very
nature or essence of an mdividual and therefore the desire of
one individual differs from the desire of another, as much as
the nature o1 essence of the one differs fiom that of the other
Agaimn joy and sorrow are passions by which the power of
an ndividual or his effort to persevere in his own being 1s
mcreased or dimmished helped or limited [3-11 schol ] But
by the effort to perseveie in lus own being msofar as 1t 1s
related at the same time to the mind and the bodv we under-
stand appetite and desire And therefore joy and sortow are
desire or appetite insofar as the latter 1s increased, dimin-
1shed, helped or limited by external causes, that 1s to say,
they are the nature itself of each person The joy or sorrow
of one ndividual therefore differs from the jov or sorrow
of another as much as the nature or essence of one person

differs from that of the other
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Spinoza’s proposition can be more clearly understood if
we recall to mind our previous discussion on pleasure and
pamn (chap u) We have seen that Spinoza at one time
regards pleasure as the 1dea of transition to greater perfec-
tion and at another time, as the completion of an action fol-
lowing from the power of man In the present proposition,
Spinoza regards all affects of pleasure and pain as feelings
completing the conatus for self-preservation Joy and sorrow
follow upon man’s active endeavor to preserve humself and to
obtain the things useful to that end Joy completes the con-
scious desire whose power has been increased Sorrow com-
pletes the 1dea of desire whose power has been decreased
Hence the qualities of joy and sorrow which complete the
conatus of mdividuals of the same or different species will
vary with the essence of these individuals That 1s to say,
the nature of deswre docs not depend upon the affects of joy
and sorrow as Spnoza prevously mamtamned, on the con-
trary, the nature of joy and sorrow depends u pon the nature
of the essential desire which they complete

It 1s lnghly significant that Aristotle, whom we quoted 1n
our chapter on joy and sorrow (chap n, § 3), also exphe-
itly states that the pleasures completing the activities of dif-
ferent species of ammals differ in hind Thus he writes
Niwcomachcan Ethics, 1176a) “Each anmimal 1s thought to
have a proper pleasure as 1t has a proper function, viz , that
which corresponds to 1ts activity If we survey them species
by species, too, this will be evadent, horse, dog and man have
different pleasures As Heraclitus savs, ‘asses would prefer
sweepings to gold’, for food 1s pleasanter than gold to asses
So the pleasuies of creatures different 1n kind, differ 1n kind,
and 1t 1s plausible to suppose that those of a single species
do not differ But they differ to no small extent, 1n the case
of men at least, the same things delight some people and
pamn others, and are painful and odious to some and pleasant
to and liked by others ”

The above quotation 1s important because 1t shows defi-
mtely that Spmoza was sumply following the Aristotehan
tradition 1n distinguishing different species of pleasure cor-
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responding to and completing the nature or desire of the
individuals 1nvolved On this basis, one feels joy or sorrow
mn the presence of a particular object because he desires or
1s hindered from desiring 1t and the nature of his affect varies
with that of his species

If the affects of joy and sorrow determine the nature of
desire, then there 1s no reason why the desire of a beast
should differ from®that of a man All pleasures are alike
when judged simply by the physiological effects on the cor-
poreal constitution of the individual Spinoza mtroduces dif-
ferences 1 the nature of the affects because he conceives of
mtrinsic, umversal differences 1n the nature or desires of the
mmdividuals I submit that there 1s a real conflict between
these two views and that tlus conflict 1s a necessary conse-
quence of the eclectic nature of Spinoza’s definition of desire

The problem involved 1n Spinoza’s theory of desire has 1its
parallel i the modern contioversy concerning the relation
of the individual to his environment The Behaviorists in
psychology and the mechansts i biology stress the efficacy
of the environment as the predominant condition 1 shaping
the nature and disposition of the individual On the other
hand, there are the vitalists who stress the innate forms of
ability which develop even where the environment 1s uniform
In Spinoza both tendencies are found, though he passes from
one position to the other without apparently reahzing the
problem mvolved (See Note 3, following.)

Nore 3 Martinean 1n his Study of Spiroza (p 260) has
previously noted the conflict involved in Spinoza’s theory of the
nterrclation of the primary affects He writes “The question
whether desire 15 cause or effeet of the i1dea of pleasure (1e
knowledge of good) 1s thus answered 1n opposite ways The con-
tradiction, though irresolvable, may perhaps be accounted for
if we constitute two types of desire conforming respectively to
two orders of origin and suppose Spinoza, without noticing the
distinction to have 1n view now the onc and then the other

Identify the conatus with desire and then nothing can be prior
to1t, and only 1n 1ts satisfaction does pleasure arise . When
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Spinoza 1n treating of the three primary affects gave precedence
to pleasure and pain and set down desire as dependent on them,
he cannot have been thinking of the earlier of these types 2

6 SPINOZA AND WILLIAM JAMES ON EMOTIONS
AND INSTINCTS

WE have noted 1n the previous discussion that the conatus
of an individual determines the nature of his affects and the
objects by which Le 15 affected Spinoza does not differenti-
ate explicitly between instincts and emotions but it seems
that he did have the notion of instinct in mind Thus 1n
speaking of the desires of different animals he writes (3-57
schol ) “Hence 1t follows that the affects of animals which
are called irrational [irrationala] (for after we have learnt
the origin of the mind we can 1n no way doubt that brutes
feel) [bruta sentire], differ trom human affects as much as
the nature of a brute differs from that of A man Both man
and the horse, for example, are swayed by the lust to propa-
gate [libidine procreandi] but the horse i1s swayed by equine
lust [libidine equina] and the man by that which 1s human
The lusts and appetites of mnsects, fishes and birds must vary
mn the same way, and so although each individual lives con-
tented with his own nature and delights [gaudeat] 1n 1t,
nevertheless the life with wluch it 15 contented and 1its joy
are nothing but the 1dea or soul of that individual [1dea seu
amima cjusdem 1ndividul}, and so the joy of one differs in
character from the joy of the other, as much as the essence
of the one [essentia unius] differs from the essence of the
other Finally 1t follows from the preceding proposition that
the joy by which the drunkar®:s enslaved [gaudium ebrius]
1s altogether different from the joy which 1s the portion of
the philosopher [gaudium quo potitur philosophus], a thing
I wished just to hint in passing.”

From this passage we gather that Spinoza 1s opposed to
the Cartesian doctrme that animals are simply corporeal
automata without feeling since they have no soul According

8 J Martineau, 4 Study of Spinoza (London, Macmillan Co, 1895) Re-
printed by permission of The Macmillan Company, publishers
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to Spwnoza all modes of extension are united to modes of
thought, although there are degrees of perfection among ani-
mate things (2-13 schol ). Hence the so-called irrational
brutes feel or are conscious of the affections of their bodies
(It 1s to be noted however that at times Spinoza follows
Descartes [3-2] and interprets the affections of brutes in
purely physical terms [see chap 1] )

Furthermore, eath species of animal has an essential form
or soul whereby 1t difters fiom other species The libido of
the hoise differs from the libido of the man because the
conatus of the horse 1n propagation 1s directed toward horses
and that of man toward humans That 1s to say, the conatus
of each species of amimal 1s directed toward a specific, final
cause or end n agreement with 1ts nature—a Scholastic doc-
trine which contradicts Spinoza’s avowed thesis that the
conatus of an individual has no reference to any end other
than 1ts own preservation

The same pownt 1s involved in Spinoza’s statement (4-87
schol 1) that “reason indeed teaches us to seek our own
profit, the necessity of uniting with men and not with brutes,
nor with things whose nature 1s different from human na-
ture” (cum hominibus jungere sed non cum brutis aut rebus
quarum natura a natura humana est diversa) The conatus
of man as expressed thiough desire and reason 1mpels him to
unite with individuals who agree with hin 1n nature and not
with those whose nature 1s altogether different from his own

The sigmificant feature of Spinoza’s argument 1s his 1n-
sistance that the affections of the individual are not pro-
duced mechanically, that 1s to say, they atre not the direct
result of some external object. Mechamcal interaction does
not explain the essential indimdual differences found in the
various species of anmmmals He postulates that the specific
form or 1dea of the individual impels him to acknowledge or
perceive a particular object as a stimulus to which he re-
sponds An object which moves one individual will not move
another to act at all In other words, an individual must first
be potentially or naturally mclined toward some specific ob-
ject or end 1 order to react toward it—a requirement for
which Aristotle introduced the notion of the entelechy or im-
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manent final cause. Spinoza, however, did not realize the full
impheations of his admission

Spimnoza, moreover, did not differentiate clearly between
the mnstincts or natural impulses of animals and the other
affections or emotions To him they were all affects depend-
ent upon the active essence of the individual This 1s shown
particularly by the fact that at the conclusion of the scholium
he remarks that the delight of the drunkakd and the philoso-
pher differs because their natures differ, although the dif-
ferences here are those of character or moral habits and are
not the equivalent of the difference between man and horse
Then agamn the affect of delight 1s not an instinet 1 the
same way as libido 1s, since the former does not involve any
mmpulse or necessary tendency to action

Spmoza’s implicit conception of instinets or natural de-
sires which depend on the conatus of the individual 1s espe-
cially modern and m agreement with psychological theory
based on evolutionary postulates Thus we find Wilham
James 1n his chapter on the “Emotions” 1 his Principles of
Psychology (chap xxv) links up mnstincts with emotional
reactions “Every object,” he explams, “that excites an 1n-
stinet excites an emotion as well LEmotions however,
fall short of mstincts 1n that the emotional reaction usually
termnates 1n the subject’s own body whilst the instinctive re-
action 1s apt to go farther and enter into practical relations
with the exciting object The class of emotional 1s thus
rather larger than that of instinctive impulses commonly
so-called The physiological plan and essence of the
two classes of impulse however 15 the same ”

Agamm m his article in Mwmd for 1884 James remarks
“The labours of Darwin and his successors are only just
beginming to reveal the universal parasitism of each special
creature upon other special things, and the wav i which
each creature brings the signature of its special relations
stamped on 1ts nervous system with it upon the scene
The nervous system of every hiving thing 1s but a bundle of
predispositions to react in particular ways upon the contact
of particular features of the environment »

Here we see that James regards instincts hike the emo-
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tions, as predisposed or preadapted reactions or impulses of
an organism to the objects of 1ts environment. Both nstincts
and emotions are affections of the physical constitution of
the organism which predetermine 1t to react in specific ways
toward some object

It seems to me, however, that the same difficulty which
characterizes Spinoza’s theory of desire 1s found in James’s
psychology Ther¥ 1s, I submut, a real conflict between
James’s mechanical or reflex physiology and his Darwinian
notion of natural adaptation According to James’s reflex
theory of the emotions and instincts, an object necessarily
produces a given reaction mn the organism hy virtue of the
organic changes 1t gives rise to In this sense, the object or
stumulus 15 the efficient causc of the particular reflex reac-
twon But «f one grants with James and Darwin that the re-
actions of the orgamism are preairanged or predisposed n
relation to some things rather than others, then the connate
mmpulse of the mdvindual ws the final or teleological cause of
has reactions * The objeet o1 so-called stimulus 15 only the oc-
casion for evoling a given response for which the organism
15 potentially adapted and must not therefore be considered
the real cause of the affection In brief, the James theory
of the emotions and instincts, like Spmnoza’s theory of the
affects, rests upon a mechanistic metaphysics involving only
efficient causes and this 15 incompatible with the notion of the
priority of the final cause impheit 1 his doctrine of the
predetermmed adaptation of the organism to its specific en-
vironment (See later chap xiv, § 3)

7 THE CONATUS OF THE INTELLECT

So far our analysis has shown that Spinoza’s attempt to de-
fine desire both as the essence and as an affect of man 1nevita-
bly led him to mamtain alternate theories concerning the
interrelation of the primary affects I now wish to show that
Spmoza endeavored to solve the problem of the relation of
the conatus of man to lus passions by remntroducing the radi-
cal bifurcation between the active mtellect and the passive
part of the mind which has the body for its object

4 See M C Nahm, Philosophy of Serence, October, 1939
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Spinoza, we find, employs the term will (voluntas) to de-
note the active essence of the mtellect as distinct from desire
(cupiditas) which 1s a corporeal passion In agreement with
the Scholastics, he now maintains that the conatus of the
body does not constitute the essence of man , the essential na-
ture of man as distinct from other animals 1s the conatus of
the intellect There 15 no direct parallelism between the
power of the mtellect and the rest of the mind dependent
upon the body In the following passage we find he expheitly
distinguishes the will or intellect from desire, though he pre-
viously used them as synonyms (3—def 1) He writes (248
schol ) “I must observe that by will [voluntas] I under-
stand a faculty of affirming or denymg but not a desire
[cuprditas], a faculty I say, by wlich the mind affirms or
demes that which 1s true or false and not a desire by which
the mind secks [appetit] a thing or turns away from it
[aversatur] ”

In the Short Treatise Spinoza also distinguishes between
will and desire but describes desite m the Scholastic manner
as an inchnation toward the good Thus he writes (Pt II,
chap xv1) “Desnc 15 the inchnation which the soul has
toward sometling which it chooses as good, whence 1t follows
that before our desire inchines toward something outside we
have already mwardly decided that such a thing 15 good and
this affirmation, or stated more generally, this power to af-
firm and to deny 1s called will” And agan m the following
chapter (xvn) he continues “According to Aristotle’s defini-
tion, desire appears to be a genus contaming two species
For he says that the will 1s the longing or inelimation which
one feels towards that which 1s or scems good Whence 1t ap-
pears to me that by desire (or cupiditas) he means any m-
chination, be it towards good be 1t towards evil, but when
the inclination 1s only towards what 1s or appears to be good
or when the man who has such inclination, has it under the
appearance of good, then he calls 1t voluntas or good will,
while if 1t is bad, that 1s, when we observe 1n another an -
clination towaids something wlich 1s bad, he calls that
voluptas or bad will So that inclmation of the soul 1s not
something whereby affirmations or demals are made, but only
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an mclnation to obtain something which appears to be good,
and to flee from what appears to be bad ”

For Spinoza, unlke the Scholastics, there 1s no distinct
intellectual appetite or will other than the contemplative
function of the intellect ‘““The will and the intellect,” he 1n-
sists, “are one and the same” (249 corol } The affirmation
involved 1n any 1de§L or concept 1s 1dentical with the so-called
assent of the will. “In the mind,” he argues (2-49), “there
18 no volition or affirmation and negation excepting that
which the 1dea 1nsotar as 1t 1s an 1dea mvolves ” In general
he concludes (4-26) that “all efforts which we make through
reason are nothing but cfforts to understand ” In other
words, Spmoza docs not differentiate between the conatvoe
and cogmitrwe functions of the intellect—thowgh he does dif-
ferentiate between the conatwe and cogmitive functions so
far as desire and smagination are concerned (2—axiom 3)

In this connection 1t 15 mstiuctive to recall that Hobbes
also identified the conative and cogmitive functions of the
mind, but he was more consistent than Spinoza 1n this re-
spect Hobbes considered deliberation as nothing more than a
succession of desires, all thinking was practical dehiberation
and served as the instiument of fulfilling desire Spinoza, on
the otlier hand, excluded desire from the activity of the in-
tellect but he 1dentified the theorcetical and practieal or vol-
unta1y functions of the intellect

The problem must now be faced, what led Spinoza to
wdentify will and mtellect? The answer, we suggest, 1s to be
found 1n his doctrine of the parallelism of the attributes Ae-
cording to his theory of the divine attributes, the attribute
of thought merely affiims the powers of substance as consti-
tuted by extension and the other unknown attributes Since
there 1s no potentiality or possibility in God (1-16, 33) 1t
follows logically that there can be no ideas which God first
concerves and then wills to realize The divine mind simply
affirms the modes which follow from thought and the other
attributes Viewed i retrospect it may be said that God
willed whatever followed from the divine attributes Spinoza
himself explicitly states this argument 1n the T'ractatus theo-
logico-politicus (chap 1v) “The will and ntellect of God



118 The Psychology and Ethics of Spinoza

are 1n reahity one and the same, and are only distinguished
m relation to our thoughts which we form concerning God’s
understanding For instance, 1f we are only looking to the
fact that the nature of a triangle 1s from eternity contained
in the divine nature as an eternal verity, we say that God
possesses the 1dea of a triangle or that he understands the
nature of a triangle, but if afterwards we look to the fact
that the nature of a triangle 1s thus contaimned i the divine
nature, solely by the necessity of the divine nature and not
by the necessity of the nature and essence of the triangle—
we then style God’s will or decree that which before we styled
His intellect Wherefore, we make one and the same affirma-
tion concerning God when we say that He has fiom etermity
decreed that the three angles of a triangle are equal to two
rights, as when we say that He has understood 1t  To say
that God wills something and that He affirms 1t as necessarily
following from His attributes 1s to make one and the same
assertion

In hike manner Spinoza argucs that the volitions or de-
cisions of the human mmnd are nothing but the ideas affirm-
mg the affects of the human body Thus he writes (3-2
schol ) “All this plamly shows that the decree of the mind
[decretum], the appetite and determmation of the body aie
comncident 1n nature [simul esse natura] or rather that they
arc one and the same thing, wlich, when 1t 15 considered
under the attribute of thought 1s called a decree and when
1t 15 considered under the attribute of extension and 15 de-
duced from the laws of motion 15 called a determination
Tlis, however, will be better understood as we go on, for
there 1s another thing which I wish to be observed here—
that we cannot by a mental deciee do a thing unless we recol-
lect it We cannot speak a word for instance unless we recol-
lect 1t We must necessarily grant that this decree of
the mund, which 1s believed to be free 1s not distinguishable
from the 1magimation or memory, and 1s nothing but the af-
firmation which the 1dea necessarly involves insofar as 1t 1s
an i1dea These decrecs of the mind, therefore, arise m the
mind by the same necessity as the ideas of things actually
existing ” Here again we see that a decree or volition of the
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mind 1s nothing but some past idea or memory of the affec-
tions of the body The mind wills nothing but the ideas of its
body Thus for both God and man 1dea and volition or decree
are 1dentical

The above argument implies that the human mind as a
whole, and not only the intellect, 1s 1dentical with its will
Spinoza himself grants this point 1 the course of his refuta-
tions of the Cartehian arguments for freedom of choice. He
writes (2—49 schol ) “I grant that the will extends rtself
more widely than the intellect, 1f by the intellect we under-
stand only clear and distinct 1deas, but I deny that the will
extends 1tself more widely than the peiception o1 the faculty
of conception ” The fact, nevertheless, remains that he ex-
plicitly 1dentifies the will only with the intellect; the will 1s
the conatus of the intellect as distinct from desire which n-
volves the mmadequate perceptions of the mind Spinoza, 1t
appears, following the Scholastics, wishes to introduce a
purely intellectual appetite other than the physical or sen-
sual appetite He differs fiom the Scholastics only insofar
as he does not distinguish between the intellect and its
conatus as they do

At this stage a new difficulty arises In what sense can the
mtellect be said to will 1ts 1deas? The divine will and ntel-
lect are said to be 1dentical because God 1s the efficient cause
of the essence as well as existence of all ideas or cternal
truths (1-25) That 1s why even the Scholastics, whether
Hebrew or Chiistian, admitted that will and intellect are
identical I God (1-33 schol 2) (2-7 schol ) But the hu-
man 1ntellect differs fiom the divine precisely m that the
human intellect 15 not the cause of the essence of its 1deas
which are eternal truths, the human will 1s therefore directed
only to the existence of 1deas but not to their essence From
this 1t follows that the divine and human intellects must dif-
fer entirely 1n kind, that 1s to sav, 1n man will and ntellect
are not identical as in the case of God The human intellect
may conceive many eternal truths which 1t cannot be said to
will Spinoza himself, following Mammonides, reasons m the
same manner Thus he argues (1-17 schol ) “Moreover—
to say a word too here about the intellect and will which we



120 The Psychology and Ethics of Spinoza

commonly attribute to God—if intellect and will pertain to
His eternal essence, these attributes cannot be understood
1n the sense in which men generally use them, for the intel-
lect and will which could constitute His essence would have to
differ entirely from our 1ntellect and will and could resemble
ours in nothing except name There could be no further like-
ness than that between the celestial constellation of the Dog
and the animal which barks Tlis I will Semonstrate as fol-
Jows If intellect pertains to the divine nature, it cannot,
like our intellect, follow the things wlich are 1ts objects (as
many suppose), nor can it be simultancous n 1ts nature with
them, since God 1s prior to all things in causality , but, on the
contrary, the truth and formal essence of things 15 what it
15, because as such 1t exists objecltively in God’s intellect
Therefore the intellect of God msofar as i1t 15 conceived to
constitute His essence, 15 1n truth the cause of things both
of their essence and of their existence—a truth which seems
to have been understood by those who have maintaned that
God’s ntellect, will and power are one and the same thing
Since therefore, God’s intellect 1s the sole cause of things,
both of their essence and of thetr existence, 1t must neces-
sarilly differ from them with regard both to its essence and
existence, for an effect differs from 1ts cause precisely 1n that
which 1t has fiom 1ts cause T'or example, one man 1s the
cause of the existence but not of the essence of another, for
the essence 15 an eternal truth, and therefore with 1egard to
essence the two men may exactly resemble one another, but
with regard to existence they must differ But the 1n-
tellect of God 1s the cause both of the essence and existence
of our intellect, therefore the 1intellect of God so far as 1t 1s
conceived to constitute the divine essence, differs from our
intellect both with regard to 1ts esscnce and 1ts existence, nor
can it coincide with our intellect 1n anything except name,
which 1s what we cssayed to prove The same demonstration
may be applied to the will, as anyone may easily see for him-
self 7

As said, of Spinoza had followed the above argument con-
sistently he would not have identified human will and wntel-
lect, since such wdentification s possible only wn the case of
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God Who s the cause of the ezsence as well as existence of
things

By way of summary we observe that Spinoza’s premise
concerning the parallelism of attributes and modes led him
to identify all 1deas with volitions. Just as the attribute of
thought only affirms its own power and that of the other
attributes, so the modes of thought only affirm modes of
thought and exten¥ion Hence he mamntans that the decrees
of the human mind are simply the 1deas which affirm the ap-
petites of 1ts body. But, as discussed at length, Spinoza does
not maintain the parallelism of the modes consistently The
essential power of man 1s said to consist 1 the conatus or
efforts of the mtellect and not 1n those of the passive, human
body Hence he 1dentified the conatus or will of the ntellect
with 1ts power to conceive adequate 1deas He did not realize
fully the significance of his admission concerning the separa-
bility of essence and existence 1n finite things Had he appre-
ciated this point adequately he would have realized that just
as man’s essence 1s scparable from his existence, so man’s n-
tellect must be distinguished from his will or power to pro-
mote the existence or becoming of things. (Sce Note 4, fol-
lowing )

Note 4 As Wolfson has previously noted (The Philosophy of
Spmoza, 1, 317) Spimnoza’s references to those of his predeces-
sors who maintamed the identity of will and intellect 1m God
mav be traced to Maimonides’ Guide for the Perplered—a point
which 15 corroborated by the fact that Spinoza explicitly refers
to “some of the Hebrews” who identify “God, the intellect of
God and the things which are the objects of that mtellect” (2—
7 schol ) According to Maimomdes, the identity of will and
mtellect 1n God 15 a mark of divine perfection which serves to
differentiate the divine from the human will and ntellect which
have distinct functions This led him to his famous doctrine of
the negative attributes of God 1n which he denied that there 1s
any comparison between finite and infimite attributes

Spinoza, 1t appears, used the same argument and example 1n
msisting upon the radical difference 1n kind between the human
and divine 1ntellect but 1n practice he proceeded to describe both
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in similar terms He failed to realize that the human will and
intellect may not be 1dentified since man 1s not the cause of the
essence but only of the existence of things In other words, he
failed to draw the logical implication of the contrast between
the fimte and the infimte which he, following Maimonides, for
the moment accepted in the schohum to 1-17

On the other hand, 1t may be said that Spinoza did not reahze
that the doctrmne of the incomparabihity of divine and human
nature logically leads to the demal of any positive knowledge of
God and hence to the undermining of the basic premise of his
cpistemology and methodology, namely, the postulate of man’s
adequate knowledge of the infinite cssence of God (2-47) and
the deduction of ull finite things from the 1dea of God The doc-
trine of the immanence of God 1n nature means that knowledge
of the finite involves knowledge of the infinite (5—24)—a thesis
which 15 the exact contrary of the Maimonidean argument which
he also accepted

8§ THE INTELLECTUAL CONATUS AND FREEDOM
OF WILL

WE proceed now to analyze Spimoza’s reasons for denying
freedom of will iIn God and man In general it may be said
that he offers two distinet and contrary arguments for de-
termimism, one of which 1s compatible with freedom of will
and the other of which 1s not Let us consider each of these
arguments mn detail

As noted 1n the preceding section, the will 15 nothing but
an expression of the actual power of God or man us confirmed
by thought The will 1s not as Scholasties thought a
power or faculty of choice between possibles which may or
may not be realized, 1t 1s rather the affirmation of the effi-
cient power of the individual, the affirmation of something
achieved and not merely an appetite directed tow ard some un-
realized final cause. God 1s not free to create whatsoever and
whenever He pleases , He necessarly creates from all eternity
whatever He has the power to create That 1s why Spinoza
insists that mnsofar as will and intellect pertain to the essence
of God they are an immediate expression of divine power
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and cannot concervably be otherwise without changing the
divine nature, since “the power of God 15 His essence 1tself”
(1-34). Thus he explamns in detail (1-33 schol. 2) “For
if God had decreed something about nature and her order
other than that which He has decreed—that 1s to say, 1f He
had willed and conceived something else about nature—He
would necessarily have had an intellect and a will different
from those He now has And if 1t be allowed to assign to
God another mtellect and another will without any change of
His essence and of His peifection, what is the reason why
He cannot now change Has decrees about creation and never-
theless remain equally pertect? Moreover, all the phi-
losophers whom I have seen admit that there 1s no such thing
as an mntellect existing potentially 1n God, but only an intel-
lect existing actually But simce His intellect and His will
are not distinguishable from His essence, as all admit, 1t fol-
lows from this also that if God had had another intellect
actually and another will, His essence would have been neces-
sarilly different, and hence, as I showed at the begimmning, 1f
things had been produced by God m a manner different from
that in which they now exist, God’s intellect and will, that 1s
to say, His essence (as has been granted) must have been
different, which 1s absurd ”

The above explanation 1s intelbgible only on the presup-
position that will and mtelleet pertain essentially to the
divine attribute of thought of which they are the direct ex-
pression If for will we substitute *““the laws of nature,” 1t 1s
casy to demonstiate that smce “God acts aceording to the
laws of His own nature and 1s compelled by no one” (1-17),
thercfore God alone 1s a free cause (1-17 coiol 2). That 1s
to say, God acts 1 accordance with the determinations of
His own will which pertains intrinsically to His nature, and
therefore He 1s an adequate, self-sufficient or free cause of
His volitions or acts God does not have frecdom 1n the sense
of freedom of choice between possibles His freedom consists
i complete self-determination Had Spinoza followed the
implications of his premise that God’s power and essence are
identical and that His will or intellect 1s nothing but a neces-
sary and immediate expression of His power, then he would
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have attributed the divine will and intellect to natura natu-
rans which 1s the dynamic, active aspect of God’s power
rather than to natura naturata, which 1s the passive, created
order of modes (1-29 schol.), since natura naturans 1s “God
msofar as He 1s considered a free cause ”

But 1t 1s precisely at thus point that Spinoza’s logic breaks
down We are informed instead that will gr intellect does not
pertain to the very essence of God, ‘“‘the actual intellect
whether 1t be finite or infinite, together with will, love, desire
etc , must be referred to the natura naturata and not to the
natura naturans” (1-31) “For,” he continues, “by the 1n-
tellect (as 1s self-evident) we do not understand absolute
thought but only a certain mode of thought which mode dif-
fers from other modes such as desire, love ete and therefore
must be conceived through absolute thought ” And again he
remarks, (1-32) “The will cannot be called a free cause,
but can only be called necessary [coiol 1] Hence 1t
follows that God does not act from freedom of will
[corol 2] Theiefore will does not appertain to the nature of
God more than other natural things, but 1s related to 1t as
motion and rest and all other things are related to 1t ”

According to Spinoza’s fiist a1 gument the divine attribute
of thought 1n accordance with the laws of its nature wills or
determines both the essence and existence of 1ts particular
fimte volitions or modes That 1s to say, God’s will or abso-
lute power 1s prior in nature to His finite acts or volitions
which are the modes o1 expressions of His power The divine
will 1s free mn the sense of being self-determined by His na-
ture, 1t 1s not fiee in the sense of being arbitrary or inde-
terminate According to the second argument, however, the
divine intellect or will 1s nothing but a name for a combina-
tion of infinite 1deas or eternal truths There 15 no one entity
such as the divine mind o1 thought to which they pertain in-
trmsically or duectly, they are modes which yet do not n-
here directly mn the substance of which they are the modes
There 15 a sharp bifurcation between the absolute nature of
thought and the mfimty of i1deas which have no direct con-
nection with the attribute of thought The modes, unlike the
attribute of thought, are not self-determned and therefore
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there cannot be free acts of volition since there 1s no general
will which is their adequate cause.

Spinoza, 1t appears, 1s working with two different sets of
postulates and this explains why he at one time speaks of
God as a free cause and at another time denies that God acts
from freedom of will. If God’s causality were 1dentified with
His will—and this possibility Spinoza rejects—then the
contradiction wouldl be removed

On the human level the same difficultics occur We have
seen that the human intellect 1s the adequate or sufficient
cause of its i1deas or actions (chap 1, § 3) This again 1s 1n-
telligible only 1f the intellect be conceived as a thinking en-
tity which 1s prio1 1n nature to its various ideas which are the
expressions of 1ts activity Now since the human will and 1n-
tellect are 1dentical, 1t 15 Just as true to say that the will 1s
the adequate cause of 1ts various volitions, as to say that the
mtellect 1s the adequate or internal and free cause of its
ideas There 1s a general will or intellect which 1s the self-
determined cause of all particular actions or volitions To
illustrate our point we have but to cite Spinoza’s own argu-
ment 1 the Cogitata metaphysica, (II, chap xu) where he
grants that the mind 1s the adequate or fice cause of 1ts voli-
tions We find he writes “We say that the human mind 1s a
thinking tlung, from which 1t follows that from its own na-
ture alone considered n itself it can do something, namely,
think, that 1s, affirm and deny Actions, moreover, of
this thought which acknowledge no other cause of themselves
than the human mind are called volitions In truth, the hu-
man mind mnsofar as 1t 1s conceived as the cause sufficient
[causa sufficiens] to produce such actions 15 called will [vo-
luntas] . Moreover, 1t 1s to be noted, although the soul
[anima] 1s determined by external things to affirm or deny
something, 1t 1s not however so determimed as 1f 1t were
thought by external things, but 1t 1itself always remains free
[1psam semper liberam maneie] For no thing has the power
of destroymg 1ts essence, becanse that which 1t affirms or
denies, 1t always affirms and denies ficely [semper libere af-
firmat et negat] ” And again “We 1n a way say and indeed
show clearly that the will 1s nothing other than the mind
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itself, which we call a thinking thing, that 1s, something af-
firrmng and denying, from which we clearly gather, when
we attend solely to the nature of the mind that it has an
equal power of affirming and denying, for this, I say, 1s to
think. Thus 1f we conclude from the fact that the mind
thinks, that 1t 1tself has the power of affirming and negating,
why then do we scek adventitious causes to effect that which
follows solely from the nature of the thing ” Here we see
that Spinoza 1dentifies the will with the intellect or the mind’s
power of conceiving, that 1s, afiming and denying, and at
the same time insists that the mind 1s the free or sufficient
cause of 1ts volitions

Similarly in the Ethics Spimmoza later speaks of the free
man, meaning by that term “a man who lives according to
the dictates of reason alone” (4—67 demon ) That 1s to say,
a frec man 1s one whose intellect 15 the adequate or sufficient
cause of his actions or volitions

But Spinoza does not mamntain the above position con-
sistently Instead he considers the human mtellect as 1if it
were nothing but a series of 1deas determining one another’s
existence The mind 1s reduced to a flux of 1deas wlueh think
or affirm themselves Thus parallel to lus argument concern-
g the status of the divine w1ll he now proposes that (2-48)
“n the mund theie 1s no absolute or free will, but the mind 1s
determined to this or that volition by a cause, which 15 also
determined by another cause, and this agamn bv another, and
so on ad mfimitum ” In the scholium he claboiates this pomnt
“In the same manner 1t 15 demonstiated that in the mind
there exists no absolute faculty of understanding, desiring,
loving etc These and the like faculties, therefore, are either
altogether fictitious, or else are nothing but metaphysical or
umversal entities, which we are 1n the habit of formmng from
individual cases The intellect and will therefore, are related
to this or that idea or vohition as rockiness 1s related to this
or that rock, or as man 15 related to Peter and Paul The
will and intellect are nothing but the individual volitions and
1deas themselves” (2-49, demon to corol )

Thus we see that Spinoza at first considers the intellect as
a distinct entity with adequate internal powers to conceive
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adequate i1deas, in order to distinguish the actions or concep-
tions of the mind from its passions or perceptions; but he
reverts to mental atomism when 1t comes to the problem of
the will Will and mtellect alike are denied any causal efficacy
of their own, they are nothing but terms used to connote a
multiplicity of ideas or volitions There 18 no universal will
or ntellect prior to the particular i1deas and volitions The
human intellect 1s nothing but a passive stream of 1deas
which affirm or will themselves The same argument also oc-
curs 1n the Short T'reatise where the passivity of the intellect
1s stressed (II, chap xvi) He writes “For because man has
now this, now that volition he forms 1n his soul a general
mode which he calls will, just as friom this man and that man,
and because he does not adequately distinguish the real
things from the things of reason, he comes to regard the
things of reason as things which really exist in nature and
so he regards himself as a cause of some things Thus
then as there 1s no thing that has any power to maimntam
itself or to produce anvthing, there remains nothing but to
conclude that God alone theiefore 1s and must be the efficient
cause of all things and that all acts of volition are deter-
mined by Him alone . For we have said that the under-
standing 1s purely passive, 1t 1s an awarcness 1 the soul of
the essence and existence of things, so that it 1s never we
who affirm or deny something of a thing, but 1t 1s the thing
itself that affirms or denies 1n us something of itself ” Here
we see that Spinoza denies the internal or adequate causal-
1ty of the human mind and therefore denies freedom of will-
mg as well

In general we are left with the paradox that Spwnoza ad-
mits wn the Ethics that the wntellect 15 the adequate cause of
its wdeas to whach 1t 15 prior by nature but he denies that the
wnll w5 the adequate cause of its wvolitrions, though wll and
intellect are supposed to be identical He considers the hu-
man mntellect absolutely when he wishes to establish the pos-
sibibty of human action as distinet from passion, but he
suddenly mnvokes the relativity and mutual determination of
all modes of thought when he comes to consider the nature
of the will The intellect as a distinct entity then disappears
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and we are left with nothing but a flux of ideas which
affirm or conceive themselves The requirements of his
moral theory led Spinoza to admit that man like God may
be a free or self-determined cause so far as he lives in accord
with the laws of reason, but he never explicitly 1dentified the
will with the power of the intellect In this manner he was
able to retain an appearance of consistency

The reader should recall m this conneétion that the prob-
lems arising from Spinoza’s theory of will and intellect are
quite similar to those found m connection with his theory of
the relation of desire to pleasure and pam (chap. m, § 5)
There too the difficulties centered about the question whether
desire as the essence of man was prior to particular affects
of desire, pleasure, and pain or whether pleasure and pam
determimed the nature of one’s desires The problem of the
adequate and mmadequate activity of the modes 1s thus basic
for an understanding of Spinoza’s moral theory
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THE BASIS OF AGREEMENT AND CON-
TRARINESS IN HUMAN NATURE

>

1 THE PROBLEM OF AGREEMENT AND CONTRARI-
NESS IN HUMAN NATURE

fects we noted that Spinoza mtroduced the notion of -
dividual differences On the one hand, he mamntained
that the nature of the individual varies with the affects pro-
duced by external things On the other hand, we found that
the nature or qualty of the affects depends upon the conatus
or essence of the mmdividuals, and hence that the affects of
each species of ammal differ fiom those of other species
Spinoza also suggested that there were similar differences
between men, as for example, between the delights of the
drunkard and the philosopher
The question now arises, what 1s the source or basis of
agreement and disagreement among ndividuals of the same
or different species? In our previous analysis these agiee-
ments and differences were assumed We now wish to mnvesti-
gate just how 1t comes about that some modes are 1n agree-
ment with one another and others are opposed to each other
In order to answer this problem we must first analyze the
metaphysical basis of agreement and disagreement 1n nature
as a whole and then proceed to the particular modes

IN our discussion of the interrelation of the primary af-

2 THE METAPHYSICAL BASIS OF AGREEMENT AND
CONFLICT IN NATURE AS A WHOLE.

Tue fundamental principle involved 1 Spinoza’s meta-
physical monism 1s that of the umity of nature All forms of
being are modes or expressions of the one substance which 1s
God and hence are necessarily mterrelated with one another
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so as to express the unity of the divine nature That1s to say,
the umty of God wnvolves the umity of the order of nature.
Nature as a wholg 1s one vast, infinite mechanism whose parts
cooperate and interact with one another to maintain the
form or order of created nature (natura naturata) Thus
Spinoza writes (2—lemma 7 schol ) “Up to this point we have
conceived an 1ndividual to be composed merely of bodies
which are distinguished from one anothet solely by motion
and rest, speed and slowness, that 1s to say, to be composed
of the most simple bodies Thus 1f we advance ad -
finitum we may easily conceive the whole ‘of nature to be one
mndividual whose parts, that 1s to say, all bodies, differ 1
mfinite ways without any change of the whole individual.”
Here we sce that Spinoza combines the notion of 1individual
difference among the modes with the complete umty and
agreement among the parts so as to constitute a single form
and infimte whole

The fundamental unity and harmony of nature may be
further supported by the consideration that all things in-
volve the power or essence of God (1-34) I'rom this 1t neces-
sarily follows that just as there can be nothing within the
nature of God Himnself which can negate His existence (1-11
demon 2), so there can be nothing within created nature to
destroy 1its essential unity or the agreement among 1ts parts
The perfection of God’s immanent power 1s such that the
totality of the modes are internally related to one another so
as to constitute a single harmonious order of nature

Furthermore, Spinoza’s metaphysics involves a linear or
momnistic theory of causality Just as logically the properties
of a thing are deduced from 1ts 1dea or “objective essence,”
so actually or formally all effects follow from the cause and
can neither be nor be concerved without the cause This 1
take to be the significance of Spinoza’s axiom (l-ax 4)
that “the knowledge [cognitio] of an effect depends upon
and nvolves the knowledge of the cause ” This implies that
there can be no d:sagreement among the effects of a given
cause because the 1dea or objective essence contains nothing
which negates itself Hence there can be no essential con-
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trariety among the modes of nature as a whole, since they all
follow from the power of the infinitely perfect cause

Nevertheless Spinoza was forced through experience of
actual facts to admit that there 1s real disagreement and con-
flict among some of the parts of nature Thus he introduces
the axiom (4—ax 1) that “therc 1s no individual thing in
nature which 1s not suirpassed in strength and power by
some other thing |qua potentior et fortior non detur alia],
but any individual thing being given, another and a stronger
1s also given, by which the former can be destroyed > That 1s
to say, the modes are not only the proximate cause of one
another’s existence (1-28) but also of their destruction In-
deed, Spinoza’s entire doctrine of the affects 1s based upon
the postulate that some things help and others hinder or
destroy human power of action (3—post 1) Simlaily men
endeavor to destroy whatever threatens their existence
(3-39).

Faced with this obvious conflict 1n nature, Spinoza’s re-
ply 1s that the apparent disharmony among the parts does
not mmvolve any impe1 fection 1in the whole Thus in answer
to the question “why God has not crcated all men 1n such a
manner that they might be controlled by the dictates of rea-
son alone,” he rephes (1-append ) “I give but this answer
Because to Him material was not wanting for the creation
of everything from the highest down to the lowest grade of
petfection, or, to speak more properly, becnuse the laws of
His nature were so ample that they sufficed for the produc-
tion of everythimg which can be concerved by an infimite m-
tellect ”’ In other words, Spinoza’s answer 1s that the infimty
of the divine perfection requires the creation of all or an
mfinite number of things, but he does not tell us how the real
contraricty among the parts 1s compatible with the umty of
the whole On the whole, his tendency 15 to deny that there 1s
any real conflict among the modes of nature or anv real im-
perfection n nature; all such notions are simply fictions of
the mmagmation “The perfection of things,” he observes
(1-append ), “4s to be judged by their nature and power
alone: nor are they more or less perfect because they delight
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or offend the human senses or because they are beneficial or
prejudicial to human nature ”

The infimite order of nature 1s something which transcends
the human imagmation and hence the human categories of
order and disorder do not apply As Spinoza puts 1t (1-
append ) ‘“Moreover, since those things are more especially
pleasing to us which we can easily 1magine, men therefore
prefer order to confusion as if order were something 1n na-
ture apart from our own imagination [quas: ordo aliquid m
natura praeter respectum ad nostram 1maginationem esset].
And they say that God has created everything in order and
in this manner they ignorantly attribute imagination to
God, unless they mean perhaps that God out of consideration
for the human 1magination has disposed things in the man-
ner m which they can most easily be imagined No hesitation
erither seems to be caused by the fact that an infinite number
of things are discovered wlich far surpass our 1magimation
and very many which confound 1t through weakness ”

Spinoza would agree with Kant that the mind 1s all too
prone to attribute order to the modes or phenomena of na-
ture But as a Rationalist and realist he maintains that the
human reason 1s able to conceive intuitively the essence and
formal relations or connections among tlings, as they exist
independent of the human mind In fact, far from maintan-
g that nature 15 to be conceived through the categories of
the human mind, Spmoza criticizes this anthropomorphic
view of things The real “Copcrnican Revolution” consists
precisely 1in abandoning the relative, anthropomoiphic per-
spective of the human imagination and in conceiving things
sub specie actermitatis from the infinite, absolute perspective
of God (Sec Notel,p 136 )

Aside from the general problems concerning the order of
nature and the nature of order, the question arises What 1s
the basis for this agicement and disagreement among ndi-
vidual modes? Spinoza’s answer 1s that the only things which
can help or hinder one another are those which have some-
thing 1n common (4-29) “No individual object,” he points
out, “whose nature 15 altogether different from our own, can
either help or restrain our power of acting and absolutely
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nothing can be to us either good or evil unless 1t possesses
something in common with ourselves” (ms1 commune ahiquid
nobiscum habeat) This turns out to mean that only modes
conceived through the same attribute can affect one another
(429 demon )—a pownt already involved 1 axiom 5 of
book one, namely, that “those things which have nothing
mutually 1n commgqn cannot through one another be mutu-
ally understood ”

Spinoza’s present proposition (4-29) contributes noth-
g new to our knowledge Granted that only modes of ex-
tension can affect one another, the problem still remains,
why are some modes contrary by nature to others?

Obviously there must be some mtrinsic differences i the
nature of modes of extension themselves. But Spinoza does
not draw this inference Instead he continues (4-30) to
demonstrate that “nothing can be evil through that which
1t possesses 1 common [commune] with our nature, but in-
sofar as a thing 1s evil 1s 1t contrary [contraria] to us”
When we examine this proposition 1t turns out to be nothing
more than a tautology Spmoza grants that the bare com-
mon nature of things cannot account fo1 their actual contra-
ricty. But he refuses to say that things are contrary because
of mtrinsic differences since he fears that would contradict
his previous proposition that things must have something 1n
common in order to mteract at all Hence he tells us that
“msofar as a thing 1s evil to us, 1s 1t contrary to us”—which
15 equivalent to saying that “a thing which 1s contrary to us
(evil) 1s contrary ” In the same tautological manner Spi-
noza demonstrates (4-31) that “insofar as on object agrees
with our nature [cum nostra natura convenit] is it neces-
sarilly good ” In the corollary to 4-31 Spinoza adds some
further comments. “For insofar as 1t does not agree with
our nature 1t will necessarily be either diverse from our na-
ture or contrary to it [diversa vel contraria] If diverse it
can be neither good nor evil [s1 diversa neque bona neque
male esse poterit], but if contiary, 1t will therefore be con-
trary also to that which agrees with our nature, that 1s to
say, contrary to the good, or m other words, it will be evil ”

Here we see Spinoza distinguishes between that “which 1s
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diverse from our nature” (a nostra natura diversa) and that
“which 1s contrary to 1t” (vel eidem contrara). That which
is diverse from our nature can have no relations with 1t and
hence cannot be the source of either good or evil affects
That which 1s contrary to our nature 1s by definition the
source of evil only Hence that which agrees with our nature
1s necessarily the source of good affects only The significant
pomnt 1 this corollary 1s the implication that the diverse
cannot be contrary

We are then left with the following a1 gument Only things
which have something in common can interact and be the
source of good and evil aftects in others. That in virtue of
which a thing produces good affects 1n others 1s the element
it has 1in common with others But this, Spinoza continues,
does not mmply that evil affects are due to some diverse
element or that whercby one thing differs from others Inso-
far as a thing 1s diverse from others, 1t cannot be the source
of any affect—whether good or evil On the other hand, the
evil cannot be due to some common clement The evil there-
fore 1s due to the fact that tlungs are contrary—and they
are contrary because they produce evil affects

Spinoza 1> unwilling to grant that there 1s an inherent
basis 1n the natuie of things wheieby they are both different
(diverse) and contrary and so mvolves himself 1n a vicious
circle In the last analysis, he fails to account for individual
differences Begmning with the umity of nature and har-
mony of the modes, he can find no inheient basis 1n the order
of nature for any neccessary contiariety, since logically the
objective essence of nature cannot be contrary to itself
impirically there appeats 1o be a contrariety in the nature
of things themselves such that one thing must destioy an-
other 1n order to preserve itself Piactically, a mode agrees
with some things and 1s diveise from or contrary to others
On the basis of his metaphysical principles, however, Spi-
noza can acknowledge no such necessary strife or mutual
opposition There must be ultimate harmony or peace in the
order of nature since God 1s at peace with Himself

The general conclusion of Spinoza’s metaphysics 1s that
the infimte umty and perfection of God are the basis of
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agreement among the modes which partake of His perfec-
tion In other words, perfection or the positive essence of
things 18 that 1 mirtue of which things agree and 13 never a
source of deisagreement or opposition From this it follows
that dwagreement among modes 1 always due to thewr finite-
ness, to thewr impotence, vmperfection, and negation Things
disagree not becagse of what they mtrinsically possess but
rather because of what they lack in power or perfection.
This doctrine s wn direct opposition to the doctrine of Hera-
clhitus that “all things take place by strife” (frag 46) and
to the theory of Hegel that natural opposition among forms
of bewng 1s essential to the harmonwous synthesis wn the order
of nature The position of Hegel mnvolves a dualistic theory
of causality but Spinoza’s doctrine 15 essentially momstic
All things follow, Spinoza maintains, from a single source
and their ultimate agreement 1s due to their essential com-
munity of substance and not to any intrinsic diversity or

conflict

As cternal modes of substance there 1s then an essential
agreement among the modes It 1s true that modes differ in
the degree of perfection which thev mvolve but there 1s
nothing positive in any mode whereby 1t 1s opposed to others
All modes together constitute the eternal order of natura
naturata As modes of thought they constitute the mnfinite
mtellect of God As modes of extension they form the face of
the universe (1-30) In this sense, the cternal order and con-
nection of 1deas are the same as the order and connection of
extended things (2-7)

But 1n the temporal or common order of nature there 1s an
actual contrariety among modes Things are extrinsically or
externally so related that thev negate one another’s power
of existence For example, “the force by which man per-
severes 1n existence 1s limited [vis est liimtata] and infinitely
surpassed [superatur] by the powers of external causes”
(4-3) Mctaphysically also this must be so, since the essence
of things produced by God does not involve existence (1-
24). That 15 to sav, finite things by nature have a deter-
minate existence (2-def 7) and the termination of therr
existence can be brought about only by the agency of some
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external mode (3—4). If there were no imnherent opposition
between 1individual modes then each mode could continue in
existence indefinitely, as it in fact endeavors to do (3-8)

Spinoza apparently did not realze the contradiction be-
tween his notion of the temporal and eternal order of modes.
From the eternal point of view, there 1s an eternal harmony
among the modes since they all partake,of the divine per-
fection From the temporal pomnt of view, however, there
must be an mtrinsic opposition between modes since 1t 1s
their nature to have a determimate existence Otherwise the
essence of each mode would also involve actual indefinite ex-
istence The facts of physics and biology prompted Spinoza
to acknowledge such mutual conflict, though metaphvsically
he eould not aceount for this contrariety on the basis of his
monistic theory

Notre 1 In The Unity of Philosophical Ezperience, Chap
XII, p 245, Professor Gilson makes this point in contrasting
Kant with the philosophy of the Middle Ages He writes “When
Kant proclaimed that he was about to effect o Copernican revo-
lution by substituting his critical 1dealism for the dogmatic
realism of the Middle Ages, the thing he really brought about was
the very opposite ” Spinoza, 1t may be said, really introduced
the Copernican revolution into theology and metaphysics by
denying the Scholastic doctrine that nature was made for man
and by considering man as a mode of nature Kant’s so-called
revolution was, really, as Professor Gilson points out, anti-
Copernican

3 HUMAN NATURE AND SELF-CONTRARIETY

Morek specifically the same problem occurs with reference to
the nature of man alone The question remains, 1s there any-
thing i the nature of man alone which 1s contrarv to him-
self? And if not, how do we account for the fact that some
mdividuals commit suicide or seek to destroy one another?

1 E Gilson, The Unity of Philosophical Ezperence (New York, Charles
Scribner’s Sons, 1937) Reprinted by permission of Charles Scribner’s Sons
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To the first question Spinoza replies (3—4 demon.) as m
the case of substance that “the definition of any given thing
affirms and does not deny the essence of the thing, that 1s to
say, it posits the essence of the thing and does not remove
1t The answer we note 1s given in logical terms For a
thing to be actually contrary to itself 15 equivalent logically
to self-contradictipn Just as the self-contradictory cannot
be thought, so the self-contrary cannot have actual existence
This argument applhes to the nature of God as well (1-11
demon 2).

From this premise Spinoza concludes that all destruction
or contrariety 1s always due to some external cause (4—4),
since nothing by nature 1s contrary to itself A thing and its
contrary negate each other in the same subject (3-5) (cate-
nus 1n ecodem subjecto esse nequeunt) That 1s to say, a thing
and 1ts contrary cannot subsist m the same subject, one or
the other must be destroved Thus Spinoza submits the
axiom (5-ax 1) that “If two contrary actions [actiones
contrariae] be excited m the same subject, o change must
necessarily take place m both, or 1n one alone, until they
cease to be contrary ”

The fact that the logical or objective cssence of a thing
affirms 1ts existence and 1s never self-contradictory 1mphes,
as we said, that the formal or subjective essence cannot be
contrary to itself Irom the pomnt of view of physics and
biology this means that each mode by nature endeavors to
persevere in 1ts being (3-6) and continues to do so for an
indefinite time unless hundered by some external force (3-8)
By nature each mode mvolves an indefinite power of existence
and seeks to avoid or destroy whatever 1s contiary to it or
threatens 1ts power of existence (3-13, 25, 28, 4-19) In
brief, the conatus to continue 1n existence coiresponds to the
objective essence which posits or affirms the existence of a
thing _'

Suicide, on these premises, 1s never really due to the es-
sential desire of the individual. Suicide as a self-contrary act
cannot be really due to one’s own power and must therefore
be attributed to external forces which compel the act Real
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self-destruction 1s logically inconceivable and practically im-
possible Thus Spimnoza writes (4-18 schol ) “It follows that
all persons who kill themselves are impotent in mind and
have been thoroughly overcome by external causes opposed
to their nature” And agam in the schohium to 4-20: “No
one therefore unless defeated by external causes and those
which are contrary to his nature neglegts to seek his own
utility or preserve his being No one I say refuses food or
Jalls himself from a necessity of his nature but only when
forced by external causes The compulsion may be exercised
In many ways . External and hidden causes also may
so dispose his imagination and may so affect hus body as to
cause 1t to put on another nature contrary to that which 1t
has at first and one whose idea cannot exist in the mind
[3-10], but a very httle reflection will show that 1t 1s as 1m-
possible that a man from the necessity of his nature should
endeavour not to exist, or to be changed into some other
form, as 1t 1s that something should be begotten from
nothing ”

Spimmoza here distinguishes between those actions which
follow “from the necessity of onc’s nature” (ex necessitate
suae naturae) and the actions one 1s compelled to perform
when “overcome by external causes contrary to his nature”
(a causis externis et suae naturae contrarus victus) The
external cause, he points out, which compels self-destruction
-need not be actually present, it may produce its effects
through the passive imagimation External causes may so
change the body and imagmation of a man that he ceases to
be the same mdividual and the mind ceases to affirm the
former body In this sense, n man may become contrarv to
his former self That 1s to say, he may assume a nature con-
trary to that which he had previously and this new nature
may endeavor to destroy or exclude his former self Two
contrary natures cannot subsist 1n the same subject and
therefore one necessarily endeavors to destroy the other
This appeais to be voluntary self-destruction but in reahty
1t 1s one formal essence produced by external causes destroy-
ing another which 1s the usual form of the individual No



Agreement and Contrariness n Human Nature 139

mdividual by the necessity of his nature tries to change his
essential form of being, even if the change of nature should
mvolve an mcreased form of peifection For example, “a
horse would be as much destroyed 1f 1t were changed into a
man as 1f 1t were changed into an insect” (4—pref ). In brief,
each individual by the necessity of his nature desires only
his own preservatipn and what he considers his own good
(4-19) and 1s never the free cause of anything that produces
evil or destruction 1n himself.

In the passage quoted, Spinoza argues that in so-called
suicade the newly acquired nature destroys the previous form
of being But how can this be if the previous form ceases to
exist when the new form 1s acquired® How can one destroy
that which has ceased to exi1st? What Spinoza 1s really say-
ing 1s that an individual may ternunate his existence through
his own cffoits as if he weire some other thing contrary to
himself

Spinoza assumes that cach mode necessarily desires 1ts
own preservation But this it appears 15 a false assumption
Under special eircumstances a person may regard his own
destruction as a lesser evil than the destruction, say, of his
country On some occasions a peison may regard his own de-
struction as a good in comparison with something else which
he regards as more excellent and wishes to preserve through
his death The desire for self-preservation 1s not necessary
since 1t 1s not always desired as the greatest good, just as
pleasure ceases to be good when 1t becomes excessive (4—43)
Thus a soldier who 1s killed 1n war really comunts suicide m-
sofar as he exposes himself to danger m order to reach an
objective, even though someone else fire the fatal shot It 1s
not essential that the deed be done directly by himself, the
important thing 1s the will or consent On the other hand, he
who 1s ordered by a tyrant to kill himself as, for example,
Seneca by Nero, does not really commit suicide, even though
he himself perform the final deed, since he does not truly
give his consent to his death There 15 a real difference be-
tween suicide and compelled destruction, irrespective of who
performs the final deed Spinoza was led to deny free suicide
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because he would not grant that there was any good or final
cause for the sake of which one may desire to live or die
(4-25)

As said, the fundamental piesupposition of Spimoza’s
theory ot suicide 1s that there 1s nothing within the individ-
ual himself which can be contrary to himself But Spinoza
himself grants that the laws of the imagipation differ from
those ot the intellect and hence may frequently be contrary
to one another This, as noted, explains why le, like the
Stoics, regards the passions of the soul as diseases which
hinder mtellectual activity This implies that what one per-
cerves and 1magines as good 1s often contrary to the true
good conceived by the intellect For example, the desue
which concerns only part of the body may conflict with the
good of the whole as counseled by reason (4—43, 44) “De-
sire which anises from a true knowledge of good and evil,”
Spinoza observes (4-15), “can be extinguished or restrained
[restingu1 vel coeicer: potest | by many other desires which
take their origin from the affects by which we are agitated.”
In other words, the conuatus of the body may be contrary to
the conatus of the wntellect T'he rational desne for a hife of
virtue may bring one mnto opposition with his corporeal n-
clination as well as with the current social order—as Spinoza
himself experienced—and bring about an end to his cor-
poreal existence (4-T2) So conscious was Spinoza of this
conflict that he exphicitly counsels 1in his Ethics that “A free
man thinks of nothing less than of death” (4-67), that 1s to
say, he leads a Life of virtue regardless of the consequences
for lus preservation “Even if we did not know,” he con-
tinues, “that our mind 1s cternal we should still consider as
of primary mmportance piety and rehgion” (5-41) Life and
1ts continuation after death are not to be looked upon as a
rewaid of virtue (5—41 schol )

In all these instances, Spinoza impheitly admits that there
is an actual, practical conflict between the dictates of reason
and the apparent good of the imagination and passions
Man’s nature 1s not simple but complex and the eternal
part may be in conflict with the temporal part (5-23) In’
other woids, though logically the objective essence of a thing
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always affirms i1ts subjective existence, morally this 1s not so,
since man does not always desire life as the greatest good. In
brief, the laws of physics and the principle of identity
logic do not necessarily pertain in biology and ethics Man
may be contrary to humself precisely because he does contain
within himself contrary laws or forces of activity

4 THE AFFECTS AS THE SOURCE OI' SOCIAL
AGREEMENT AND DISAGREEMENT

I~ the previous sections we examined the sources of agree-
ment and conflict in nature as a whole and 1n human nature
in particular We turn now to cxamine the 10le of the affects
m promoting social agreement and strife

We have seen that a thing which produces an affect of joy
1s regarded on that account as agieeing with human nature
(4-30) Similarly a thing which gines rise to an affect of
pain 1s regarded as disagiceing with or as being contrary to
our nature (4-31) Spmoza theieby wishes to mamntain that
there 1s a basis m the very nature of things for the affects
they produce in us—though what this 1s particularly in the
case of evil affects 15 not clear The general principle 1s that
things can be said to agiee in nature only in virtue of some-
thing positive or affirmative wluch they shate 1n common
They are not said to agice i that which they both lack
Thus Spinoza writes (4-32 «chol )

“For he who says that black and white agree solely m the
fact that neither of them 1s red, absolutely afhrms that black
and white agree mm nothing So also if we say that a stone and
a man agree solely m this, that they are both finite or 1m-
potent or do not exist from the necessity of then nature or
are both to an indefinite extent domnmated by exteinal causes,
we affiim that a stone and a man agree 1n notlung, for things

2 Here, as throughout this studv, we have followed Spinora’s scholas-
tlc usage of the terms "ohbjective” and “subjective,” which 15 the exact con-
trary of the Kantian meanings employed nowadays The objective essence
of a thing is 1ts essence logically conceived as an object or 1dea of the mind
The subjective or formal essence of a thing 1s that thing as 1t exists n

itself independently of our contemplation Compare Spinoza's Principles of
Cartessan Philosophy, 1, def 3
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which agree 1n negation only, or in that which they have not,
really agree in nothing” (quae emim 1n sola negatione, sive
1n eo quod non habent conveniunt, ea revera nulla in re con-
veniunt)

From this Spmoza infers that men agree onlv in therr
common powers and disagree 1n their impotence or passions.
He demonstrates (4-32) that “Insofar as men are subject to
passions they cannot be said to agree in nature ” And again
(4-33) “Men may vary m nature from one another insofar
as they are agitated [made to conflict] by affects which are
passions [ Homines natura discrepare possunt, quatenus af-
fectibus qui passiones sunt, conflictantur] Insofar as
men are agitated by affects which are passions can they be
contrary to one another [invicem esse contrarn]” (4-34)

Here the difficulty arises that passions are not merely
negations, they are positive affections of the soul which are
called passions because of their consequences 1n hindering the
power of reason Spinoza himsclf msists 1 his explanation of
the affect of sorrow (3—-def 3 explan) that passions are
actual affections of the individual’s nature (affectus actus
est) and not merely privations or negations (nec dicere pos-
sumus quod tristitia 1n privatione majoris perfectionis con-
sistat, nam privatio nihil est) If so,1t should be possible for
individuals to agree 1n their passions as well as 1in affects
which are called actions

Indeed, Spinoza’s whole analysis of the soeial relations in-
volved 1n jov and sorrow mmplies that individuals may agree
as well as disagree 1n their passions For example, he demon-
strates (3-24) - “If we imagine that a person affects with
joy a thmg we hate, we are therefore affected with a hatred
towards him On the other hand, if we imagine that
he affects 1t with sorrow, we arc therefore affected with love
towards 1t ” That 1s to say, by nature we desire that another
similar to ourselves should share our emotions toward the
same or similar things—we want him to share our “tastes”
and attitudes, and 1f he fails to do so we become opposed to
him By the fact that men agree in nature they tend to imi-
tate each other’s affects And so 1t may happen (3—27) “al-
though we may not have been moved towards a thing by any
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affect yet if 1t is like ourselves, whenever we 1magine 1t to be
affected by any affect we are therefore affected by the same
Thus 1t may be said that men agree in nature because they
have similar affects or passions and, conversely, men have
similar affects because they agree in nature The basis of
agreement 18 the similarity of attitude toward similar objects
as well as the community of human nature Not only do men
desire that others share their affects but they also naturally
tend to act as others desire them to, 1n an effort to win their
favor and approval (3-39) Hence we can appreciate the
powerful influence of custom and social community

What then 1s the cause of human disagreement? The an-
swer appears to be that the very agreement of men is also
the source of their disagreement If two men desire to pos-
sess one and the same object which cannot be shared by both,
they will necessarily hate each other, since cach regards the
other as depriving him of his good (83-32). Thus Spinoza
explains at length (4-34 schol ) “For Peter and Paul are
not 1njurious to one another insofar as they agree 1n nature,
that 1s to say, msofar as they both love the same object but
msofar as they differ from one another . . For we sup-
pose Peter to have an 1dea of a beloved object which he now
possesses and Paul on the other hand, to have an idea of a
beloved object which he has lost The former 1s affected wath
joy and the latter on the contrary with sorrow and so far
they are contrary to one another ” In other words, while a
man may desire that others share his affects toward the
things he loves and hates (3-31 corol ), he does not usually
want them to share his possessions themselves. Hence 1t comes
about that a man frequently desires others to share his love
for something and yet fears that love at the same time
(4-37 schol ) “Since the highest good which men seek from
an affect [summum bonum quod homines ex affectu ap-
petunt] 1s often such that only one person can possess it, i1t
follows that persons who love are not consistent with them-
selves and while they delight to recount the praises of the be-
loved object, fear lest they should be believed ”

A person is said to be envious (invidia) when he desires to
possess that which belongs to another The envious person 1s
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so disposed as to rejoice at the sorrow of another and to
be saddened at his joy (3—-24 note) Envy 1s the exact op-
posite of compassion which disposes a man to rejoice at the
prosperity of others and to be sad when evil befalls them
(3—def 24) Thus it 1s due to one und the same property of
human natuie that men both agree and disagree in varying
circumstances “From the same property of human nature,”
Spinoza observes (3-32 schol ), “from which 1t follows that
men pity one another, 1t also follows that they are envious
and ambitious ” Men become contrary o1 opposed to one an-
other because they have desires for material property and
hence they pity those that suffer thiough poverty and envy
those who possess what they cannot attain The tendency to
mmitate others thus brings men together and unites them 1n
commiseration 1 tune of trouble, but 1t 15 ulso the source of
conflict 1n time of prosperity

Spinoza finds this tendency particularly pronounced
among children “We find,” he points out (3-82 schol ),
“that children because their body 1s, as 1t were, continually
in equilibrium, laugh and cry merely because they see others
do the same, whatever else they see others do they imme-
diately wish to imitate, everytlung which they think pleasing
to other people they want ” There seems then to be a nat-
ural tendency fiom childhood onwaid to desire equality or
similarity of affeets and possessions and tlus 1s the source of
human association and strife

The main sources of human disagrecement are then two
first, a person by nature envies those who have things and
powers (3-35) which he himself does not possess This dis-
agreement 1s accidental and varies with the circumstances of
the individual, so that he who 1s envied today may be pitied
tomoriow Secondly, there 1s a real or essential basis 1n hu-
man nature for disagreement, though Spinoza does not stress
the latter point Men differ m their constitution and hence
are affected differently by one and the same thing or one n-
dividual may be affected 1n diverse ways (diversi mode) at
different times (diversis temporis) (3-51) And so Spinoza
concludes (8-51 schol ) “We thus see that it 1s possible for
one man to love a thing and for another to hate it, for this
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man to fear what the other does not fear, and for the same
man to love what before he hated and to dare to do what
before he feared »

Spinoza bases his proof of natural human differences on
the axioms and postulates of the second book of the Ethics
(after prop 13). There he informs us that bodies are dis-
tinguished from ope another as 1egards their mode of mo-
tion and rest (2-lemma 1), although they all agree (con-
veniunt) m bemng modes of extension The human body
which 1s composed of a number of individuals of diverse na-
tures (2-post 1, ex individuis diversae naturae), can be
affected by external bodies 1n many ways (2-post 3)
Hence diverse men (diversi homines) can be affected by
one and the same object i diverse ways (diversi mode)
(3-51)

The highly significant point to be noted here is that,
though men do not differ substantially from one another,
they are diverse as regaids theiwr paiticular foims There s
real dvversity of nature along with community or agreement
of attributes

The argument here maintamned 1s to be contrasted with
Spinoza’s argument i the fourth book of the Ethics (4-31
corol ), previously discussed 1n the section dealing with the
metaphysical basis of agreement and contiratmess There we
noted that Spioza distinguishes between ‘“‘that which 1s
diverse fiom our natuire” (a nostra natura diversa) and
“that which 1s contrary to 1t” (eadem contraria) That which
18 diverse flom our nature, he argued, cannot be the source
of good or evil affects 1n us since 1t has nothing 1 common
with our natuie As a result, he failed to account for the
actual contrariety of things and was led to explain contrari-
ness by evil affects and vice versa In the postulates and
lemmas of the second book of the Ethics which form the basis
of the present cxplanation, Spinoza does grant that there
1s a real diversity 1n the particular forms of nature Hence
he finds a positwe basis wn human nature for the dversity
of affects and the contrarety of desires That 1s to say, men
disagree not merely because of what they lack, but because
they possess naturally contrary dispositions.
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5 SPINOZA'S REALISM AND NOMINALISM.

Tue final pomt to which I wish to draw attention 1s that
Spinoza’s conception of the basis of agreement and disagree-
ment 1n human nature 1s historically related to the medieval
controversy of the realists and nominalists ® The Scholastic
controversy concerning the status of universals involved the
problem as to the basis of agreement and diversity among
individuals On the whole, the realists such as Wilham of
Champeaux and Duns Scotus stressed the essential, universal
forms common to all particulars as the source of agreement
among things and our 1deas of them The diversity of par-
ticulars was accidental though proper On the other hand,
the nominalists such as Roscelin (and to some extent Abe-
laxd and Ockham) stressed the inherent, essential diversity of
the particulars and denied any universal basis in the nature
of things themselves Hence the latter were forced, as 1n the
case of Ockham, to attribute the universals to the mind or
mmagination Universals, they explained, were confused men-
tal abstractions due to the fact that the mind selects or ab-
stracts similar qualities in things and compounds them to-
gether to constitute one objective essence, though the formal
or subjective essence of things 1s actually diverse In Spi-
noza we find both the realstic and nominalistic tendency
Although he pirofesses the nomimnalistic theory in his epis-
temology (2—40 schol ), hus metaphysics and Stoic theory of
the passions led him to maintain a realistic conception of
the universals

Thus msofar as Spinoza denies that the diverse can inter-
act, he regards all contraricty as accidental Human nature
15 1n fundamental agreement and all individual differences
are due to external causes, such as exclusive property, which
dispose men to seek one another’s destruction Similarly the
affects themselves are contrary by accident and are defined
(4—def. 5) as “those which although they may be of the same
kind [ejusdem generis] draw a man in different directions

8 For a clear account of this problem 1n 1ts medieval setting see E GIil-
son’s The Umity of Phuosophical Experience, Chap I, on “Logicism and
Philosophy” (New York, Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1987).
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[diversum trahunt], such as voluptuousness and avarice,
which are both a species of love [amoris species] and are
not contrary to one another by nature but only by accident
[nec natura sed per accidens sunt contrarn] ” Simlarly men
who experience these contrary affects are not contrary by
nature but only by accident All men agree 1n nature msofar
as they are membeys of the same species

On the other hand, msofar as Spinoza acknowledges a real
diversity 1n the particular torms of things, he 1s also pre-
pared to grant that individuals may be essentially different
and opposed to one another by nature Thus he mantains
that the silarity between things 1s only accidental and
there 1s no necessary basis in the nature of things for sym-
pathy and antipathy (3-15 schol ) The agrecment 1n at-
tributes through which particular things are conceived serves
as a basis for interaction which only intensifies the contrari-
ety due to mtrmnsic diversity of the modes This 1s but an-
other way of saymg what can be verified by daily ex-
perience—that one disagrees most with those who in other
respects are most similar The feuds among rival political
groups and the persecution of rehgious minorities are tragic
and common 1illustrations It 1s precisely the small though
mportant differences among 1ndividuals of the same species
or profession which lead to mutual conflict

The problem of human agreement and conflict troubled
Spinoza greatly and he found it necessary to utilize both
the realistic and nominalistre traditions to account for the
facts Here as elsewhere he developed both altrrnatives with-
out realizing their mutual ncompatibility At tunes he found
an essential agrecement and community among thimgs and
then regarded all individual differences as accidental At
other times, he emphasized the essential diversity of particu-
lar things and despaired of finding any basis of agreement

6 THE INTELLECT AS THE PRIMARY BASIS OF
HUMAN AGREEMENT

Ix our previous analysis we showed that according to one
aspect of Spinoza’s thought there 1s an essential, universal
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basis of agreement in human nature and that all disagree-
ment 1s due to human 1mpotence and 1s caused by the pas-
sions We now turn to examimne 1n more detail this common
clement 1n human nature

Briefly put, Spinoza following the Stoics maintains that
the common clement 1n all men 15 the reason or intellect
Human power or perfection consists 1n the activity of the
mtellect and the latter 1s therefore the only positive element
in virtue of which all men may agree. All corporeal affects
are passions which indicate human impotence and are there-
fore the source of human conflict (4 -32, 33, 34) This aspect
of Spinoza’s thought 1s best shown by the advice he gives to
those who would live according to the dictates of reason
Thus he wiites (4-50 corol ) *““Hence 1t follows that a man
who lives according to the dictates of reason endeavours as
much as possible to prevent himself from being touched by
pity [commuscratione] ¥ Then again later (4-73 schol )
“Nor do I tlunk it worth while to demonstrate here one by
one, all the properties of fortitude and still less to show how
its possessor can hate no one, be angry with no one, can
neither envy be indignant with nor despise anybody, and can
least of all be proud For this reason his chief effort
15 to concaive all things as they are in themselves and to re-
move the hindrances to true knowledge, such as hatred,
anger, envy, derision, piide and others of this kind which
we have before noticed ”

Here we see that Spmoza condemns indisermminately all
passions of sorrow, such as pity, even though thev may be
a source of human umty, along with passions which foment
human discord, such as hatred and envy It 1s this attempt
to be dispassionate and impassive which renders Spinoza’s
Ethics so nhuman at times Fundamentally 1t all goes back
to his failure to distinguish clearly between passions which
depend upon the agreement 1n human nature and those pas-
sions which are intrinsically contrary and render men con-
trary to onc another

The theory that the intellect 1s the only universal bond of
agreement between men takes on special sigmificance when
1t 15 considered 1n relation to nature as a whole We noted
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in our discussion of the metaphysical source of agreement in
nature that there was an essential unity or harmony among
the parts of nature, since they all followed from the umty
of the divine nature We now see that Spinoza regards man
msofar as he 1s led by reason as a law unto himself AI-
though man 15 a part of nature he 1 governed by rational
laws whach pertaim, only to his own kind, nature as a whole
18 not governed by the laws of reason Hence there 1s an 1n-
evitable conflict between man considered as a rational ammal
and the rest of nature Thus we find Spinoza writes (4-37
schol 1) “The difference between tiue viitue and impotence
may, from what has already been said, be easily seen to be
this—that virtue consists in living according to the guidance
of reason alone, and that impotence therefore consists in this
alone—that a man suffers himself [patiatur] to be led by
things which are outside himself, and by them to be deter-
mined to such actions as the common constitution of external
things demands and not to such as his own nature considered
m 1tself alone demands [quae ad ea agendum determinetur
quae rerum externarum communis constitutio non autem ea
quae 1psa 1psius natura 1n se sola considerata postulat]
Fiom them we see that the law against killing amimals 1s
based upon empty superstition and womanish tenderness
rather than upon sound reason [1atione fundatam] For
reason teaches us to seek our own profit and the necessity
of uniting with men [necessitudmem cum hominibus jungere
sed non cum brutis] but not with brutes or with things whose
nature 1s diverse [diversa] from human nature, but the same
right [jus] which they have over us, we have over them ”
From the above passage 1t 1s evident that Spinoza ascribes
human 1mpotence or passion to the fact that man tend to hive
i agreement with the common constitution of external na-
ture (rerum externarum communis constitutio) and not
accordance with the demands of their own specific nature
The good of man 1s not necessarily mn agrecment with the
rest of nature or with that of other animals Hence man as
a rational animal need not umite with or seek to conserve
brutes, even though the latter have feelings Reason demands
that men unite only with their own kind and not with any-
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thing whose nature 1s diverse from theirs. Hence man has a
rational right to utilize all things for his own advantage—
even though this involve the destruction of other forms of
Iife. In this respect Spimoza’s position 18 contrary to that of
the Stoics who thought that the whole of nature was a har-
mony guided by universal laws and that man must strive to
unite so far as pessible with the whole of pature. There was,
5o they claimed, a natural sympathy between all parts of na-
ture since all things were o1ganically interrelated. Spinoza,
on the other hand, denied such universal affinities and, Like
Arstotle, stressed the specific independent notures of the
various forms of life The similarity between thingg ‘wus ac-
cidental and provided no rational ground for nssummg com-
mumty of nature (3-15 schol )

The diversity between man and brutes 1s mentioned again
later 1n Spinoza’s allegorical interpretation of the story of
the Fall in Genesis—an 1nte1r pretation based on Augustinian
sources Thus he writes (4—68 schol ) “This appears to
have been what was meant by Moses i that history of the
first man In that history no other power of GGod 1s conceived
excepting that by which He created man, that 1s to say, the
power with which He considered nothing but the advantage
of man Therefore we are told that God forbade free man to
eat of the tree of knowledge of good and evil, and warned
him that as soon as he ate of 1t, he would 1mmed1ately dread
death rather than desire to live Afterwards we are told that
when man found a wife who agreed entirely with his nature
[quae cum sua natuia proisus conveniebat] he saw that there
could be nothing 1n nature which could be more profitable
to him than his wife But when he came to believe that the
biutes were like himself he immediately began to ummtate
their affects [bruta sibi similia esse credidet statim eorum
affectus imitare mceperit] and to lose his liberty which the
Patriarchs afterwards recovered being led by the spirt of
Christ [ductu spiritu Christ1] that 1s to say, by the 1dea of
God [hoc est de1 1des], which alone can make a man free and
cause him to desire for other men the good he desires for

himself »
According to this interpretation, God gave Adam the only
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true good he required ; namely, a wife who agreed with his
own nature But Adam and Eve fell and lost their primitive
virtue and freedom because they began to imitate the cor-
poreal passions of the brutes of which the serpent 1s typical.
They failed to realize that there was no essential similarity
between the nature and affects of a man and those of a brute
and hence that the desires of a brute for good and evil were
contrary to the rational desires of a man Adam and Eve
should have hved in conformty with the demands of their
own nature and the divine commands of reason Man 1s gov-
erned by the special laws of God and not by those which
govern the rest of nature The freedom of man thus lost
through Adam’s impotence was 1egained, Spinoza explains,
following Christian theology (Augustme, De cwvitate Dei,
Bk. XIII, chap =x1), through acceptance of the spirit of
Christ, which metaphysically 1s to be 1dentified with the 1n-
finite intellect or Logos of God, which 1s ¢the son, product or
mnmediate creation of God” (Short Treatise, I, chap 1x)
The divine truth revealed anew to man helped him to regain
his vision of perfection and to destroy the power of the pas-
sions which man has in common with other forms of life.

It 18 mstructive to observe that T H Huxley i1 his ad-
dress on “Evolution and Ethics” warned against a similar
“fall” of man through the uncritical application of the uni-
versal laws of biological evolution to present human conduct
The origin of man, he counseled, 1s no giide to man’s final
end and future laws of evolution The common origin of all
forms of life 1s no guide to then present and future develop-
ment Human morahty frequently requires man to act con-
trary to the common order of nature

¥ THE COMMUNITY OF THE DIVINE AND HUMAN
INTELLECTS

So far we have gathered evidence to show that for Spinoza
the reason or mtellect 1s that which 1s common to all men
and distinguishes them from the rest of nature The question
now occurs, what ground has Spimoza for saving that the
human 1ntellect functions identically in all? Spinoza’s an-



152 The Psychology and Ethics of Spwmoza

swer in effect 15 that each idea conceived by the human in-
tellect 1s an eternal truth which constitutes the eternal intel-
lect of God To say therefore that the human mind conceives
a true and adequate 1dca means that some human intellect
conceives this eternal truth as 1t follows necessarily from the
divine attribute of thought The eternal truth as it exists
m the divine intellect 15 the common norm gr object of all the
1deas conceived by the various human intellects Each human
intellect can form an adequate i1dea of this single eternal
truth because the human mtellect itself 15 a mode of the
divine 1ntellect Hence when 1t 15 said that the human mind
conceives this or that eternal truth adequately, this means
in metaphysical terms that God, as expressed through the
finite human intellect, conceives this or that 1dea of Himself
Spinoza states his position briefly 1in the following passage
(2-11, corol ) “Hence 1t follows that the human mind 1s a
part of the infimite intellect of God, and therefore when we
say that the human mind percerves this or that thing, we say
nothing else than that God has this or that 1dea, not indeed
msofar as He 15 mfimite, but msofar as He 15 manifested
through the nature of the human mind, or insofar as He
forms the essence of the human mind > Similarly he writes
(5-40 schol ), “It 1s evident that our mind insofar as it
understands 1s an eternal mode of thought, which 1s deter-
mined by another eternal mode of thought, and this again
by another, and so on ad nfinitum, so that all taken at once
[simul] constitute the eternal and infinite intellect of God »’

All human ntellects conceive the eternal nature of the
divine mntellect from a different, finite point of view By na-
ture then all human intellects are essentially i agreement
because they all participate 1n the unity of the divine in-
tellect and necessarily conceive the formal essence of things
as eternal truths in the mind of God The mtellect 1s intrin-
sically a “dry light” which reveals clearly and distinctly the
eternal formal essence of things insofar as 1t 1s not prevented
from doing so bv the power of external forces In this respect,
Spinoza 1s opposed to Francis Bacon (Nowvum organum,
Aphorism 40) who regnrded the human intellect as an in-
strument inherently fallible by 1ts very nature and one which
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distorts the truth like an uneven mirror (Spinoza Corre-
spondence let 2, to Oldenburg, 1661).

8 THE INTELLECT AS THE FOUNDATION OF
SOCIAL HARMONY.

THE community of the mtellect in all men and the 1dentity
of the truths so concerved 1mply that all men will necessarily
agree 1 their judgment of good and evil “so far as they hive
i conformity with the guidance of 1eason [ex ductu ra-
tioms]” (4-85) What 1s good for one mdividual who lives
according to the guidance of reason 15 a universal good “be-
cause that which from the dictates of reason we judge to be
good or evil 1s necessarily good or evil” (4-35 demon ) 'The
community of human nature involves an essential agrecment
as to the nature of the objects or goods they will desne cach
for himself

There 15 another impoitant impheation of Spinoza’s the-
ory, namely, that man msofar as he 1s rational 15 essentially
social That 15 to say, the good of those who live the life of
reason cannot be enjoyed alone and requires the union of
other minds, there 1s no individual good apait fiom the so-
cial good It 15 in the interests of cach person that others
agree wrth lum m nature so far as possible and hence that
they possess the highest possible perfection “It 1s part of
my happiness,” Spinoza feels convinced, “to lend a help-
mg hand that many others may understand even as I do,
so that their understanding and desire may entirely agree
with my own ” Smmilarly he concludes 1n the Ethics (4—ap-
pend § 9-§ 12) “Nothing therefore can agice better with
the nature of any individual than other individuals of the
same kind and so there 1s nothing more profitable to man for
the prescervation of lus being and the enjoyment of u rational
life than a man who 15 guided by reason Above all
things 1s 1t profitable to men to unite 1n communities [con-
suetudines jungere] and to unite themselves to one another
by bonds which make all of them as one man [de omnibus
unum efficiant] and absolutelv to do whatever mavy tend to
strengthen their friendships [firmandis ameitns] ”
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The mark of perfection 1n a society 1s indicated by the
extent to which there 1s an internal harmony among its
component parts Peace, concord, friendship are the products
of essential agreement due to commumty of rational life
The harmony of human social life reflects the peace and unity
of the infimite perfection of God The apparent lack of strife
which 1s produced by fear 15 without good faith (sime fide)
(4—append § 16) and 1s but a temporary condition disguis-
ing a fundamental dissatisfaction and lack of equilibrium
“Minds,” Spinoza counsels, “are not conquered by arms but
by love and generosity ” All this 1s 1n opposition to those
modern societies who would produce umity within their bor-
ders through coercion and persecution of minorities and who
carry the “blessings” of their “civilization” to foreign coun-
tries with the sword



\'

ON THE DERIVATIVE AFFECTS

"
1 THE CLASSIFICATION OF THE DERIVATIVE
AFFECTS

HE difficulties inherent in Spinoza’s doctrine of the
I primary affects as well as 1n his conception of human
nature become most apparent when we consider his
definitions of the denivative affects By derivative affects
we refer to the sum total of the affects which involve some
one of the primary affects 1n their defimition So considered
the derivative affects are either combinations or modifica-
tions of the prunary ones and are distinguished from the
latter principally by the variety of their objects The all-
important point to note 1s that Spinoza divides the deriva-
tive affects into two major groups, namely, those which are
modifications of joy and sorrow and those which are modes
of desire (3—def 31 explan ) He attempts to redefine the
common affects in such a manner as to make 1t immediately
apparent whether a given passion pertamns to one or the
other of the three primary affects The method of definition,
I shall try to show, frequently renders lus defimitions arbi-
trary and narrow
One of the major sources of difficulty in classifying the
derivative affects 1s the problem of the interrelation of the
three primary affects (sce chap m, §5) Insofar as joy and
sorrow are prior by nature to desire, then 1t follows that all
derivative affects are to be conceived as modes of joy and
sorrow On the other hand, if desire 1s regarded as prior to
joy and sorrow then all derivative affects are really modes
of desire Spinoza compromses by defining most of the de-
nivative affects as modes of joy and soriow and the remainder
as modes of desire so as to conform so far as pessible with the
customary defimtions Thus we find the first thirty defini-
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tions listed at the conclusion of book three of the Ethics are
classified as modes of joy and sorrow, while the remaining
seventeen are classified as modes of desire Spinoza even ad-
mts, as we shall sce, that among the modes of desire there
are some that aie properly modes of joy and sorrow, though
he defines them as modes of desire out of regard for custom
(3—def 32 cxplan ) At other tunes, he defines some affects
as modes of both joy and desne (8-34 45-48)

In book three of the Ethics Spinoza begins by defining the
three primary affects and then proceeds to define their van-
ous modes He begins his list of deinvative affects with won-
der (admiratio) and contempt (defs 4, 5) which are fol-
lowed by love, hatied, mclimation, and aversion This order
differs from that of the Short Treatise where he begins with
wonder and then defines love, hatred, aversion and desire,
joy and sorrvow In the Short T'reatise Spinoza follows Des-
cartes’s enumeration of the emotions as found n the latter’s
treatise On the Passions of the Soul, though unlike Descartes
he does not there mention any primtive or primary affects
Historieally, we may note, this Cartesian order of the pas-
sions begmning with love and ending with sortow 1s 1dentical
with that enumerated by St Thomas m the Summa Theo-
loguwca (PPt II, 1st pt, Quest 23) In fact, the passions men-
tioned are precisely the six mentioned by St Thomas as
pertamning to the concupiscible faculty (chap 1, §1) Ac-
cording to the latter, the passion of love comes first and this
gives rise to desie for the object and finally joy In like
manncer hatred, aversion, and sorrow follow one another The
mmportant point to note here 1s that in the Short Treatuse
Spinoza agices that desne, joy, and sorrow are consequences
of love and hatred Thus he remarks (Short Treatise, 11,
chap v1) “I'rom hatred there ensues sorrow and wlhen the
hatred 1s great it produces anger which not only like hatred
seeks to flee from what 1s hated, but also to annihilate 1t
when that 15 practicable, from this great hatred comes also
envy But from aversion there comes a certain sorrow because
we consider ourselves to be deprived of something »

It 15 obvious then that in the Short Treatise Spinoza’s



On the Derwatiwe Affects 157

conception of the order of the passions beginning with love
and passing on to desire and joy or beginning with hatred
and aversion and passing on to sorrow 1s basically the same
as that of St Thomas In the Ethics, however, Spinoza no
longer follows the Scholastic order, though he still shows
traces of Cartesian influence msofar as he begins his hist of
derivative affects with wonder and contempt, love and hatred,
inclination and aversion

2 THE PECULIAR STATUS OF WONDER.

THE one exception to this tirple subdivision of the affects
18 “wonder” (admiratio), and 1ts contrary “contempt” (con-
temptus). Wonder Spinoza defines (3—dcf. 4) as “‘the mm-
agimation of some object, in which besides the nind 1emains
fixed, because the singular imagimation has no connection
with others ” Similarly “contempt” (3—def 5) ‘s the mm-
agmation of an object which so Iittle touches the mind that
the mind 1s more moved by the presence of the object to
magine those qualities which are not mn it, 1ather than those
which ate 1 1t ”

Wonde: 15 due to the impotence of the imagination mn the
presence of some strange or smgular object That 1s to say,
there 1s no positine cause m the object as such for wonder
and hence wonder cannot properly be considered as an affect
of the mund (8-def 4 explan) Indeed, wonder arises from
the absence of any positive cause wheieby the nund mav pass
from one 1dea to another Spinoza’s defimitien 1s thus con-
trary to the Cartesian defimition that wonder 1s a primary
affect of the mind, as well as to the Scholastic doctiine which
regards wonder as a positive attribute of the intellect

Spinoza includes wonder and contempt m Ins hst of af-
fects because both the former enter into various combina-
tions with the three primary affects of joy, sorrow, and de-
sire, and the resultant denivative affects bear new names
Thus he explams (3—def 4) ‘“The only reason which has
induced me to speak of wonder 15, that 1t has been the custom
to give other names to certain affects deiived from the three
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primitives whenever these affects are related to objects at
which we wonder This same reason also induces me to add
the defimition of contempt.”

As examples of such combinations of wonder with the three
prunary affects, Spinoza mentions (3-52 schol ) veneration
(veneratio), horror, devotion (devotio) Veneration 1s won-
der plus love of some good, such as wisdom or industry De-
votion 1s love and veneration and 1s therefore a more ardent
form of love than that involved in veneration alone—al-
though m 3-def. 10, Spinoza docs not distinguish between
veneration and devotion Similarly horror 1s wonder jomned
to hate “In the same manner,” he adds (8-52 schol ), “1t 1s
possible to concerve of hatred, hope and confidence and other
affects being joined to wonder, so that we could deduce
more affects than are usually indicated by the accepted vo-
cabulary From which 1t appears, that names have been 1n-
vented more from therr common use than fiom an accurate
knowledge of them ”

Among the modes of contempt, Spinoza mentions der1sion
(irrisio) which 15 a combimnation of contempt with fear or
hate (3-52 schol , 3—def 11) In his formal definition (3-
def. 11) he rematks that derision 1s o mode of joy rather
than of sorrow, though 1t also involves an element of sorrow
“Dersion 1s joy arising from the mmagination thet some-
tlung we despise 1s present 1 an object we hate ”” We must
note further that derision 15 to be distinguished from or-
dinary laughter (risus) which 1s an agitation of the body
alone and has no proper reference to the mind at all (3-59
schol ) Scorn (dedignatio) 1s contempt plus hatred of folly
(ex stultitine contemptu) and as such 1s contraiy to venera-
tion which 1s wonder plus love of wisdom Contempt may like-
wise be joined with love, hope, and glo1y (3-52 schol ) Thus
we see that although wonder and contempt are not them-
selves affects of desiie, jov, or sor10w, they do enter into com-
bination with these affects to produce new compounds which
bear different names Considered themselves, however, there
15 nothing positive 1n wonder or contempt which should m-
duce one to consider them as affects of the mind

The question remans, how did Spinoza arrive at this un-
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usual conception of wonder and why did he object to the
traditional definition of the Scholastics?

In answer to the first question we can pomnt to Descartes’s
definition of wonder which 1s practically 1dentical with that
of Spinoza In the treatise On the Passions of the Soul, Des-
cartes defines wonder as (§ 70) “a sudden surprise of the
soul which causes gt to consider with attention the objects
which seem to 1t rare and extraordinary ” While adopting
this definition, Spinoza denied that wonder per se was prop-
erly an affect of the mind, smce the rare, novel, or singular
was not a positive attribute of things but rather an aca-
dental quality attributed to things due to the inpotence of
the imagmation and the 1gnorance of the mind Wonder as
conceived by both Descartes and Spinoza 1s really equivalent
to what we call astonishment, though they apparently 1den-
tified wonder and astonishment

The special significance of this definition consists 1 the
fact that the novelty of the object 15 considered as 1f 1t were
the efficient cause of wonder That 1s to say, wonder 1s not
the desire of the mtellect to discover the unknown causes of
things as Aristotle and the Scholastics thought, 1t 1s not a
positive effort to acquire such knowledge as 1s lacking Such
descriptions 1mply that knowledge 1s the final cause of won-
der, the end or good which the mind secks In opposition to
this conception, Spinoza therefore maintains that wonder 1s
a passive affect, which arises because the mind 1s hindered
from actively concerving other 1deas through the impotence
of the imagination

It 1s interesting to note that Hobbes, who 1s usually no
friend of the Scholastics, follows the latter in his definition
of wonder or curiosity We find he writes (Levwathan, 1,
chap vi) “Desire to know how and why 1s curiosity, such
as 1s 1 no hiving cieature but man, so that man 1s distin-
guished not only by his reason but also by this singular pas-
sion from other amimals 1n whom the appetite of food and
other pleasures of sense, by predominance take away the care
of knowing causes, which 1s a lust of the mind that by a
perseverance of delight 1n the continual and indefatigable
generation of knowledge, exceedeth the short vehemence of
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any carnal pleasure. . Joy from apprehension of nov-
elty 18 admiration ; proper to man because it excites the ap-
petite of knowing the cause ”

Hobbes, we note, regards “curiosity” as a mode of desire;
namely, the desire for knowledge of causes, and distinguishes
the latter from “admiration” which 1s a mode of joy directed
toward some novel object Ifor all his devotion to efficient
causes, Hobbes failed to see that in admitting a “‘desire to
know how and why” as the proper function of man, he was
also acknowledging the validity of the final cause as an ex-
planation of desire As said, in this 1espect Spinoza, who de-
fined wonder and i1ts modes as passions due to singular
eflicient causes, was more consistent than Hobbes

3 THE DEFINITIONS OF LOVE AND HATRED

THE most striking illustration of the difficulties inherent in
Spmozu’s definitions of the derivutive affects 1s afforded by his
defimitions of love and hatred

In the Ethics (3—def 6) Spinoza defines love as “joy with
the accompanymng 1dea of an external cause” (amor est
laetitin concomitante :dea causae externae). Similarly hatred
(odium) 1s “sorrow with the accompanying idea of an ex-
ternal cause.” These definitions are unusual for two reasons
first, why docs Spimnoza define love as a mode of joy, sec-
ond, why does he specify that love involves the idea of an
external cause? In answer to the fiist question we can say
that Spinoza defines love 1n accordance with his mechanistic
conception of the origin of the passions On this theory, we
have seen (chap m, § 5) the external object 1s the efficient
cause of joy and the latter affect determines the nature of
desire Hence love is essentially an affect of joy, the desire
which 1t mvolves 1s a property following fiom the percep-
tion of the exteinal cause Thus Spinoza speaks of “the de-
sire which springs from sorrow or joy, from hatred or love”
(3-37), evidently implying that love and hatred like all
other modes of joy and sorrow are prior to desire and deter-
mine 1ts nature

Similarly the reason why Spinoza mentions specifically
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that love 1mnvolves the 1dea of the external cause 1s found in
his conception of the affect of joy. Joy, as we have seen, 1s
defined as the 1dea of man’s transition to a greater form of
perfection (see chap 11, § 2) He does not say that the affect
of joy considered as a mode ot mind refers to an object other
than the human bedy, although he does grant that the qual-
ity of the pleasurg depends upon the nature of the object
by which the human body 1s affected (chap m, §5) In
other words, Spinoza does not distinguish between the feeling
or affect of joy and the perception of the mind involved
(chap 11, § 3) Hence when he comes to define love, he finds
1t necessary to specify that joy proper differs from love 1n
that the latter affcct 15 accompanied by or united to the 1dea
of the external cause of joy There 1s no love without an
1dea of the object loved (2-ax 3), although there may
apparently be pleasure without an 1dea of the external
cause

There 1s, however, another important reason why Spinoza
found 1t necessary to mention the 1dea of the external cause
m his defimition of love He was aware that Hobbes, for ex-
ample, had distinguished love from desire by saying that
love “most commonly” mvolves the presence ot the object
whereas desire involves the absence of the thing desired (see
chap 1, § 1) Spinoza, 1t appears, disagreed with Hobbes’s
assertion that love mvolves the presence of the object In love
as 1n desire, he maintains, 1t 1s sufficient that the mind have
an 1dea or image of the object, whereby the latter 1s re-
garded as 1f 1t were present Tlus notion 1s shown most
clearly illustrated by Spinoza’s explanation i the Short
Treatise (II, chap m) where he says. “Desire, whether (as
some will have 1t) 1t consists only 1n a longing or mclina-
tion to obtamn what 1s wanting or (as others will have 1t) to
retain the things we alieady enjoy, 1t 1s certain that it can-
not be found to have come upon anyone except from an
apparent good [sub specie boni] It 1s therefore clear that
desire as also longing which we have already discussed 1s the
outcome of the first kind of knowledge [note] The
first definition 1s the best because when the thing 1s enjoyed
the desire ceases, the form (of consciousness) which then
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prompts us to retain the thing 1s not desire but a fear of
losing the thing loved.” Here we see Spinoza contrasts the
views of Hobbes and Descartes on the nature of desire and
indicates his preference for that of the former which asserts
that desire involves the absence of the object rather than the
continuation of an object which is present Similarly “love
arises from the idea and knowledge that ve have of a thing”
(Short Treatise 11, chap v) , the eflicient cause of love 1s the
1dea of some objcct and not the actual object 1tself

The 1dea of the cause of joy may then give rise to a desire
to continue the mind’s attention toward this idea and to be
consclous of 1t so far as possible Thus Spinoza demonstrates
(3-12) * “The mind endeavours as much as possible to 1m-
agine those things which mncrease or assist the body’s power
of action” (mens quantum potest, ea imaginari conatur quae
corporis agendi potentiam augent, vel juvant) Similarly
(3-13) “When the mind 1magines those things which lessen
or limt the body’s power of action, 1t endeavours as much
as possible to recollect what excludes the existence of those
things . [corol ] Hence 1t follows that the mind 1s averse
to mmagine those things which lessen or hmit its power and
that of the body [hinc sequitur quod mens ea 1magman
aversatur quae 1psius et corporis potentiam minuunt vel co-
ercent] ”’

In like manner, speaking of the love of God, Spmoza 1m-
pheitly demonstrates that by the mind’s union with God he
means the attention which the mind pays to the idea of God
Thus he writes (5-11) “The greater the number of objects
to which an image 1s related, the more constant 1s it, or the
more frequently does 1t present itself and the more does 1t

occupy the mind {mentem magis occupat] [5-14}
The mind can cause all the affections of the body or the im-
ages of things to be related to the idca of God . [5-5]

He who clearly and distinctly understands himself and his
affects loves God and loves Him more the better he under-
stands himself and his affects [5-16] This love to
God above everything else ought to occupy the mind [hic
erga deum amor mentem maxime occupare debet] * In all
these demonstrations Spmoza aims to prove that a conse-
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quence of the love of God is the effort the mind makes to con-
template the 1dea of God exclusively and continuously.

Another consequence or property of love 1s that the n-
dividual not only seeks to contemplate the idea of the ex-
ternal cause of joy, but also endeavors to promote the actual
existence and preservation of the object itself Thus Spi-
noza explams (3-13 schol ), “We sce too that he who loves a
thing necessarily endcavours to keep 1t before him and to
preserve 1t, and, on the other hand, he who hates a thing
necessarily endeavours to remove 1t ” And again (3-28):
“We endeavour to bring into existence [conamur promovere
ut fint] everything which we imagme conduces to joy, and
to remove and destroy [amover vel destiuere conamur] ev-
erything opposed to 1t or which we 1magine conduces to sor-
row [demon ] But the mnd’s effort or power 1 think-
mg 1s equal to and simultaneous with the body’s effort or
power 1n acting [2-7] and therefore absolutely whatever
conduces to joy we endeavour to make exist, that 1s to say,
we seek after 1t and aim at 1t [sed mentis conatus scu potentia
mm cogitando aequalis and simul natura est cum corpoiis
conatu seu potentia 1in agendo, crgo ut 1d existat absolute
conamur sive appetimus et intendimus] ”” Here we see that
through love the individual as constituted by body and mind
desires and endeavors to bring nto existence the actual ob-
ject of his love and 1s averse or opposed to the existence of
whatever he hates The individual’s desive for union with
the object 15 a property or consequence of his love and 1s
nothing more than the effort he makes to promote the actual
or formal presence of the thing beloved m addition to the
presence of its 1dea or “objective essence” 1in the mind

This renders intelligible Spimoza’s remar ks 1n the explana-
tion to his defimtion of love (3—def 6 cxplan) “This defi-
nition explamns with sufficient clearness the essence of love,
that which 1s given by some authors who define love to be
the will of the lover to umite himself to the beloved object,
expressing not the essence of Jove but one of 1ts properties
And mmasmuch as these authors have not seen with sufficient
clearness what 1s the essence of love, they could not have a
distinct conception of 1ts properties and consequently their
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definition has by ever ybody been thought very obscure
I must observe, however, when I say that 1t 1s a property n
a lover to will a union with the beloved object, that I do not
understand by will a consent or deliberation or a free decree
of the mind nor even a desire of the lover to unite himself
with the beloved object when 1t 15 absent nor a desire to con-
tinue in 1fs presence when 1t 1s present, for love can be con-
cenved without either one or the other of these desires ”

The nbove passage makes 1t evident that the will for union
1, according to Spinoza, a property following from the es-
sence of love but not one constituting the very essence of
love itself In view of the propositions picviously quoted (3-
13, 28) 1t 15, however, difficult to see why Spinoza denies 1in
the above passage that “a desire [cupditatem] of the lover
to unite humself with the beloved obyect when 1t 1s absent nor
a desire to continue m its presence when 1t 15 present” 15 a
propeity of love It appears that he 1s reverting to his radi-
cal distinction between will and desire (2—48 schol ) 1n direct
contradiction to the propositions of book three

The nuthor whom Spinoza had especially in mmd 1n mak-
mg his erttical 1emarks was undoubtedly Descartes and those
who hke Leo Hebrneus, the author of the Dwlogue on
Lowe, followed m the Platonic tradition In order to appreci-
nte the full significance of Spmoza’s eritiasm we must bear
m mind the Cartesian definitions of love to which he 1eferred
In the treatise On the Passwons of the Soul, Descartes writes
(§ 79) “Love 1s an emotion of the soul caused by the move-
ment of the spints which incites 1t to jomn 1itself willinglv to
objects wlich appear to 1t to be agreeable Hatred 1s
an emotion caused by the spirits which mncite the soul to
destre to be separated from the objects which present them-
selves to be hurtful . I sav that these emotions are
caused by the spirits in order to distinguish love and hate
which are passions dependent on the body, both from the
Judgments which also induce the soul by 1ts free will to unite
itself with the things which 1t esteems to be good and to
sepatate 1tself from those 1t holds to be evil, and from the
emotions which these judgments excite of themsclves in the
soul [§80] By the word will I do not here intend to
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talk of desire which 18 a passion apart and one which 1s re-
lated to the future, but of the consent by which we consider
ourselves from this time forward as combined with what we
love, so that we 1magine a whole of which we conceive our-
selves as only constituting one part while the thing beloved
constitutes another part ”

From the abovesquotation we gather that Descartes dis-
tinguishes between the passion of love and intellectual love
The passion of love 1s primanly corporeal 1n origin and 1s
essentially a desire for union or the continuation of a union
with some physical object which appears agreeable, just as
hatred 15 an aversion or desnre for separation fiom some
disagreeable object Intellectual love, however, involves three
distinct factors, namely, the judgment of what 1s good, the
consent or free will to unite with objects conceived as good,
and the emotion or agrecable feehng which arwses fiom and
accompanies this consent The fiee will or consent 1nvolved
n 1ntellectual love pertams to the mind alone and 1s to be
distinguished from the corporeal desire whereby the soul 1s
disposed to wish for the future the things whieh 1t repre-
sents to 1tself as agreeable (On the Passions of the Soul,
§ 86) (so Plato in Symposium) This will or consent for
union 1s not even a 1ational desire for the object, 1t 1s rather
the affection which binds o1 unites the lover to the object
concerved as good

When we reexamine Spmnoza’s explanation 1n the hight of
Descartes’s definition, 1t becomes evident that Spinoza was
primarily opposed to the Cartesian notion that the passion
of love 15 “a desire of the lover to unite himself with the
beloved ebject when it 1s absent nor a desire to continue m
1ts presence when 1t 15 present” (8—def 6 explan ) Instead
he mamtains that the affect of love 1s notlung more than the
Joy accompanied by the image which affirms the presence or
existence of the external cause Similarly Spinoza 15 opposed
to the Cartesian conception of intellectual love In accord-
ance with his general metaphysical theory he denies the ex-
1stence of free will since the i1deas of the mind are all de-
termined (2-48) Furthermore, we have seen (chap 1) that
Spimnoza identified the cognitive with the conative functions
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of the intellect and hence did not distinguish between the
mind’s Judgment of the good and its will for union.

It 18 important to note here that by will for union Des-
cartes means not an ntellectual effort or desire for union
with the object, but a consent or affection of the soul whereby
1t regaids 1tself as united to 1ts object so as to constitute a
single whole The full significance of Degzartes’s conception
of intellectual love 1s best illustrated by the definition of
St Augustine whom he apparently followed In the De T're-
mitate (vin, 10) St Augustine wirtes - “What then 1s love ex-
cept a vital principle which unites o1 seeks to unite together
some two things, namely, him that loves and that which as
loved ” According to this defimtion love 1s the relation of
union between the lover and s object

Similarly St Thomas distinguished between “real union”
which 1s an effect of love, and “the love of affection” which
constitutes the essence of love (Summa Theologica, Pt 11,
1st pt, Quest 27, § 1) By real union he means “the %ctive
desire for the presence of the object which follows from the
agicement or co-adaptability between the lover and the be-
loved whereby the lover apprehends the object as suitable
to lus well-bermng > On the other hand, the “love of affection”
18 essentially love itself It 1s the apprehension of the oneness
of the thing loved and the lover, 1t 1s the bond of affection
which umtes the lover to the objeet as to himself 1f 1t be the
love of friendship, or as to somethmg belonging to himself
if 1t be the love of concupiscence Descartes, 1t appears, had
m mind this “unmon of affection” to which St Thomas and
St Augustine referred when he explained that by the will
for union he meant the consent (consensum) or bond of
union between the lover and his object

Spinoza, 1t appears, followed Descartes 1 his conception
of intellectual love but differed from the latter in regarding
the will for union as an effect and not as a cause of love
Thus we find he remarks (8—def 6 explan ) “By will I un-
derstand the satisfaction [acquiescentia] that the beloved ob-
Ject produces 1n the lover by 1ts presence, bv virtue of which
the joy of the lover 1s strengthened or at any rate sup-
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ported.” Here we see that by will (voluntas) Spinoza means
the satisfaction which the mind feels in affirming the presence
of the efficient cause of its love. The will 1s not an effort or
desire to unite the lover to its object, 1t 1s rather the relation
of satisfaction or agreement between the lover and the thing
loved Furthermore, the mind’s acquiescence 1s not the effi-
cient cause of lova, 1t 1s rather the effect of such love Spi-
noza’s theory 1s based on the premise that the mind wills the
presence of the object, not because 1t first apprehends the
object as good 1n itself, but because the mind contemplates
the joy of which the object 1s the efficient cause and therefore
wills the continuation of that state

In his formal definition of love at the end of book three
(83—def 6) Spinoza provided only a single defimition of love
mstead of the two submitted by Descartes, though the former
also required two distinct definitions Descartes, we have
scen, distinguished between the love which 1s a passion n-
volving a desire for unmon, and mtellectual love which 1n-
volves the free will or consent of the individual Spinoza, on
the other hand, tried to combine the two kinds of love 1n a
single definition but tended to stress those properties which
Descartes attributed to intellectual love This explains why
he too denied that by will he meant any kind of desire and
added that by will he meant 1n this connection only acqui-
escence or satisfaction n the continued presence of the ob-
Ject Spinoza simply substituted the Latin term “acquies-
centia” for the term “consensum” employed by Descartes in
order to distinguish his conception of will from that of
Descartes who presupposed a free or autonomous faculty of
will other than the mtellect It 1s noteworthy, however, that
1n his original defimtion of love (3-13 schol ) Spinoza does
state that desire for umion with, and preservation of, the
object 1s a property or consequence of love, though he does
not find any place for desire 1 his later definition In other
words, Spinoza dwstinguished between the desire for union
which 15 @ property of the passion of love and the wnll'for
umon which s a consequence of wntellectual love, though this
distinction is not clearly made wn his definition
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4 ST THOMAS AND SPINOZA ON THE ORIGIN
OF LOVE

SpinozA’s use of the term voluntas to mean acquiescentia 1s
very pecubar and differs from the usual meaning of the term
throughout the Ethics I wish now to suggest that Spinoza’s
refeience to ncquieseentia 1n this connection reflects the defi-
nition of love as given by St Thomas or by some Scholastic
treatise based on the latter

We have seen 1 our discussion of the Scholastic theory of
the conatus (chap 1, §2) that St Thomas distinguishes
three kinds of appetite, namely, the natuial, sensitive, and
rational In each case the appetite 15 characterized by the
nature of the end or good which 1t seeks and the power or
faculty of the individual which 1s imnvolved

Starting from this premise St Thomas Likewise explains
the nature and orgin of love Thus he wiites (Summa Theo-
logica, Pt 11, 1st pt, Quest 25, §2) “Now 1t 15 evident
that whatever tends to an end has in the first place an apti-
tude or proportion to that end, secondly, 1t 1s moved to that
end, thudly, 1t rests in the end after having attamned it
And this verv aptitude or proportion of the appetite to good
15 love, which 1s complacency in good, wlule movement
towards good 1s desire or concupiscence and rest mn good 1s
jov or pleasure Accordimg to this order, love precedes desire
and desire pirecedes pleasure —But in the order of 1n-
tention 1t 1s the reveise because the pleasure mtended causes
desire and love For pleasure 1s the enjovment of the good,
wlile enjoyment 1s in a way the end, just as the good it-
sclf 1s 7

From tlus passage it 15 cvident that love 1s the com-
placency (complacentin) of the appetite due to the aptitude
of the subject for the object Love 1s that disposition of the
appetite for an object whereby the individual 15 moved to
desire the object and finally to enjoy 1t Love 1s a passion
since the appetible object produces this form of complacency
or adaptation mn the appectite whereby the individual is
moved to seek the object and finally to delight 1n 1ts presence
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(Quest 26, § 2). In the words of St Thomas “Accordingly
the first change wrought in the appetite by the appetible
object 1s called love and 1s nothing else than complacency
[complacentia] in that object and from this complacency re-
sults A movement towards that same object and this move-
ment 15 desne [desiderrum] and lastly there 1s rest which 1s
Joy [quies quae est gaudium] ”

It 15 cspecially noteworthy that St Thomas regards union
with the beloved object as a relation or consequence follow-
ing from the disposition of complacency or agreement pro-
duced by the objecct and not as the very essence of love 1tself
This view, he 1s aware, 1s contrary to that of St. Augustine
in the De Trintate (vii, 10) In the reply to objection two
of Question 26, § 2, St Thomas mamtains ! “Union belongs
to love insofar as by rcason of the complacency of the ap-
petite, the lover stands 1n relation to that which he loves, as
though 1t were himself or part of himself Hence 1t 15 clear,
that love 1s not thie very relation of union but that union 1s a
result of love (Kt sic patit quod amor non est 1psa relatio
unionis sed unio est consequens amorem) Hence too Dio-
nysius says that ‘Jove 15 a unitive force’ and the Philosopher
says (Politica n) that umon 15 the work of love ”

In a later question of the same volume (Quest 28, §1)
St Thomas agan takes up the question “whether union 1s
the effect ot love” and differentiates between “real union”
which 1s an cffect of love and the essential “love of affection”
which 1s the appichension of the bond of umity which joins
the lover to his object In this manner he endeavors to recon-
cile his own position with that of 5t Augustine

Corresponding to the three species of appetite St Thomas
likewise distinguishes three kinds of love, namely, natural,
sensitive, and 1intellectual love “Now 1n each of these ap-
petites,” he points out (Quest 26, § 1), “the name love 1s
given to the principle of movement towards the end loved In
the natural appetite the prinaple of this movement 1s the
appetitive subject’s connaturalness with the thing to which
it tends and may be called natural love [amor naturalis],

1 All abbreviated references n this section refer to the Summa Theolo-
gwee, Pt I, 1st pt, first number
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thus the connaturalness of a heavy body for the centre 1s by
reason of 1ts weight and may be called natural love In hke
manner the aptitude of the sensitive appetite or of the will
to some good, that 1s to say, i1ts very complacency 1n good 1s
called sensitive love or intellectual or rational love [amor
intellectivus scu rationalis]. So that sensitive love 1s 1n the
sensitive appetite just as intellectual lova 1s 1n the intellec-
tual appetite And 1t belongs to the concupiscible power be-
cause 1t regards good absolutely and not under the aspect of
difficulty which 15 the object of the irascible faculty

Love, 1t appcars from the above, 1s an internal principle
of motion and consists 1 the agreement, complacency, or
aptitude whereby one thing 1s attracted by another which 1s
surtnble to 1ts mature On the level of natural, inanimate ob-
jects this agreement or connaturalness between the appeti-
tive subject and 1its object 15 something predetermined by
the Creator Himself Thus the force of gravity which for
Aristotle was due to weight 1s the natural love of one object
for another place On the level of anmmal hife, the object
which 1s perceived as a good 1s the proper object of love and
desire That 1s to say, sensitive love requires an 1dea or per-
ception of the good which 1s loved Simlarly, intellectual
love requires a piior conception of the idea of the good
(Quest 27, § 2). That 1s to sav, in both sensitive and in-
tellectual love, knowledge 1s the final cause of love whereas 1n
natural love the cause 1s found 1n the predeternuned agree-
ment between the two bodies The good 15 however the proper
cause of love 1n all cases (Quest 27,§ 1)

In compmiing St Thomas and Spmnoza we note fiist that
the former’s use of the teitm complacentin corresponds to
the latter’s use of the term acquiescentia, the two terms have
a simlar meaning and refer to the satisfaction or agreement
produced by the beloved object in the subject For St.
Thomas, however, the complacency 15 the formal cause of
love 1n the subject produced by the iden of the good, whereas
for Spinoza acquicecence 1s the effect of love produced by
the presence of the efficient cause of the love They both
agree that the will for “real” union 1s a property of love and
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does not constitute 1ts very essence In both cases the dis-
position of complacency or acquiescence 1s distinguished
from desire For Spinoza, however, the will for union 1s
1dentical with the acquiescence of the lover in the presence of
the beloved, that 1s to say, he does not distinguish between
acquiescence or complacency and will as does St Thomas
This 1 turn 1s dut to the fact that Spinoza wished to aveid
all reference to occult qualities The complacency which St.
Thomas and the Scholastics attributed to the subject was
an occult form or potency which determined the subject to
seek or will a particular object as 1ts final goal For Spinoza,
on the other hand, the acquiescence of love was nothing but
a mode of will whereby the individual affirmed his satisfac-
tion 1n the presence of the object which caused him joy Asa
result of this identification there was no need to postulate
any unique, occult, metaphvsical agreement or aptitude n
otder to account for the power of attraction between two
things This renders intelhgible Spinoza’s remarks i the
scholium to 3-15 wheie he writes “We now understand why
we love or hate certain things fiom no eause which 1s known
to us, but merely from sympathy or antipathy as they say
I know indeed that the writers who first introduced the
words sympathy and antipathy desned thereby to sigmfy
certain hidden qualities of things, but nevertheless I beheve
that we shall be permitted to understand by those names
qualities which arc plam and well known ” Love, according
to Spinoza, 15 due to efficient causes whose properties may be
cleaily defined and does not require any 1eference to occult
formal or final causes
It 15 1nstructive to note that in the Short Treatise Spinoza
actually follows the Scholastic theory and maintains that all
love originates m the idea or peiception of some object
Thus he writes (Short T'reatwe, IT, chap m, mss B) “The
second 1s Jove This arises either from hearsay or 2) from
opmnion or 3) from true ideas As 1egards the first, we gen-
erally observe 1t 1n the attitude of children to their father;
because their father tells them this or that 1s good they in-
cline towards 1t without knowing anything more about 1t As
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regards the second, 1t 1s certain that whenever anyone sees
or thinks he sces something good, he 1s always inclined to
umte humself with 1t, and for the sake of the good which he
discerns theremn he chooses 1t as the best outside which he
then knows nothing better or more agreeable Yet if ever it
happens (as 1t mostly does happen m these things) that he
gets to know something Dbetter than thid good at present
known to him, then his love changes immediately from the
one to the other All this we shall sce more clearly when we
tieat of the ficedom of man As to the love fiom true 1deas,
as tlis 15 not the place to speak of 1t, we shall pass it over for
the present ” Here we sce that Spinoza, like St Thomas,
maimntains that all love originates from some 1dea of the good,
though the 1dea may be mote or less adequate In the Ethics,
however, Spinoza discarded the notion of an independent
good or final cause and 1dentified the good with the affect of
pleasure The individual then desires o1 wills the presence of
the object on account of the pleasure it affords Ium

5 INTELLECTUAL LOVE

Srinoza also follows St Thomas and Descartes 1 distin-
guishing ntellectual from sensual love He modifies, how-
ever, the notion of mtellectual love 1 an attempt to make 1t
conform to his general defimtion of love, without appaiently
reahzimg their essential mcompatibility

Intellectual joy and love arise from the mind’s knowledge
of the cause of 1ts power, whether that cause be the finite 1n-
tellect o1 the infinite intellect of God That 1s to sav, m-
tellectunal joy, wlich 1s an action, follows fiom the adequate
idea of the internal cause of the nund’s power, whereas the
passion of love 1s pleasuie accompanied by the 1dea or 1mage
of the exteinal cause (3-53  see also chap u, §§ 2, 3) Thus
n desciibing the onigim of the intellectual love of God Spi-
noza demonstiates (5-15) “He who clearly and distinctly
understands himself and lus affects loves God and loves Him
the better the more he understands lumself and his affects ”
And again (5-32) “We delight [delectamus] in whatever
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we understand by the third kind of knowledge and our de-
light 1s accompanied with the 1dea of God as 1ts cause
[corol.] From the third kind of knowledge necessarily
springs the intellectual love of God [amor de: intellectualis].
For from this kind of knowledge arses joy attended with the
idea of God as 1ts cause, that 1s to say, the love of God, not
msofar as we mmggine Him as present but insofar as we
understand that He 1s eternal and that 1s what we call the
intellectual love of God ”

Similarly acquiescentia mn se 1ipso (3-def 25), which 1s
usually translated self-satisfaction, 1s really intellectual self-
love Spmoza defines 1t as “joy which 1s produced by con-
templating ourselves and our own power of action” (laetitia
orta ex eo, quod homo se 1psuin suamque agendi potentiam
contemplatu1) He could also have said more briefly that the
latter affect 1s “joy accompanied with the 1dea of an internal
cause,” which would have made 1t 1mmediately obvious that
this affect was self-love as distinet fiom love of some external
object It turns out, turthermore, that this intellectual self-
acquiescence 1s really 1dentical with the intlellectual love of
God Man’s conception of God 15 nothimg but the 1dea of God
as expressed immanently through Ins fimite intelleet Hence
God’s or man’s self-love o1 acquiescence and man’s intel-
lectual love of God are 1dentical As Spinoza puts it (5-36)
“The mtellectual love of the mund towards God 1s part of
the infimite love with which God loves Himself . [corol ]
Hence 1t follows that God msofar as He loves Himself loves
men and consequently that the love of God towards men and
the intellectual love of the mind towards God are one and
the same thing ” He could also have added that the intel-
lectual love of man for himself 1s part of the intellectual love
of God for Hunself

From the above we gather that the mtellectual love of man
or of God arises from the intellect’s knowledge of the cause
of 1ts power (5-83 schol ) The 1dea of this internal cause 1s
prior to the joy which ensues It would be more proper,
therefore, to say that intellectual love 1s joy which follows
from an 1dea of the good (the power of the individual)
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rather than joy accompanied by an 1dea of the external
cause In the passion of love the mind perceives the pleasure
itself as good and then endeavors to 1magine the external
cause of this pleasure, whereas 1n mtellectual love the knowl-
edge of the good, namely, the perfection of the individual, 1s
prior to the joy which follows from and accompanies 1t

Spinoza apparently did not rcalize that his conception of
intellectual love was inconsistent with his general definition
of love His conception of intellectual love, like that of Des-
cartes whom lie professed to criticize, involves three distinct
factors, namely, the i1dea of the thing or power conceived #s
good, the joy of the mind which follows from this 1dea, and
the will or acquiescence of the mind 1n the presence of the
object which 1s a property of love Spinosa’s theory differs
from that of Descartes only on the nature of the will His at-
tempt to provide a single definition of love which would ap-
ply to corporeal as well as intellectual love involved him 1n
serious difficulties from which he tried vainly to extricate
lumself

We must note in conclusion the problem arising from Spi-
noza’s definition of “acquiescentin 1n se 1pso” as a mode of
Joy (8-def 25) The term acquiescentia here used 1s the
same as that emploved by Spinoza 1n his explanation sub-
sequent to the general definition of love, where we found he
specified that “acquicscentia” was 1dentical with voluntas or
will From this 1t clearly follows that acquiescentia 1n se 1pso
must be a mode of will or rational desne, yet we find that
Spimnoza defines this latter affect as a mode of jov Nom-
mally, he 1s consistent since self-love like love of another
should be mode of joy But if acquiescentia 15 a» mode of will,
then 1t should really be distinguished from joy

The erticism here made gains further support from the
consideration that Spinoza regards self-satisfaction as the
highest virtue arising from reason (4-52, and corol ), and
at the same time mamtams that “ammositas” and “generosi-
tas,” which are thc basic forms of virtue or the action of the
intellect, are themselves modes of desire (cupiditas) (3-59
schol ) If so, sclf-satisfaction which arises from intellectual
desire or effort should also be a mode of desire
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6. THE NATURE OF THE UNION BETWEEN THE
SUBJECT AND OBJECT OF LOVE.

It 1s significant that, insofar as Spinoza regards love merely
a joy accompanied by the idea of the external cause, he 1n-
terprets the union'of the mind with the object as meaning
that the object 1s 1magined or conceived as present An In-
dividual 1s said to love an object to the extent that the 1dea
of that object occupies his mind (mentem occupat) (5-11,
18) Hence 1t comes about that desire may be excessive (4—
44, 3—dcf 45-48), since the affect of the body and mmage
of the mind “may cling obstinately”” and overpower all other
affects

On the other hand, insofar as the 1dea of the good 1s the
cause of love, then the nature or form of love 1s determined
by the nature of the object There 1s then an essential union
or relation between the mind and 1its object, such that the
mind becomes 1dentificd with its 1dea, thete 1s then complete
1dentity between subject and object of love This seems to
have been Spinoza’s argument in the Short Treatisc where
he writes (II, chap v) *‘Love which 1s nothing else than the
enjoyment of a thing and unmion therewith we shall divide
according to the qualities of the object, the object that 1s,
which man seeks to enjoy and to unite himself with
Love then arises fiom the 1dea and knowledge that we have of
a thing and according as a thing shows itself greater and
more glorious, so also 1s our love greater ” And agamn con-
tinuing “Love 1s a union with the object wlich our under-
standing judges to be good and glorious, by this we mean
such a union whereby both the lover and what 1s loved be-
come one and the same thing or together comstitute one
whole He 1s indced always wretched who 1s united to tran-
sient things *

Similarly in the Ethics Spinoza demonstrates (3-56) -
“Of joy sorrow and desire and consequently of every affect
which like love and hatred, hope and fear 1s derived from
them, there are just as many kinds as there are kinds of ob-
Jects by which we are affected ” Later he continues (5-20
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schol ) “Again 1t 15 to be observed that our sorrows and
musfortunes, mamly proceed from too much love towards an
object which 1s subject to many changes, and which we can-
not possess [et cujus numquam compotes esse sumus]. For
no one 1s troubled or anxious about any object he does not
love, neither do wrongs, suspicions, hatreds arise except from
love towards an object of which no one can be truly the pos-
sessor [misl eX amore erga res quai nemo potest revera esse
compos ] Morcover 1t (the thind kind of knowledge)
begets a love towards an immutable and eternal object of
which we are really partakers [cujus revera sumus com-
potes] a love which therefore cannot be vitiated by the de-
fects which are in common love, but which can always be-
come greater and oceupy the largest part of the mind and
thoroughly affect 1t 7 Smmilarly speaking of the social vir-
tues he explains (8-59 schol ) “By genciositas I mean the
desite by which each person from the dictates of 1eason alone
endeavours to help others and to join them to him n friend-
ship [et sib1 amicitia jungere] ”

Fiom the ahove quotations we gather that the formal es-
sence of love depends upon the metaphysical perfection of
the actual object which the individual desinies to possess
or be jomned to Hence he concludes that love toward an
cternal, immutable olyject 15 preferable to love toward tem-
poral, mutable things which aie the exclusive possession of
one 01 few

Spmoza’s conception of the relation of the union between
the subject and object of love depends upon his episte-
mological theory concerming the agreement between an idea
and 1ts 1deatum A true 1dea agrees with its ideatum (1-ax
6) and hence the mimd mav become united 1n love to various
objects of which 1t has adequate 1deas Thus the mind or
soul as the 1den of the body 1s naturally united to 1ts body,
so that together they form a single whole (2-11, 13, Short
Treatwse, 11, chap x1x) But it 15 also possible for the n-
tellect to umte rtself through love with God or the most per-
fect being Thus Spmoza concludes 1n the Short Treatise
“If once we get to know God at least with a knowledge as
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clear as that with which we also know our body then we
must become united with Him even more closely than we are
with our body, and be as 1t were released from the body ”
Sumilarly in the Ethics Spinoza reasons (5-20) . “This love
of God 1s the more strengthened the more people we imagine
to be connected with God by the same bond of love [quo
plures homnes eodem amoris vinculo cum deo junctos ima-
gmamur] ” This bond of love between God and man enables
man to contemplate God rather than external temporal
things

The full significance of this argument can be appreciated
only 1f the reader bears in mind our previous discussion con-
cerning the extiinsic union of affects with i1deas (chap 1,
§§ 4, 7) There we noted that one and the same affect may
be united with either adequate or mmadequate 1deas Hence
one and the same affect of love may be united with different
objects Thus Spinoza demonstrates (3—48) “Love and
hatred towards any object, for example, towards Peter, are
destroyed 1f the joy and the soriow which they respectively
mvolve be jomned to another cause ” And again more gen-
erally (5-2) “If we detach [amoveammus] a commotion of
the soul or affect from the thought of an external cause and
Jom 1t with other thoughts [alns jungamus cogitatiombus]
then the love or hatred towards the external cause and the
fluctuations of the soul which arse trom these affects will be
destioyed ” In bitef, the mind has the power to separate an
affect of love from the inadequate 1dea of the external cause
of pleasure and to unmite 1t to an adequate 1dea of the true
good which agrees with 1ts nature An affect of love 1s con-
sidered an action o1 virtue to the extent that it 1s umted
through adequate 1deas to a more or less perfect object In
other words, the mund acquires perfection, not indirectly
through the transitions of the body produced by external
causes, but directly thiough its identification n love with the
perfection of the object which 1t conceives The object to
which the mind and the affect of love are joined nced not be
the efficient cause of 1ts joy, on the contrary, the joy in-
volved 1n 1ntellectual love arises subsequent to the concep-
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tion of the object or activity as good. Otherwise 1t would be
impossible to detach an affect of joy from one object and
unite 1t to another

The mmportance of Spinoza’s divergent doctrines concern-
ing the nature of the union involved mn love 1s shown, 1n the
last analysis, by the status which he assigns to the individ-
ual mn love Insofar as love 1s primarily 2 mode of joy ac-
companied by the idea of the external cause, then all love 1s
cssentially self-love ach individual by nature loves and
desires the prescivation of his own existence and power and
loves external things only as a means to his pleasure and m-
crease of power It makes no difference whether the love 15 a
passion or action, physical as well as intellectual love refers
primarily to the individual himself and 1s nothing more than
a form of self-love

On the other hand, insofar as love 1s primarily a union
or 1dentification with an object, then the object 15 loved as a
good or end 1 1tself The individual loses himself, as 1t were,
m the object and becomes possessed by 1t mstead of bemng
the possessor In this sense the mtellect of man may i1dentify
1tself with the thought of God and concerve itself through
God as a mode of His power The human ntellect 15 then
conceived as an eternal mode of the divine mtellect and 1ts
perfection depends upon the number of eternal tiuths which
it has concerved and loved (5-38, 540 schol ) In short,
Spioza’s conception ot love as essentially an identification
between the mind and 1ts object leads him to a miystical doc-
trine of human immortality which involves absorption 1n the
nature of God This doctrine 15 incompatible with the pre-
vious theory according to which all love 1s fundamentally
self-love, and therc 15 no transcendent object toward which
the mind 15 directed (See Note 1, following )

NoTe 1 In his Introduction to the English translation of the
Dualoght &’ Amore under the title The Philosophy of Love,? Pro-
fessor Cecal Roth writes “Above all Benedict Spinoza had 1n his

2 Leone Ebreo, The Phulosophy of Love, translated by Cecil Roth (Lon-
don, Soncino I'ress) Reprinted by permission of the Soncine Press, Lon-
don
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hbrary a copy of the Spamish edition of the work, and, accord-
mg to a view which has recently gained ground, derived from
1t his doctrine of the Intellectual love of God.” Although, as
shown, the doctrine of the intellectual love of God 15 to be found
1 Scholastic literature and Descartes, there are some passages
in the Dialoghs which bear a remarkable resemblance to passages
in the Ethics, particularly those which deal with the mystical
union of the divine and human ntellects Thus m the English
edition Leone Ebrco writes (pp 31, 32) “Love of God not only
partakes of good, but comprises the goodness of all things and
all loves, for the Godhead 1s at once o11g1n, means and end of all
good deeds The Godhead 15 their o11gin masmuch as on
Him depends the intellect through which all human good 1s
achieved For the intellect 1s nothing but a tmy beam of the n-
finite splendour of God, as<igned to man to make hium rational
deathless and happy | although before 1t can achieve good deeds
1t must again communicate with the divine light . It cannot
attain to the noble disposition of virtue or the clear concepts of
wisdom unless rekindled 1n the divine hight for the achievement
of such ends ” And agan (p 34) “We love infinite God 1n the
measure of our hnowledge of Him [p 35] Truly love of
God 1s ever united with ardent desire namely, to gain whatever
we lack 1n the knowledge of God, so that the increase of our love
kecps pace with that of our knowledge ”

There can be no mistaking the essential sinmlarity between the
mystical, Neo-Platonic doctrine of Leone Ebreo and that of
Spinoza as outlined 1n the fifth book of the Ethics The divine
active intellect was regarded by platomsing Scholastics as 1m-
manent 1n finite form 1n the human intellect, even though God
was regarded as the transcendent cause of nature

On the other hand, 1t should be noted that Leone Ebreo’s defi-
nition of love 15 contrary to Spinoza’s According to the former,
“satisfaction 1n the beloved object 15 not love, but the cause of
love as 1t 15 of desire Tor love 15 none other than the desire of
that which 1s pleasing, hence pleasure 1s only love if accom-
panied by desire, so that love and desire a1e 1n reahity the same
and both presupposc pleasure And although desire 15 motion,
1t 15 the motion of the soul towards the object of desire, as love
1s the motion of the soul toward the beloved, and satisfaction 1s
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the origin of this motion we call love and desire” (Philosophy of
Love, pp. 244-245) Spwnoza, on the other hand, did 1dentify
love with the pleasure or satisfaction of the lover in the presence
of the beloved Like Hobbes he could attach no meaming to the
1dea of the motion of the soul, motion pertained only to bodies.
Hence he defined love as a mode of pleasure rather than a mode

of desire

7 THE ORIGIN OF INCLINATION AND AVERSION

Incrination (propensio) Spinoza defines (8-def 8) as
“)oy with the accompanymmg 1dea of some object which 1s by
accident the cause of joy” (lactitia concomitante idea ali-
cujus rel, quae per nccidens causa est laetitiae) Similarly
nversion (aversio) (3—def 9) 1 “sorrow with the accompany-
g 1dea of some object which 1s aceidentally the cause of
the sorrow ”

The question may be raised, wliat 1s the difference be-
tween mmclination and aversion on the one hand and love and
hatred on the other? The answer appears to be that inclina-
tion duffers fiom love mm that the former refers to an ac-
cidental exteinal cause while the latter 1efers simply to an
actual external cause In order to understand what Spinoza
mcans by an accidental cause (causan per accrdens) we must
refer to previous propositions of book three which he had 1n
mmd In proposition 8-15 he mantams that “anything may
be accidentally [per aceidens] the cause of joy, sorrow or
desire ” Thas he demonstiates by pointing out that a thing
hecomes an objeet of jov or sorrow simply because 1t hap-
pens to be nssociated n the imagination with some other
thing wlich 1s the actual efficient cause of these affects
Hence he concludes (3-15 co10l ) “The fact that we have
contemplated a thing with an affect of joy or sorrow of
wlireh it 15 not the cfficient cause, 15 a sufficient 1cason for
bemng able to love or hate 1t ” In like manner 1t follows that
a thing may be 1egarded 1mmmediately as an object of love
or hatred simply because 1t happens to be similar to an ef-
fictent cause of these affects, even though the individual
never percerved the former object 1n association with the lat-
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ter “If we imagine,” he writes (8-16), “a certain thing to
possess something which resembles an object which usually
affects the mind with joy or sorrow, although that in which
the thing resembles the object 1s not the eflicient cause of
these affects, we shall nevertheless (by virtue of the resem-
blance alone) love or hate the thing ” Thus we see that a
thing may be accidentally the cause of love or hatred in us
either because 1t happens to be associated in the imagination
with the actual eflicient cause of these affects or because 1t
happens to resemble the latter in some way In either case
one 15 said to be aflected with inclination or aversion towaid
the accidental cause of the affects of joy or sorrow respec-
tively In brief, mclination 1s accidental love and aversion
15 accidental hatred

Spinoza also 1dentifies inclimation with sympathy (sympa-
tlua) and aversion with antipathy (antipathia), although
that 15 not the usual mecaning of the terms (8-15 schol )
As noted 1n our section on love, Spimoza 1s opposed to the
Scholastic and, we may add, Stoic doctime of natural sym-
pathy and antipathy between things based on the supposi-
tion of occult qualities Such explanations are circular and
postulate more obscure forms and qualities to explam the
less obscure Spmoza probably had m nund the Stoiec doc-
trine of cosmme sympathy, accordmg to which all things n
nature are o1ganically interconneected and mfluence one an-
other Decause of ludden affinities Henee grew up the prac-
tice of “sympathetic magic” wheieby a process imitiated in
one object was supposed to mitiate o similar process 1 some
remotely simlar object Spinoza was radically opposed to
this form of obscurantism as contrary to scientific method
Human sympathy and antipathy toward various objects re-
flect nothing more than the power of the mmagination to
unite our affects with accidental causes, and not any lndden
powers of attraction n the nature of things

In the Short Treatise, as usual, we find an earlier view
which differs from that of the Ethics In the former treatise,
Spinoza maintains that aversion involves only natural or
necessary causes and not contingent or acaidenial ones Thus

he writes (S8hort Treatue, II, chap vi) “Now I say that ha-
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tred 18 a perturbation of the soul against some one who has
done ill to us willingly and knowingly Aversion 1s the per-
turbation which arises 1 us agamst a thing on account of
some infirmity or injury which we either know or think 1s m
it by nature I say by nature, for when we do not suppose or
think that 1t 1s so, then even 1f we have suffered some hin-
drance or mjury from 1t, we have no aversion for 1t, because
we may on the contraly, cxpect something useful from 1it.
Thus when some one 15 hurt by a stone o1 a knife he does not
on that account feel any aversion for the same ” Here we sec
that Spmnoza contrasts hatred with aversion Hatred 1s felt
toward a person who has done us some harm intentionally
or knowingly whereas aversion 15 felt towaid some natural
object which 1s necessarily and always contrary to our na-
ture, us for ¢xample, some poison One does not feel aversion
toward an object which 1s the contingent cause of good as
well as evil, such as a stone or kmfe

In the Ethics on the other hand, Spinoza defines hatred
as due to any natural cause, whether that cause be neces-
sary or contingent, mtentional or unintentional Aveision,
he maintains; 1s felt toward some object which 15 accidentally
assoclated by the imagmation with the idea of the actual
cause of sorrow and hatied In the Short Treatise, however,
Spmoza dentes that an actunl contingent cause can be the
object of aversion and hence would deny that an accidental
cause which was not even the actual cause could possibly be
an object of aversion or mclmation

8 AVERSION AND ITS RELATION TO DESIRE
AND SORROW

THE most important point 1n Spinoza’s definition of aver-
s10m 18 the fact that aversion 15 regarded as a mode of sorrow
contrary to mclination, mstead of as an affect contrary to
desire, as Hobbes and the Scholastics held The problem
then arises, why did Spinora regard aversion as a mode of
sorrow 1ather than ns a mode o1 contrary of desire? The an-
swer, I belicve, 15 to be found i Descartes’s treatise On the
Passions of the Soul whach Spinoza here as elsewhere fol-
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lowed closely. Concerning aversion Descartes writes (§ 87).
“] know very well that usually m the Schools the passion
which makes for the search after good which alone 1s called
desire, 1s opposed to that which makes for the avoidance of
evil, which 1s called aversion But masmuch as there 13 no
good whose privation 1s not an evil, nor any evil considered
m a positive sense whose piivation 1s not a good and that in
seeking riches, for example, we necessarily shun poverty, m
fleeing from sickness we make for health, and so on with
other things, 1t seems to me that it 1s always an 1dentical
movement which makes for the search after good and at the
same time for the avoidance of the evil which 1s contiary to
1t I merely remark this difference m 1t, that the desire which
we have when we make for some good 1s accompanied by love
and then by hope and joy, while the same desire, when 1t
tends to remove itself trom evil contrary to this good, 1s
accompanied by hate, fear and sadness, which 15 the cause
of our judging 1t to be contrary to itself But if we wish to
consider 1t when at the same time 1t relates equally to some
good with the view of seeking 1t, and to an opposed evil 1n
order to avoid 1t, we may very cleaily see that 1t 1s but one
passion which brings about the one and the other ”

Here we see that Descartes, unlike Hobbes and the Scho-
lastics, introduces the mmnovation of 1including aversion as a
mode of desire Desue and aversion are really one and the
same affect but differ only in the nature of their objects and
the contrary affects which accompany them Desire properly
so-called 1s always for some good and 1s accompanied by
love, hope, and joy, aversion 1s desne for the removal of
some evil which threatens the good really desired and 1s ac-
companied by hate, fear, and sadness

Now Spinoza, 1t appears, follows Descaites though with
some 1mportant differences Spinoza agrees that desire has
no real contrary affect but the reason he offers differs from
that of Descartes (see chap 1, § 1) According to the former
desire 1s the very essence of man and nothing, as we have seen,
can be contrary to itself But Spinoza goes even further than
Descartes and does not even formally include aversion under
desire at all The accompanying feeling of sadness 1s the es-
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sentia] feature of aversion, he holds, and as such the latter
affect 1s the contrary of inclination (propensio). But m prac-
tice he, like Descartes, speaks of aversion as the effort to de-
stroy included under the effort to hive Thus he says (3-13
and corol ) “Whenever the mind mmagines those things
which lessen or it the body’s power of action, it endeav-
ours |conuatur] as much as possible to recollect what ex-
cludes the existence of those things [corol ] Hence 1t
follows that the mind 15 averse [aversatur] to imagine those
things which lessen or linder its power and that of the
body ” And agamn (3-28) “We endeavour to bring into
exnstence everythig wlueh we iagme conduces to joy, and
to 1emove or destroy everything opposed to 1it, or which we
mmagme conduces to sorrow [amovere vel destruere cona-
mur] Here we see Spmoza uses the term “‘aversatur” as
cquivalent to the effort or conatus to destroy, or remove
But stiangely enough, he defines aversion itself as a mode of
sorrow rather than of desire, since he had already defined
love and hatred as modes of joy and sorrow

I said before that according to Spinoza desire has no con-
trary By tlus I meant that desire has no contrary passion
But desire as a corpoieal passion has a contrarv m the n-
tellectual virtue called fortitude (fortitudo) or strength of
mind (anmmosttas) (3-59 schol }, which restramms the pas-
s1ons of desue In other words, Spinoza opposes “strength of
mmd” which 1s “the desire by which each person endeavours
from the dictates of reason alone to preserve lus own bemng”
(cuprditatem qua unusquisque conatur suum esse ex solo
1ationis dictamine conservare) to desire which 1s a passion or
affect and involves madequate 1deas We thus have a con-
flict of desnes, namely, the active and passive desires, which
15 precisely the point which Hobbes and the Scholastices
made when thev opposed desire to aversiton Spmoza only -
crensed the difficulty by making the two desires entirely dif-
ferent 1in kind and orgmm

The difficulties arnising from Spmoza’s conception of aver-
sion can be 1llustrated more clearly from a consideration of
1ts relation to the affect of sorrow We have seen that an af-
feet of joy or pleasure 1s good because 1t helps the power of



On the Derivative Affects 185

man to continue in existence and that an affect of sorrow 1s
evil because 1t hinders the conatus of man This implies that
the affect of joy 18 positive mn character and the affect of
sorrow 1s negative or essentially passive Logically then, a
positive desne cannot arise from soriow since the latter
serves only to restrain desire Yet we find Spinoza demon-
strates (3-37) that “the desire which springs from sorrow
or joy, from hatred or love, 1s greater in proportion as the
affect 1s greater ” In the actual demonstration of this prop-
osition he continues. “So1row lessens or inuts a man’s power
of action, that 1s to say, 1t lessens or hmits the effort by
which a man endeavouis to persevere in his own being and
therefore 1s opposed to this effort Consequently if a man be
affected with sorrow, the first thing he attempts 1s to remove
that sorrow, but the greater 1t 15, the greater 1s the human
power of action to which 1t must be opposed, and so much
the greater therefore will be the power of action with which
the man will endeavour to remove 1t, that 1s to say, with the
greater eagerness or desize will he struggle to remove 1t ”

Here we sec that Spinoza begins with the admission that
sorrow hinders a man’s effort to cxist but then states that
the affect of sorrow somehow gives rise to a new desire which
varies 1n strength with the sorrow to be 1emoved Although
the affect of sorrow or pain weakens a man’s cffort at the
start, 1t finally impels him to greater desiie 1n order to re-
move the cause of this passion In other words, sorrow 1s not
merely a privation of power, 1t 15 an actual affect which
gives ri1se to a contrary desire Spinoza simpiy ntroduces
the notion of a negative effort to remove or destroy the ob-
ject causing pain (3-28) but he has not shown how this 1s
conceivable according to his premises He does not even em-
ploy a different term, such as aversion, to denote this effort
to destroy but uses the same term “conatus™ for both posi-
tive and negative efforts

Tt may be true, as Descartes first pointed out, that the de-
sire for the good includes the avoidance of cvil, but the im-
pulse to destroy what 1s evil does not include the desire for
the good—as experience daly testifies In desiring health
we may avoid sickness, but the cure of sickness does not in-
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clude the positive pursuit of health In brief, a positive or
constructive desire indirectly mncludes a negative or destruc-
tive one, but a destructive desire does not include either di-
rectly or indirectly a constructive effort That 1s to say, the
effort to pursue some good and the desire to destroy some
evil are not identical. The effort to destroy some evil may be
for the sake of some good which the mdividual desires, but
surely the destruction itself 18 not 1dentical with the active
pursuit of the good desired

Spmoza himself provides us with examples of the logical
implication of his theory of sorrow If sorrow 1s that which
by nature hinders the active power of man, then he con-
cludes, there can be no affect of soirow originating in the
mtellect of man which 1s the source of actions exclusively In
Spmoza’s words (3-59) “Amongst all the affects which are
related to the mind msofar as 1t acts there are none other
than those which refer to joy or desire ” And again (463
demon to cotol ) “Tor the desire which springs from reason
cannot spring from sorrow but only fiom an affect of joy
which 1s not a passion > In brief, there can be no active de-
sire originating from sorrow

On the other hand, we find that Spinoza acknowledges the
value of negative efforts arising from reason, as when he
remarks (4—69) that “the virtue of a free man 1s scen to be
as great m avoiding danger [declinandis periculis] as n
overcoming 1t > Similarly (4-70), “the free man who lives
amongst those who are 1gnorant strives as much as possible
to avoid their favours [bencficta declinare studet] ” Ob-
viously, the desire to avoid some danger cannot originate
from joy and the dircct desire for some positive good, as n
the cases of the passions, such an attitude of withdrawal pre-
supposes some sorrow or fear Yet many of Spinoza’s prop-
ositions of the fifth book of the Ethics are concerned with
the virtues of restraint and avoidance of passions

The problem appears to be one that concerned Spinoza
greatly and 1s, indeed, basic for his whole theory of virtue
Thus we find he states explicitly that (4-63) “he who 1s led
by fear and does what 1s good in order that he may avod
what 1s evil, 1s not led by reason »’ [corol ] By the de-
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sire which springs from reason we follow good directly and
avold evil indirectly” (cupiditate quae ex ratione ortur,
bonum directe sequimur et malum indirecte fugimus). “The
knowledge of evil,” he informs us further (4—64), “is -
adequate knowledge. . [4—64 co10l | If the human mind
had none but adequate idecas, 1t would form no notion of
evil ” It 1s noteworthy that Spinoza employs the same ex-
ample as Descartes, namely, the case of a healthy and sick
man “The sick man,” he writes (4-63 schol 2), “through
fear of death, eats what he dishikes, the healthy man takes a
pleasure 1n his food and so enjoys lite more than 1f he feared
death and directly desized to avoid 1t So also the judge who
condemns a guilty man to death not from hatred or anger,
but solely from love for the public welfare 1s led by reason
alone ” All these examples make 1t clear that he who 1s led
by reason will act only fiom affects of joy nnd desire but
not from affects of sorrow or fear since the latter mvolve
only madequate 1deas He who makes a positive effort to pre-
serve lis health thereby avoids the evil of sickness In this
way, the positive desnie for some good mvelves indirectly
the negative effort to avoid some evil

Ou the other hand, the doctiine of the control of the pas-
sions presupposes that the liuman inind has an adequate 1dea
of the passions which aie evil by nature Thus Spinoza dem-
onstrates (5—4) “There 1s no affection of the body of which
we cannot form some clear and distinct coneeption ” That 1s
to say, although a passion as an actual affect of the body
and mind involves madequate 1deas, the intellect may never-
theless concerve this affect adequately Hence 1t follows that
the mind may have adequate ideas of evil—an inference
which directly contradicts Spimoza’s eaiher proposition (4—
64) , namely, that the knowledge of cvil 1s mnadequate knowl-
edge Evil as an actual experience of a transition to lesser
perfection may involve inadequate 1deas, but the concept of
the evil affect may be adequate Otherwise the improvement
of moral character would be impossible

From this 1t follows that the mind’s control of the pas-
sions does not come about indirectly through its efforts to
cultivate the powers of the intellect, on the contrary, it 1s
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because the intellect forms adequate 1deas of the nature and
origin of the affects that 1t endeavors to remove them di-
rectly by an analysis of their true causes and effects on hu-
man relations

If the above argument be valid, 1t follows further that
there may be affects of soriow origmating 1n reason, as Des-
cartes maintained When the tellect contemplates the 1m-
potence of that part of the mind which has the body for 1ts
object, 1t may be saddened This soriow simply completes
the activity of reason and does not hinder 1ts activity at all
This sadness may give 11se to a positive desiie to increase
the power of the itellect and its knowledge of nature n
order to be subject as little as possible to the force of the
passions Spinoza, however, does not draw any of the above
mferences because he arbitrarily assumes that only joys
may originate 1, and complete the activities of the intellect,
but no soriows Although he did grant that affects of sor-
row may arise when the mind reflects upon or 1s conserous of
its 1mpotence, lie attributed such ideas of soirow to the
magination and not to the mtellect (83-55) This argument
1n turn 1s based on the assumption (see chap 1) that the 1dea
of an affect of sorrow must also be inadequate, a theorem
which, as said, contradicts his entire doctrine concerning the
control of the emotions

To conclude Spmoza begins by defining aversion as an
affect of sorrow contiary to the affect of inclimation (pro-
pensio) and distinet fiom desire But in practice he really
mnkes the conatus of the mtellect contrary to the corporeal
conatus or passion of desire, thus 1eintroducing the Scho-
lastic notion of two kinds of desire from a different point
of view T'urtheimore, in his theorv of itellectual desire
Spinoza, like Descartes, mamtans that the desire arising
from a love of the true good inducctly ncludes avordance
of evil (vitare, fugere) That s to say, like Descartes he
wmcludes mtellectual aversion or avodance under actwe de-
sire but, unlike Descartes, he defines the affect or passon
of aversion as an affect of sorrow other than the passion of
desire In ke manner, we are left with the paradoz that
averswon, msofar as it 15 o mode of sorrow, 15 constdered wn
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itself a hindrance to desire and yet 1t gives rise to conm-
trary desires which avm to destroy the cause of this passion.
Similarly on the level of the intellect, Spinoza denies that
sorrow can arise from reason or that a wise man will di-
rectly attempt to avoid evil. Yet we find he acknowledges
that the intellect may form adequate 1deas of affects of sor-
row and lays down rules whereby the free man may directly
avoid social evils and gain control of the passions



VI
OTHER DERIVATIVE AFFECTS

1 MODES OFF HOPE AND TEAR

r I NHERE 15 a group of derivative affects which Spinoza
calls vacillations of the mind (hiterally fluctuations
of the soul—fluctuatio anim) (sec ref 3—def 48
explan , 5-2) because they mvolve clements of contrary af-
fects such as joy and sorrow, desire and sorrow Thus he
demonstrates (3-17 and schol ) “If we imagine that a thing
that usually affects us with an affect of sorrow has any re-
semblance to an object which usually affects us equally wath
a great joy, we shall at the same time [simul] hate the thing
and love 1t . [schol ] This state of mind which arises from
two contrary affects 15 called vaallation of mind [haec
mentis constitutio quae seilicet ex duobus contiarus affectibus
onttur anmm voeatur fluctuatio] It 1s related to an affect as
doubt 1s to the imagination [2—44 schol ] Nor do vacillation
and doubt differ from one another except as gieater and less
[nec animi fluctuatio et dubitatio inter se differunt nis1 secun-
dum majus et nunus] It 1s to be observed that m the pre-
ceding proposition I have deduced these vacillations of the
mind from causes which produce the one affect diectly and
the other contingently [per sc et per accidens—causa] This
I have done because the affects conld thus be more easily de-
duced from what p1receded and not because I deny that these
vacillations often originate from the object itself which 1s the
cfficient cause of both affects ”
From the above passage we gather that vacillation of mind
15 to the affects as doubt 15 to the imagimation Doubt occurs
m the magimation 1f the association o1 conjunction of the
things to which the nnages refer 1s not constant Similarly
theie 15 a doubt or wavering among the affects 1f one and the
same object gives rise to contrary affects 1n us Jealousy
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(zelotypia) (def. 48 explan ) is an example of one and the
same object producing both love and hate 1n us (3-35 schol ).

This fluctuation of the soul may also be produced through
an accidental cause, that 1s a cause which per se cannot affect
us and does so only because 1t resembles the efficient cause
Thus 1t may happen that an object which per se 1s the cause
of joy may accidentally be a cause of sorrow (and vice versa)
and so produce 1n us simultaneously contrary emotions.

Spinoza provides us with definitions of some affects which
illustrate this combmation of affects or wavering of mind
Hope (spes) he defines (def 12) as “an inconstant joy aris-
g from the 1dea of something future or past about the 1ssue
of which we sometunes doubt” (spes est inconstans laetitia
orta ex 1dea re1 futurae vel piacteritae de cujus eventu ali-
quatenus dubitamus) Similarly fear (metus) (def 13) “is
an inconstant sorrow arising from the idea of something
future or past about the 1ssue of which we sometimes doubt”
(so 8-18 schol 2) He adds in explanation to the latter def-
mition that there can be no hope without fear and vice versa

Spinoza also lists a mode of fear or timidity (timor) which
he regaids as a mode of desire, the desire, namely, of avoiding
the greater evil wlich we fear by the less (def 39) (cupiditas
majus quod metuimus malum minore vitandi) In the scholium
to 8-39 this affect 1s explained 1n further detall “We notice
moreover, that this affect by which a man 1s so disposed as not
to will the thing he wills and to will that which he does not
will, 1s called tear [timor] which may therefore be defined
as the fear [metus] which leads a man to avoid an evil 1n the
future by mcuriing a lesser evil.”

From the above defimitions we note that Spinoza defines
fear in two distinct ways Fear or metus he regards as a mode
of sorrow, but fear as timor he regards as a mode of desire—
the desire of sometluing feared in order to avoid somethmg
more greatly feared Fiom the Latin we sce that the term
“metus” appears in the defimtion of timor. The question
naturally arises, why does Spinoza define timor as a mode of
desire and metus as a mode of sorrow? The answer appears
to be that timor involves a choice or preference between two
fears whereas metus 1s concerned with one object
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The same ambiguity 1s 1llustrated by Spinoza’s definition
of pusillamimity (3-def 41), namely, that 1t “1s said of him
whose desire 1s restrained by fear of danger which his equals
dare to meet” (dicitur de co cujus cupiditas coercetur timore
pericul quod ejus acquales subire audent) In his explanation
he adds “Pusillanimty therefore 1s nothing but the dread
of some evil wlich most persons do not usually fear, and there-
fore I do not ascribe 1t to the affects of desire. I wished
nevertheless to explain 1t here because mmsofar as we attend
to desire, 1t (pusillanimity) 1s the true opposite of the affect
of audacity ” Heie we see that although Spinoza defines pusil-
lanimity as an affect of desire, he really does not refer 1t to
the affects of desire Tiunor itself, wlich recurs in this def-
inition, was defined similarly as a mode of desire, pusil-
lanumity 1s simply tuimor which 1s judged by others to be ex-
cessive, because they themselves have no such fear for the
object Spinoza confesses that the only reason why he speaks
of pusillaninuty as a mode of desire 1s because 1t appears to
be the opposite of audacity (audacia) which 1s excessive
fearlessness (3—def. 40) and involves a positive desire to meet
danger wlhich others fear to meet Desire ttself 1s something
positive and the desire to avoid—cupiditas vitandi—is not
propetly speaking a desire at all, as we have seen from our
discussion of aversion, 1t 1s rather a restraint of desire
(cupiditas coercetur) Spinoza’s final argument for de-
scribing timor and pusillanimity as affects of desne rather
than of so110w 1s seen to be an extiinsic one, namely, their con-
traiiness to auducity and courage which are positive affects
of desire Judged by the intrinsic evidence, however, Spinoza
would have defined them as modes of sorrow. This 1llustrates
as clearly as possible that Spinoza could not help employing
the affect of aversion as a mode of desire, even though
nomnally he defined t as a mode of sorrow

Closely connected with the affect of timor 15 consternation
(consternatio) (3-def 42) “which 1s said of him whose de-
sire of avoiding evil 1s restrained by wonder at the evil which
he fears” (dicitur de co cujus cupiditas malum vitand
coercetur admiratione mali quod timet). In the scholium to
339 Spinoza words his defimtion somewhat differently “If
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the desire of avoiding the future 1s restrained by the fear of
another evil so that the man does not know what he most
wishes [quod potius velet] then this fear [metus] 1s called
consternation especially if both the evils feared [quod
timetur] are very great ” In the scholium of 3-52 he returns
to the same subject “This affection of the mind or imagina-
tion of a singular thing insofar as it alone occupies the
mind 15 called wonder and if 1t 1s moved by an object
which we fear [quod timemus] 1t 1s called consternation, be-
cause wonder at the evil, so hiolds a man suspended 1n his
own self [suspensum 1n sola sui] that he cannot think of
other things by which he could avoid the evil [malum vitare
posset] ”” We must remember that consternation as a species
of timor 1nvolves two objects, 1t differs from timor only 1n the
fact that wonder at the objects feared prevents the mund
from deciding between them Due to the singulanty of both
objects the mind 15 held 1n wonder by them since it has no
basis of comparing them Tlis I take to be the signmificance
of Spinoza’s remark that consternation arises if the objects
feared be very great, because then the wonder 1s increased
(3-89 schol ) The notion that consternation involves two
objects feared 15 not clearly stated in Spinoza’s defimtion
(8—def 42) or in the scholium of 3-52, though 1t 15 clearly
expressed mn the scholium of 3-89 In the explanation to
definition 42 he also diaws attention to this “double fear”
(ex duplicr timore) “But because consternation springs from
a double fear 1t may be more aptly defined as that dread
[metus] which holds a man stupefied or vacillating [stupe-
factum aut fluctuantem], so that he cannot remove an evil
I say ‘stupefied’ mnsofar as we understand his desire of re-
moving the evil to be restramed by his astomshment [cupidi-
tatem malum amovendi admratione coeiceri]. 1 say also
‘vacillating’ msofar as we conceive the same desire to be re-
strained by the fear of another evil which equally tortures
him [cupiditatem coercer1 timore alterius mali], so that he
does not know which of the two evils to avoid [ut quodnam ex
duobus avertat, nesciat] ” Here we see that consternation
mvolves a double fear, but because of the strangeness of the
objects feared the mind 1s stupefied and held nactive by



194 The Psychology and Ethics of Spinoza

them At the same time, because of the singularity of these
objects the mind can find no ground of comparison between
them and hence vacillates or fluctuates from one to the other.

Spinoza’s definition of hope (spes) provides problems
similar to those of lns defimitions of fear Desiderrum or regret
he defines (3—def 32) as “the desire or appetite to possess
something, the affect bemng strengthened by the memory of
the object itself, and at the same time being restrained by
the memory of other things which exclude the existence of
the desned object” (desiderium est cupiditas sive appetitus
1e aliqua potiundy, quae ejusdem 1er memoria fovetur et simul
aliarum 1erum memoria quae cjusdem re1 appetendae exis-
tentiam secludunt, coercetur) In the explanation to the above
he adds “When therefore we recollect a thing which affects
us with any hind of joy, we thereby endeavour to contemplate
1t with the same affect of joy as if 1t were present—an at-
tempt which 1s however immediately restrained by the memory
of that which excludes the existence of the thing Desiderium
therefore 1s really a sorrow which 1s opposed to the joy which
arises from the absence of what we hate DBut because the name
desider tum scems to connect this affect with desire, I therefore
ascribe 1t to desne [sed quia nomen desiderrum cupiditatem
respicere videtur, 1deo hune affectum ad cupiditatis affectus
refero] ”

This explanation 1s mstructive because 1t 1eveals Spinoza’s
uncertainty Desiderium, Iike hope and fear, 15 really a com-
bination of joy and soriow He theretore admits that desi-
derium should properly be defined as an effect of sorrow, but
mstead he decides to define 1t as an affect of desire because
the name desidernum in Latin means desire This obviously
15 o lame argument and reveals the arbitrary nature of his
definmition

It 15 mteresting to compare Spinoza’s argument here with
his own objection to a sumilar argument by others Thus he
writes (3—def 20 explan ) “I am aware that these names
(favour and mdignation) 1n common usage bear a different
significance But my object 1s not to explamn the meaning of
words, but the nature of things and to indicate them by words
whose meaning shall not be altogether opposed to the meaning
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which I desire to bestow upon them. I consider 1t sufficient to
have said this once for all” (so 3—def 31 explan.). Spinoza,
we see, objects to the criticism that the meaning of some of
the terms employed by him to designate the affects are not
those usually assigned His retort 1s that he 15 explaimning the
nature of things and not of names And yet, in the case of
desiderium, we find he declines to define that affect as he be-
lieves 1t ought to be on lus premises, namely, as an affect of
sorrow, 1n deference to the customary meaning of the term
The pomt at 1ssue 15 whether the affects or emotions have a
formal, universal essencc and objective meaning of their
own mdependent of one’s metaphysical theory Some of
Spinoza’s defimtions of the affects do not agree with the
traditional meanings or descriptions of the terms In the
case of dessderium he admts and gives the preference to lan-
guage rather than lius own metaphysics In the majority of
cases, however, e proceeds to mtioduce new defimtions, to
the confusion of translators and commentators alike

2 CONFIDENCE AND DESPAIR, REJOICING AND
REMORSE, REGRET AND REPENTANCE

CrLosELY related to the affects of hope and fear are two pairs
of affcets, namely, confidence and despair, and rejoicimg and
remorse Hope, we have seen, Spmoza defined ns a “a joy not
constant arismg fiom the 1den of something future or past
about the occurrence of which we sometimes doubt” (3—def
12) Fear 1s sorrow 1n a sumlar relation (3—def 13) Fun-
damentally, hope and fear are almost 1dentical smce “there
18 no hope without fear nor fear without hope” (3—def 13
explan )

Confidence, we arc informed, sprmgs from hope and de-
spair from fear whenever the 1cason for doubting the 1ssue
1s taken away. Thus Spinora defines confidence (securitas)
(B—def 14) as “joy arsing from the 1dea of a past or future
object from which cause for doubtmg 15 removed ” Despair
(desperatio) 1s sorrow in the same 1clation (3—def 15)
Special attention must be paid to the phrase **from which
cause for doubting has been removed” (de qua dubitand:
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causa sublata est) One 1s said to be confident or 1n despair
about a past or future event, that 1s, about the effect a thing
has had or will have upon him (3-18 schol ) when he no longer
doubts the result Lack of doubt, however, 1s not, Spinoza
explams (3—def 15 explan ), equivalent to certamnty “It is
one thing not to doubt and another to possess certitude ”
Doubt 1s removed “because we imagine a thing past or future
to be present and contemplate 1t as present, or because we
magine other things which exclude the existence of those
things which made us doubt ” One may be confident or 1 de-
spair about a past or future event so long as he 1magines it
as present or as having occurred, even though this may not
actually be the case In brict, confidence and despair are
modes of joy and sorrow involving past doubt, that 1s, hope
and fear, about the occurrence of some past or future
event

The same defimition 15 stated somewhat differently mn the
Short Trcatise (11, chap 1x) where he writes “If how-
ever the thing 15 regarded by us as good and at the same
time as something that necessarily must come, then there
comes 1to the soul that repose which we call confidence,
which 1s a certain joy not mingled with sorrow, as hope 1s.
But when we think that the thing 1s bad and that 1t necessarily
must comne, then despair enters mto the soul, which 1s noth-
mg else than a certmin kind of soniow We may now
proceed m a converse manner and definc them negatively. We
hope that the evil may not come, we fear lest the good should
not come, we are confident that the evil will not come, we
despanr because the good will not come ” Here we see that
Spinoza does not distinguish between lack of doubt and cer-
tamty as he does m the Ethics In confidence and despair
alike, the good and evil are regarded as “something that
necessarilly must come ” Later 1n the chapter he remarks,
howevel, that “confidence and despair never arise unless hope
and fear (from which they dernve their being) have preceded
them

We are now 1 a position to understand the mmport of
Spinoza’s defimtions of rejoicing (gaudium) and remorse
(conscientiae morsus, hiterally prick of conscience) Rejoie-
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g, he defines (8—def. 16) as “joy with the accompanymg
1dea of something past, which, without hope [praeter spem]
has happened » Similarly remorse (8—def 17) 1s “sorrow with
the accompanying 1dea of something past which, without
hope (or fear) has happened” [conscientiae morsus est
tristitia concomitante idea rex praeteritae quae praeter spem
evemit] From these definitions 1t appears that rejoicing and
remorse agree with confidence and despair 1n that both pairs
of affects involve past hope and fear, that 1s to say, all doubt
has been removed 1n both cases They differ, however, insofar
as rejoicing and remorse refer to past events only, whereas
confidence and despair refer to the past as well as to the
future Furthermore, in the former affects there 1s certamnty
that the thing has actually happened and hence 1s beyond
hope and fear of being otherunse, whereas the latter affects
do not 1mvolve certainty but only lack of doubt about the
past o1 future occurrence of the thing Thus 1t may be said
that rejoicing follows from confidence even as remorse follows
from despair One 1ejoices at the actual occurrence or fulfil-
ment of a thing about which there had previously been hope
and confidence, he feels remorse at the actual occurrence of
something he once feared o1 despaired of It would facihitate
the understanding of the definition of remorse 1f instead of
“without hope” (practer spem), we substitute “without fear”
(praeter metus) since the terms are interchangeable

Our interpretation of rejoicing and remorse 1s corroborated
by Spmoza’s more explicit statcments in 3—-18 schol 2 There
he wiites “Hope 15 nothing but inconstant joy arising from
the 1mage of a future or past thing about whose 1ssue we are
in doubt Fear, on the other hand, 1s an inconstant sorrow,
anising from the image of a doubtful thing If the doubt be
removed, then hope and fear become confidence and despair,
that 15 to say, joy or soirow arising from the mmage of a
thing for which we have hoped or which we have feared
[quam metuimus vel speravimus] Rejoicing again 15 joy
arising from the image of a past thing whose 1ssues we have
doubted [de cujus eventu dubitavimus] Remorse, finally, 1s
the sorrow which 1s opposed to rejoicing [ conscientiae morsus
est tristitia opposita gaudio] ” From this passage 1t 1s clear
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that confidence and dcspair involve joy and sorrow which
depend upon past hope and fear Rejoicing (gaudium) we
are explicitly informed refers only to a past object about
which also we previously doubted It is highly sigmificant that
the pliuase “de cujus eventu dubitavimus” used in 3-18
scholium 2 corresponds to the briefer phiase “practer spem”
used 1 3—defimtion 16 This should dispel any doubt 1n the
translator’s nund as to how to render the ambiguous Latin
term “practer spem » It obviously does not mean here “con-
trary to hope or expectation” since one does not rejoice when
the contiary of the good hoped for occurs All Spinoza 1s
tiying to say 1s that rejoicing like confidence involves some-
thing one previously hoped for or feared, that 1s, doubted
One does not rejoice or feel remorse about a thing not pre-
viously hoped for or feared

As if to clarify the point Spinoza himself later refers agam
to these affects and remaiks (4—47 schol ) “We may here
add that these affects mdicate want of knowledge and 1m-
potence of nuind And for the same reason confidence, despaur,
rejoicing and remorse are signs of weakness of mind For al-
though confidence and rejoicing [gaudium] are affects of
Joy, they nevertheless suppose that sorrow has preceded
them, namely, hope or fear” (nam quamvis securitas et
gaudium affectus st lactitine, tistrtiam tamen eosdem prae-
cessisse supponunt, nempe spem et metum) Here again we
find Spinoza msists that rejoicing like confidence mvolves
past doubt, that 15, hope and fear The latter affects are
considered interchangeable, so that even rejoicing may be
said to contain an element of past fear or sorrow

One reason that commentators and translators alike are so
puzzled by Spmora’s definition of remorse 1n particular 1s
that for us the term 1emorse 1s literally “a prick of con-
science’ (Gewissensbiss) and as such has a moral connotation
But Spinoza’s definmition has no moral significance whatever
It 1s simply the sorrow or regret one feels that something
once merely hoped for and feared has actually happened—
and not that one ought to have acted otherwise This has led
some translators to render the term conscientiae morsus not
literally as remorse, but as disappointment, so as to make
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Spinoza mean by the term what they think he ought to mean.
My criticism of this procedure 1s that it 18 obtaiming con-
sistency at the price of scientific accuracy One has the priv-
lege of accepting or rejecting Spinoza’s definitions, but he
may not explain them away

Nietzsche, who 1 his Genealogy of Morals was opposed to
traditional values, appreciated the purely naturalistic in-
sight of Spmoza’s conception of remorse but he erred 1n at-
tributing to 1t a meaning not warranted by the text Thus
Nietzsche writes ' (§15) “This truth came insidiously enough
to the conscience of Spinoza—when one afternoon he in-
dulged 1n the question of what was really left for him per-
sonally of the celebrated morsus conscientiae—Spinoza who
had relegated good and evil to the sphere of the human 1m-
agmation and indignantly defended the honour of his free
God agaimnst those blasphemers who affirmed that God did
everything sub ratione bom1 For Spmoza the world had re-
turned again to the mnnocence 1n which 1t lay before the dis-
covery of bad conscience What then had happened to the
morsus consclentiae? “The antithesis of gaudium,’ said he at
last to himself, ‘a sadness accompanied by the recollection of
a past event which has turned out contrary to all expecta-
tzon’ Evil doers have thyough thousands of vears felt when
overtaken by punishment exactly as Spmoza on the subject
of their offence ‘Here 1s somelhing that went wrong con-
trary to my anticipation,” not ‘I ought not to have done
this > They submitted themselves to punishment just as one
submits oneself to a discase, to a misfortune or to death
Punishment tames a man but does not make him better ”

Nietzsche admired Spinoza for having held that remorse
of conscience has no mtrinsic moral worth and docs not 1n-
volve any principle or absolute norm of good and evil con-
duct The phrase “practer spem” he translates “contrary to
expectation,” and some later commentators hayve followed his
example My contention, however, 1s that though 1t be true
that the Latin term “praeter” 1s ambiguous and may be
translated to mean contrary as in Cicero’s phiase “praeter
naturam’ as well as beyond. past and without, the fact re-

1 See Nietzsche’s second essay on “Gulilt” and “Bad Conscience
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mains that the former meaning will not apply here since it
makes nonsense of Spmoza’s defimition of gaudium where the
same phrase occurs Besides, as shown, there are references
in other passages which show defimitely how he wished the
term to be taken

The full import of Spinoza’s definition of remorse becomes
more appalent when we contrast 1t with that found in Des-
cartes’s tieative On the Passions of the Soul, where he writes
(III, § 177) “IRemorse 15 a species of sadness which comes
from the doubt which one has that a thing he 15 domng or
has done 15 not good And 1t necessarily presupposes doubt
Because 1f one were entirely assured that what he 1s doing
was bad, he would abstain from domng it, the more so as the
will has nothing to do except with things which have some
appearance of goodness and if one were assured that what
lie has nlicady done was bad, he would repent of 1t and not
only feel remoise [on en aurait du 1epentir non pas seule-
ment du remors] Now the usage of this passion 1s to
bring 1t about that one examines 1f the thing which one doubts
13 good or not and to prevent one from doing 1t a second
time, so long as he 1s not assured whether 1t be good
[§ 191] Repentance 1s directly contrary to self-satisfaction
and 1t 1s a hind of sadness wlich comes from the fact that
one believes to have done some evil action ”

From the above passage 1t 15 evident that according to
Descartes remorse of conscience 1s an affect of sorrow which
1s felt when one doubts whether his conduct be good or evil
Insofar as one 15 certain of the evil chaiacter of his action,
lie can no longer fcel 1emorse, he can only repent of having
done 1t Repentance so conceived 15 opposed to self-satisfac-
tion In the Short Treatise (II, chap x) Spinoza also fol-
lows this definition but differs 1n lus estunate of the affect
“Remorse,” he explans, “comes only from this, that we do
somcthing about which we are in doubt, whether 1t 1s good or
whether it 1s bad , and repentance from this that we have done
something which 1s bad If however, we will get a
proper msight into them we shall find that they are not only
not good, but that they aie on the contrary pernicious and
that they are consequently bad For 1t 1s obvious that we
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always succeed better through reason and the love of truth
than through remorse and sorrow. They are therefore per-
nicious and bad because they are a certain kind of sorrow ”

When we compare Spinoza’s position 1n the Ethics with
the definitions found in Descartes’s treatise On the Passions
of the Soul and 1n the Short T'reatise we find some outstand-
mg pomts of difference In the Short Treatise he like
Decscartes maintained that remorse involved present doubt
whether one’s act was good or evil, onc 15 said to feel remorse
because he 1s doubtful about the nature of his conduct In
the Ethucs, on the other hand, he holds that remorse 1nvolves
only past doubt concerning the nature of the effects pro-
duced on us by external things Remorse 1s then the sorrow
felt when things have happened to us as feared, 1t involves
past hope and fear, not any in the present Another signmifi-
cant point to note 1s that in the Short T'reatise remorse hike
repentance has for its objeet the nature of one’s personal
conduct, whereas i the Ethics, remorse 1s simply a mode of
despair, and has for 1ts object the relation of external things
to us Spinosa’s estimate of the negative value of remorse 1s,
however, the same 1n the Ethies and Shoit T1catise, and 1s
opposed to the opmion of Deseartes that remoise has a posi-
tive preventive value which 15 1 accord with reason

Spmorsa’s defimtion of remorse as given i the Ethics 1s
contrary to the tiaditional and commonsense meaning of the
term As the Latin term conscientiae morsus indicates, con-
science was regarded by the Stoics and Scholastics as an
mternal, universal principle of practical wisdom common to
all men which testified as to the goodness o1 evil of one’s con-
duct In the Fthus Spinoza onuts all reference to conscience
as well as to personal conduct and speaks as 1f remorse were
a kind of disappomntment—a fact which hias prompted some
to translate Spinoza’s Latin term accordingly

We should note that remorse as defined n the Ethics 1s
practically 1dentical with the affect of regret (desiderium)
as defined 1n Descartes’s On the Passions of the Soul and 1n
the Short Treatisc Regret, Descartes defines (Passions of
the Soul § 209) as “a kind of sadness which has a particular
bitterness inasmuch as 1t 1s alw ays united to a certain despair
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and to the memory of the pleasure which gave us joy, for we
regret nothing but the good things regarding which we re-
Joiced and which are so lost that we have no hope of recovering
them at the time and 1n the guise in which we regret them ”
Similarly Spinoza i the Short Treatise (II, chap xv).
“Now regret [desiderium] 1s a certain kind of sorrow arising
from the contemplation of some good we have lost (and lost)
m such a way that there 1s no hope of recovering same ** Here
we see that desiderium, like remorse i the Ethics, 1s a mode
of despair Both are modes of sorrow arising from the 1dea of
a past object from which cause for doubt or hope has been
removed

In the Ethics, however, we find that Spinoza changed his
defimtion of desiderium so as to make the latter o mode of
desire Thus he now writes (3—def 32 explan ) “Regret 1s
the desne o1 appetite to possess something [desiderium est
cupiditas sive appetitus re aliqua potiundi] the affect being
strengthened by the memorv of the object itself and at the
same time being restramed by the memory of other things
which exclude the existence of the object sought »” In his ex-
planation to this same definition he acknowledges that “desi-
dertum therefore 15 really a sorrow which 1s opposed to the
Joy wlich arises from the absence of what we hate > In other
words, he admits that desiderium 1s really a mode of despair,
though out of deference to the usual meaning of the term,
he explams, 1t ought to be defined as a mode of desire It ap-
pears then, n the last analysis, that desidertum or regret 1s
a mode of remorse , namely, remorse for the good lost accom-
pamed by hopeless desire for the same object They are but
positive and negative ways of saying the same thing Remorse
15 sorrow at the presence of the evil once feared, regret 1s
sorrow at the absence of the good desired and hoped for The
definition of desiderum therefore really belongs immediately
after that of 1emorse (def 17) rather than further down the
list (def 32) as the first of the affects of desire, where 1t evi-
dently has no connection whatever with either of the affects
mmediately pieceding or succeeding 1t, namely, shame and
emulation
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We said before that Spinoza’s definition of remorse as
given 1n the Ethics goes contrary to his definition in the Short
T'reatise as well as to the usual meaning of the term by ignor-
ing the personal conduct of the individual, as he defines the
term 1t corresponds to what we usually understand by disap-
pointment and regret It 1s instructive to note therefore that
i his defimition of repentance (poenitentia) he reintroduces
the personal reference once moie Thus we find he defines
repentance (3—def 27) as “sorrow accompanied by the 1dea
of something done which we believe to have been done by a
free decision of the mind” (poenitentia est tristitia concomi-
tante 1dea alicujus facti quod nos ex libero mentis decreto
fecisse credimus) Here we see that repentance unhke remorse
arises from the ideca one lhas of lumself rather than of external
things As such repentance, together with humility (def 26),
18 the contrary of self-satisfaction (acquiescentia 1n se ;pso—
3—def 25)—a point Descartes also made Spinoza acknowl-
edges that the notion of repentance 1s meaningless apart from
a belief in the fieedom of willing, one cannot repent of an
action 1f 1t 15 impossible for him to do otherwise But as there
1s no place for freedom of will in Spmoza’s system, he 1s
forced to treat the notion as an illusion due to 1gnorance
Only those who naively believe 1n the free decision of the
mind can accept 1epentance seriously For the wise man 1t 1s
doubly evil first, because 1t involves an affect of sorrow, sec-
ond, because the sorrow 1s fostered by an madequate 1dea of
human power Spinoza, nevertheless, realizes the social value
of this affect 1n 1estraining the desires of the mdividual and
in making him conform to the laws and customs of the com-
munity (3—def 27 explan ) He 1s, however, opposed to the
notion that repentance involves any mnate, absolute con-
science which judges the conduct of the mdividual In agree-
ment with modern Behaviorists he mamtans that the con-
science of the individual 1s nothing but the fecling of sorrow
which follows upon the comnussion of some act and varies
with the past experience and training of the individual The
remorse and repentance one feels after performing some
wicked deed are a consequence of the conditionmg, the praise
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and blame, reward and punishment previously experienced
“Education alone theiefore will determine whether a man
will repent of any deed or boast of 1t” (3—def 27 explan )

8 IMITATION OI' AFFECTS OF JOY AND SORROW

WE tuin now to analyze another group of affects which 1n-
volve the principle of unmtation For Spinoza mmitation 1s a
general term tor any sumilanty of affection based on simi-
lanity of nature and does not necessarily mvolve any con-
scious cffort to reproduce n oneselt the qualities of others
(see chap v, § 4) By the fact of a common human nature 1n
which all men agiee, individuals tend to imitate cach other’s
affects As Spmmoza puts 1t (3—27) “Although we may not
have been moved towards a thing by an affect yet 1f 1t 1s like
ourselves, whenever we 1magine 1t to be affected by an affect
we are theiefore affected by a similar affect” (ex eo quod rem
nobis similem et quam nullo affectu prosecut: sumus, aliquo
affectu affic imagimamur, eo 1pso simh affectu afficimur)
The affects due to imtation are i accordance with Spinoza’s
general scheme classified as modes of joy and sorrow and
desire In the present section we shall select only those affects
of mtation which are modes of joy and sorrow without re-
gard to the paiticular position wlich they happen to occupy
n Spmoza’s hist

This mutation of affects (affectuum imitatio) 15 exemplh-
fied by commise1ration (comnuseratio) which Spinoza defines
(327 schol |, 8—det 18) as “sorrow with the accompanying
idea of exil wlnel has happened to someone whom we nnagme
like ourselves” (tiistitia concomitante 1dea mah quod alter:
quod nobis sunilem esse magmamur, evenit) In the explana-
tion to the same defimition he contimues “Between comnusera-
tion (o1 pity, as in 3-27 corol 2, 3) and compassion (miseri-
cordia) there secmns to be no difference excepting perhaps
that commiseration 1efers 1ather to an individual affect and
compassion to 1t as a habit 7 Later on (def 24) compassion
18 agam defined but this time 1t 1s “love msofar as 1t affects
a man so that he 1cjoices at the good of another person and
on the other hand, 1s saddened at the harm of another” (amor
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quatenus hominem ita afficit ut ex bono alterius gaudeat et
contra ex malo alterius contristetur) If we stop to examine
Spinoza’s two definitions of musericordia we find that they
differ in an mmportant detail Insofar as compassion 1s con-
sidered to be just a hahit of commiseration, then the former
1s also a mode of sorrow But if compassion 1s a mode of love
as 1n the sccond definition, then it may be an affect of joy as
well as of sorrow, “notwithstanding the usual signification of
the word” (def 23 explan ) which 1s that compassion 15 a
mode of so1row only

It appears that Spmoza came to this conception of com-
passion only gradually In 8-22 scholium he defines com-
miseration as “sornow which springs from another’s loss ”
“By what nnme,” he continues, “the jov 15 to be called which
springs from another’s good T do not know ” By the tune he
composed the list of affeets he apparently concluded that
compassion also included rejoicing at the happiness of others
He deferred to common usage by hmiting the meaning of
comnuseration to sorrow and distingushing 1t from compas-
sion which was a mode of jov as well as of sorrow

Envy (invidia, def 23) 15 the contrary of compassion and
15 defined as “hatred msofar as it affects & man so that he 1s
saddened at the happiness of another person, and on the other
hand, rejoices at the evil of another”™ (mmvidia est odium
quatenus homimem 1ta afficit ut ex alterius fehetate contris-
tetur ct contra ut ex alterius malo gaudeat) Envy then as &
mode of sorrow mav mvolve joy as well as sorrow  Spinoza’s
definition 15 1n general similar to that of Descattes, though
the latter docs not altogether condemn the passion Descartes
writes (On the Passions of the Soul, § 182) “What we usually
call cnvy 15 a vice which consists mm a perversion of nature
which causes certain people to be annoyed with the good
which they see coming to others, but I here use the word to
signify a passion which 15 not always vicious Envy then
msofar as 1t 1s a passion 15 a hind ot sadness, mmgled with
hatred, which proceeds from our seeing good coming to those
whom we consider unworthy ot 1t, and we cannot think this
with any reason excepting m 1elation to the good things of
fortune For as regards those of the soul, 1nasmuch as we
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possess them from birth, it is sufficient so far as worthiness
18 concerned that we have recerved them from God before be-
ing capable of committing any evil.” In lus definition Spinoza
also regards envy as a mode of hatred, but adds that 1t also
mvolves 1ejoicmg at another’s misfortune He avoids any
reference to the worth of the object, being simply concerned
with the efficient cause

We should 1ecall to mind 1n this connection Spinoza’s con-
ception of sympathy and antipathy previously mentioned
our scetion on the origim of inclination and aversion (chap v,
§7) There we noted that sympathy and antipathy were
regarded by Spinoza as accidental love and hatred A thing
may become an object of love or hatred simply because 1t
happens to be similar to an actual efficient cause of these
affects, even though the former object be 1 itself mcapable
of producing these affects iIn us Human sympathy and an-
tipathy toward external things reflect nothing but the power
of the imagmation to originate affects toward various acci-
dental objects There 1s no need to assume any hidden affimty
between man and the rest of nature (3-15 schol ) There1s a
real similarity only between mdividuals of the snme species,
other similarities a1e accidental and depend upon the former

Comnmnseration, compassion, and envy are the necessary
1esult of A community of nature between two persons and
should propetly be 1egarded as modes of sympathy and an-
tipathy 1f we pay attention to the Latin meaning of the terms,
namely, feching i harmony with or contrary to one another
Spmoza, however, was 1cacting against medieval occultism
and arbitrarilv narrowed the meaning of sympathia and an-
tipathia to denote accidental mchnation and aversion toward
some object incapable of sharing our affects The most one
can do 1s mmtate through compassion another’s sympathy
and antipathy toward some object Spinoza suggests this no-
tion 1 3-52 scholium “To wonder 1s opposed contempt
which 15 usually caused nevertheless by our being determimed
to wonder, love or fear towards some object because we see that
another person wonders at, loves or fears this same object,
or because at fi1st sight 1t appears like other objects at which
we wonder or which we love and fear ” The example of other
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people often affects an individual so that he feels reverence
or contempt, love or hatred for some object or group which
otherwise would not give rise to these affects in him

The affects most closely approximating sympathy and an-
tipathy in the sense of accidental love and hatred are favor
(favor) and indignation (indignatio) TFavor, Spinoza de-
fines (def 19) as “love towards those who have benefited
others” (amor ei1ga aliquem qui alter1 benefecit) Indigna-
tion (def 20) 1s “hatred towards those who have injured
others” (odium erga aliguem qui alter1 malefecit) The full
significance of these definitions becomes apparent 1f we bear
mm mind earlier propositions (3-22 schol , 3—27 corol 1)
which Spinoza had mm mind In 3-22 scholium he writes
“Love towards the person who has done good to another we
shall call favour [favor] whilst hatied towards him who has
done evil to another we shall call indignation [indignatio].
It 1s to be observed too that we not only feel pity for the
object we have loved, as we showed 1n prop 21, but also for
that to which we have been attached by no affect, provided
only we adjudge 1t to be Iike ourselves, and so we shall regard
with favour him who has done any good to the object which 1s
like us, and on the other hand, be indignant with him who has
done 1t any harm.” In ike manner he writes further on (3-27
corol 1) .“If we imagme that a person to whom we have been
moved by no affect, affects with joy a thing which 1s like us,
we shall therefore be affected with love towards him If on
the other hand, we imagine that he affects 1t with sorrow, we
shall be affected with hatred towards him

Fiom the above passages we gather that favor 1s love
toward an individual who has done good to another person,
indignation 1s hatred toward an individual who has done evil
to another person That 1s to say, the love or hatred 1s
felt not toward the person who 1s directly affected by joy or
sorrow but toward the individual who produced these affects
i another like ourselves One may say then that favor 1s
a kind of sympathetic or accidental compassion, just as -
dignation 1s an antipathctic compassion directed toward the
cause of the affects of joy and sorrow 1espectively Spinoza
himself suggests this comparison (def 24 explan) “These
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are affects of joy and sorrow which are attended by the idea
of an external object as their cause either of itself or acei-
dentally” (causa per se vel per accidens) Favor and indigna-
tion aie examples of accidental love and hatred.

In this connection we should also bear in mind Spimoza’s
conception of praise and blame In 3-29 & scholium he writes
“We shall endeavour to do everything which we imagine men
will look upon with joy and on the contrary we shall be averse
to doing anything to which we 1imagine men are averse [nos
1d omne ctiam agere conabimur quod homines cum laetitia
aspicere magmamur et contra 1d agere aversabimur quod
hommes aversar1 1maginamua ] Agamn the joy with
which we unagme another person’s action, the purpose of
which 1s to dehght us [nos delectarr], I call praise [laudam
voco] and the soirow with which we turn away from an
action of a contrary hind I call blame [vituperium voco] ”
In other words, we praise an action which we 1magine 1s to
be or has been done out of special consideration for our
pleasure, we blame an action which shows lack of such con-
sideration o1 a contrary disposition One praises things for
which he hins an melination and blames or criticizes those for
which he has an aversion [def. 8, 91 Properly speaking, we
do not praise or blame a person whom we favor or are in-
dignant with m Spimoza’s sense of the terms, because the
latter affects refer to benefits conferred on others 1ather than
on ourselhves (det 19,20) The egocentric reference 1n praise
and blame coiresponds to that found in Spinoza’s defimitions
of love and hatred (def 6 & 7) One may not praise or blame
a person o1 a thing for its own sake and without regard to
the consequences for us, unless indeed one entertains the 1l-
lusion of free will and the possibihty of repentance (def 27
explan )

Thus not only do men tend to imitate one another’s affects
through reciprocal love and hatred but they also tend to
regald themsclves as they think or find others regard them
This may be called reflexive or self-conscious imitation since
the individual mutates in himself the affects which he believes
others have o1 should have toward him when they praise or
blame him Examples of such affects are glory (gloria),
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shame (pudor), and fear of shame (verecundia) Glory (def
30; Short T'reatwse, I1, chap xu) 1s “joy accompanied with
the 1dea of some action of ours which we mmagine others to
praise’ (gloria est laetitia concomitante 1dea alicujus nostrae
actionis quam alios laudare imagmamur) So shame (pudor;
def 31) 1s “sorrow accompanied with the idea of some action
which we 1magine others to blame ” Fear of shame (metus
seu timor pudoris) (verecundia def 31 explan , 3-39 schol ,
bashfulness and modesty are not adequate t1anslations) aises
when a man 1s restramed from committing any disgraceful
act by the notion that others might blame 1t (def 41 ex-
plan ) Pusillanumty 1s an extreme form of verecundia

The significant point 1n all these affects 15 that the 1dea
which the individual has of himself 1s determined by the 1dea
or opinion which he imagines others have concerning lum,
he esteems himiself as he believes otheis do Gloty, shame, and
modesty are thus a kind of mediated self-satisfaction and
humility The difference between glory and shame on the one
hand, and compassion on the other, consists in the fact that
i the latter affect “‘the mmtation of affects” (affectuum
mutatio) determines our attitude to others whereas in the
former group the imitation determines ou1r attitude toward
ouiselves

Shame and verecundia or fear of shame, Spinoza 1emarks
(def 81 explan ), have no proper contrary m shamelessness
or impudence (1mpudentia) “which indeed *s not an affect,
as I shall show m the proper place ” In the Short T'reatise,
however, Spinoza like Descartes origmnally mncduded mmpu-
dentia as one of the affects “Shamelessness,” he there ex-
plamms (II, chap au), “is nothing else than a want or
shaking off of shame, not through reason, but either from
mnocence of shame, as 1s the case wrth duldren savages ete ,
or because having been held 1n great contempt, one goes now
to any length without regard for anything

Spinoza pomnts out later (4-58 schol ) that only glory
may be 1n accord with 1eason, shame or fear of shame 1s not
properly a virtue since 1t mvolves sorrow and consequently
madequate 1deas, though he grants that it 1s indirectly good.
“I will only add,” he remarks, “that pity, like shame, al-
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though 1t is not a virtue, 15 nevertheless good, insofar as it
shows that a desire of living uprightly 1s present in the man
who 15 possessed with shame, just as pamn is called good 1nso-
far as 1t shows that the injured part has not yet putrefied
A man therefore who 1s ashamed of what he has done, al-
though he 1s sorrowful 1s nevertheless more perfect than the
shameless man who has no desire of hiving uprightly ” Sim-
larly in the Short Treatise (II, chap xu) Spinoza counsels

“For glory and shame are not only of no advantage, because
of what we have observed 1n their defimtions, but also (inas-
much as they are based on self-love and on the opinion that
man 1s the fiist cause of his actions and therefore deserving
of praise and blame) they are pernicious and must be re-
Jected I will not however, say that one ought to hive
among men 1n the same way that one would live away from
them where glory and shame have no place, quite the con-
trary, I admit that we are not only free to utilize them when
we apply them m the service of mankind and for their amelio-
ration, but that we may even do so at the price of curtaihng
our own (otherwise perfect and legitinate) freedom.” In
saocial hfe, as distinct from the state of natuie, Spinoza rec-
ognized praise and blame and therefore glory and shame as
indispensable foirces for mamtaining peace and obedience of
the law He appreciated the regulative role of mmtation
through prawse and blame and gave 1t 1ts due place as one
of the dominant factors 1n social life

4 IMITATION OF AFFECTS OF DESIRE

WE now proceed to examine those affects due to mmitation
which are modes of desne Here as 1in dealing with imitation
of affects which are modes ot joy and sorrow, Spinoza dis-
tinguishes between the automatic tendency to mmitate and
selt-conscious imitation

Thus he defines emulation (aemulatio, def 33) as “the
desue which 1s begotten in us of a thing because we 1magine
that other persons have the same desire” (aemulatio est
alicujus rer cupiditas quae nobis ingeneratur ex eo quod alios
candem cupiditatem habere mmaginamur) By way of ex-
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planation he adds* “He who seeks flight because others seek
1t, he who fears because he sees others fear, or even he who
withdraws his hand and moves his body as 1f his hand were
burning because he sces that another person has burnt his
hand, such as they, I say, although they may indeed imitate
the affect of another, are not said to emulate 1t , not because
we have recognized one cause for emulation and another for
umtation but because 1t has been the custom to call that man
only emulous who 1mitates what we think honorable, useful
or pleasant” (vocemus acmulum qui 1d quod honestum, utile
vel jJucundum esse judicamus, imitatur). Here we see that
Spmoza distinguishes betw een automatic, reflexive imitation
wlich follows ymmediately upon the peiception of some ac-
tion such as fhght o1 the bodily contortions due to burning
of the hand, and the conscious mmtation of anothei’s de-
sires for the good Emulation involves a double wrmtation.
first, of the affect of an mdividual like ourselves, second, of
the particular object of desne which another seeks, a tend-
ency which gives 11se to envy

Thankfulness or giratitude (giatia seu gratitudo) 1s a
mode of love mvolving desue of imtation It 15 defined (def
34) as “‘the desuie o1 endeavour of love, with which we strive
to do good to others whe from an equal affect of love, have
done good to us” (giatio seu gratitudo est cupiditas seu
amotis studium quo et beneficeie conamui, qui 1 nos parn
amotis affectu beneficcum contulit) That :s to say, grati-
tude 1s a desne otiginating 1n love to 1eproduce n others an
affect of joy smmlar to that wlnch they have caused m us.
It 1s “reciprocal love” (reciprocus amor, 8—41 schol ) giving
rise to recipiocal desire to benefit (3-37, conatus benefi
ciend1) Gratitude 1s then a mode of joy as well as desire

Benevolence (benevolentia, det 55) also mvolves “the de-
sire of benefiting anothe1” but 1ts object differs fron that of
gratitude i that the former has for 1ts object someone we
pity without any regard to benefits conferred upon us Be-
nevolence 15 the cffort to destroy the cause of sorrow mn an-
other whom we percerve to be similar to oursclves (3-27
schol 2) Hence benevolence 1s a mixed mode of sorrow and
desire
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Vengeance (vindicta, def 87) 1s the opposite of gratitude,
smce 1t 15 “the desne by which we are mcrted through re-
ciprocal hatred to inflict harm upon him who by an equal
affect has inflicted some mjury upon us” (vindicta est cupi-
ditas qua ex reciproco odio concitamur ad malum inferendum
c1, qui nobis par affectu damnum ntulit)

Cruclty or savageness (erudehitas seu saevitia, def 38)
“15 the desire by winch a man 1s mecited to mjure anyone
whom we love or pity or who loves us” (3—41 schol 2)
C1uelty necessarily gives rise to indignation or hatred of him
who has mnjured those similar to ourselves whom we love or
pity (def 20) Indignation i turn gives rise to anger (ira,
def 36) “by which we are meited through hatied, to injure
those whom we hate” (3-89) Anger differs from vengeance
m that the latter atfect mvolves “the attempt to return the
evil inflicted on ourselves,” whereas the foimer (ange1) 1s
“the attempt to bring evil on those we hate” because they
have injuied others we love or pity (3—40 schol 2) Spinoza
does not mention the term for the contrary of anger, namely,
the desnie to benehit those whiom we love through favor (def
19)

Humaneness or politeness (humanitas seu modestia, def,
43) 15 also to be concenved as a mode of mmitation, sice 1t 1s
“the desnie of domg those things which please men and omit-
ting those which displease them” (cupiditas ea faciend: quae
hominibus placent et omittendi quae displicent) Huinanitas
cortesponds to the affect of gloria (def 80) which 1s the joy
resulting fiom some action wlhich we imagine others praise
Humaneness 15 the active desue to do those things which are
conducrve to glory for us There 1s no mention of a contrary
of modestin (3-29 schol ), 1t also appears to be an affeet for
which there 1s no term in common speech (def 48 explan )

At thus point I should refer the reader agam to the piob-
lem of aversion discussed 1 the previous chapter (chap v,
§ 8) Vengeance, anger, and c1uelty are all forms of aversion
which Spmoza desciibes as positive desires to mjure others
(cupiditas ad malum inferendum) and not as mere hindrances
to desue fc makes use of this conatus for destruction as of
it were a positive desire contiary to the desire of conferring
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benefit wnvolved wn gratitude and benevolence, but fails to
define aversion as a primary affect contrary to deswre or even
as & mode of desire

Of the affects discussed here, those which are modes of
desire and joy may be m accord with 1cason, while those
which mmvolve sorrow arc evil or contrary to reason Thus
emulation msofar as 1t involves mutation of the desire for
virtue or honestas 15 m accord with reason (4-37 schol 1)
Similarly humanitas may serve to unite men 1n friendship
and to that extent 1s good Insofai, however, as it 1s equivalent
to flattery (pracsentia parasitorum scu adulatorum) 1t 1s
cvil since 1t tends to foster pride (4-57) Giatitude may also
be m accord with reason, though 1t may be overdone, par-
ticularly among 1gnorant people (4-70) None but the truly
free show real gratitude (4-71) Benevolence insofar as it
mvolves pity o1 sorrow 1s not good, though on the whole 1t
1s a source of good for men living 1n the common social order
“We must add also,” Spinoza 1cmarks (4-50 schol ), “that a
man who 15 easily touched by the affect of pitv, and 1s moved
by the muscry or tears of another, often does something of
which he afterwaids repents, hoth beeause from an affect we
do nothing which we certamly know to be good and also be-
causc we a1e so casily decerved by false tears But this T say
expressly of the man who Ines necording to the guidance of
reason Foi he who 15 moved neither by reason nor pity to be
ot service to others 15 propeily called inhuman for he seems
to be unlike & man >

On the other hand, the affecls following from hatred or
anger, such as revenge and cruelty, are by nature evil “Ha-
tred,” we are told, “can never be good” (445, corol 1).
“Envy, mockery contempt, anger, revenge, and the other
affects which are 1clated to hatred or anise from 1it, are eval »
Instend he advocates a policy of padifieation, hatred and
anger are to be 1epaid by love and generosity (4-46 schol )

5§ EXCESSIVE AI'FECTS OF JOY AND SORROW

So far we have seen Spmoza attempted to define the affects
simply m terms of thenn proximate efficient cause and 1
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relation to the primary affects. We turn now to examme a
group of affects which have an a prior1 moral flavor, that 1s
to say, thev are defined at the outset as extremes of excess and
defect This imphes, 1t would appear, some 1deal or criterion
of the good mn 1clation to which these affects are judged, an
mmplication which 1s contiary to Spinoza’s avowed principle
that only effient causes are valid In the present section we
shall analyze those excessine affects which are modes of joy
and sor1ow, 1eserving the final section for modes of desire

Iixamples of these morahistic affects are overestimation
(existunatio) and underestimation (despectus), pride (su-
perbia) and despondency (abjectio), and pusillammity
Overestimation (det 21) o1 love-prejudice “consists 1n think-
g about anyone thiough love more than 1s 11ght” (de ahiquo
prac amore plus justo sentine) Underestimation or hate-
prejudice (despectus def 22) “conwists in feeling about any-
one through hate Iess than 1s 11¢hit” (de aliquo prae odio
minus Justo sentire) (sce also 3-26 schol ) The Englhsh
term prejudice covers both of Spinoza’s Latin terms, one 1s
said to be prejudiced in favor of o1 agammst others, when he
15 unduly 1influenced by the love or hate he bears them. Over-
and underestimation *‘are respectively effects or properties
of love o1 hatred” (effectus sive propiietas) (8—def 22
explan ) and so may also be defined as love and hatred n-
sofar as 1t affects a man so that he either thinks too much or
too little of some object

Underestunation o1 disparagement differs from contempt
m that the latter does not per se mnvolve any hate (def 5)
Despectus may theiefore be defined as contemptus joined
with hate Derision (iri1s10, def 11) seems to be a property
or cffect of despectus since once 1s said to find pleasure
magining despicable quahities in the object despised because
of hate In this wav one finds an unstable joy 1n the evils be-
fallimg the object causing hum pain (def 11 explan ).

We have seen that overestimation and underestimation
arc defined as extremes, one’s opinion 1s erther moie than 1s
night (plus justo) or less than 1s right (mimmus justo) This
seems to mmply that there may be affects of estimation which
are “just right” under the circumstances Spinoza does not
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provide us with such terms; favor (def 19) and indignation
(def 20) approximate this notion, though there 1s nothing
1n his definitions of existimatio and despectus to suggest that
there 1s anything accidental involved, or that the love and
hatred depend upon benefits to individuals other than oneself

The chief peculiarity of pride (superbia) and despondency
(sclf-despising, abjectio) as of self-satisfaction (acquies-
centia m se 1pso) and humility (humilitas def 26) 1s that
they are “affects which are attended by the 1dea of something
within us as the cause (quos 1dea 1¢1 mnternae comitatur tan-
quam causn) (3—def 24 explan ) Thus piide (superbia,
def 2B) Spmoza defines as “thinking more than 1s 11ght of
oneself through self-love” (de se piae amore sur plus justo
sentire) In 8-26 scholium the same notion 15 expressed n
more detall “When a man thinks too much of himself, this
magmation 1s called pride and 15 a kind of delirumn because
he drecams with his eyes open, that lie 15 able to do all those
things to which he attamns mm imagmation alone, 1egarding
them therefore as 1calities, and 1cjoicing m them so long as
he cannot imagine anything to exclude their existence and
Iimit his power of action Pride therefore 1s that joy which
arises from n man’s thinking too much of himself ” I’11de may
also be engendered from indiscriminate praise and glory
(def 30) which so disposes a man that he loves the presence
of flatterers who foster his pride (4-57) In brief, pride 1s
excessive self-love as distinet from self-satis{action (def 25)
which may be 1 accord with reason Just as overestimation s
an effect or property of love, so pride 15 an effcet of self-love
(def 28 explan)

Despondency (abjectio def 29) Spinoza defines hikewise
as “thinking less than 15 right of oneself through sorrow”
(de se prac tiistitia mmus justo sentire) It is to be noted
that 1 this defimtion he refers to sorrow rather than to
hatred because he mamtains that a thing by nature cannot be
contrary to itself or hate 1itself (3—pirops 4, 5) Hatred 1s
always due to and directed towaid an external cause Never-
theless he grants (det 28 explan) that an individual may
form too low an opinion of himself because he iriagines others
despise him This may come about through cxcess of fear of
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shame (verccundia [3-39 schol ], here described as “ex
nimio pudoris metu”) or through pusillammity So under-
stood pusillanimty (def 41) gives rise to despondency, just
as audacity gives rise to pride (def 40) As Spinoza puts 1t
(def 28 caplan ), “a man thinks too bittle of himself when
we see that from an excess of fear of shame he does not dare
to do what others who are his equals daic to do ” Agam de-
spondency may also arise when one underestimates his future
powers of attnining certainty or doing good and avoiding
sin In buief, despondency 15 excessive humility, just as pride
s excessive sclf-satisfaction The former affects, Spinoza
claims, are vely rare, since they are contrary to the natural
human tendency to affirm concerning oneself only what 1s
good and praised by others Indeed, he suggests, despond-
ency and humility ate all too frequently but a disguise for
pride and ambition (def 29 explan )

I'rom Spimora’s comparison of humlity and despondency
one nught mfer that the foomer affect mmvolves a just esti-
mate of onc’s inpotence and 1s therefore 1n accord with rea-
son DBut heie as 1n all enses of modes of sor1row, he maintains
that humility cannot by nature involve an adequate 1dea
(4-53), though the estimate of one’s umpotence be right
In this 1espect hie was opposed to Descartes who claimed that
humihity may be in direct accord with reason (On the Pas-
srons of the Soul, § 158)

11

6 EXCESSIVE AIFECTS OF DESIRE

Wz turn finally to examme that group of affects which Spi-
noza describes as mmoder ate modes of desne This group
mcludes ambition (ambitio), voluptuousness (luxuria),
drunhenness (ebiietas), avarice (avaritia), and lust (hibido).

Ambition (def 44) 1s the immoderate desire of glory
(mmodica gloriae cupiditas) This affect increases and
strengthens all the affects, due to man’s desire to win social
approral (def 4k explan ) Similarly voluptuousness (def
45) “15 the mmoderate desire or also love of good hiving”
(1mmoderatn convivandi cupiditas vel etiam amor) Drunk-
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enness, avarice, and lust are the immoderate desire and love
of drinking, riches, and women respectively (def 46—48).

These defimtions are exceptional in three ways First,
Spinoza mentions a specific object of desire whereas previ-
ously this was not done, secondly, they are all modes both of
desire and of love or joy (cupiditas vel etiam amor)—a fact
which 1s opposed to Spinoza’s rigid classification of the de-
rivative affects as modes of one or the other of the three pri-
mary ones, thurdly, in cach of the above definitions he uses
the terms excessive or immoderate (1mmodica, immoderata)
which do not occur n other defimtions, though equivalent
terms of excess (plus et minus justo) occur i some affects
of joy and soi1tow previously mentioned

The reason why Spinoza mentions love along with desire
m defining the above affects 1s made clear 1n his explanation
to the definition of lust (det 48) There we are told ““Abso-
lutely therefore these affects have reference not so much to
the acts themselves of eating and dimking as to the appetite
and love 1tself ” One 1s said to be ambitious, avaricrous, or
lustful, not only when he actively endeavors to satisfy his
desires but also and primanly because he loves them exees-
sively and allows them to occupy his mind (4—prop 44)

We must bear m mind, however, in considering these 1m-
moderate affects, that theie may also be a moderate desire
for the objects mentioned Thus modesty or humaneness (def
43) 15 a moderate desire of gloiy Ambition 15 but excessive
modestia Thus Spinoza explams mm 3-29 scholium  “This
effort to do some things and omit others, solely because we
wish to please men, 15 called ambition, espeaially if our desire
to please the common people 15 so strong that our actione
or omissions to act are accompanied with mjury to ourselves
or to others Othelwise this endeavour 15 usually called hu-
maneness >’ This mmmoderate desire for glory may also be
described as desire for vainglory (vana quae dicitur gloria)
(458 schol ) which he defines as ‘“‘self-satisfaction nourished
by notlung but the good opmmon of the multitude” This
opmnion of the many 1s very fickle being based on confused
and often false notions. The desire for glory may, however,
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be good and moderate insofar as 1t originates from a desire to
please those whom we praise for their honorableness or virtue
and 1s then akin to piety (pietas) (4—append 25)

In the case of lust (libido) there 1s no special term to de-
note a moderate Jove of sexual intercourse ‘““This desire of
mtercourse,” Spinoza 1emarks (def 48 explan ), “is usually
called lust, whether 1t be moderate or not” (sive haec coeundi
cupuditas moderata sit sive non sit, libido appellari solet)
Later on he exphiaitly distinguishes between “meretricious
love” (amor meretricious, 4—append 19) and matrimony
The former “nrises from mere external form, easily passes
mnto hatied, unless, which 15 worse, 1t becomes a species of
dehirium ** On the other hand, matiimony (4—append 20)
1y “mn accord with reason 1f the desire of corporeal umon
[miseendi corpora] 1s engendered not merely by external
form but by a love of begettmg children and wisely educating
them, and if 1n addrtion the love both of the husband and
wife has for 1ts cause not external form merely but chiefly
hberty of mind

Thete are no teims likewise to denote o moderate desire of
good living, diinking, and riches, though Spinoza acknowl-
edges then proper value (4-append 27) Hobbes i his
Leviathan (I, chap ‘1) also notes this peculiarity and offers
as his explanation the unceasing economic struggle “Covet-
ousness,” he remarks, “15 a name used always mn signification
of blame because men contending for them are displeased
with one another’s mttaiming them, though the desire 1n tself
15 to be blamed or allowed according to the means by which
those 1iches are sought ™ Sumlarly ambition which 1s “the
desuie of office o1 precedencee,” 15 “a name used also 1 the
woist sense, for the reason befoie mentioned

As observed 1n the previous section, the notion that some
affects are mmoderate o1 excessin e miplies some norm or 1dea
of the good other than the affects themselves 1n 1elation to
which they aie judged to be immoderate (chap 1, § 7, chap.
1, §4) An aftect ot joyv, sor1ow, o1 desite when defined
sinply by its efficient eause can be neither excessive nor defec-
tive The conclusion secems to be inevitable that Spinoza 1m-
pheitly introduced the notion of a final cause though ex-
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plicitly he was opposed to the idea He has, as shall be shown
at length later, an 1deal of human perfection in relation to
wlich all the affects are yjudged to be good or evil and some
are considerced as ummoderate This conception of the affects
as conformimng more or less to the ideal of human perfection
conflicts with his imitial avowal that he would treat the affects
Just as 1f he weie considering lmes, planes, or bodies (3-
mtroduction)



VII
THE CONTRARY AFFECTS

1 NATURAL CONTRARY ATFECTS

N owr analysis of the derivative affects we have seen that
Spmorsa attempts to group the affects into pairs of con-
tranies o1 opposites o far as that 1s possible We are

now prepated to examine more carefully just what he means
by contraiy aftects and how his doctiime compares with the
traditional Scholastic teaching Why, for example, do some
affects hiave contraries while others have none? How does
Spinosa’s conception of the contraries compare with his vari-
ous mplicit and expheit views on the nature and functions
of the affects 1n general” The answer I shall try to give 1s
that Spmosa has not one but several distinet notions as to
the meaning and function of the contiary affeets, although
he does not stress them all equally

We liave scen m our section on the classification of the
denivative afteets (chap v, § 1) that Spinoza divides these
affects mto two mnm groups, namely, those dealing with
modes of joy and sor1ow, and those which are modes of desne
Affects of joy and soniow mie contiaay by nature because
the ultinade practical effeets on the constitution of the indi-
vidual are contiary (chap 1, § 4) Affects of joy are modes
of t1ansition to a grenter state of perfection or power , affects
of sorrow a1e modes of tiansition to a lesser state of perfec-
tion o1 bemg

An affect 15 then said to bhe contiary to human nature n-
sofar as 1ts effects are hinrmful to man, 1t 15 1n agreement
with human natuie msofar as 1its effects are beneficial (see
also chap n, § 2), (4--31) Smularly one affect 1s contrary
to another msofar as the presence of one excludes or destroys
the existence of the other (5—ax 1) That 1s to say, contrary
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affects are not merely logical opposites, they are also cfficient
forces opposed to one another

Spinoza’s conception of contrary affects appears to be
dependent upon his Cartesian mechanical physiecs In lis
analysis of the Principles of Cartesian Philosophy he speaks
(2-ax 19) of bodies having contrary motions (corpora quae
contrarios habent motus) when they are forced to undergo
some variation upon meeting Contiary motions are those
which repel one another and hence hinder one another from
contimuing otherwise indefinitely 1n the same state (Principles
of Cartesian Philosophy, 2-14 corol , 2~ax 18,2-19) This
conception of contia1y motions was carried over to the theory
of contrary emotions or affects Emotions or affects are saud
to be contiary when they mie mutually exclusive and deter-
mne the mdnvidual m contiary duections Ths, as we sce
from Hobbes, 15 the reason why the Giceks and Scholasties
origmally regnided appetite and aversion as contiaries,
though Spinoza failed to appreciate this point and, follow-
mg Descartes mstead, mncluded aversion as a mode of desire
(see chap 1, § 1, «ce also chap v, §8)

The question now aiises, can affects of joy or sorrow be
contrary to affects of desne? Spinoza’s answer 15 that affects
of desire mav be contiary to affecls of sorrow, but not to
affects of jov (3-37) Desne as the essence of man is op-
posed to sortow which by defimition decrenses human power
But joy incicases human power and hence is 1n accord neces-
sarilly with man’s natural desne to preserve himselt (3-9)
Hence cach person by nature endeavors to foster the affects
of pleasure and to possess and preserve the objects which
promote them On the other hand, he secks to avoud affects of
pam and to destioy the objects which produce them As
Spmnoza puts 1t “The miud endeavours as much as possible
to 1magine those things which 1ncrease or assist the body’s
power of action [3-12] Whenever the mind mmagines
those things wlhich lesscn or lumit the body’s power of action
it endeavours as much as possible to recollect what excludes
the existence of those things [3-13, ~0o 3-25, 26]

We endeavour to bring into existence evervtlung which we
immagimne conduces to joy and to remove or destioy every-
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thing opposed to 1t, or which we 1magmne conduces to sor-
row ”’

Because individuals experience contrary affects of joy
and sorrow they too become contrary to one another in the
sense that they are opposed to cach other (4-30, 32) But
in the case of individuals their opposition or antagonism 1s
shown by the fact that they have similar negative affects,
cg peisons who hate one another ure mutually contrary
This mav come about mm two ways first, a person may begin
by loving somcone who hates him and as a result the hatred
may destroy the love so that they become more intense ene-
mies (3-38) Second, one may experience no previous love
at all and merely 1eciprocate the hatred obseived 1n another
(3—40) Somctimes, however, one tends to love another who
shows Inm love (83-41) Or agaimn, where onc person shows
love and another hate, the love may prevail and destroy the
hate and render the two m agreement (8-43) Such hatred
overcome by love passes mto gieater love Sometimes, no
change at all 15 biought about and the individual may con-
tmue to hate the one who loves him and eruelty 15 the result
(8—41 schol 2) Iinally, the affeets of love and hatred may
exist together and then one undergoes a wavering of mind
(8-17 schol , 3-51 corol , 3-56) The laws goverming these
various reactions to one and the same object are not men-
tioned

I'mally, 1t should be noted that a thing which 1s the cause
ot joy when 1t 15 1egarded as present 1s the cause of soriow
when 1t 15 1magined as absent Thus one and the same thing
15 the cause of contiary affects by its presence or absence.
In such“nstances, the sorrow 1s an effect or consequence of
the love one has toward the object On the other hand, he
who hates a thing will rejoice at 1ts absence or destiuction,
and hence joy 1s then the effect of hatied In Spinoza’s words
(3-19) “He will be saddened who 1magines that which he
loves to be destioved, if he unagines 1t to be preserved he
will be rejoiced He will be rejoiced who nnagines what
le hates to be destioyed” (3-20)

Sumlaily 1t may happen that affects which are contrary
modes of joy and soirow are due to desire for one and the
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same object The desire for some good also includes aversion
from the contrary evil, which 1s absence of the good Hence
the sorrow which arises from negation of the good 1s due to
desire for the good The 1dentity of the object of desire thus
serves to unite passions which in themselves are natural con-
traries This Spinoza explains 1n the note to his definition of
despondency (abjectio-def 29 explan ) “We are neverthe-
less often in the habit of opposing humility to pride but only
when we attend to ther effects 1ather than to therr nature.
For we ai1e accustomed to call a man proud who boasts too
much who talks about nothing but his own virtues and other
people’s vices, who wishes to be preferied to everybody else
and who marches along with the statcliness and pomp which
belong to others whose position 1s far above lnm On the other
hand, we call a man humble who often blushes, who confesses
his faults and talks about the virtues of others, who yields to
everyone, who walks with bended head and who neglects to
adorn himself These affeets, humility and despondency, are
very rare, for human nature considered 1n itself, struggles
against them as much as 1t can and hence those who have the
most credit for being abject and liamble are generally the
most ambitious and envious ”’

Considered 1n then effects on human power, pride and
excessive humility or despondency are contraries But in re-
lation to a particular individual they may both be due to the
same cause Pride 15 due to ambrition, to an excessive desire
for praise, and despondency or excessive humility may be the
sorrow due to the failure to obtam such piaise as 15 desired
Hence 1t may be that in many mstances “those who are most
believed to be abject and humble, are generally the most
ambitious and envious” The character of Uriah Heep 1n
Charles Dickeny’ story of David Copperficld 15 a good ex-
ample of the type of man to which Spmoza alludes An ex-
cess of sorrow 1s usually due to an unfulfilled desire or 1n
modern terrminology, repression, which nevertheless persists
and occupies the mind, however different the actions of the
individual appear to be We can say that though despond-
ency 1s the contrary of pride, 1t 1s frequently also a result
or consequence of the latter.
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2 ACCIDENTAL CAUSES OF CONTRARY AFFECTS

The Changing Disposition of the Body

AvrTHovcH the nature of an affect of joy, sorrow, or desire
remains constant, the objects which produce them vary. This
15 due to the fact that the constitution or disposition of the
human body varies in different mdividuals or 1n one and the
same mndinidual at different times Thus Spinoza writes (83—
51) “Different men may be affected by one and the same
object in different ways and the same man may be affected by
one and the same object 1n different ways at different times
o1 example (8-59 schol ), food may be a source of pleasure
when one 1s hungi1y but when the appetite 1s satisfied 1t pro-
duces loathing or disgust (fastidium et taedium) Similarly
the health or disease of the body will determine whether a
given object produces joy o1 soriow, desire or aversion

The Changing Disposition of the Mind

Once the mind ceases to wonder at the novelty of an ob-
Ject, 1t ceases to feel pleasure 1 the presence of that object
This often gives rise to the contrary fecling of contempt and
aversion, so that the mind thinks of the defects of the thing
and not of 1ts positive qualities In Spinoza’s words (8-52
schol ) . “But 1f the presence of the object or a more careful
contemplation of it should compel us to deny that there
exists 1in 1t any cause for wonder, love, fear ete, then from
its presence atself the mind remams determined to thank
1ather of those things wluch are not 1 1t, than of those which
are m 1t, although fiom the presence of an object the mind
18 accustomed to think cluefly about what 1s 1n the object.”

Affects Due to the Association of Images

It may happen that an object which 1s not itself an effi-
cient cause of joy or sorrow may nevertheless give rise to such
an affect in the mind because 1t happens to be mmagined m
conjyunction with an object which 1s an efficient cause In this
way 1t comes about that “anything may be accidentally the
cnuse of oy, sorrow or desire (3-15) The fact that we
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have contemplated a thing with an affect of joy or sorrow
of which 1t 1s not the efficient cause, 15 a sufficient reason for
bemng able to love or hate 1t (8-15 corol.). In fact, a per-
son may even feel sympathy or antipathy toward an object
because of 1ts accidental similarity to some object which af-
fects him with soirow or joy, though the two objects may
never even have been perceived together (3-15 schol ) (83—
16) On the same principle “anything may be accidentally
the cause of hope and fear (8-50 schol ),” a fact which ac-
counts for the notion of good and evil omens among other
superstitions So too vacillation of mind (animi fluctuatio)
1s due to the fact that an object which 1s usually the cause
of sorrow 1s accidentally simlar to another object which 1s a
cnuse of joy, and so the individual both loves and hates the
object (3-17) This wavering of mind may also be due to
the fact that another person hates what one loves (3-31)

3 CONTRARY AFFECTS DUE TO IMITATION

Tais bimgs us agam to the topie of the mmtation of the
affects Indirviduals, we have seen, tend to inntate the affects
of others simply because they regard one another as sinular
in nature (3-27) Not only do people tend automatically to
mmitate one another’s affects, but they actually endeavor to
influence others to feel as they do toward themselves and
external things (3-31 cool , 3-33) This ambition fre-
quently produces a contrary result

For example, the desire for mmtation 15 hindered in case
the object loved can be possessed by one only Under such
circumstances the desne to be like otheis leads to envy and
mutual contrariness (4-34 schol ) On the other hand, 1f
we sce someone who lacks the necessities which we believe he
should have to support Life, then this desire for similarity
gives rise to pity (832, sec also chap 1v, § 4) The principle
involved 1s the same as that discussed 1 a preceding section
(chap vu, § 1), namely, that one and the same object gives
rise to contrary affects because of 1ts presence or absence In
the case of 1mitation, envy, which 1s a mode of sorrow, arses
when one imagines himself to be deprived of a good which he
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desires and might otherwise have ‘“For we suppose Peter to
have an idea of a beloved object which he now possesses and
Paul on the other hand, to have an 1dea of a beloved object
which he has lost” (4-34 schol ) This envy becomes jealousy
(zeloty p1a) when the beloved object shows greater favor or
love toward another, particularly in the relations between
members of the opposite (and all too frequently contrary)
sexes (3-33 schol ) In like manner, pity arises from sym-
pathy with someone whom we desire to have the thing he
lacks, particulaily when lus possession does not exclude us
from having the same It 1 then, as Spinoza notes, from the
same property of human nature that people are envious and
compassionate (3-82 schol |, chap 1v, § 4)

A person may mitate another’s undeserved hatred of him
and then they become mutually contraiy (3-40) Reci-
procity of hatied leads to vengcance (3-40 schol 2) This
mtation of contraiy affects may also be due to an indirect
cause, e g ‘‘if an individual imagines another person similar
to himself to be affected with hatred towaids a thing similar
to lnmself which he loves, he will hate that other person™ (3—
45, 8—def 20)

Because of the power of association of the imagination
a peison may accidentally feel contrary to and seek to m-
Jure not only the one individual whose hatred he recipio-
cates, but also all the other members of his group, class, or
race “If anyone has been affected with joy or sorrow by an-
other person of a cluss or nation different from his own ac-
companied by the idea of that person under the general name
of that class or nation [sub nomine universal classis vel na-
tionis] he will love or hate not only that peison, but all of
that class o1 nation” (8-46) Here, 1t appears, Spinoza the
Jew as well as socinl psychologist speaks

4 THE PASSIONS OF DESIRE AND THE CONTRARY
POWERS OF THE INTELLECT

Desmes which spiing from the contrairy affects of joy and
sor1ow mvolve contrary efforts If the desire springs from
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joy, the individual makes positive efforts to preserve and
possess the object , 1f the desire springs from sorrow he makes
negative efforts to remove or destroy that particular thing
But, according to Spinoza, the affect of desire 1tself has no
contrary, even though the efforts result in contrary conse-
quences Desire itself 15 always something positive, mvolving
the very essence of man since nothing can be self-contrary
(chap 1v, § 3) In place of the t1aditional opposition between
desnne and aveision, Spinoza substitutes inclination and aver-
ston which are accidental modes of “joy and sorrow” (3-def
8, 9 chap v, §§ 7, 8) Inasmuch as the primary affect of de-
sire has no contiary, theie can be no deinvative affects of
desire which have contiaries

In opposition to the modes of desire, Spinoza mtroduces
the stiength of the mtellect iteelf In other words, desne
and the imagmation on the one hand, and the intellect on the
other, are conceived as contiaries—as Spmoza had previ-
ously done 1 speaking of the will (2-48) Thus we find he
writes (3-56 schol ) “Amongst the different kinds of affects
which must be very great m number, the most remarkable
are voluptuousness, diunkenness, lust, avarice and ambi-
tion, which are nothing but notions of love or desire, which
explain the nature of this o1 that affect through the objects
to which they are 1elated It 1s to he observed that these
affects 1nsofar as we distmguish them by the object alone
to which they aie related have no contraries Ifor temperance,
sobriety and chastity which we are in the habit of opposing
to voluptuousness, diunhenness and Tust, we oot affects o3
passions but meirely indicate the power of the mind which
1t ams these affects” (affectus seu passiones non sunt sed
anmmi mdicant potentiam quae los affectus moderatur)

In 3-59 scholium, Spinoza elaborates this pomnt further.
“All the actions which follow from the affects wlich are re-
lated to the mind msofar as it tlinks I asciibe to fortitude
[fortitudo] which T diade mto strength of mind [animosi-
tas] and generosity [gencrositas] By strength of mind [am-
mositas] I mean the desne [cupiditatem] by which each
person endeavours from the dictates of reason nlone [ex solo
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rationis dictamme conatur] to preserve his own being [suam
esse conservarc] By generosity [generositas] I mean the
desire by which from the dictates of reason alone each person
endeavours to help other people and to join them to him in
friendship Those actions therefore which have for their aim
the advantage only of the doer, I ascribe to strength of
mind whilst those which aim at the advantage of others, I
ascribe to generosity Temperance, therefore, sobriety and
presence of mind 1in danger are species of strength of mind
[temperantia 1gitur, sobiietas, et animt 1n periculis prae-
sentin amimositatis sunt species] whilst humaneness [modes-
tia] and merey [clementia] are species of gencrosity ”

From both scholia we gather that temperance, sobriety,
and chastity as well as presence of mind 1in danger, modestia,
and mercy are modes of reason which restrain the corre-
sponding affects to which they are opposed, though these
powers of 1cason are not themselves affects or passions The
reader will note the contradiction m the last statement con-
cerning the affeet of modestia (def 43) which we previously
discussed as one of the affects and found to be a moderate
desire for gloav (chap vi, § 6) But aside from this difficulty,
it 15 obvious that Spmosza 1cgards these intellectual de-
snes as contrary to the desires which are passions Rather
than adit that theic may be contrary affects of desire, he
prefers to say that the desires origmating in the ntellect
1estraim and exclude the corresponding affects or passions of
desire, even though properly speaking, the actions of the in-
telleet may not be said to be the contraries of the passions
from wluch they differ in kind

In truth, Spmoza’s theory of the affects mvolves two kinds
of conttarnies Ihirst, thete are the modes of joy and sorrow
which ame natural contiary affects because of their contrary
cffects on the power or perfection of the mmdividual Second,
there are two contrary kinds of desire, namely, the desire of
the mtelleet and that of the body and the imagimmation The
affections of reason aie actions, those of the corporeal 1m-
agmntion are passions The two powers of the mind are 1n

conflict (see chap 1, §§ 5, 6,9) (also chap v, § 8)
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5 SPINOZA AND THE SCHOLASTICS ON
CONTRARY ATFFECTS

W= noted at the beginning of the previous section that for
Spinoza desite has no proper contrary and hence that there
can be no dernative affects of desire which have essential
contraries The desire for some object also 1ncludes the effort
to remove or destroy anytlung which hinders the satisfac-
tion of this desire (see chap. v, § 8). It w really one and the
same affect with contrary objects and actions The true con-
trary of an affect of desire 15 an affect of soirow and not an
opposing mode of aveision

In this respect, Spmoza differs from the Scholastics (and
Hobbes) who regaid aversion as the contrary of desire This
accounts for the fact that the Scholastics have a tiiple clas-
sification of the modes of desie, namely, the extremes of
excess and defect and the 1deal mean, ¢ g, the contrary of
voluptuousness o1 mtemperance 1s asceticism or msensibility
and the mean 15 tempeiance Similarly, 1ashness 15 opposed
to cowardice and courage 15 the mean In each nstance we
have the extremnes of desue and aversion harmonized by
moderate desire for the good

When we turn to Spinoza on the other hand, we notice an
almost complete absence of contrary affects of desne There
1s only one instance where he even approaches the Aristotelian
classification , namely, 1n Ins defimitions of audacity (audacia)
and pusillanimity (def 40, 41) (3-51 schol ) A man 1s au-
dacious or mtrepid (intrepidus) when he does not fear the
things his equals do, he 1s pusillanimous when he 15 1estrained
by fear of danger which his equals dare to meet These affects
are extremes of desire and aversion 1n the Aristotelian sense
and hence really contrary desires, of which courage or pres-
ence of mind in danger (anmm n periculis praesentia) 1s the
mean But Spinoza will not grant tlus, and hastens to explain
(3—def 41 explan ) that pusillanimty 15 a mode of fear which
1s not to be ascribed to the affects of desire “I wish notwith-
standing to explamn 1t here,”” he adds, “because 1mnsofar as we
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attend to desire, pusillanimity 1s the true opposite of the
affect of audacity [quia quatenus ad cupiditatem attendimus
affectu1 audacine 1evera oppomtur] ” In other words, any
mode of aversion 15 properly a mode of sorrow and not of
desire, though out of deference to custom and language
Spinoza 1s willing to classify 1t among the modes of desire
(sec also definttion of desiderrum, def. 32) This, as said, 1s
the only mstance where he mtroduces a contrary extreme
of desire, though as I shall soon show he does give examples
of extrenes of joy and sorrow As regards ambition which 1s
an cxtreme desire for glory, he does mention modestia which
may be a moderate destie for glory, but he does not indicate
the contra1y extreme to denote lack of ambition In all other
mstances, he mentions only oue extreme of desire as i the
definitions of voluptuousness, drunkenness, avarice, and lust
and opposes to the latter affects the corresponding virtues
o1 powers of reason That 15 to say, he opposes an extreme
to a mean

It 15 notewor thy that Spinoza does designate contrary ex-
treme affects of joy and sorrow, since the latter are natural
or essential contiaries Thus he cites pride and despondency
(def 28, 29), and overestimation and underestimation (def
21, 22) Seclt-satisfaction (def 25) may be considered a
mean between the two former extiemes Thus we see that
msofar as he deals with dernvative affects of joy and sorrow,
he 15 able when he chooses to tollow the Scholastic method of
classification mto logicnl negates or opposites Most of the
deinvative affects are, howevel, classified by him sunply as
pairs of opposites without any reference to the extremes of
excess and defect, as for example, confidence and despair, re-
Joreing and remoise, envy and compassion, glory and shame,
sympathy and antipathy In all the latter instances, the
affects ot joy and sorrow are logical opposites or negations
as well as natmal, eficient contiaries

As may be seen fiom our discussion on “The nature of
the soul and the o11gin of the affects” (chap 1, § 9 1n par-
ticular) Spmnoza’s conception of human nature 1s largely
Stoic and this accounts fo1 the differences between his theory
of the affects and that of the Scholastics As noted 1n the pre-
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vious section (§ 4) Spinoza opposes the active power of
reason to the passive power of the mnagmation, whereas ac-
cording to the Scholastics there 1s no such conflict For Spi-
noza the intellect 1s contrary to the passions, not m the
formal sense of being their negation or logieal opposite, but
in the practical dynamic sense of being a contrary power
capable of controlling and rvestraining the passions As he
sees 1t, there ws a conflict of forces in the human soul similar
to that wn the physical world The passions are the natural
result of the forces of nature of which man 1s a part Human
reason also 1s & mode of natuial or divine activity and strives
to assert itself in opposition to the passions If proper care
be taken, victory 15 mevitably with the intellect, even though
man as part of nature must necessarilly be subject to some
passions (4—4)

According to the Scholastics, on the other hand, one and
the same affect may be either a virtue or passion depending
on whether 1t 15 guided by the practical mmtellect or the im-
agmation The rational part of the soul cooperates with and
contiols the lower, irrational functions of the soul and there
15 no necessary conflict between them But Spinoza, who, like
Descartes and the Stoics, identified the active soul with rea-
son, regarded the efforts of the intellect as by nature opposed
to those of the passions All the virtues therefore originated
m the mtellect and all the passions i the imagmation An
affcct which oiiginated in the imagmmation was necessarily
either evil as all the afteets of soriow, or else an extreme
of some modes of jov o1 desue Insofar ns a desnne was mod-
erate and mvolved an adequate iden, 1t originated 1n the
mtellect and was not to be considered an affect or passion at
all

In secking rcemedies {or the control of the affects, Spi-
noza later acknowledged that one and the same affect may be
united to adequate as well as madequaie ideas (see chap 1,
§7,8,9) Had he 1calized the full implhication of his admas-
s1on he would have redefined the intellectual virtues or modes
of desire, such as temperance and courage, as affects guided
by reason instead of as powers of the iutellect distinet from
the passions
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6 ACCIDENTAL CONTRARY AFFECTS OF DESIRE

WE see then that Spinoza, unlike the Scholastics, denies that
there can be affects of desire which are essentially contrary.
He does grant, however, that affects of desire may be con-
trary to one another accidentally, that 1s, insofar as the ob-
jects of the various desnes are mutually exclusive Strangely
enough, this 1 the basis of Spinoza’s only formal definition
of contrary affects (4—def 5) where he states “By contrary
affects T understand m the following pages those which, al-
though they may be of the same kird, draw a man 1n different
directions, such as voluptuousness and avarice which are
both species of love and are not contrary to one another by
nature but only by accident [per contrarios affectus 1n seqq
intelligam eos qui hommem diversum trahunt, quamvis ejus-
dem sint generis, ut luxuries et avantia, quac amoris sunt
species, nec natura sed per accidens sunt contrarn] » Voluptu-
ousness and axance, the immoderate desire for good living and
riches, are contrary extrinsically or by accrdent only, since
thev are both modes of desire, as distinguished from love
and hatred which are natural contraries Avarice 1s opposed
to voluptuousness beecause an excessive desire for wealth may
restiain one from spendmng 1t nnd “having a good time,”
although essentially the desire for riches 1s quite compatible
with the desire for good iving

It 15 mstructive to note in this connection that what Spi-
noza considers contraries by accident would not be regarded
as such by the Scholastics The Aristotelian contraries refer
to one and the same hind of object by way of cxcess and de-
fect Affects which depend on different objects are incom-
parable, they may conflict with one another but may not
be said to be contiaries o1 logical opposites Spinoza, on the
other hand, regards affects as contrary by accident because
they are or happen to be mutually exclusive, even though
thewr ohjects differ 1n kind

Spmoza’s doctrine that affects similar 1n nature may yet
prove to be contrary by accident 1s illustrated at length 1n
the following passage (3—def 48 explan ) “Even supposing
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that an avaricious, ambitious, or timud man refrains from
an excess of eating, drinhing or sexual intercourse—avarice,
ambition and fear are not therefore the opposites of voluptu-
ousness, drunkenness or lust. For the avaricious man gener-
ally desires to swallow as much meat and drink as he can,
provided only 1t belongs to another person The ambitious
man too, 1f he hopes he can keep 1t a secret, will restram him-
self in nothing, and 1if he lives among drunkards and hber-
tines, will be more mclined to their vices, just because he 1s
ambitious The timid man too does what he does not will and
although 1 order to avoid death, he may throw his riches
mto the sca, he remains avaricious, nor does the lascivious
man cease to be lascivious because he 1s sorry that he cannot
gratify his desire ”

Thus we see that due to the aceidents of circumstance
and dominant desire, one passion or desire may temporarily
exclude another, even though by nature they are not at all
opposcd to one another Spinoza gives the same example here
as cited 1n his defimtion of contrarv affects, namely, the case
of an avaricious man reframmg fiom sclf-indulgence Con-
trary affects are those which exclude or destroy one another
and this may be due to nature o1 acadent In the case of the
affects of desire there can be only acadentally contrary af-
feets, since desire has no essentual contrary



VIII

THE CONTROL OF THE PASSIONS

1 SPINOZA'S CRITICISM OF DESCARTES ON THE
CONTROL OF THE PASSIONS

PINOZA turns to the problem of the contiol of the af-
S fects in the fifth book of the Ethics where he deals with
the power of the ntellect and human hiberty In his
preface to the fifth book he exammes cnitically Descartes’s
theory of the control of the passions and indicates the general
tendency of lis own position We shall try to show m the course
of this chapter that Spimoza 1s gieatly indebted to Descartes’s
teaching which he so disparages, though he does mntioduce
some original 1deas of his own

Spimoza criticizes the Stoies and Descartes who followed
them for maintaining that the control of the passions depends
absolutely on the human will “The Stoics,” he remarks,
“thought that the affects depend absolutely on our will and
that we a1c absolute masters over them, but they were driven
by the contradictions of experienee, though not by their own
principles to confess that not a little practice and study are
required 1n order to restrain and govern the affects To
the Stoical opmion Descartes much mchnes ”

Then follows a restatement of Descartes’s theory that the
pineal gland 1s the seat of the soul whereby the latter governs
the movements of the animal spirits by the mere excrcise of
will To each volition there 1s said to correspond a certain
motion of the gland “Itom this he concludes that there 1s
no mimd so feeble that it cannot, when properly directed ac-
quue absolute power over 1ts passions, provided only
we determine our will by fixed and firm decisions by which we
desire to dunect our actions and bind with these decisions the
movements of the passions we wish to have ”

Spmoza cannot refrain from expressmg his astonishment
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that Descartes who professed to deduce nothing except from
clear and distinct 1deas should yet have submitted the hy-
pothesis of the pincal gland, “a hypothesis more occult than
any occult quality” of the Schoolmen Descartes’s rigid sepa-
ration of the mind from the body forced him to assume with-
out evidence this connecting link and finally he had to have
recourse to the mfinite power of God to join together what
he 1 h1s theory had separated

On his own account, Spmoza concludes that simce body
and mind differ totally in kind—a Cartesian postulate—
theie can be no interaction between them ‘‘Since,” he writes,
“there 1s no relation hetween the will and motion, so there
15 no comparison between the power or strength of the body
and that of the mind and consequently the strength of the
body can never be determined by the strength of the mind”
(cum nulla detur ratio voluntatis ad motum, nulla etiam
datur comparatio inter mentis et corporis potentiam seu
vires et consequenter hujus vires nequaquam viribus 1lhus
determinar: possunt)

Spinoza’s conclusion that there 1s no interaction between
body and mind does not, however, mean that the mind has no
control over the corporeal passions The mind, he acknowl-
edges, has a limited control over the passions, though not an
absolute one All he insists upon 15 that the remedies pro-
posed for the control of the affects should follow from the
necessary laws of the mmd The mind’s control of the pas-
s1ons 1s subject to universal, necessary laws and 1s not the
result of a f1ee will arbitrarily and mysteriously intervening
upon the actions of the body Spinoza’s ciiticism 1s based
upon Jus geneial theory discussed at the begmning of thrs
work (chap 1, § 9), namely, that the soul as well as the body
1s an automaton lacking freedom of will and subject to neces-
sary laws of thought, just as the body 15 a mechanism deter-
mined by the laws of extension and motion

2 THE STRENGTH OF THE PASSIONS

I~ place of the Cartesian theory of the interaction of body
and mind Spinoza mtroduced the original theory that body
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and mind are 1dentical though conceived under different at-
tributes (see chap 1, § 9). The mind 1s nothing but the 1dea
of 1ts body (2-13)—not the form of 1ts body as the Scho-
lastics held In his theory of the passions Spinoza tended to
regard the mind as the passive reflector of the affections of
1ts body (2-23), the mind as well as the body became com-
pletely passive to external forces. This accounts for Spi-
noza’s position on the problem of the strength of the affects

We have spoken of affects contrary by nature destroying,
restraining, or prevailling over one another The question
now occurs, how 1s 1t possible for one affect to exclude an-
other? What 1s the cause which renders one affect stronger
than another? Spinoza’s answer 1s that the strength of an
affect depends on the imcrease or decrease 1n the power of the
body which 1t aflirms An affect which affirms a greater per-
fection of its body restrains or destroys the weaker affect.
Thus he writes (47 demon ) “An affect insofar as 1t 1s re-
lated to the mind 1s an 1dea by which the mind affirms a
greater or lesser power of existence for its body than the
body possessed before. When therefore the mind 1s agitated
by an affect, the body 1s at the same time affected with an
affection by which 1ts power of action 1s increased or dimin-
1shed Agamn this affection of the budy receives from 1ts own
cause a power to persevere 1n 1ts own being, a power there-
fore which cannot be restrained nor removed unless by a
bodily cause affecting the body with an affection contrary to
the first and stronger than 1t Thus the mind 15 affected by
the 1dea of an affection stionger than the former and con-
trary to it And this stronger affect will exclude the
existence of the other or remove 1t ” In the corollary to the
above demonstration he continues “An affect msofar as it
1s related to the mind cannot be 1estrained nor removed un-
less by the 1dea of a bodily affection opposed to that which
we suffer and stronger than 1t For the affect which we suf-
fer cannot be restrained nor removed unless by an opposed
and stronger affect; that 1s to say, 1t cannot be removed un-
less by the 1dea of a bodily affection stronger than that which
affects us and opposed to 1t

According to this doctrine 1t follows that an affect of joy
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is by nature stronger than an affect of sorrow, since by defi-
nition joy increases one’s power and sorrow decreases it And
50 Spinoza finds 1t easy to demonstrate (4-18) that “the
desire which springs from joy, other things bemng equal, 1s
stronger than the desire which springs from sorrow” (cu-
piditas quae ex laetitia oritur, caeteris paribus fortior est
cupiditate qua ex tristitia oritur). It may be, however, that
an affect of sorrow 1s stronger than an affect of joy, as will
be shown later

Sometimes one affect of joy may be greater than another
affect of joy and onc affect of sorrow may be greater than
another Hence 1t comes about that affects of joy which gre
not contrary by nature may nevertheless conflict with and
exclude one another due to the fact that one may affirm a
greater perfection of 1ts body and mind than the other And
likewise one affect of sorrow may be restramned by another
and greater Thus, for example (3-39) 1if a man hates an-
other he will endeavor to do him evil unless he fears a greater
evil, and on the other hand, he who loves another will en-
deavor to do him good by the same rule (Logically, how-
ever, the smaller affect of sor1ow should restrain the larger
since the former 1nvolves more peifection )

3 THE STRENGTH OF THE ATFECTS AND THE
IMAGINATION

WHATEVFR be the cause of the strength of the affects, Spi-
noza 1s emphatic on all accounts that one affect can be re-
straimned only by another contrary and stronger affect (4-7)
A true knowledge of good and evil cannot per se restramn an
affect since there 1s nothing positive 1n a false 1dea which
can be removed by the presence of a true idea (4-1, 14) In
fact, even a false 1dea may remove an affect if 1t gives rise
to a stronger, contrary affect Thus Spinoza explains (4-1
schol ) “So with the other nmaginations by which the mind
1s decerved, whether they indicate the natural constitution
of the body or an mcrease or diminution 1n 1ts power of ac-
tion, they are not opposed to the truth, nor do they disap-
pear with the presence of the truth. We know that when we



238 The Psychology and Ethics of Spinoza

groundlessly fear any evil, the fear vanishes when we hear
correct mtelligence, but we also know, on the other hand,
that when we fear an evil which will actually come upon us,
the fear vanishes when we hear false intelligence, so that the
imaginations do not disappear with the presence of the truth,
m so far as 1t 1s true, but because other 1maginations arise
which are stronger, and which exclude the present existence
of the objects we imagime, as we have shown m prop. 17,
pt 2 Hence Spmnoza demonstrates (4-15) that desires
which arise fiom passions may restrain or exclude desires
which arise from adequate knowledge of good and evil

We see then that the strength of an affect of joy, soriow, or
desire depends upon the strength of the image which it 1n-
volves Insofar as the mind imagines the cause of 1ts passion
with reference to time, then 1t makes a great difference to the
strength of the affect whether 1ts object be mmagmed as
present or not (4-9 schol ) Other things being equal, the
mmage of a past or future object 1s weaker than the image
of a present olbject Similarly among objects inagined as
future o1 past, the affect will be stronger according to the
proximuty of the object to the present Of two future cvents,
the one that will happen soonest evokes the stronger affect,
and of two past events, the one which happened most recently
will give 11se to the stionger affect (4-10).

Furthermore, the stiength of an affect also varies with
the mmagination of the 1elations of the cause to other things
For example (5-5), “an affect townrds an object which we
do not mmagine as necessary, possible or contingent, but
which we imagine simply [simpliciter] 1s other things being
equal, the greatest of all ” By a “simple” imagination Spi-
noza means a cause imagined without relation to other causes,
that 15 to say, as a free cause (8-49) This explams why
people love and hate one anotlier more than other modes of
nature, smce they imagine one another as free (3-49 schol )
Where, on the other hand, the cause 1s imagmed 1n relation
to other causes, that 1s, as either necessary, contingent, or
possible, then the image of a necessary cause gives rise to an
affect stronger than that which originates from the 1magi-
nation of things contingent or possible (4-11). In like man-
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ner, the affect arising from the image of a possmble future
fcause 1s stronger than the passion due to a contingent cause,
since a possible cause 15 one which posits the existence of the
object, whereas a contiugent cause 1s one which we 1magine
cxcludes the existence of the object 1n the future (4-12 de-
mon ) Similarly, an affect toward a contingent object is
weaker than the affect toward a past object (4-13)

The number of causes which concur to produce a given
affect 1s also a deciding factor 1 determining the strength
of the affect (5-8) and serves to offset the advantages due
to time or 1elation to other causes The more objects which
the mind imagines as contiibuting causes of a given passion
or affect, the moie will that affect tend to occupy the mind
(5-11) On the other hand, the novelty or singularity of an
object may cause the mind to be suspended in wonder. so

that 1t cannot pass on to the contemplation of other things
(3-52 and schol ).

4 THE FORCE OF THE PASSIONS AND THE POWER
OF NATURE

I~ speaking of the power of the imagination we noted that
the mage of the nature of the external object determines the
strength of the affects irrespective of the truth or adequacy
of the 1deas 1nvolved The 1mmagination 1s passive to the ob-
jects by which the body 1s affected and continues to 1magine
things m the same way even though the mind be convinced
of the falsity of its notions (4-1 schol ) In other words,
Spinoza 15 concerned to distinguish between the force (vis)
of a passion and human power of action The force by which
a man endeavors to act 1s limited and surpassed by the -
finite power of nature (4-3), man 1s a mode of nature and
15 determmed for action and existence by other modes (4—4;
1-28) Irom this it follows that “a man 1s always necessarily
subject to passions” (4—4 corol ) and that “the force and
mncrease of any passion are not limited by the power by which
we endeavour to persevere 1n existence, but by the power of an
external cause compared with our own” (4-5) The power
of an effect 1s hmited by the power of its cause (5-ax 2) and
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as the power of nature as a whole infinitely surpasses that of
man, 1t follows that the force of the passions exceeds the
power of action which depends on human nature alone This
mmplies that the power of a passion and the power or per-
fection of man are two entirely different things That 1s to
say, the fact that one affect causes pleasure and another
pain 1s no indication that the former 1s necessarily stronger
than the latter We must first look to their respective ex-
ternal causes, 1t may well be that the affect of sorrow 1is
stronger than the affect of joy

We have then so far three district meanings for the power
of an affect First, the power of an affect depends on the
power of 1ts external cause as compared with human power
alone Second, the power of an affect 1s relative to human
perfection An affect of joy i1s stronger than an affect of
sorrow because the former involves an mncreasc and the latter
a decrease 1n human perfection or power Thirdly, among
the affects themselves, the strength of an affect 1s shown by
its ability to exclude and dominate over other passions, 1r-
respective of the perfection of the individual Spinoza him-
self draws attention to the last point (5-20 schol ) “We
call the affects great [magni] when we compare the affects
of one man with another and sce that one man 1s agitated
more than another by the same affect, or when we compare
the affects of one and the same man with one another, and
discover that he 1s affected or moved moie by one affect than
by another »

These three notions of the power of the passions are not
m agreement. The power of the external cause does not al-
ways explain the dommmance of a particular desire and 1ts
exclusion of others (chap vin, § 8) The greater strength
of a passion seems to depend on and be relative to, the in-
dividual’s notions of good and evil, that 1s, on his conception
of a final cause. Again, the strength of an affect considered
from the point of view of the external cause 1s no indication
of 1ts effect on the constitution of a man An affect may be
strong and determine human action because 1t assists man’s
conatus to live (4-18) On the other hand, it may be strong
precisely for the contrary reason, namely, because it 18 ex-
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cessive and impedes his activities (46, 4—44) The attribute
of strength or force as applied to a passion is then very am-
biguous

The equivocal nature of Spinoza’s conception of the force
of an affect may be 1llustrated particularly by his demonstra-
tion 1n 4-18 There he explains that the desire which springs
from joy 1s, caeteris paribus, stronger than that which
springs from sorrow because “the force of the desire which
springs from joy must be limited by human power together
with the power of an external cause, while that which springs
from sorrow must be lmited by human power alone” (vis
cupiditatis quae ex laetitia oritur, potentia humana simul et
potentia causae externae, quac autem ex tristitia sola humana
potentia definir1 debet) From a biological point of view it
follows that an mdnidual affected with joy 1s by nature
stronger than one affected by so1row, and that everyone secks
those objects which merease s perfection and avoids those
which hinder 1t (3—28, chap v, § 2) But this does not
necessarily imply that the desire arising from joy 1s by nature
stronger than the one arising from sorrow Spinoza himself
admits that the desire of doing good may be restrained by a
greater evil (3-39) But how 15 1t possible for an affect of
sorrow to be greater than an affect of joy? Obviously we
must have rccourse to some criterion other than the cfficiency
or power of the individual

Furthermore, the argument that the desire which springs
from sorrow 1s lmuted by human power alone contradicts
Spmoza’s prineiple that sorrow always involves the power
of an external cause which 1s contrary to human nature alone
(84, 5; 4-append § 6, chap 1v, §3) It 1s precisely the
greater power of the external cause as compared with human
power which accounts for the fact that the affect of sorrow
may prevall over the affect of joy Spinoza himself suggests
elsewhere (8-37) that “the desire which springs from sor-
row or joy, from hatred or love 1s greater [major] in propor-
tion as the affect 15 greater > His proof rests on the argument
that sorrow gives rise to a contrary desire or effort which
varies with the strength of this sorrow (see chap v, § 8)
From this 1t follows that the strength of a desire due to an
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external cause 1s no indication of its effect 1n increasing hu-
man perfection A desire arsing from sorrow may be greater
than one originating in joy precisely because the affect of
sorrow impedes human vitality and determines the individual
to make efforts to destroy its cause Sorrow, as Spinoza him-
self admitted (3—def 3 explan ), 1s not a mere privation of
power, but rather something actual depending for its force
on external causes This accounts for the fact to which he
draws attention (5-10 schol ), namely, that the common
tendency 1s for people to dwell on abuses and the shortcom-
mgs of others rather than on the positive good to be obtamed
through cooperation and the benefits for which one ought to
be thankful

5 THE STRENGTH O THE AFFECTS AND THE
PRIMACY OF DESIRE

We observed 1n the preceding section that an affect 1s also
said to be great 1n relation to other affects when 1t dominates
over and excludes the latter without regard to the perfection
of the individual There 1s great diversity i the relative
strength of particular affects in different individuals and
from time to time 1n one and the same individual (chap 1v,
§ 5) The problem now arises, how are we to account for tlis
difference 1n strength?

Spinoza’s answer 1s that terms hike good and evil, better
and worse, stronger and weaker, are detexmined by the char-
acter of the individual and the nature of his desire If a man
desires or prefers one objcct rather than another, so that he
1s willing to forego other objects and pleasures in order to
possess 1t, then he may be said to love 1t more strongly than
that other thing, even though the actual consequences on his
power or efficiency may prove to be harmful due to excess of
this love (4—43) In Spinoza’s woids (3-39 schol.) . “Every
person therefore accoiding to his affect judges or estimates
what 1s good and what 1s evil, what 1s better and what 1s worse,
and what 1s the best and what 1s the worst Thus the covetous
man thinks plenty of moncy to be the best thing and poverty
the worst The ambitious man desires nothing like glory and
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on the other hand, dreads nothing like shame. To the envious
man again, nothing 1s more pleasant than the misfortune of
another, and nothing more disagreeable than the prospenty
of another And so each person according to his affect, judges
a thing to be good or evil, useful o1 useless

Here we see that the strongest affect or desire 1s the one
which prevails over ull others and dominates the mind This
1s what we mean by character The covetous man, for ex-
ample, is one who has a dominant desire and love for wealth
and his judgment of all other human values 1s determined
by this noim or standard So too the ambitious and the
envious man have cxcessive desires for specific kinds of
objects and cstimate all other goods in relation to them
These passions often prove harmful and involve much sor-
row (4—43, 44) My point here 1s that according to this ac-
count the strength of an affect 1s relative to the nature,
essence or desire of the mdividual and this accounts for the
tact that the desire of one person will not be as strong as the
desire of another for one and the same object The strength
and weakness of the affects depend on the intrinsically differ-
ent naturcs of men and the kinds of objects by which they
happen to be affected According to this doctrine, one affect
15 stionger than another insofar as the former happens to
conform to and support the desire of the mndividual for some
object The stiength of one’s desire depends on the value one
attaches to a particular object of desire and 1s not to be ex-
plamned 1 teins of the mcyease or decrease of the effictent
powet of the individual

The difficulty here presented 15 parallel to that discussed
in out section dealing with the mterrelation of the affects of
desire, joy, and sorrow (chap i, § 5) There we found two
conflicting theoiies conceining the primacy of desire on the
one hand, and joy and soriow on the other. We now sce that
msofar as Spinoza gives the primacy to the affects of desire
he explams the strength of the modes of joy and sorrow by
reference to the natural o1 dommant desite of the individual
and the value he attributes to some object On the other hand,
msofar as he gives the primacy to the affects of joy and sor-
row, he tends to explamn the strength of the affects of desire
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m terms of the mecrease or decrease 1n the efficient power of
the individual or by the power of the external cause as com-
pared with human perfection

6. THE POWER OF THE INTELLECT OVER THE
IMAGINATION

WE see from the preceding sections that msofar as Spinoza
regarded the mind as notlung but the 1dea of 1ts body he also
regarded the affects of the soul as passions due to external
forces The mind as well as the body was a mechanical autom-
aton Spinoza, however, did not constantly mamtain this
doctrine Like Descartes and the Stoics he acknowledges the
active autonomy of the intellect and 1ts conflict with the im-
agination and the body

We have noted 1n our analysis of the power of the imagi-
nation (chap vin § 3) that the passions duc to a cause 1mag-
med sinply, that 1s, without relation to other causes, 1s
stronger than an affect due to an 1mage of a necessary, pos-
sible, or contingent cause Wheie the cause 1s imagined m re-
lation to others (5—5), then the image of a necessary cause 1s
stronger than the image of a possible or contingent eause (4—
11, rem quam ut necessarium imaginamur)

Strictly speaking, however, the mind does not perceive or
mmagme anything as necessary, since perception 1s concerned
only with the common order of nature and the contingent
order of things (2-29 schol ) (chap 1, § 4) Thus Spinoza
concludes (2—44 corol 1) that ‘1t 1s through the imagmation
alone that we look upon things as contingent both with refer-
ence to the past and the future ” It pertains to the nature of
the intellect alone to concerve things accordmg to their neces-
sary, internal 1elations to one another (2-29 schol , 2—44)
These adequate, necessary 1deas by nature exclude the in-
adequate, contingent notions of the mind Similarly, the m-
tellect destroys or restrains those passions which, like hope
and fear, mnvolve a fiuctuation of the mind due to contingent
events mn the past or future The intellect separates the emo-
tion from the 1dea of 1ts object and the passion therehy loses
its force (5-2) Spinoza’s example 1 the scholium to 5-6
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1s particularly striking “The more this knowledge that
things are necessary 1s applied to individual things which we
imagine more distinctly and vividly, the greater 1s this power
of the mind over the affects—a fact to which experience also
testifics For we see that sorrow for the loss of anything good
15 dimmished 1f the person who has lost 1t, considers that it
could not by any possibility have been preserved So also we
see that nobody pitics an infant because 1t does not know how
to speak, walk o1 1eason, and hves so many years not con-
scious of itself as 1t were, but if a number of human bemngs
were born adult and only a few here and there were born
mfants, everyone would pity the infants because we should
then consider infancy not as a thing natural or necessary but
as a defect or fault of nature Many other facts of a sumilar
kind we might observe ” The great attraction of Spinoza’s
Ethics for so many minds lies precisely i the comfort 1t gives
by rendering the individual superor to his environment and
his misfoitunes

As a result of the power of the mtellect to destroy the
passions due to the imagmation, 1t follows (4-59) that the
mind may be determined by reason alone to perform all those
actions to which 1t may be determined by the imagination
and 1ts passions (ad omnes actiones ad quas ex affectu qu
passio est, deteaminatur, possumus absque eo a ratione deter-
mInari)

Aside from the extrinsie power of the intellect due to the
relation of necessity among 1ts 1deas, the intrinsic stiength
of the mntellect consists m 1ts function of conceiving clear and
distinct 1deas Hence “an affect which 1s a passion ceases to
be a passion as soon as we form a clear and distinet 1dea, of 1t”
(5-3) (affectus qui passio est, desinet esse passio simulatque
ejus claram ct distinctam formamus ideam) “In proportion
then as we know an affect better, 1s 1t more withmn our control
and the less does the mind suffer from 1t” (5—3 corol ) (eo
magis 1n nostra potentia est et mens ab eo minus patitur).
Since there is no passion of which we cannot form some ade-
quate conception (5-4) 1t follows that (5—4 schol ) “every
one has the power partly at least if not absolutely [s1 non
absolute ex parte saltem] of understanding clearly and dis-



246 The Psychology and Ethics of Spinoza

tinctly himself and his affects and consequently of bringing
1t to pass that he suffers less from them We have there-
fore mainly to strive to acquire a clear and distinct knowledge
as far as possible of each affect so that the mind may be led
to pass from the affect to think those things which 1t per-
cerves cleamily and dwstinctly, and with wlich 1t 1s entirely
satisfied, and to strive also that the affect may be separated
from the thought of an external cause and connected with
true thoughts ” It 1s mstructive to observe here that Spi-
noza’s conclusion 1s precisely the same as that of Descartes,
without the latter’s reference to the pineal gland Once Spi-
noza granted the autonomy or self-determination of the
mtellect, he was evitably led to acknowledge the almost
complete 1f not absolute power of the intellect over the imag:-
nation and 1ts passions

The sigmficance of Spmoza’s present position 1s best ap-
preciated by comparing 1t with lus previous demonstiations
Previously we saw he mamtained that an adequate or true
idea per se was mmpotent to restramn an affect (4-14) A
giwven affect could be restrained only by a stronger contrary
affect Now we find lie claims that a clear and distinet 1dea
per se can restramn or exclude a passion (5-3) “There 1s
no remedy within our power,” he counsels, “which can be
concerved more excellent for the affects than that which con-
sists 1n a true knowledge of them, since the mind possesses no
other power than that of thinking and torming adequate
1ideas” (5—4 schol ) (nulla alia mentis potentia datur quam
cogitand: ct adaequatas 1deas formandi)

From the latter position 1t follows that there 1s something
positive 1 an adequate 1dea whereby 1t excludes an made-
quate 1dea or one which involves some negation (3-3 schol )
Just as hght excludes or destroys darkness by 1ts very pres-
ence, so an adequate 1dca removes an madequate one by re-
vealing itself and 1ts negation (2-43 schol ) The superior
strength of an adequate 1dea 15 due to the fact that 1t contains
more perfection or reality than does the madequate 1dea
Just as 1n the case of the passions, one passion was said to be
stronger than another because of the greater strength of
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perfection of the body which 1t affirmed, so with reference to
1deas, one idea 1s stronger than another because of its 1n-
trinsic greater perfection The pomnt at 1ssue may be 1llus-
trated by a citation from Spinoza’s treatise On the Improve-
ment of the Understanding (:bid, p 21) “In proportion
as the mind’s understanding 1s smaller and its experience
multiplex, so will 1ts power of coming fictions be larger,
whereas as 1ts understanding increases, 1ts capacity for enter-
tamning fictitious 1deas also becomes less For imstance, m the
same way as we are unable while we are thinking to feign
that we are thinking or not thinking, so also when we know
the nature of a body we cannot imagme an mfinite fly, or
when we know the nature of the soul we cannot imagine it as
square, though anything may be expressed verbally But as
we said above. the less men know of nature the more easily can
they comn fictitious 1deas, such as trees speaking, men in-
stantly changed into stones, or mnto fountains, ghosts ap-
pearing 1 miriors, something 1ssuing from nothing, even
gods changed nto beasts and men and infinite other absurd-
1ities of the same kind ” Here we sce that Spinoza himself
argues that the moie peifect one’s 1deas are, the less 1s he
capable of magimmig less perfect ones In other words, the
moie perfect ideas necessarily exclude the less perfect, and
imnadequate 1deas

In the fourth book of the Ethics Spinoza denies that a true
or adequate 1dea can per se restrain a passion because he
there conceves the stiength of the passions as due to the
power of the cfficient external cause over the bady The power
of the passions as due to the infimte power of nature was
therefore regairded as superior to the fimte power of human
reason Spinoza discounted the power of an adequate idea
because he claimed that there was nothing positive 1n a false
1dea which could be removed by the presence of a true 1dea
(4-1) In the fifth book of the Ethics Spinoza concedes that
adcquate 1deas may exclude the passions by removing the
madequate 1deas which they mvolve That 1s to say, an -
adequate 1dea per se 1s not a mere negation or privation but
rather something actual or positive, even though that in
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virtue of which 1t is regarded as inadequate or imperfect is
due to a negation of being (3-3 schol ; 3—def. 3 explan)
Hence an wnadequate 1dea 15 something positvve which can be
removed by the presence of a true wdea or one regarded as
true or more perfect (chap 1, § 4)

It 1s true that the corporeal affections due to an external
cause cannot be removed by a true 1dea per se but the latter
may restrain the mind from estimating their value 1n accord-
ance with 1ts present imagmation As Spinoza admts, the
error involved 1n an 1mage may be removed, cven though the
mmage 1tself may persist (41 schol ) Spinoza seems to for-
get 1n parts of book four of the Ethics that the power of an
external causc depends not only on 1ts actual physical effect
on the human body, but also upon the nature of one’s 1deas of
the object as well as upon the character or desire of the n-
dividual (chap v, §5) He considers the passions pri-
marily with reference to the body and not in relation to the
mind alone as he promised to do He grants that one affection
of the body excludes another because of the greater perfec-
tion of the human body involved, but he seems to forget the
cardmal principle of his doctiine of the attributes, namely,
that onc 1dca may exclude another simply because of its m-
trinsic greater perfection without reference to any body at
all (chap 1, § 3) The strength of the affects which involve
an 1dea of the external cause depends primarly upon the
mtrinsic adequacy of this 1dea and only secondarily upon 1its
effects on the human body

There 1s then, I submit, a real conflict between these two
conceptions of the power of the affects On the one hand,
Spinoza maintains that the power of the passions 1s independ-
ent of the power of the intellect The power of the passions
1s superior to the finite power of human reason, and functions
according to the mechanical laws of the imagination On the
other hand, he demonstrates that the adequate 1deas of the
intellect are by virtue of their intrinsic perfection superior
to the madequate 1deas of the passions, and can remove or
destroy the latter, by excluding the 1deas from which they
originate.
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7 THE CONFLICT OF INTELLECTUAL AFFECTS
AND PASSIONS

Tue difficulty inherent in Spinoza’s notions of the relation
between the intellect and the imagination 1s best exemphfied
by his conception of intellectual affects. We have seen from
our previous analyses (chap 1, §§ 5, 9, chap vn, § 4) that
Spinoza, like Descartes, contrasted the intellectual affects
which originate 1n reason, with the passions originating n
the imagination Intellectual affects may be either modes of
desire or joy but not modes of sorrow (3-59) The general
term for intellectual desires 1s fortitude (fortitudo) which is
subdivided into animositas and gencrositas (8-59 schol ),
that 1s to say, the desire to preserve oneself and others
Strictly speaking, only will (voluntas) pertamns to the in-
tellect and desire to the body and imagination, but Spinoza
uses the term cupiditas here to refer to the conatus or power
of the intellect alone Among the modes of intellectual joy
he mentions self-satisfaction, favor, and intellectual love

The intellectual modes of desire are regarded by Spinoza
as by nature contrary to the desires which are passions (chap.
vi, § 4, chap v, § 8) For example, temperance 1s opposed to
voluptuousness, sobriety to drunkenness, chastity to lust,
humaneness (modestia) to ambition Thus although Spinoza
maintamed that desire as the essence of man has no natural
contrary and thercfore contrasted aversion with inclination,
nevertheless he granted that the desires or efforts of the -
tellect may be contrary essentially to corporeal desires

In his formal definition of contrary affects (4—def 5)
Spinoza denies explicitly that one mode of desire can be con-
trary to another by nature, the conflict of desires 1s due to
the accidental difference of objects which are mutually ex-
clusive under the circumstances (chap vii, § 6) In this sense,
one passion of desire may conflict with another by accident
In the case of the intellectual desires, however, their object
18 the same as that of the corresponding passions and hence
the conflict between them 1s due to the real diversity of their
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natures and origins and not to the accidental diversity of
their objects The conflict between an intellectual desire and
a passion may also be accidental msofar as they involve dif-
ferent objects Similarly two or more mntellectual desires may
be accidentally opposed to one another insofar as one 1n-
volves a greater good than another (4-65, 66) Reason al-
ways counsels a man to seek a greater good before a less

Spinoza’s notion of the nature of sorrow and aversion had
a decided mfluence on his doctrine of the control of the pas-
sions Fust, the fact that there was no intellectual mode of
sorrow meant that an affect of sorrow could be restrained
only by an mtellectual mode of joy or desire So too the pas-
sion of joy could be restrained only by another mode of joy
and desirec In other words, ;n accordance with reason one
avolded cvil indirectly thiough desire for some positive good
(4-63 corol ) This positive good could be either some other
object (5-2) or the same object adequately conceived (5-4
schol ), but no mode of sorrow such as repentance could arise
directly from reason and exclude the passion. Spinoza, how-
ever, does not mamtain this doctrine consistently Insofar as
he grants that an adequate 1dea of the passions, that 1s, of
good and evil (4-8), can destroy the passions (5-3) he pro-
poses remedies whereby the mind may control the passions
directly through a knowledge of their origin and effects on
human perfection (5—4 schol ) He states expressly (4-66
corol.) that “according to the guidance of reason we shall seek
the lesser present evil wluch 1s the cause of a greater future
good and the lesser present good which 1s the cause of a
greater future evil we shall neglect” (malum praesens minus
quod est causa majoris futun boni, ex rationis ductu ap-
petemus, et bonum praesens minus, quod causa est majoris
futurt mali, neghgemus) Here we sec that reason may coun-
sel one not only how to avoid some evil indirectly but also how
to attnin some good indirectly through some direct or present
evil

The problem now occurs, 1s an ntellectual affect by nature
stronger than the corresponding passion, and if so, to what 1s
this due? Insofar as Spinoza mamtams that a more perfect
idea by nature excludes the less perfect, then 1t follows that
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intellectual affects necessarily restraimn or remove the cor-
responding passions Thus the intellectual love of God or
the most perfect being dominates the mind because the 1dea
of God is the most perfect and adequate conceivable (chap v,
§§ 5, 6) Considered metaphysically, any fimte mode 1s mu-
table and its existence 1s contingent upon the existence of
other modes, whercas the existence of God 1s eternal and
necessary. Hence the love of this eternal and necessary bemmg
by nature excludes the love of any finite or contingent bemng
(4-11, 5-6) In the lost analysis God 1s the only being whose
existence 1s necessary and whose activity 1s absolutely free
(1-17 corol 2) and hence the desire of reason must neces-
sarily be for Him exclusively Spinoza’s words in the intro-
duction to the treatise On the Improvement of the Under-
standmg now take on an added significance. “After experi-
ence had taught me that all things which frequently oceur
m social hife are vam and futile, seeing that none of the
objects of my fears contained in themselves anything either
good or bad except insofar as the mind 1s affected by them, I
finally resolved to inquire whether there might be some real
good having power to communicate itself, which would affect
the mind singly to the exclusion ot all else [a quo solo, re-
Jectis caeteris ommbus animus afficeretur] Love to-
wards a thing eternal and infimite fills the mind wholly with
Jjoy and 1s itself unmingled with any sadness, wherefore 1t 1s
greatly to be desired [desiderandum] and sought for with all
our strength [quacrendum totisque viribus] ” In these con-
fessions Spinoza tells of lus moral struggles and of his con-
clusion that only the absolutely perfect being could satisfy
his quest for a supreme good The dominance of the intellce-
tual love of God and 1ts power to exclude all other affections
and passions depends on the perfection as well as adequacy
of the idea of God As noted 1n our discussion of intellectual
love (chap v, § 6) the mind and 1ts 1deas acquire perfection,
not indirectly through affirming the affections of the human
body, but directly through 1dentification or union with other
objects conceived by the mtellect -

On the other hand, Spinoza also mamtains (47 corol )
that “an affect isofar as 1t 1s related to the mind cannot be
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restrained nor removed unless by the 1dea of a bodily affection
opposed to that which we suffer and stronger than 1t * From
this 1t follows that an intellectual affect which by defimition
has no reference to the body at all cannot restrain a passion
Spinoza 1n fact asserts expiressly (4-15) that “a desire which
arises from a true knowledge of good and evil can be ex-
tinguished or restrained [restingui vel coercer: potest] by
many other desires which take their origin from the affects
by which we are agitated ” For example, the desire for a
thing 1imagined as present can exclude the intellectual desire
for some future or contingent good (4-16, 17)

It appears then that we are confronted here by a major
contradiction m Spinoza’s theory of the control of the pas-
sions Insofar as he attempts to retain a complete parallelism
between body and mind he s forced to say that passiwons can
be restrarned only by contrary and stronger passions On the
other hand, insofar as he postulates the autonomy or sclf-
detcrmanation of the intellect he, like Descartes, 15 forced to
vmply some interaction between the intellect and the cor poreal
passions, though there is no place for such wnteraction m his
system As I shall show 1n the following sections, this dilemma
led Spinoza to seck for a via media 1n the Scholastic notion of
the unity of the affects of the intellect and 1imagination

8 THE AGREEMENT OF THE INTELLECT AND
IMAGINATION

Srinoza attempts to overcome the difficulties arising from his
bifurcation of the intellect and 1magination by maintainming
their essential cooperation and harmony That 1s to say, con-
trary to his previous Platonic notian that the intellect funec-
tions independently of the imagination, he now asserts the
Aristotelian theory that there may be images,of things of
which we also have adequate i1deas Thus he demonstrates
(5-10) that the mind has “the power of arranging and con-
necting the affections of the body according to the order of
the intellect” (potestatem habemus ordinandi et concatenand:
corporis affectiones secundum ordinem ad intellectum)

To arrange properly and connect the affections of the
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body according to intellectual order means for the mind to
1magine the common properties of things and their necessary
relations to one another (5—20 schol ) This union of con-
cepts with images (2—def 3) makes 1t proper to speak of an
object which 15 1imagmed as necessary (4-11, 5-5, 56
schol ), though the mind only imagines things which the in-
tellect conceives as necessary (chap vi, § 6). I'rom the point
of view of duration or time such necessary mmages are more
powerful than images depending on contingent things per-
cewved (5-7)

Furthermore, the mntellect may determine the order of the
magination by associating the image of some mnjury or pas-
sion with the true, necessary cause, thereby enabling the
mtellect to exercise fortitude 1n controlling the passions and
to practice those maxims of life which make for happiness
(5-10 schol , 5-20 schol ) The intellect does not endeavor to
eradicate the affect due to external objects, 1t sumply asso-
ciates the image of the external object with an adequate 1dea
of 1ts good or utiity mm furthering human perfection The
mtellect 15 conceined with the positive qualities of things
rather than with their negative aspect or abuse and directs
the imagination accordingly (5-10 schol )

The control of the imagination by the intellect 15 assisted
by the fact that the intellect conceives the universal inter-
relation of all modes and hence determines the mind to 1m-
agme a multiplicity of particular causes which otherwise
would not be magined together (5-20 schol ) The mtellect
thus prevents the mind from being enslaved by strange super-
stitions due to excessive regard for some one object (5-9)
In this manner, the power of the intellect increases the power
of the imagmation and of the affects which depend on the
latter (5-8) Intellectual affects support one another whereas
the passions of the 1magination tend to exclude one another
Thus Spinoza demonstrates (5-11) “The greater the num-
ber of objects to which an unage 1s related the more constant
15 1t, or the more frequently does 1t present itsclf and the more
does 1t occupy the mind ” And again (5-12) - “The 1mages
of things are mo1e easily connected with those 1mages which
are related to things which we clearly and distinctly under-



254 The Psychology and Ethics of Spmoza

stand than with any others” (rerum imagines facilius ima-
ginibus quae ad res referuntur quas clare et distincte intel-
ligimus junguntur quam alus) Finally (5-14): “The mind
can cause all the affections of the body or the images of things
to be related to the idea of God” (Mens efficere potest ut
omnes corporis affectiones secu rerum imagimes, ad de1 ideam
referantur)

It 15 noteworthy that God 1s the only being whom the in-
tellect conceives as a free cause (1-17 corol 2) Hence God
or the most perfect being may not only be imagined simply or
apart from relationship to other things, as are the modes of
whose cause we are ignorant (5-5 demon ), but this simpheity
of the image of God 1s also 1n accord with the adequate 1dea of
reason. This unique relationship between the intellectual and
mmagnaty 1deas of God accounts for the fact that the love of
God 15 necessarily the greatest of all affections (5-16), since
He 1s the only free cause and there 1s no other cause besides
God which can exclude the 1dea of Him from the mind (5-9,
5-15, 520 schol )

Nevertheless due to the limitations of the power of the
fimite tmagmation, 1t 15 not possible for the human mind to
mmagine the infinite perfection of God as clearly and dis-
tinctly as the nature of some finite object—or rather as
vividly as some object peiceived by the senses, simce Spinoza
attributes clearness and distinctness to the concepts of the in-
tellect alone (sec chap 1, § 5), (chap x, § 6) As Spinoza ex-
plans it (247 schol ) - “The reason why we do not possess a
knowledge of God as distinct as that which we have of com-
mon notions, 1s that we cannot 1magine God as we can bodies
and because we have attached the name of God to the images
of things which we arc 1n the habit of seeing, an error which we
can hardly avoid, masmuch as we are continually affected by
external objects ” From this passage 1t appears that the dis-
tinctness of an idea in some way depends on the imagination
—an 1mplication which undermines Spinoza’s notion of the
complete autonomy of the intellect and 1ts adequate 1deas
The mmagimation of the nfimite perfection of God 15 1mpos-
sible and difficult not only because of its infinity, but also be-
cause 1t transcends 1n kind the perfection of the finite objects
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perceived through the senses or known in the common order of
nature For example, there could be no further likeness be-
tween the divine and human imtellect or will “than between
the celestial constellation of the dog and the animal which
barks” (1-17 schol ) It 1s true (1-15 schol ) ““there are
those who 1magine God to be like a man composed of body
and soul and subject to passions, but 1t 1s clear enough from
what has already been demonstrated how far off men who be-
lieve this are from the true knowledge of God But these I dis-
miss for all men who have mm any way looked into the divine
nature deny that God 1s corporeal ” It appears therefore that
the 1mmagination may assist the contemplation of God’s ex-
1stence, though 1t 15 also necessary for the intellect to restrain
the imagmation from attributing to Him anthropomorphic
or putely corporeal attributes

In his treatise On the Improvement of the Understanding
Spimoza also mentions implicitly the power of the imagination
mn facilitating intellectual conception of the essence of a thing
through its proximate efficient cause (ibwd , pp 27-28, 43)
“The mind,” he writes (:bid, p 43) “can dctermine 1n
many ways the ideas of things which the understanding forms
from other ideas, thus for instance, in order to define the
plane of an ellipse, 1t piesupposes a point adhering to a cord
to be moved around two centres, or again, 1t conceives an
mfinity of points always in the same fixed relation to a given
straight line, or a cone cut m an oblique plane so that the
angle of inclination 1s greater than the angle of the vertex
of the cone or 1 an infinity of other ways ” And again (:bud,
pp 27-28) “For nstance, mn order to form the conception of
a sphere, I invent a cause at my pleasure, namely a semicircle
revolving round its centre and thus producing a sphere This
1s indisputably a true idea and although we know that no
sphere 1n nature has ever actually been so formed, the percep-
tion [perceptio] remains t1ue and 1s the easiest manner of con-
cewving a sphere” (formandi conceptum glob1) (Vol I, p 22,
Latin edition of Van Vloten)

The above quotations all illustrate our thesis that in his
final position Spmoza came to regard the imagnation as a
power of the mind capable of facilitating the functions of
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the mtellect Contrary to his original Stoic-Cartesian notion
(chap 1, § 5) that the imagination is something essentially
passive to external forces with laws which differ from those
of the intellect, he now regards the imagination as subject to
tellectual contiol (5-10) and even as strengthening the
power of reason

9 THE UNITY OF THE AFFECTS OF THE INTELLECT
AND IMAGINATION

OncE Spmoza granted that the mind may 1magine an idea
adequately conceived, he was then forced to alter the cri-
terion of actions and passions We saw (chap 1, § 3, Ethics
3—def. 2) that he foimerly considered an affect to be an ac-
tion when 1t originated from an mternal cause of which the
mind was the adequate cause, 1t was a passion 1f the mind was
1ts nadequate cause This tuined out to mean that all affects
which are properly actions originated in the mntellect and all
passions 1n the mmagination (3-3) He now comes to main-
tamn with the Scholastics that any external cause may be ade-
quately as well as inadequately conceived One and the same
affect may be united to the adequate or inadequate 1dca of an
external object and becomes an action or passion accordingly
(5—4 schol ) This I take to be the significance of Spinoza’s
assertion that 1t 1s possible for the mind to detach an emo-
tion of the mind from one 1dea and to join 1t with others
(5—2) That 1s to say, the connection between an affect and
the 1dea of its cause 1s purely extrinsic (chap 1, §7) The
affects considered as affections of the mind do not merely
affirm the affections of the body, on the contrary, the mind
may unite and identify 1itself 1n love or desne with many
external objects other than its body (chap x, § 6) There s
no necessary parallelism between the wdeas of the wntellect
and the affections of the body.

Spinoza, however, 1s not quite clear on this point He seems
to maintain that an object adequately conceived 15 an internal
cause of an affect He 1s forced to argue thus in order to
retain his duahstic distinction between the self-determination
of the intellect and the passivity of the imagination. He there-
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fore assumes the 1dentity of an adequate or clear idea of a
cause and an 1dea of an adequate or sufficient cause, though
they are by no means the same (chap. 1, § 4). Indeed such
an identity of adequate 1dea and adequate cause would imply
that the adequate 1deas of the intellect were 1n themselves the
objects of desire and not the objects or 1deata to which these
1deas refer Here again we meet up with the problem arising
from Spinoza’s failure to recognize that his definition of an
adequate 1dea referred to a purely internal or intrinsic prop-
erty of the idea without regard to any object or 1deatum,
whereas his defimition of a true 1dea referred to the extrinsic
agreement between an 1dea and 1ts object. According to his
definition of a true idea, one may desire the object adequately
conceived by the mtellect, but according to his definition of
an adequate 1dea and cause, one could desire only himself or
his own 1deas—an egocentric inference which Spinoza n fact
actually draws in the case of the intellectual love of God
which he regards as a mode of self-satisfaction or self-love
(chap v, §5)

The difficulty in which Spinoza found himself was due pr1-
marily to the fact that he wished to avoid all reference to
final causes If affects are said to originate from ideas, then
the mind 1tself must be the efficient cause of these 1deas and
not some external cause On the other hand, he was forced by
the facts of experience to acknowledge that we desire external
things Hence he admitted that we may have adequate as well
as inadequate 1deas of these external causes (5-10) The n-
tellect simply examines the proper use or perfection of each
object with a view to increasing human perfection and avoid-
Ing excessive preoccupation with any particular thing. That
15 to say, Spmoza was forced to introduce an Aristotelan,
extrinsic criterion of an action, namely, 1ts perfection and
function as well as that of its object 1n promoting human
happiness—a standard differing radically from the intrinsic
criterion of adequacy and inadequacy (chap 1, §7)

Put 1n different terms, Spinoza confuses the notion of an
intellectual affect and an affect 1n accord with reason The
latter may refer to an external cause which 1s adequately
conceived and sought in moderation It 1s really not neces-
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sary to detach an affect from its external cause, 1t 1s only
necessary to regulate one’s desires mm accordance with the
1deals of reason. In short, there may be rational passions—
passions regulated by reason An intellectual affect, on the
other hand, 1s due to an 1dea of which the intellect 1s the
internal or adequate cause and which does not 1n any way
depend upon an external object

Finally it may be recalled that insofar as Spinoza opposes
the intellect to the imagimation, he has two sets of affects
differing in origin, namely, the intellectual affects and the
corporeal passions On the other hand, insofar as he postu-
lates agreement between the intellect and imagimation, he has
only one set of affects, any one of which may be either an
action or passion (chap 1, § 7)—though Spmoza refuses to
go the full length of his position and denies that affects of
sorrow may be in accord with reason. Had he followed out
the full implications of his Aristotelian position he would
have realized that the perfection of an object was the final
rather than the effictent cause of desire (chap m, §4)
He was apparently unaware of the conflict between his
Aristotehian-Scholastic theory of the emotions and the Stoic-
Cartesian principles which predominate in his psychology
and ethics
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IX

THE NOTION OF PERFECTION AND
IMPERFECTION

1 THE INSEPARABILITY OF PERFECTION AND
REALITY

‘ N TE turn 1n the second part of this study to investi-
gate the relation between Spinoza’s theory of the
emotions und his doctrine of the virtue or good of
man As Spioza’s theory of human virtue 1s bound up with
his 1dea of the metaphysical status of perfection and 1m-
perfection 1n general, we shall begin with an analysis of the
latter notions
In his metaphysics, Spinoza 1dentifies perfection and re-
ality (2-def 6) But the reality of a thing 1s nothing other
than its essence, and 1ts essence 1n turn 1s simply 1ts power of
acting and existing Hence the perfection of a thing and its
power of action are 1dentical God who 1s the infinitely per-
fect bemng possesses infinite attributes each of which mani-
fests His power of bemng or essence (1-11, 1-34) Each
fimite mode 1s perfect in 1ts kind to the extent that 1t expresses
m finite form the infinite power or perfection of God The
perfection of each thing 1s something pertaming intrisically
and absolutely to 1ts essence, irrespective of 1ts appearance
to the senses (1-append ) “For as to the first pont,” Spi-,
noza remarks (correspond let 19), “we know well that every-
thing that 15, considered 1n 1tself and without regard to any-
thing else, includes perfection, which always extends 1n each.
thing as far as docs the essence of the thing itself ”
Similarly 1deas have a perfection of their own 1n agreement
with the objects to which they 1efer Thus Spinoza writes !
explicitly, “The more 1deas express perfection of any ob-

1 Improvement of the Understanding, p 43, John Wild edition of
Spwnoza Selections
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ject, the more perfect are they themselves ” And agamn (2-
13 schol ) “W cannot however, deny that 1deas, like objects
differ from onc another just as the object of one idea is
more excellent and contams more reality than another ”
There are then degrees of perfection among ideas or modes of
thought as well as among modes of extension In relation to
God or the most perfect bemg, finite things are imperfect and
mvolve a negation of the totality of being

2 CAUSALITY AND PERFECTION

THE notion of degrees of perfection or reality 1s hnked up in
Spinoza’s metaphysics with his doctrine of causahty. All the
perfection wlhich any thing possesses 1t owes to its cause God
or the most perfect being 15 a causa su1 whose essence and ex-
1stence nre 1dentical (1-20), but all finite or created things
owe their perfection to God who 1s prior to all things mn
causality (1-17 schol ) And here Spinoza mtroduces an 1m-
portant distinction based on Neo-Platomism Whatever fol-
lows directly or immediately from any attribute of God par-
ticipates 1n a greater degree of divine perfection than does a
mode which follows indirectly, from some other mode To
quote (1-append ), “That cffect 1s most perfect which 1s im-
mediately produced by God, and 1n proportion as intermedi-
ate causes are necessary for the production of a thing 1s 1t
mmpeifect > In other woids, “whatever follows directly from
the absolute nature of any attribute of God must forever
exist and must be infinite, that 1s to say, thiough that same
attribute they are cternal and infinite” (1-21, 23) And again
(1-28 schal ), “Since certam things must have been inmedi-
ately produced by God, that 1s to say, those which necessarily
follow from His absolute natuie, these primary products be-
g the mediating cause for those things which nevertheless
without God can neither be nor be conceived

In bnief, there are degrees of reality or perfection among
created modes, depending upon the immediacy or mediacy
with which they follow from the divine attributes Those
modes which follow immediately, such as the divine under-
standing and motion and rest, are infinite and eternal , those
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modes which follow mediately from these infimite modes are
finite and have a limited duration Spinoza does not trace the
mntellectual order of the various grades of perfection in their
relation to the first cause, and hence the problem remains of
how the finite modes are derived from the infinite, though this
does not concern us here The important poimnt 1s that de-
grees of perfection among natural things correspond to the
degree of 1immediacy with which they are related to the most
perfect being

In this respect Spinoza’s Neo-Platonism 1s in complete
accord with his doctrine of the primacy of the efficient cause.
The perfection of an effect depends directly upon the perfec-
tion of 1ts efficient cause This theory 1s to be contrasted with
the Scholastic theory of creation which regards the end or
final cause as primary According to the Scholastics therefore
the end or final product 1s hiterally more perfect than the
first product of creation This 1n fact 1s Spinoza’s criticism
of the Scholastics. In 1-Appendix he writes “This much
nevertheless, T will add, that this doctrine concerning an end
altogether overturns nature For that which 15 in truth the
cause 1t considers as the effect, and vice versa Again, that
which 1s first 1n nature 1t puts last, and, finally, that which
1s supreme and most perfect 1t makes the most imperfect For
it 15 plain that that effect 1s the most perfect which 1s
immediately produced by God, and in proportion as inter-
mediate causes are necessary for the production of a thing
1s 1t imper fect But 1f things which are immediately produced
by God were made 1n order that He mught obtam the end He
had m view, then the last things for the sake of which the
first exist, must be the most perfect of all.” The Scholastic
theory, 1t 1s interesting to note, 1s more 1n accord with the mod-
ern doctrine of progress and evolution than 1s Spinoza’s theory
which denies the importance of time 1mn nature as a whole
For Spinoza, the perfect 1s the eternal and immutable

3 PERFECTION AND DURATION

It 15 to be noted that perfection as conceived has no reference
to time or duration The perfection of a thing refers to the
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quantity or power of being, to the kinds of functions it can
perform and not to the process or duration in which it per-
forms them A man 1s a more perfect bemng than a horse
even though the horse may hive longer In Spinoza’s words
(4—pref ) “Finally by perfection generally I understand

I have said, reality, that is to say, the essence of any ob-
ject msofar as 1t exists and acts 1n a certain manner, no
regard being paid to its duration For no individual thing
can be said to be more perfect because for a longer time 1t has
persevered 1 existence, masmuch as the duration of things
cannot be determined by their essence, the essence of things
mvolving no fixed or determined period of existence, any
object, whether 1t be more or less perfect always being able
to perseverce in existence with the same force as that with
which 1t commenced existence [eadam vi qua existere mncipit,
semper 1 cxistendo perseverare poterit] All things there-
fore are equal 1n this respect ” The perfection of things as
conceived through the most perfect being or sub specie aeter-
nitatis has no reference to actual duration (5-29 schol )
This raises the problem as to the relation between perfection
and existence

According to Spinoza’s reasoning 1 the first book of the
Fthics (1-11 schol ) “perfection does not prevent the exist-
ence of a thing, but establishes 1t, imperfection on the other
hand, prevents existence.” On this basis the power of a thing
to peisevere 1n 1ts existence 1s part of its perfection Spinoza,
however, separates the essence and existence of fimte things,
the essence of any mode does not involve any fixed duration
All things by natuie tend to persevere in existence for an
indefinite time and are prevented from doing so only by the
mterference of some other mode, and therefore 1n this respect
all are alike It appears then that at one time Spinoza re-
gards perfection as correlated to the power of existence and
at another he completely separates perfection and existence
(compare chap m, § 2) We shall return to this problem when
we come to consider the virtue of man and the summum
bonum
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4 PERFECTION, COMPLETENESS, AND PURPOSE

So far we have seen that perfection pertains intrinsically or
essentially to the nature of reality In the fourth book of the
Ethics we find a different doctrine. There we are told that
perfection and imperfection are nothing positive i things
themselves Perfection means completeness and 1s relative to
each individual’s desires The desire of each person 1s the
efficient cause of the perfection or imperfection of things
Spinoza writes (4—pref ) “If a man has proposed to do a
thing and has accomplished 1t [perfecit] he calls 1t perfect
[ perfectumn esse dicet] and not only he but everyone else who
has rightly known or has believed that he has known the mind
of the author and the scope of that work will call 1t perfect
too For example, having seen some work (which I suppose to
be as yet not finished) 1f we know that the intention [scopum]
of the author of that work 15 to build a house we shall call the
house imperfect while, on the other hand, we shall call 1t
perfect as soon as we see that the work has been brought to
the end [finem] which the author had determined for it But
if we see that any work such as we have never seen before and
i1f we do not know the mind of the workman, we shall then not
be able to say whether the work 1s perfect or imperfect  The
adjective “perfectus” 1s based on the verb “perficere” and
this means that each individual according to the himit and
scope of his work determines whether the thing he 1s making
shall be called perfect 01 1mpei fect

Spimnoza suggests that natural objects are called perfect
by analogy with aitificial objects which are the product of
the artisan People imagine nature to be acting with some
end 1n view, and hence call natural things more or less per-
fect as 1f nature were stiiving to realize some end or ideal
and did not always succeed 1n accomplishing her objective
In truth, since created nature follows necessarly from the
power of God who does not act with a view to some external
end, natural objects cannot be called perfect or imperfect
Things are called perfect only by accident, that 1s, accord-
mg to their relation mn satisfying human desire, but they
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are not mtrinsically such. Spinoza’s own statement reads
(4—pref ) “Thus we see that the custom of applying the
words perfect and imperfect to natural objects has arisen
rather from prejudice than from true knowledge of them
For we have shown m the appendix to the first part of this
work that nature does nothing for the sake of an end [propter
finem non agere] for that eternal and infinite being whom we
call God or nature acts by the same necessity by which He
exists [1-16] The reason or cause therefore why God or
nature acts and the reason why He exists are one and the
same Since therefore He exists for no end, He acts for no
end [nulhus fims causa existit, nullius etiam fimis causa
agit] And since He has no principle or end of existence,
He has no principle or end of action ” God or the most per-
fect being 1s self-sufficient and does not therefore act to
realize some external end or final cause

5 PERFECTION, THE EFFICIENT AND THE
FINAL CAUSE

THovcH man as a finite being does act for the sake of some
end, this does not mean, according to Spinoza, that the end
15 a final cause having an absolute perfection which the n-
dividual strives to reproduce Desire 1s not moved by an 1deal,
perfect form or unmoved mover On the contrary, the desire
itself 1s the efficient cause of the perfection of things Desire
determines the perfection of 1ts objects, the objects or their
1deas do not move the desire toward their perfection As Spi-
noza cxplains (4—pref ) “a final cause as 1t 15 called, 1s noth-
ing therefore but human desire mnsofar as this 1s considered
as the principle or primary cause of anything [causa autem
quae finalis dicitur, mihil est praeter ipsum humanum ap-
petitum, quatenus 1s ahicujus re1 velut: principium seu causa
piimaria consideratur] For example, when we say that habs-
tation [habitatio] was the final cause of this or that house,
we merely mcan that a man because he imagined the ad-
vantages of a domesticated life, desired to build a house
Therefore habitation insofar as 1t 1s considered as a final
cause, 1s merely this particular desire, which 1s really an
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efficient cause [qui revera causa est efficiens] and 1s con-
sidered as primary because men are usually ignorant of the
causes of their desires, for as I have often said, we are con-
scious of our actions and desires but 1gnorant of the causes
by which we are determined to desire anything ” Man cannot
desire the perfection of some object, since the object 15 not
the principal or primary cause of his action, desire 1tself is
the efficient cause of human action and determines what the
mdividual shall consider perfect or imperfect ~

It should be noted that Spinoza’s conception of the per-
fection of artificial things 1s compatible with a doctrine of
final causes We can say that each individual sets up for
himself some particular 1dea or objective form, even though
there 15 no absolute or universal standard The particular
plan or mtention as conceived does determine whether a par-
ticular thing shall be called perfect or imperfect and there-
fore the perfection of the idea 1s prior in nature to the actual
perfection of the completed thing In the case of God, 1t 18
true, we cannot say on this premise that anything in nature
1s perfect or imperfect since He acts with no ends 1n view

Spinoza, however, maintains that in the case of man as 1n
that of God, there 1s no nced of final causes, since man too
acts by the nccessity of his nature, though man unlike God
15 not self-determined If so, Spinoza should have inferred
that no man-made thing 1s either perfect or imperfect, since
the 1dea or intention 1s not the primary cause of human de-
sire He does, nevertheless, retain the notion of perfection as
applying to man and man-made things, while apparently
denying its application to natural modes

The pomnt I am concerned to establish 1s that the notion
of perfection and impet fection has no meaning except 1n re-
lation to some final cause—whether that final cause be ab-
solute or relative to the individual mind Spinoza realizes
with regard to God that no part of nature can be called per-
fect or imperfect since God does not act with reference to
ends He fails to see 1in the case of man that if one’s desires
have no final objective, then nothing human can be called
perfect likewise Spinoza, it appears, confused the desire with
its proper object and therefore failed to distinguish between
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the perfection or completeness of an action or efficient cause
and the perfection of the 1deal form or final cause which pre-
cedes the action

The difficulty inherent 1n Spinoza’s reasoning becomes ap-
parent when we consider the problem of the perfection of
the modes If the efficient cause per se were suflicient to ac-
count for the perfection of things, then 1t should be possible
to say whether any natural mode 1s perfect or imperfect,
even supposing God does not act for the sake of some end
On this basis, whatever 1s, 1s peifect, since the perfection of
things 15 1elative to the efficient power of the divine nature
From ths 1t follows that of the will or intellect of God were
entirely different from what it w5, we should not on that ac-
count attribute any wmperfection to God, or to created na-
ture But Spinoza, it will be scen, shrinks from drawmg this
wnference which would place hvm w agreement with the noma-
naliwsts and voluntarists Instead he claims with the Scholas-
tics that the perfection of God 1s something absolute and
determines the absolute nature of all things If the modes
were any difterent 1t would argue imperfection 1n the divine
nature and will He says expiessly (1-83 schol ) . “If things
had been produced by God 1n a different manner from that
1n which they now exist, God’s intellect and will, that 1s to say,
His essence must have been different which 1s absurd Since
therefore things could have been produced by God 1n no other
manner or order, this being a tiuth which follows trom His
absolute pertection, there 1s no sound reasoning which can
persuade us to believe that God was unwilling to create all
things which arc in His intellect, with the same perfection as
that in which they exist in His intellect »

This passage 1s highly mstructive because Spinoza 15 here
grappling with the pioblem of God’s efficient power and 1ts
relation to the perfection of things He 1s unwilling to grant
the voluntaristic position that theie 1s nothing pertect or im-
pertect in things except as willed by God In opposition to
the voluntarists he mamtains that the divine nature or -
tellect 1s 1ntrinsically or absolutely perfect Created things
are perfect because they follow necessarily 1n agreement with
the perfect modes of thought in the divine intellect. Spinoza
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is thereby implicitly granting that the divine 1deas are prior
m nature to all created modes and serve as final causes of these
modes If the efficient cause per se were sufficient to account
for the perfection of things, then perfection would be entirely
arbitrary and variable, and the doctrine of the voluntarists
would have to be accepted

6 THE NOTION OF PERFECTION AND NOMINALISM

Srinoza’s doctrine of perfection as just explained involves
an extreme foim of nommalism Only particular things are
real | umiversal types have no formal bemng of their own
Hence there cannot be a universal form of being which 1s
absolutely perfect mn 1ts kind as the Platonists held The uni-
versals are mental notions of the mind—an ens ratioms—
without any status outside it The mmd mmagmes the common
or average qualities of things perceived and comes to 1m-
agine universal o1 general types (2—40 schol ) The universal
notions so magimed vary with different individuals

In like manner, things aie called perfect or mmperfect
when they possess the qualities usually found 1n or attributed
to certain objects The general notion of perfection 1s there-
fore due to the extrmsic relations of things and the im-
potence of the mmagmation n assoaating together those
qualities 1 wlich things appear to agree Spimoza himself
describes the transition from particular to universal notions
of perfection as follows (4—pref ) “But afterwards men be-
gan to foim unneisal ideas |1dens universales formare], to
think out for themsclves types of houses, buildings, castles
[exemplaria excogitare] and to prefer some types of things
to others, and so 1t happened that each person called a thing
perfect which seemed to agree with the universal 1dea which
he had formed of that thing, and on the other hand, he called
a thing imperfect which seemed to agree less with his typical
conception, although according to the intention of the work-
man 1t had been entirely completed [consummatum] This
appears to be the only rcason why the words perfect and 1m-
perfect are commonly applied to natural objects which are
not made with human hands, for men are in the habit of form-
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g both of natural as well as of artificial objects, universal
ideas which they regard as types of things, and which they
think nature has in view, setting them before herself as types
too, it being the common opinion that she does nothing ex-
cept for the sake of some end [mihil mist alicujus finis causa
agere existemant] When therefore men see something done
by nature which does not altogether answer to the typal con-
ception which they have of the thing, they think that nature
herself has failled or committed an error, and that she has
left the thing imperfect Thus we see that the custom of ap-
plying the words perfect and imperfect to natural objects
has arisen rather from prejudice [ex pracjudicio] than from
true knowledge of them Perfection therefore and 1m-
perfection are really only modes of thought [mod:r cogitandi
sunt], that 1s to say notions which we are in the habit of
formmg from the comparison with one another of individuals
of the same species o1 genus” [notiones quas fingere solemus
ex eo quod ejusdem specier aut generis individua ad invicem
comparamus |

We sce from the above lengthy quotation that the notion
of peifection hike that of umiversals 1n general 1s due to
knowledge of the first kind (2-40 schol 2), to confused opin-
1on and immagmation Perfection and mmperfection are en-
tirely extrinsic or accidental characteristics attributed by the
mind to particular things which 1t perceives or imagmes as
being similar The umversal perfection so imagined 1s rela-
tive to each mndividual and varies with his experience

Spinoza goes so far as to say that the notion of bemng 1s
only an ens rationis, a mental entity with no formal existence
His surprising statement reads (4—pref ) “And this 1s the
reason why I have said that by recality and perfection I
understand the same thing [per realitatem et perfectionem
idem ntelligere], for we are m the habit of referring all
individuals 1n nature to one genus which 1s called the most
general [generalisssmum] that 1s to say, to the notion of
bemng which 1efers absolutely to all the individual objects 1n
nature Insofar theirefore as we refer the individual objects
m nature to this genus and compare them one with another
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and discover that some possess more being or reality than
others, msofar do we call some more perfect than others [aha
plus entitatis seu realitatis quam aha habere comperimus
eatenus alia alus perfectiora esse dicimus] , and msofar as we
assign [tribuimus] to the latter anything which, like termi-
nation, end [finis], impotence etc , involves negation [quod
negationem mvolvit] shall we call them imperfect, because
they do not affect our minds with strength equal to those we
call perfect, but not because anything which really belongs
to them 1s wanting or because nature has committed an error
[quia nostram mentem non aeque afficiunt ac illa quae per-
fecta vocamus] ”

In this passage Spinoza develops the extreme implications
of his nominalistic thesis Being or reality 1s simply the most
general genus under which we can concerve all the things of
nature On this premuse 1t follows that the most perfect being
1s ssmply an ens rationis, a figment of the imagination, and
not some actually existing being The most perfect being 1s
apparently a genecral name for the sum total of cntities 1n
nature , there really 1s no mdividual thing which 1s absolutely
perfect This thesis would obviously destroy the very founda-
tion of Spinoza’s metaphysics which posits the most perfect
bemng to be the one substance whose existence 1s necessary
Spmoza, it appears, does not see any contradiction between
his thesis that perfection and reality are identical (chap. 1x,
§ 1), and the doctrime of extreme nommalism which regards
being or reality as a mere mental notion due to the general
imagmation of things He fails to sec that, according to his
monistic metaphysics, all modes are really imperfect because
they are Limitations of the absolutely perfect beng (1-8
schol ) from which they follow In the preface to the fourth
book of the Ethics Spinoza 1s led to deny this and to mam-
tain instead that no modes are really imperfect, though we
regard them so when we compare their extrinsic relations to
one another In his anxiety to demonstrate the primacy of
the efficient cause, he fails to realize that he 1s undermining
the very foundations of his metaphysics which presupposes a
final cause, and a realistic conception of universals
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7 THE EXEMPLAR OF HUMAN NATURE

SpiNoza, however, 15 aware that his extreme nominalism
would make all normative ethics meaningless If universals
are only things of the imagination and 1if there i1s no mtrin-
sic perfection pertaming to forms of bemng, then the no-
tion of a perfect man has no formal validity Man as he
actually 1s, 15 perfect and whatever he does as an effi-
cient cause 15 hikewise perfect There 1s no umversal standard
of excellence applicable to all men The concept of ethics be-
comes an 1llusion, a fiction of society. And so Spinoza the phi-
losopher and practical moi1ahst 1s forced to acknowledge the
objective validity of a universal model or normn of human na-
ture Thus he adimits (4—pief ) “‘But although tlungs are so,
we must retain these words Ifor since we desue to form for our-
selves an 1dea of man upon which we may look as a model of
human natuie, it will be of service to us to retain these expres-
sions 1n the sense I have mentioned [nam quia 1deam hommis
tanquam naturae humanae exemplar quod mtueamur for-
mare cupimus ] Agan, I shall call men more or less
perfect o1 1mpelfect mnsofar as they approach more or less
nearly to this same model [deinde homines perfectiores aut
mmperfectiores dicemus, quatenus ad hoc 1dem exemplar magis
aut minus acecedunt] ”

A similar passage occurs 1n the treatise On the Improve-
ment of the Understanding (pp 4, 5 Wild edition) “Noth-
mg 1egarded m 1ts own nature can be called perfect or 1m-
perfect, especially when we are aware that all things which
come to pass do so accordmg to the eternal order and fixed
laws of nature However, human weakness cannot attain to
this order 1n 1ts own thoughts, but meanwhile man concerves
a human nature much more stable than his own and sees that
there 1s no reason why he should not himself acquire such a
nature Thus he 1s led to seek for means which will bring him
to this degree of perfection and calls everything which will
serve as such means a true good The chief good 1s that he
should arrive together with other individuals 1f possible at
the enjoyment of the aforesaid nature What that character
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is we shall show 1 its place, namely, that 1t 1s the knowledge
of the union existing between the mind and the whole of na-
ture This then, 1s the end [fims] to which I tend, to acquire
such a nature myself and to endeavour [conari] that many
should attain it with me ”

The importance of these passages consists 1n the fact that
Spinoza acknowledges the utihity of a universal norm or ex-
emplar of human perfection The 1dca of human nature 1s
not one that 1s or has been attained, 1t 1s rather an 1deal of
perfection conceived by reason which man should strive to
acquire so far as possible The perfection of this exemplar of
human nature 1s not a confused notion derived from the 1n-
agmation of the common qualities of things On the contrary,
1t 15 an adequate 1dea conceived by reason The intrinsic ob-
Jective perfection of this 1dea refers to the potential, formal
nature of man 'The idea of the absolutely perfect man 1s
prior 1n nature to its actual attainment by any individual, a
man 1s more or less perfect to the extent that he approaches
this exemplar In other words, the exemplar of human nature
sexves as final cause or end of human effort The universal
form of human perfection 1s an ens rationahls, a forin of
being concerved by 1cason, and not merely an ens ratiomis
without an objective vahidity of 1ts own (chap 1v, § 5).

On this basis a man may be mperfect msofar as he really
lacks somethimg which ought to peitain to him God 15 the
only being 1 whom the actual and the 1deal aie 1dentical,
and hence He 15 actually mfinitely perfect In a letter to his
correspondent Hudde (let 36) tlus point 1s clearly made:
“Here I would have you note that I have just said with re-
gard to the word mnpeifection, namely, that this means that
a thing lacks something which nevertheless belongs to 1ts na-
ture. . . And since the nature of God does not consist of a
certaimn kind of being but of absolutely unhimited bemng, His
nature also requires all that perfectly expresses being , other-
wise his nature would be limited and deficient *> It would be
an imperfection 1n God to lack any mode of perfection what-
ever, but 1t 15 an inperfection 1n man to lack whatever pe1-
tains to the rational exemplar of human nature which 1s per-
fect 1n 1ts kind
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8 THE IDEA OF PERFECTION AND THE THREE
GRADES OF KNOWLEDGE.

I BELIEVE to have shown m the preceding analyses that Spi-
noza has three distinct conceptions of the nature of perfec-
tion It remamns for me to show that these three views are
parallel to the three grades of knowledge (2-40 schol. 2 )

According to Spinoza’s first view of perfection, reality
and perfection are 1dentical, and the most perfect being 1s
prior m nature to all other modes All finite things are said
to lack m perfection when compared with the infinitely per-
fect being, though there aie degrees of perfection among
the modes depending upon their natural proximity to the
first cause Tlus 1dea of perfection involves the third grade
of knowledge according to which the mind “advances from
an adequate 1dea of the formal essence of certan attributes
of God to the adequate knowledge of the essence of things ”
The mind intuitively or immediately coneeives all finite modes
in their relation to the absolutely perfect being from whom
they derive their various degiees of perfection

According to the second view of perfection, the exemplax
of human nature 1s a universal form of being which has a
formal and objective essence of 1ts own Men are more or less
perfect msofar as they conform to this rational 1deal of hu-
man perfection This 1dea of a form perfect mn 1ts kind 1n-
volves the second grade of knowledge, according to which
reason concenes the common properties of things (2-40
schol 2,2-38, 39)

According to the third view of perfection, the relation be-
tween the perfection of a thing and 1ts essence 1s accidental
or extrinsic A thing 1s said to be more or less perfect when
compared with other particular things, though really the
perfection of each thing varies with its particular efficient
cause Perfection and mmperfection are attributed by the
mind to particular things because 1t forms universal notions,
though the umversal per se 1s nothing but an ens ratioms
without a formal essence of 1ts own This conception cor-
responds to the first grade of knowledge which involves
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inadequate knowledge and confused 1magination of the com-
mon properties of things Such notions vary with the expen-
ence of different individuals.

The parallel we have drawn between the notions of per-
fection and the three grades of knowledge 1s not drawn by
Spmoza himself Had he done so his argument would have
been imtelligible and consistent Instead we find that he tries
to identify the three notions of perfection as if they were all
m agreement He passes from one view to the other without
any apparent realization of the problems involved.



X
THE PERFECTION OR VIRTUE OF MAN

1 THE IDENTITY OF VIRTUE, POWER, AND
PERFECTION

E havce scen from our pteceding analysis that per-
s ; s/ feetion and power of bemg are 1dentical We now
find that Spmoza 1dentifies virtue and power of
being He wiites (4-def 8) “By virtue and power I under-
stand the same thing [per virtutem et potentiam i1dem intel-
higo], that 15 to say, virtue msofar as 1t 15 1elated to man 1s
the cssence itself or natuie of the man nsofar as it has
the power of effecting [potestatem efficiendi] certain things,
which can be understood thiough the laws of 1ts nature
alone ” From this 1t follows that vintue, power, and perfec-
tion are 1dentical
The question now arises, how did Spinoza come to 1dentify
virtue and power of bemng? Furtheimore, what evidence 1s
there of n correlation between virtue and peifection? In the
following sections I shall try to show that there 15 a defi-
nite basis in Scholastic philosophy for Spmoza’s conception
of virtue The general pomnt I shall try to establish 1s that
theie are as many differcnt meanmgs for human vurtue as
we found for the notion of perfection

2 ST THOMAS AND SPINOZA ON VIRTUE AND
POWER

Tur first problem to be considered 15, how did Spmoza come
to 1dentify virtue and power of being? The answer, I believe,
1s to be tound i Spinoza’s knowledge of Scholastic litera-
ture In the Swmma Theologica of St Thomas we find the
following statement (It 1I, 1st pt, Vol VII, Quest 55,
§1) “Virtue denotes a certain perfection of a power [poten-
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tia] Now a thing’s perfection 1s considered chiefly in regard
to1tsend But the end of power is act Wherefore power 1s said
to be perfect, according as 1t 1s determinate to 1ts act Now
there are some powers which of themselves are determinate to
their acts, for instance the active natural powers And there-
fore these natural powers arc in themselves called virtues.
Sometimes we give the name of a virtue to that to which the
virtue 15 directed, nnmely, exther to its vbject or to its act, for
mstance, we give the name faith, to that which we beheve, or
the act of beheving, as also to the habit by which we believe

For the furthest pomnt to wlhich a power can reach, 1s
said to be 1ts virtue, for instance, 1if & man can carry one
hundred weight and not more his virtue 1s put at a hun-
dred weight and not at sixty > Agamn later (ebid , Quest 55,
§2) “Vutue from the very natuie of the word implies some
pettection of power Wherefore since power 1s of two kinds,
namely, power 1n reference to being and power 1n reference to
act, the perfection of each of these 15 called virtue ”

From these passages of St Thomas we see that virtue 1s
perfection of power The virtue of anything 15 yjudged by the
limit of 1ts activity—a thimg 15 called perfect when 1t com-
pletes o1 pertorms its function well In tlhis sense yntue may
be attributed to any natural object The Scholastics follow-
mg Aistotle combmed this naturahstic conception of virtue
which involves the nature of a thing considered as an efficient
cause together with the notion of the final cause The virtue
of a thing was estunated not only by 1ts actual function but
also by potential power to act with reference to a fixed end
or object Where the act was its own end, the fuirthest limit
of that function determmed the virtue of the thing

Now Spinoza, 1t appeats, took over the Scholastic notion
of virtue but modified 1t 1n some important respects. He
wished primarily to exclude all reference to a final cause,
amn, or limit of activity, and hence he defined human virtue
as the power of man to produce given effects The essential
pomnt 1 Ius conception of virtue 1s that the action must be
such as follows from the efficient power and laws of human
natuie alone (chap i, § 2) Whatever man himself does or
desires indicates human perfection or virtue as well as the
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perfection of his products Just as a thing 1s said to be per-
fect when it 1s such as the individual desires 1t to be (chap
1%, §§4, 5), so man himself 1s perfect mnsofar as he desires
or acts 1n any way 1nvolving his own powers

On this basis, the virtue or efficient power of man 1s judged
by the effects he produces on others with whom he competes
for self-preservation All virtue 15 egocentric The virtue or
perfection of the individual depends on his power or effort
to preserve lumselt and to endure so long as possible (3-8, 9)
As Spmoza puts 1t (4-20) “The more each person strives
and 15 able to scek his own profit, that 1s to say, to preserve
his own being, the more virtue does he possess, on the other
hand, msofar as each person neglects his own profit, that 1s
to sav, negleets to preserve hunself, 1s he mpotent ” And
agam (4-22) “No virtue can be conceived prior to this”
(namely self-preservation) The virtue of man 1s then pri-
marily self-preservation, ‘“the endeavour after self-preser-
vation 15 the primary and only foundation of virtue” (4-22
corol ) (conatus sese conservandr primum et unicum virtutis
est fundamentum) There 1s no end or good for the sake of
which man acts and endeavors to pieserve himself (4-25)

3 HUMAN VIRTUE AND THE POWER OF REASON

SreiNoza’s second theory of human virtue or perfection pos-
tulates that there 15 a nature or power common to all men,
namely, their reason o1 mtelleet The reason m man 1s the
only prmeiple in virtue of which he may be said to act ac-
cording to the laws of his own nature The body 15 the souice
of all passivity and 15 the cause of human servitude. Properly
speaking, virtue peitains only to human reason which con-
stitutes the active essence of man, there 1s no corporeal virtue
at all Thus we find Spinoza writes (5—-40 and corol ) “The
mote peifection a thing possesses, the more 1t acts and the
less 1t suffers and conversely, the more 1t acts the more per-
fect 1t 1s That part of the mind wluch abides, whether
great or small 1s more perfect than the other part. For the
part of the mind which 1s eternal 1s the intellect through
which alone we are said to act, but that part which as we
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have shown perishes, is the imagination itself through which
alone we are said to suffer ” Spinoza differentiates sharply
between the actions of the mind which mvolve the adequate
1deas of reason and the passions which involve the inade-
quate 1deas of the magmation (3—8) The human intellect
15 conceived through itself and 1s determined (chap. viu, § 7)
by 1itself as a distinct eternal 1dca 1n the active intellect of
God (1-31) ; the human body, on the other hand, 1s a mode
of extension subject to the mechanical laws of external modes
Spinoza concludes (4-23) ‘““A man cannot be absolutely
said to act from virtue [ex virtute agere] insofar as he is
determined to any action because he has madequate 1deas,
but only mnsofar as he 1s determined because he understands ”
And agam (4-87 schol 1) “True virtue consists 1in living
according to the guidance of 1eason alone [ex solo rationis
ductu vivere], and impotence [impotentia] therefore con-
sists 1n this alone—that a man allows himsclf to be led by
things which are outside himself and by them to be deter-
mined to such actions as the common constitution of external
things demands and not to such as his own nature considered
m 1itself alone demands ”

It 1s important to note that Spinoza unites this ration-
alistic conception of vntue with his previous doctrine that
virtue consists i the effort of self-preservation His argu-
ment 1s that reason itself directs each individual to preserve
himself “To act absolutely thiough viitue,” he writes (4-
24), “as 1n us nothing other than acting, living and preserv-
ing onesclf (these three signify the same thing) as reason
directs [ex ductu ratiomis] from the ground of secking one’s
own profit ” This direction of reason for self-preservation 1s,
however, notlhing other than the effort to understand. As
Spinoza puts it (4-26) . “All efforts which we make through
reason are nothing but efforts to understand, and the mind
msofar as 1t uses reason, adjudges nothing as profitable to
itself excepting that which conduces to understanding [quie-
quid ex ratione conamur, mhil alud est, quam mtelligere] »
Spimoza stresses the point that this effort to understand 1s
the primary and sole foundation of virtue and that “We do
not endeavour to understand things for the sake of any end,
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but, on the contrary, the mind insofar as 1t reasons, can con-
cerve nothing as being good for 1tself, except that which con-
duces to understanding [nec alicujus finis causa res imtel-
ligerc conabimur] ” He 15 apparently anxious to demonstrate
that the virtue of reason consists m 1ts power as an efficient
cause and does not mvolve any reference to some external

final cause

4 THE VIRTUE OF REASON AND THE NATURE OF
THE SOUL HISTORICAL SURVEY

Ix the preceding section we sumply stated that Spinoza i1den-
tifics human virtue with the activity of reason The question
may now be 1aised, how did Spinoza come to concerve human
perfection 1 this way? How does his theory compare with
that of the classical philosophers with whom he was ac-
quainted? T'o answer these questions we shall present a brief
survey of the doctrines of PPlato, Aristotle, and the Stoies and
Scholastics on the subject of human virtue

Plato regarded the soul as complex, that 1s, ns having
rationnl as well as mmrational faculties or functions The 1r-
1ational parts of the soul have the virtues which are proper
to them, namely, temperance for the appetite or desire,
courage or fortitude for the spirited element (thumos) The
proper virtue of the rational part of the soul 1s wisdom and
justice 15 the vintue of cooperation among the various parts
ot the soul The highest virtue and that which 1» peculiar to
man 14 the exercise of reason which mvolves a knowledge of
the “i1dea of the good ”

Aristotle follows Plato in distinguishing between the ra-
tional and 1ri1ational functions of the soul, but differs from
him 1in subdividing the rational part of the soul into theo-
retical or contemplative activity and practical or deliberative
reason The virtue of the theoretical reason (sophia) 1s wis-
dom and 15 concerned with the conception of eternal meta-
physical tiuths o1 forms of bemng, the virtue of the practical
reason 1s practical wisdom (phronesis) which 1s concerned
with the mutable objects of desire Moral or practical virtue



The Vurtue of Man 281

depends on the control of the passions in accordance with
the 1deals of the practical reason The moral virtues are de-
fined by him with reference to specific objects which serve as
the end or final cause of particular desires The exercise of
moral virtue 1nvolves three factors, namely, the function of
the soul, the object, and the individual’s state of character
Moral wisdom or virtue mvolves the discernment of the 1deal,
mean course of action under particular circumstances with
reference to a given end, 1 accordance with the character
of o good man In the last analysis 1t may perhaps be said
that according to Aristotle the only umiversal moral ideal 1s
the personal 1deal, the 1deal of the wise man of practical in-
sight, rather than the Platonic impersonal 1dea of the good

It 1s noteworthy that Plato had a specific object for reason
as a whole, namely, the 1dea of the good, the activity of rea-
son was not an end m 1tself The major moral virtues he
defined only by the part of the irrational soul mvolved and
without reference to speeific objects Amnistotle, on the other
hand, had no specific abject for the theoretical reason, 1its
exercise was an end m 1tself But he defined the practical
virtues with 1eference to a universal personal 1deal of char-
acter and many particular kinds of objects

The Stoies, being eclectics, attempted to combine both
theories Thev 1dentified the essence of man with his reason
but made the intellect entirely practical Theoria, the disin-
terested contemplation of eternal truths, was no longer the
crowming actinvity of reason as Plato and Arstotle held
They made practical wisdom the highest virtue and pro-
ceeded to identify virtue with knowledge—thereby confusing
both notions The wise man was he who could restrain the
cmotions which perturbed the soul and prevented a rational
Iife For man to live in accoid with the laws of nature meant
for him to lIve in accord with the 1deals of the Stoic wise man

The Scholastics combined aspects of the teaching of Plato
and Aristotle together with original Christian elements. For
our present purpose it 1s sufficient to state that they followed
Aristotle i distinguishing contemplative fiom practical vir-
tue but agreed with Plato in making God (similar to though
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different from the Platonic idea of the good) the object of
human contemplation

Generally 1t may be said that Spinoza follows the Stoics
m 1dentifying theoretical and practical virtue and the Scho-
lastics in making God the highest object of contemplation
(see later § 6) Reason 1s the active or essential principle n
man and all practical virtues are modes of the activity of
reason , the passions are due to the force of external things
In mtroducing a radical duahsm 1n his conception of human
natuie, Spinoza forsook the naturalism of the Grecks and
Scholastics which he himself i part followed, and substi-
tuted instead a mystic 1ationalism based on the metaphysical
unity of man and God

5 PLATO, FRANCIS BACON, AND SPINOZA ON
KNOWLEDGE AND POWLER

Srivoza’s doctrine of intellectual vintue must ikewise be dis-
timguished from the I’latonic-Sociatic doctrine that virtue
15 knowledge What Plato meant primarily was that a knowl-
edge of the tiue good mvariably led to virtuous conduet To
know the nature of the good was to act in conformity with
that knowledge, vice was the result of 1gnorance Plato main-
tained this doctime beeause he did not distinguish between
theorctical and practical reason or between the will and 1n-
telleect To know the truth and to consent to its performance
were therefore one and the same thing The 1deas were the
final causes of virtue and moved the individual to desire and
mitate them In other woids, the power of the 1deas, as we
see from the Sophist, consisted 1n thenr mfluence on human
conduct, though the 1deas themselves were 1 no sense the
efficient cause of anyvthing In brief, the phrase “virtue 1s
knowledge” meant for I’lato first, that the highest form of
vintue was the contemplation of the ideas and particularly
the 1dea of the good, second, that all practical or moral
virtue depended on the theoretical knowledge of the good,
which served as the final cause of human conduct

Francis Bacon 1n the sixteenth centu1y mtroduced a new
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meaning to the phrase “knowledge is power ” In reaction
against the Scholastics he maintained that knowledge must
not be sterile and an end m itsclf Knowledge, Bacon in-
sisted, was power—the means whereby man controlled nature
and mvented the mmstruments wherewith to foster human en-
joyment of life All knowledge was essentially practical or
mstrumental and must be judged by 1ts consequences 1 1n-
creasing human control over the forces of nature In this re-
spect Francis Bacon was the prophet of modern science,

For Spinoza as for Francis Bacon the phrase “knowledge
15 power” means that knowledge 1s the efficient cause of hu-
man powcr and not its final cause, but the former differs
from the latter in that Spinoza like the Scholastics granted
that the activity of the intellect was 1ts own end or an end 1n
itself, whereas for Bacon knowledge was a means to an end
other than itselt, namely, power and the enjoyment of liv-
mg According to Spmnora, all human virtue consists in the
activity of the intellect because the intelleet alone 1s self-
determined and as such 1s the proximate efficient cause of 1ts
1deas That 1s to say, the virtue of the intellect 1s conceived
through 1tself and does not reter to 1ts extrinsic consequences
i controlling natuie Bacon, Spinoza would say, made the
mntellect subservient to human activity rather than the es-
sence of that activity

We see then that the phiase “knowledge 15 power” has
three distinet meanings as appled to Plato, Francis Bacon,
and Spmoza respectively For Plato it meant that knowledge
of the 1deas was the final cause of all vintue, for Francis
Bacon 1t signified that knowledge was the mstrument or
means of human progress, and thirdly for Spinoza it re-
ferted to the doctrine that all human virtue was identical
with the power or activity of the intellect It would appear
then as 1t one sigle syllogisin had been evolved from Plato
to Spimoza Plato had said . All virtue 15 knowledge. Francis
Bacon added All knowledge 15 power. Spinaza concluded
Therefore all virtue 1s power Spinoza accepts the Platonic
doctrine that viitue 1s knowledge but interprets knowledge
in the Baconian sense of efficient power.
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6 INTELLECTUAL INTUITION, ADEQUATE IDEAS,
AND THE HIGHEST VIRTUE

Acconvine to Spinoza’s third theory of perfection all modes
are concerved through God and partake of His perfection
m varying degrees This notion of perfection involves, we
observed, the thind grade of knowledge whereby each mode 1s
conceived directly through the divine attributes (chap 1x,
§8) Tlus mmplies that God 15 as 1t were the universal ex-
emplar of mfimite perfection 1 relation to Whom the peifec-
tion of all inodes 15 estumated

With reference to man Spinoza now distinguishes two
mamn grades of mtellectual virtue or perfection The virtue
of the ntellect 1n genernl 15 to concerve adequate ideas or
common notions, which he calls knowledge of the second kind
to distmmguish 1t from sense perception and the confused as-
soaation of nnages (240 schol 2) All men by natuie can
conceive such common notions due to the common properties
of all modes and the community of attiibutes The second
kind of knowledge depends upon prior sense perception of
particular tlungs, the understanding sumply abstiacts the
essential or univeisal properties of the things which 1t per-
cerves These common o1 universal notions are common or
identical for all men and hence differ fiom the confused no-
tions of the tust kind wlhich vary with the experience and
unagination ol difterent mdniduals, “each peison forming
universal images according to the constitution of his body”
(2-40 schol 1) "T'hese common notions, furthermore, apply
cqually to all individuals of a given class and are the basis
of all syllogistic deduction whereby knowledge of the prop-
crties of the particular 15 dernved from the 1dea of the um-
versal torn Knowledge of the second kind 1s then mediate
knowledge mn two ways 1t 1» mediated by the senses and the
knowledge of the paiticular 1s deduced from the 1dea of the
common notion

Spmoza distmguishes this second grade of knowledge from
knowledge of the thnd kind, which he calls intuitive science
(scientia mtuitiva, 2—40 sch 2). This intellectual intui-
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tion 1s a direct or immediate conception of the essence of a
thing and does not require any mediation by sense perception
or by common notions An 1dea 15 said to be conceived mtur-
tively when 1t 1s concaved directly “solely through its es-
sence” and does not require any other idea through which
1t 1s conceived “For everything,” Spmnoza explamns (5-28
demon ), “that we clearly and distinetly understand we un-
derstand either through 1tself or throush something which 15
conceived through itsclf” (nam quicquid clare et distinete 1n-
telligimus, 1d vel per se vel per illud, quod per se concipitur,
intelligimus)

Since God or the most peifect bemng 1s the only being who
1s a causa sul, that 15, one whose cssence and existence are con-
cewved through limself alone, 1t follows that the 1dea of God 1s
the only one which can be mtuttively known Only God 1s
known per se and He alone can reveal Himself directly to the
mind Thus Spiora wittes (Short Treatise IT, chap xxn)
“Since then reason has no power to lead us to the attainment
of ou1 well-bemng, 1t remams for us to mquire whether we can
attam 1t through the {fouith and last kind of knowledge Now
we have shown that thns kind of knowledge doces not result
from something else but t10m a direct 1evelation of the object
itself to the understanding . That tlus fourth kind of
knowledge which 15 the knowledge ot God, 15 not the conse-
quence ot something clse, but 1mmediate, 15 evident from
what we have proved before, namely, that He 1s the cause of
all knowledge that 1s acquuired through itself alone and
through no other thing, morcover, also from tlns that we are
so united with Him by nature that without Him we can
nerther be nor be known And for this reason since there
1s such a close union between God and us, 1t 15 evident that
we cannot know Him except directly

All fimite thmgs, theirefore, are known mediatcly or as con-
cetved 1 relation to their ultimate, efficient cause But even
mediated knowledge when 1t 1s conceived as following directly
from the perfection of God 15 also a mode of mtuitive knowl-
edge To conceive things sub specie aeteinitatis (2—44 schol
2, 5-29) as properties o1 modes following from the nature
of God 1 a fixed intellcctual and hierarchical order, is also
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to have mturtive knowledge, though a mediated mtuition as it
were As Spinoza explans (2—47 note) “But as all things
are in God and through Him are conceived, 1t follows that we
can deduce from this knowledge many things which we may
adequately know and therefore form that third kind of knowl-
edge ” That 1s to say, the essence of God as well as the proper-
ties or modes which are conceived to follow from his eternal
nature aie concerved mtuitively, the 1dea of God as well as
the relations of all other 1deas to IIm may be known mtui-
tively This inturtive knowledge of the relations of all modes
to God 1s also common or 1dentical 1n all minds, since all finite
intellects are part of the infinite mtellect of God (see chap 1v,
§ 7) God 1s, so to speak, conscious of Himself through the
fimte mntellects which conceive Him (5—-40 schol )
Practically, however, tlus does not mean that the human
mind can dispense with deduction or knowledge of the second
kind The finite human mimd acquires most of 1ts knowledge a
posteriori, through the mediation of sense-perception and
common notions Intuitive knowledge of all the modes 1n their
relation to God 15 an1deal which the mind only partially real-
1zes In practice, we must first strive to acquire adequate
common notions before we can even hope to conceive things
m their relation to God sub specie aetermitatis later
This 1 take to be the significance of Spinoza’s proposition
(5-28) which states that “the effort or the desire to know
things by the third kind of knowledge cannot arise from the
first kind but may arise from the sccond kind of knowledge ”
In the Tractatus theologico-politicus (chap 1) he 1s even more
explhict “We may,” he writes, “be able quite to comprehend
that God can cominunicate immediately with man for without
the intervention of bodily means He communicates to our
minds His essence, still, & man who can by pure intuition
comprchend 1deas which ate neither contained 1in nor deduci-
ble from the foundations of our natuial knowledge, must
necessarilly possess a mnd far superior to those of his fellow
men, nor do I believe that any have been so endowed save
Chnist To Him the ordinances of God leading men to salva-
tion were revealed directly without words or visions > Theo-
retically, 1t should be possible to conceive a prion the whole
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of nature through the divine attributes, but practically,
Spmnoza like Plato found 1t was necessary to scale the intel-
lectual ladder gradually, employing the senses and ordinary
deduction from common notions, before one could hope to
catch a ghmpse of the eternal order of things Spinoza, how-
ever, differs from Plato and agrees with the Neo-Platonists,
in maintaining that the idea of God, far from being last
known, reveals 1tself dircctly to the human mmnd Most fimte
1deas must be known first mediately as common notions and
later mtuited 1n thenn relahon to God, but the idea of God
Himself 15 known mmmediately and 1s not deducible from
other notions. The inturtion of God 1s mystical while the -
twition of the modes depends on previous rational demonstra-
tion That 1s why Spmoza maintams that the pntological
proof of God which proves the existence of God from the
1dea of His essence o1 perfection 1s the only valid one (1-11),
since 1t does not atlempt to demonstrate the existence of God
a posterior: from less perfect things

Spmoza, however, was not quite consistent even as regards
the 1dea of God If the idea of God 1s inturtively o1 1mmeds-
ately known, then by definition 1t should not require demon-
strations and deduction which 1s an inferior mode of knowl-
edge Yet we find Spinoza devotes the first eleven propositions
of the Ethics to demonstrate the existence of God from the
nature of substance Logically, the nature of substance
should be concenved through God Spinora, n fact, was cling-
ing to the Scholastic-Aristotellan method of demonstration
mstead of to the mystical, mtuitive method which he pro-
fessed (see authoi’s paper, “Value and Reality i the Meta-
physics of Spinoza,” Phdlosophical Revew, May 1936)

At this stage the question may be raised Are all adequate
ideas known mtuitively ? It would appear at first sight that
some adequate 1deas are not known intuitively The common
notions, Spinoza demonstrates (2-38), “can only be ade-
quately conceived” and yet they constitute knowledge of the
second or non-mntuitive kind On the other hand, as we have
shown 1n our previous discussion of ‘“‘adequate 1deas and
adequate causes” (chap 1, § 3), an adequate 1dea 1s one whose
truth 1s concerved through itself alone and has nothing to
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do with the perfection of its object On this basis the ade-
quacy of any idea whatsoever 1s known intuitively A true
1den, we are told (2-43 schol ) “reveals itself, just as hght
reveals both itself and the darkness,” and this 1s precisely
what 15 meant by intuitive knowledge (sicut lux seipsam et
tencbras manifestat, sic veritas norma sui et fals: est)

The difficulty arises primaiily from the equivecal nature
of the phrase “conceived through itself”” (per se concipitur)
Metaphysically, 1t means causa sui, that whose essence 1n-
volves existence God or the absolutely perfect substance 1s
the only being who 1s the adequate cause of His existence, and
therefore the 1dea of God 15 adequate and 1s concerved through
itself alone In this sense, an adequate 1dea and an adequate
cause are wlentical (chap 1, §3) TFiom this metaphysical
pomt of view, theiefore, all fimte modes of extension and
thought, which by natuie are not the adequate cause of their
essence o1 existence, cannot be concetved mtuitively or
through themselves alone

On the other hand, from a psychological and epistemolog:-
cal point ot view, 1deas of particular things, such as triangles
o1 circles, may be adequately conceived through themselves
alone, though they are not the adequate causes of their own
exwstence Spmnoza himself states ! expheitly “A concep-
tion or definition of a thing should be such that all the prop-
erties of that thing msofar as 1t 1s considered mn 1tself and not
mn conjunction with other things can be deduced fiom 1t, as
may be seen 1n the definition given of a circle, for from that
1t cleaily follows that all straight lines drawn from the centre
to the circumference are equal ” Similaily Spinoza’s illustra-
tion of mtuition 1n the Ethics and in On the Improvement of
the Understanding 1s the example of seeing immediately what
1s the fourth proportional 1n a sunple case of arithmetic The
“simpler” the example, the more likely the intuition From
these examples 1t follows that an 1dea may be adequately or
intuitively conceived through itself alone without being con-
ceived through itself alone 1n the sense of being an adequate
or self-sufficient metaphysical cause

It 1s highly 1nstiuctive to observe that Spinoza’s definition

1 Improvement of the Understanding, p 38, Wild edition
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of intuitive knowledge as given in the Ethics differs from that
given 1n On the Improvement of the Understanding though
the example cited, namely, the method of finding the fourth
proportional, 1s the same In the Ethucs, Spinoza writes (2—
40 schol 2) “Besides these two kinds of knowledge, there 1s
a third, as I shall show hereafter, which we shall call intuitive
science This kind of knowmng advances from an adequate
1dea of the formal essence of certamn attributes of God to the
adequate knowledge of the essence of things > In On the Im-
provement of the Understanding (p '7) he writes. “Lastly
there is the perception arising when a thing 1s perceived solely
through 1ts essence or through the knowledge of 1ts proximate
cause (p 8) A thing may be perceived solely through
1ts essence when from the fact of knowing something, I know
what 1t 1s to know that thing, or when from knowing the
essence of the mind I know that 1t 1s united to the body By
the same kind of knowledge we know that two and three make
five or that two hines each parallel to a third are parallel to
one another ” The significant point evident here 1s that Spi-
noza makes no relerence to God at all in On the I'mprovement
of the Understanding, any fimte thing 1s said to be known
through 1ts essence when we sce 1ts properties immediately.
In the Ethics, on the other hand, mmtuitive knowledge 1s
1dentified with knowledge of and thiough God, though Spi-
noza proceeds to 1llustrate such divine knowledge with the
example of finding the fourth proportional to 1, 2, and 3!
Spnoza was really employng a double criterion of intuition,
precisely because he confused the metaphysical adequacy of
the cause with the epistemological adequacy of an dea
From a historical point of view 1t may be said that Spinoza
attempted to combine a Neo-Platonic metaphysics with the
Cartesian theory of mathematical intuition According to the
Neo-Platonic theory the more perfect forms of bemng are
prior 1 knowledge as well as nature to the less perfect The
most perfect being which 1s the source of all less perfect
things 1s also the principle of therr intelligibility , like the sun
1t reveals both 1tself and them, as Plato suggested i the Re-
public. The mystical inturtion of the One or the Idea of the
Most Perfect Being 1s therefore the source of the mtelligi-
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bility of the ideas which follow from and are conceived
through 1t

On the other hand, Descartes’s theory of inturtion 1s com-
pletely rationalistic and psychological and has no reference to
the metaphysical status of its object. Taking his examples
from mathematics, he defined intuition in his “Rules for the
Direction of the Mind” (rule 3) as “the undoubting concep-
tion of an unclouded and attentive mind (which) springs
from the light of reason alone ” “By mtution,” he explains,
“T understand, not the fluctuating testimony of the senses,
nor the mislecading judgment that proceeds from the blunder-
g constructions of imagination, but the conception which
an unclouded and attentive mind gives us so readily and dis-
tinctly that we are wholly freed from doubt about that which
we understand ” Examples of things known mtuitively are
the fact of one’s existence, that the triangle 1s bounded by
threc lines only etc “TFacts of such a kind,” he remarks, “are
far more numerous than many people think, disdamning as
they do teo direct their attention upon such simple matters »
The characterstics of rational mtuition are then immediacy
and certanty of knowledge and the objects of intuitive knowl-
edge are all those whose nature 1s sumple and therefore self-
evident

Intuition Descartes distinguishes fiom deduction, which
also yields certain knowledge, but only imdirectly through
mference from facts known mtuitively “Many things are
known with certainty,” he observes, “though not by them-
selves evident, but only deduced fiom true and known prin-
ciples by the continuous and uninterrupted action of a mind
that has a clear vision of each step 1n the process. Hence
we distinguish this mental imntwition from deduction by the
fact that into the conception of the latter there enters a cer-
tain movement or succession, mto that of the former there
does not Furthe1, deduction does not require an immediately
presented evidence such as mtuition possesses, 1ts certitude
1s rather confeired upon 1t 1 some way by memory
The upshot of the matter 1s [Descartes concludes] that 1t 1s
possible to say that those propositions indeed which are 1m-
mediately deduced from first principles are known now by
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intuition now by deduction, i.e., in a way that differs accord-
g to our point of view; but the first principles themselves
are given by mntuition alone, while on the other hand, the re-
mote conclusions are furnished only by deduction ”

In brief, while Descartes distinguishes the mmmmediate cer-
tanty and self-evident character of intuitive knowledge from
deduction, which 1s mediated by other ideas and mvolves
memory, he does concede also that deduction from mntuitively
known facts may also be mtuitive Spinoza, as we have scen,
made the same pomt when he said that mtuitive knowledge
could arise from deductive knowledge or knowledge of the
second kind Tinally, it 1s to be noted that although Des-
cartes claimed “these two mcthods are the most certamn routes
to knowledge, and the mind should admit no athers,” he did
not wish to rule out the evidence of seriptural revelation
which he held to be “more certain than our surest knowl-
edge > “This does not prevent us from believing,” he 1s careful
to note, “matters that have been divinely revealed as being
more certan than our surest knowledge, simce behef 1n those
things as all faith 1in obscure matters, 1s an action not of our
intelligence but of our will

Wlhen we turn to compare Descartes and Spinoza on the
dea of mtwition, 1t appears that the latter accepted the defi-
nition of the former Both agree intwition 15 a conception of
reason and not a perception of sensation, mvolving unmediate
and self-evident certamty Deduction, they both maintam, 1s
cencerned with general notions and mediate inference, though
what was once a matter of deduction may become the object
of wntuition What Spmoza apparently did was to 1dentify
this mathematical mtuition with the mystical, metaphysical
inturtion of the Neo-Platonists God as the most perfect being
reveals Himself as the Absolute Truth to the human intellect
and all other forms of Truth are concerved through this most
perfeet Idea For Spinoza, unhke Descartes, divine revela-
tion 1s a natural illumination available to the liuman ntellect
and 1s not to be accepted by faith or on the authoiity of the
Church. (See Note1,p 292 )

The superior status of intellectual inturtion has a direct
bearing upon Spinoza’s theory of virtue. He demonstrates
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(5—25) that “the highest effort of the mind [summus mentis
conatus] and the highest virtue [summa virtus] 1s to under-
stand things by the third kind of knowledge ” The virtue of
the understanding 1n general 1s to conceive adequate 1deas or
common notions of the seccond kind (chap x, § 3) but the
highest virtue (summa virtus) of the mind 1s to conceive ideas
intuitively and sub specie acternitatis in relation to the divine
attributes We aire told explicitly in an earlier proposition
(4-28) that “the highest good [summum bonum] of the
mind 15 the knowledge of God and the highest virtue of the
mind 1s to know God ” The highest virtue of the mind there-
fore depends not only on the intuitive function of the intellect
but also upon the mfinite perfection of the object which it
conceives That 15 to say, Spmoza mntroduces an extrinsic
criterion of human perfection, namelv, the perfection of God,
although he had professed to demonstrate that human virtue
should be conceived mtrinsically by reference to actions of
which man alone was the adequate cause

Stated differently, Spinoza’s conception of degrees of n-
tellectual virtue (5-24, 5-31 schol ) implies teference to a
goal or final cause of human perfection and cannot be ren-
dered mtelligible m terms of the efficient cause alone By com-
bining intuttive knowledge with the metaphysical notion of
pet fection and adequate causality, he was forced to acknowl-
cdge a final cause or goal of human development as well as
degrees of human peifection In this respect lus position was
1dentical with that of the Scholastics with whom he for the
most part disag:ced

Nore 1 In a recent aiticle entitled “La Pensée immtuitive chez
Descartes et chez les Cartesiens” (1in the Revue de métaphysique
et de morale for 1937) Profes-or Leon Brunschwicg points out
the conflict 1mplicit 1n Descnites’s theory of intuition On the
basis of the intrinsic adequacy of sumple ideas Descartes 15 led
to conclude that “Cogito ergo sum” 1s the fundamental truth
of imtuition On the other hand, he also maintains with the
Platonists that the intuition of the infinite and therefore also
of God 1s prior to the knowledge of oneself as well as of all finite
things My point here 1s that though this conflict 1s to be found
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m Descartes, his main exposition of scientific method 15 based
on the notion of simple, adequate 1deas whose truth 1s known 1m-
mediately by reason He does not employ the principle of natural
divine revelation which 1s the foundation of Spinoza’s Ethucs,
and which 15 the real ground for the latter’s identification of
adequate 1deas and adequate causes

7 PHYSICAL, MORAL, AND INTELLECTUAL VIRTUE

Ixsorar as Spinoza mtroduces the notions of degrees of
intellectual virtue, he also impheitly distinguishes between
physical and moral virtue In other words, he differentiates
between the physical power of the human body to perform
certamn acts and the relation of these physical effects to the
ideals of reason In the scholium to 4-59 Spinoza provides
an instructive example of the two kinds of virtue “The ac-
tion of striking, for instance, msofar as 1t 1s considered
physically [physice] and we attend only to the fact that a
man raises his arm, closes his hand, and foircibly moves the
whole arm downwards 1s a virtue which 1s concerved fiom the
structure of the human body If therefore a man agitated by
anger or hatred 15 led to close the fist or move the arm, this
comes to pass as we have shown m the second part because one
and the same action may be jomed to different images of
things and therefore we may be led to one and the same nc-
tion as well by the images of things which we percerve con-
fusedly as by those we conceive clearly and distimetly It ap-
pears therefore that every desne which arwses fiom an affect
which 1s a passion would be of no use 1f men could be led by
reason We shall now sec why a desire which arises from an
affect which 1s a passion 1s called blind

Here we sec that Spinoza explicitly differentiates between
the physical virtues of the body and the virtues of rational
desire Physical virtue without the guidance of recason 1s a
blind passion. There s no necessary parallelism between
physical and mental wmrtue as Spinoza at tumes strives so
hard to mamtawn (5-39) An action of the body may be ac-
compamed by a mental passion

As said, Spioza does not distinguish clearly between mtel-
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lectual and moral virtue (chap x, § 4), that 1s, between a de-
sire 1 accord with reason and a desire origmating 1n reason
(chap v, § 9), because he was concerned to explamn all
virtue i terms of an adequate, efficient cause Moral or prac-
tical virtue properly so-called 1s a desire for some external
thing 1n accord with the 1deals of reason and mnvolves refer-
ence to a final causc or end of desire But intellectual virtue
15, as Aristotle first noted, self-sufficient and does not involve
dependence upon external goods—at least not to any very
large extent By identitying moral and intellectual virtue
Spinoza, following the Stoics, was able to avoid the notion of
a final cause and to regard all human actions as depending
upon the adequate o1 self-sufficient causahity of the mntellect

8. VIRTUE AND THE THREE GRADES OF HUMAN
CHARACTER (d4) THE NATURAL MAN, (B) THE
SOCIAL MAN, () THE FREE MAN

The Natural Man

Srinoza’s three conceptions of the nature of human virtue
also mmvolve three distinet notrons of the peifection of human
character.

Corresponding to the fitst theory of perfection, we have
the natural man or man in the state of nature (status na-
turalis homimis) (4-37 schol 2) The natural man does what-
ever follows from the necessity of his nature and consults his
own advantage exclusively Man’s virtue 15 judged by his
efficient power m relation to others with whom lie competes
for Iife and sclf-preservation In a state of nature each -
dividual has the lghest right (summo naturae juie) to do
whatever he can do or has the natural power or virtue to per-
form Iach 1s the measuie of nght and wrong according to
his own desire Spinoza explains lus position 1n detail (437
schol 2) “We can now ecasily see that i the natuial state
there 15 nothing wlich by universal consent 1s good or evil,
since every one 1n a natural state consults only his own ad-
vantage, deciding according to his own way of thinking what
1s good and what 1s evil, and 1s not bound by any law to obey
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any one but himself.” Man 1n a state of nature, that s, prior
to the formation of a civil state, 15 regarded purely as an
efficient mechamism who acts m accordance with the laws of
his nature There 1s then no umversal norm of good and evil
Morality 15 a2 purely social product and 1s the result of social
conventlon.

The Social Man

Parallel to Spinoza’s sccond theory of perfection, we have
the social man or the citizen (civis) who dwells 1n the civil
state (status civilis) The social man acts 1 conformity with
social laws which define what 1s m accordance with the com-
mon good The c1vil state (civitas) decides the common norm
of human v tue and enforces the common rule by restraining
and punwhing those who wish to follow thenr own private
tendencies Instead of each individual conflicting with every
other 1n lus efforts to satisfy his desires, the civil state limits
the right of each for the good of all

Although Iife m society 1s the result of human law and
effort and 1s not part of the necessary order of nature, never-
theless the civil state 15 1n accord with the dictates of rght
reason We have seen that the virtue of all men who hive a
rational Iife 1s common to all and that all men so far agree in
nature In fact, 1t 1s necessa1y for each mdividual’s mtel-
Jectual virtue that others share in the life of reason Hence
the state, by setting up and enforeing common laws for the
good of all, 15 the imstrument of 1eason 1tself and should
therefoie be regarded as a necessary product of human na-
ture, though Spinoza, following Hobhes, speaks as if the
state were a matter of convention and did not pertain neces-
sarily to the natural order of human life Spinoza realizes
that the laws of society do not always agree with the laws of
human reason since the 1ulers are not always wise men Never-
theless he counsels that “far more advantages than disad-
vantages arise from the common society of men” (4-35
schol ) In fact, “a man who 1s guided by reason 1s freer m a
state where he lives according to the common laws than he
15 1 solitude” (4-73) The state 1s not merely an mstrument
of cocrcion and restraint, on the contrary, the state is
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founded upon honestas, the rational desire for others” friend-
ship As Spinoza puts 1t (4-37 schol 1) “The desire to join
others 1 friendship to himself, with which a man hving ac-
cording to the gurdance of reason 1s possessed, I call honor
[honestatem voco] ” The man who 1s led by honor secks the
society of others, not through fear of harm, but from a posi-
tive desire for their mutual well-being

We see then that Spinoza, like Hobbes, begins his theory of
the origin of the state with the 1dea of mutual fear and the
necessity of a supreme force to mamtam peace Unlike
Hobbes, however, lic ends by conceiving the state as founded
upon the common laws of 1eason and the positive desire for
mutual friendship and universal happiness

The Free Man

Finally, coiresponding to Spmoza’s third conception of
human virtue, we have the 1deal of the free man (homo hiber)
The free man, who 1s also the Stoic wise man (sapiens. 5—
pref ), 15 the one who 15 self-determined and active from the
wtuitive knowledge of God, and His relation to the rest of
nature. The free man, like the natural man, 1s an individualist
who lives according to the laws of lus own nature But the
frce man acts from a knowledge of God and secks his true
good, whereas the natural man acts as a part of nature and 1s
determmmed by external things and the passions to which they
grve 115e

The freec man who 1s guided by a true knowledge of hunself
and others 15 thus a cosmopolitan who strives to umite him-
self i fuiendship with all men (4-37) but 1s bound to none
by favors (4-70) The wise man who conceives the necessary
oirder of nature sub specie aeternitatis 1s not rest1 ained by the
social customs and piejudices of his particular locality since
these vary with tine and circumstance (8-def 27 explan )
In this sense, he t1anscends social morality and goes beyond
the comnmon notions of good and evil (4-68), though he
strives so far as possible not to give unnecessary offence (4—
70) or to run unnecessary dangers (4—69 corol ) In the last
tesort, a free man will endeavor to uphold the integrity of
the civil state rather than act deceitfully and preserve his life
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(472 schol )—a Socratic counsel which 18 not in accord
with Spinoza’s previous assumption that reason teaches self-
preservation as the highest virtue (chap x, § 3) In this hfe,
man’s greatest instrument for good 1s the state, though the
latter 1s not an end m 1itself which transcends the Iife of the
mndividual as Arnistotle and Hegel held Spinoza 1s basically
an mdividualist and democrat and would have the state sub-
servient to the common, rational needs of 1ts citizens from
whom alone it derives 1ts authority

9 SPINOZA, ALBFERT EINSTEIN, AND ABRAHAM
LINCOLN ON DETERMINISM, FREEDOM,
AND SLAVERY

W= have seen 1n the preceding section that Spinoza identifies
human virtuc and fieedom with the power or activity of the
mtellect alone The intellect of man 15 autonomous or self-
determined and man 1s free to the extent that he lives accord-
ing to the dictates of 1cason The free man then 1s a free
cause, that 1s, one who 15 determined by the necessary laws
of his own nature to act and desne what 1s good for him
Negatively, the wise man 1s free from external compulsion or
passions That 1s to say, the tiue contrary of frecedom 1s not
necessity but compulsion or slavery Spinoza states this con-
viction at the beginning of the Ethics where he defines free-
dom (1-def 7) “That thmmg 1s called fiee which exists from
the necessity of its own nature and 1s determined to action by
itself alone That thing on the other hand, 1s called necessary
or rather compelled which by another 1s determined to exist-
ence and action m a fixed and preseribed manner [ea res
libera dicetur, quae ex sola suae naturae necessitate existit,
et a se sola ad agendum determinatur Necessaria autem, vel
potius coacta, quae ab alio determimnatur ad existendum et
operandum certa ac determinata ratione] *

The difference between the free or wise man and the im-
potent or 1gnorant onc may also be expressed by saymg that
the former 1s self-sufficient (see chap x, § 7) whilst the latter
15 dependent upon external things or the accidental trend of
fortune Freedom then means self-sufficiency or freedom from
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want This I take to be the significance of Spinoza’s conclu-
sion 1n the appendix to book two of the Ethics (§2) “It
(this doctrine) 1s of service to us insofar as 1t teaches us how
we ought to behave with regard to the things of fortune or
those which are not 1n our power, that 1s to say, which do not
follow from our nature [docet quomodo circa res fortunae

nos gerete debeamus] , for 1t teaches us with equal mind
[acquo animo] to wait for and bear each face of fortune, be-
cause we know that all things follow from the eternal decree
of God according to that same necessity by which 1t follows
from the essence of a triangle that its three angles are equal
to two right angles »

Spinoza’s conclusion here 1s 1dentical with that of the
Stoies who taught that the supreme good of man lies within
him 1n the Iife of virtue and does not depend upon the goods
of fortune (Cicero De Frmabus, Pt 1V)

The wise man may therefore be said to be fice in three
ways first and positively, he 15 free in the sense of bemng
self-determined or the proxmmate cfficient cause of his actions,
second and negatively, hie 1s free from passions which are con-
trary to his nature, thudly and again negatively, he 1s self-
sufficient and therefore fiee from want or dependence upon
the goods of fortune

In the first book of the Ethics (1-17) Spinoza speaks as
1f God alone were a free cause God 15 said to act from the
necessaly laws of his own nature and to be compelled by no
one (1-17) Irom this he concludes (1-17 corol 2) “It fol-
lows secondly that God alone 15 a free cause” (solum Deum
esse causam liberam) God who 1s by nature free 1s also by
nature “fiee from passions” (Deus expers est passionum)
(5-17)

The reason for this apparent contradiction lies 1n the fact
that Spinoza uses the term *‘necessary” equivocally God acts
necessa11ly mn the sense that He 1s self-determined completely
according to the cternal laws of His nature of which He
Himselt 1s the cause, as 1t were (causa su1) But the modes act
necessarily in the sense that their essence and existence are
determined by God as well as by other modes In the first book
of the Etlucs Spinoza denied that any mode could be abso-
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lutely self-determmed (1-28) and hence he denied that a
mode could be a free cause, In the third book of the Ethucs,
however, Spmoza grants that each mode has a formal essence
or power of 1ts own and hence mamntains that each mode or at
least the intellect of man 1s the proximate eflicient cause of 1ts
actions as distinct from 1ts passions Spinoza was led to make
this admission because of the requirements of his moral the-
ory, since all moral eriticism and counsel as to what one ought
to do (nos gerere debeamus, 2—append ) would otherwise be
vamn and futile Thiough the mystical, intuitive knowledge
of God man participates in the mtellectual order of nature
and the free causality of God, but no other finite modes ap-
parently share this freedom

The reader should recall m this connection that Spinoza
denies freedom of will to God and man (see chap m, § 8) be-
cause he regards the will as a mode of intellect (1-32; 2-48)
and not as a power mndependent of the intellect. From this 1t
appears that he acknowledges the free causality of God and
man but denies their ficedom of willing As noted 1 a previ-
ous discussion (chap 111, § 8), this distimction 1s logically un-
tenable Logically Spinoza could have retamned his identifica-
tion of the will and mntellect while admitting the freedom of
the will, since the intellect 15 the adequate eause of its affee-
tions His failure to do so can be explained as due to his
reaction agamnst the Caitesian-Scholastic doctrine that the
will 15 tree 1n the sense of being indifferent or completely -
determinate (2—49 schol )
¢ But aside fiom these difficulties, Spinoza 15 clear on the
point that the opposite of freedom 1s not necessity but com-
pulsion or slavery A tlung 1s not free msofar as 1t 15 com-
pelled by some external thing to act other than it would 1f
lett to itself alone IFor example, nothing by nature endeavors
to harm or destioy 1tselt (3—4) , harinful activities must be
attributed to the superior power of external forces which
disagree with or are conttary to the nature of a particular
mode Internal causality and freedom of activity are identi-
cal (see chap 1v, § 3). An individual 1s f1ee to the extent that
he 1s the sole, efficient, and adequate cause of lus activities
The evil man 1s sumply the impotent slave of his passions
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of which he 1s the inadequate cause. Spinoza states this cardi-
nal principle briefly mn the first scholum to 4-37 as follows-
“The difference also between true virtue and impotence may,
from what has already been said, be easily seen to be this—
that true virtue consists in hiving according to the guidance
of reason alone, and that impotence therefore consists 1n
this alonc—that a man allows himself to be led by things
which are outside himself, and by them to be determined to
such actions as the common constritution of external things
demands, and not to such as his own nature considered in
itself alone demands ” The evil or nnpotent man like the slave
serves not for his own benefit but according to the arbitrary
compulsion of his masters, the supertor forces of nature,
whereas the free and good man acts with a view to lus own
pertection and according to the dictates of lus own reason

Spinoza’s theory of moial freedom has a direct bearmg
upon his conception of pohtical freedom and the rights of
man We have scen (chap x, § 8) that man in the state of
nature has a natuial 11glit to do whatever he can do or has
the efficient power to do Hence an mdividual has the right to
enslave others if he has the power or might to conquer them
On the other hand, msofar as virtue and the power of reason
are identical, then no one has the natural or rational right to
enslave others and to use them for hius private advantage On
the contrary, according to the laws or dictates of 1eason, cach
person endeavols to promote the perfection’of others so far
as possible since 1t 15 to the advantage and happimess of each
that all othe1s lead a rational hite along with him (4-37 schol
2, sec chap 1v, § 8) In brief, the free man desires that others
be free too, whereas the “natural” man who s the slave of hs
passwons desires to enslave others as well

It 15 a psychological paradox that the belief in universal
determinism liberates the mind from hatred as well as from
prawse and blame which a beliet 1n human freedom would
foster (3—def 27 explan ) Histonically 1t 1s highly instruc-
tive to compare the attitudes of our contemporary Albert
Emstein and of the famous emancipator Abraham Lincoln,
both of whom believe 1n complete, cosmic determmnism, and
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who have also shown devotion to the cause of human hberty
and the rights of minorities

Professor Albert Einstein 1n his biographical chapter in
the cooperative study entitled Luing Philosophies ® writes.
“T do not believe we can have any freedom at all in the philo-
sophical sense, for we act not only under external compulsion
but also by inner necessity . . This conviction 1s a per-
petual breeder of tolerance, for it does not allow us to take
ourselves or others too seriously, 1t makes rather for a sense
of humour ” Nevertheless, 1t is this same Einstein who in his
popular writings and public spceches has more than once de-
clared his unqualhfied opposition to the so-called necessity of
war and has given constant support to the Zionist movement
for the 1eestabhishment of a Jewish National Home in Pales-
time

William Herndon, the law partner of Abraham Lincoln
for twenty-five years who took a Boswellian interest in the
carecr of the president, recor ds that Lincoln early in Iife had
formed a fatalistic philosophy which was later strengthened
by the reading of wo1ks on science and religion. In a letter to
Jesse W Weik, Ius collaborator on a biographyv of Iineoln,
Herndon wiote (quoted from The Hudden Lincoln - From the
Letters and Papers of Wilhlam H Herndon,? edited bv
Emanuel Hertz, p 167) “What was Lincoln’s philosophy?
He was honestlv a fatalist and has been often heard to say
‘I always was a fatalist,” and quoted Shakespeare as follows
‘There’s a divimty that shapes our ends, rough-hew them
how we will> He believed 1n predestination, foreordination,
that all things weie fixed, doomed one way or the other, from
which there was no appeal He has often said to me ‘What
15 to be will be and no efforts nor pravers of ours can change,
alter, modify or reverse the decrce’ Lincoln was somewhat
superstitious, had a kind of foreboding of his fate, he said

to me more than a dozen times this ‘I feel as 1f I shall meet
2 Albert Einstemn, John Dewey, Sir Jumes Jeans, and others, Lnuving
Philosophies (New York, Stmon and Schuster, 1931)
3 The Hwdden Lincoln From the Letters and Papers of Wilham H
Herndon, edited by Emanuel Hertz (New York, Viking I’ress, 1938) Copy-
right 1938 by the Viking Press, Inc, New York Reprinted by permission
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with some terrible end > And then would become more sad.
Lincoln always to me m our private conversations said that
there was no freedom of the will, rather the mind as a whole,
he maintamned that there was no conscious act of any man
that was not moved by a motive first, last and always Finally
Mr Lincoln believed in constant modes of operation 1n na-
ture, continuous and unchangeable ones eternally, law
short that ruled both matter and mind This philosophy of
Lincoln T have heard him state many, many times in our
plilosophical discussions, private office conversations Mr
Lincoln was a natural, necessary and mevitably doomed 1n-
fidel—logically and absolutely so, he was under lus law, and
it 15 all folly for any man to say that Mr Lincoln was a
Chiistian and belicved n the efficacy of prayer ”

The conviction that man was the necessarv product of the
universal forces of nature taught Lincoln forbearance and
tolerance toward others so that he felt “malice towards none
and charity towards all,” in spite of bitter provocation m his
domestic and political ife But this fatalistic attitude was
blended m him as m Spinoza with a profound respect for
the natwial woith and digmty of man and the inalienable
right of cach person to be his own master Lincoln’s success in
cmancipating the slaves of Ameiica was one of the supreme,
crcative acts of history and altered what seemed to be the
mevitable destiny of millions In this respect he carried mnto
practical social life the principles on which Spmoza founded
his Ethics Both were mnconsistent—in the grand manner—
and allowed practice to take precedence over theory



XI

THE PRIMARY VIRTUES AND
MORAL CHARACTER

1. THE PRIMARY AFFECTS AND THE PRIMARY
VIRTUES.

~

human vutue m general We turn now to examine his

conceptions of the prinapal or primary virtues The
question occurs A1e affects and virtues to some extent 1denti-
cal? What 1s the relation between the affects, the virtues, and
human character? How are the vnitues distinguished from
one another? Do virtues differ essentially or only accidertrhlly
from one another? In what follows I shall try to show that
there 15 a definite corvelation between Spinoza’s theories of
the principal virtues and his doctrines of human virtue
general,

To began with, mmsofar as “virtue 1s power” means success
mm the effort for self-preservation, then there 1s complete
identity between the primary affects of joy and desire and
the primary virtues Whatever affect tends to increase the
mdividual’s power of existence in relation to others is by
that very fact a virtue, and contrarly, whatever affect tends
to lunder the individual’s power of existence and action 1s an
evil In general 1t may be said that affects of pleasure are
virtues and affects of pain are passions or evils (4—41, 42).

Sunilarly of the various derivative affects, affects of joy
and desire are considered as naturally good and modes of
sorrow as mtrinsically evil. For example, “hatred can never be
good” (4-45) Sumlarly, “envy, mockery, contempt, anger,
revenge and the other affects which are related to hatred or
arise from 1t, are evil” (445 cor 1) Again (4-47), the af-
fects of hope and fear cannot be good of themselves, since they
mvolve an element of sorrow. “For the same reason,” he con-

IN the last chapter we discussed Spinoza’s doctrines of
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tinues, “confidence despair, gladness and remorse are signs
of weakness of mmd For although confidence and gladness
are affects of joy, they nevertheless suppose that sorrow has
preceded them, namely, hope and fear ” In hike manner, pity
18 an evil and unprofitable (4-50) though the presence of
pity may be preferable to 1ts absence 1n a man who 1s not
guided by reason In brief, “the knowledge of good and evil
15 nothing but an affect of joy or sorrow insofar as we are
conscious of 1t (4-8)

In other places, Spinoza modifics this doctrine He reahzes
that the power of an affect varies with the strength of its
external cause and that thercfore affects of joy and desire
tend to be excessive and to occupy the mind exclusively ¥4—
43, 44) That 1s to say, the domimnance of a particular affect
1s no nccessary mdication of the relative virtue or efficient
power of the individual (chap v, § 4) The consciousness of
pleasure 1s not, as previously held, a necessary indication of
the virtue of man

2 THE PRIMARY INTELLECTUAL VIRTUES

WE have seen that the dictum “virtue 15 power” 1s also used
by Spinoza in a purely intellectual sense On this basis, the
virtue of man consists primaiily n the exercise of his intel-
lect The viitue of the mtellect 1s however differentiated nto
a variety of specific foims, each of which manifests the power
of the intellect 1n a different way

In order to understand Spinoza’s reason for mtroducing
distinet virtues of the intellect, we must bear 1n mind lus con-
ception of the affect of desire We have seen that desire as an
affect has no contrary (chap v, § 8). In place of the tradi-
tional opposition between desite and aversion, Spinoza sub-
stitutes inchnation and aversion which are accidental modes
ot joy and sor1ow Snmilarly, there can be no derivative af-
fects of desire which have contiraries In opposition to the
derivative passions of desire, Spinoza 1s therefore compelled
to introduce the power of the mntellect itself (chap v, § 4).
Thus 1 3-56 scholiuin Spinoza mentions 1oluptuousness
(luxuria), drunkenness (ebrietas), lust (libido), avarice
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(avartia), and ambition (ambitio), all of which are exces-
sive modes of desire To these are opposed the intellectual
virtues of temperance (temperantia), sobriety (sobrietas),
and chastity (castitas).

This list bears a close resemblance to that submitted by
Cicero In the Tusculan Disputations (IV, §11) Cicero men-
tions the various subdivisions of sickness (aegiotatio) or
weakness (1mbecillitas) to which the soul is subject Among
the diseases of the soul he enumer ates avaritia, ambitio, muli-
erositas, pervicacia (stubbornness), hgurritio (love of good
hiving), vinolentia (intoxication), and others The Latin
terms used by Cicero are not always those used by Spinoza,
e g., Spinoza uses hbido for mulierositas, ebrietas for vino-
lentia, luxuria for ligurtitio The important point 1s that the
five major diseases attributed to the Stoic theory by Cicero
are also mentioned by Spimoza, though the former includes
some which the latter omits

In the scholum to 3-59 Spinoza mtroduces a general
classification of the primary intellectual affects or virtues All
the mntellectual affects of desire are there said to be modes of
fortitude (fortitudo) Foititude itself 1s subdivided mto two
main forms, namely, strength of mind (amimositas) and
generosity (gencrositas) Anmositas refers to the intellec-
tual desire fo1 self-pieservation, generositas to the rational
desire tor social weltare Thus temperance, sobriety, and
courage or presence of mind in danger are modes of ani-
mositas, wlhile meircy (clementia) and humaneness (humani-
tas) are modes of generositas Honestas (4-37 schol. 1) 1s
either a mode of generositas or identical with 1t Sinilarly
piety (pietas) scems to be identical with fortitudo, since the
former 1s said to be the desne of doimng well wlnch follows the
guidance of reason (437 schol 1)

Spinoza does not provide us with a corresponding system-
atic summairy of intellectual modes of joy The principal
mtellectual mode of joy 1s sclf-satisfaction (acquiescentia in
se 1pso (8-def 25) or what 1s the same, the intellectual love
of God (5-32) (chap v, §5) This self-satisfaction when
conceived mntuitively through the 1dea of God 1s blessedness
or the eternal enjoyment of intellectual virtue (5-383 schol.,
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5-27, 4-52 schol ). Spinoza does not distinguish the affect of
joy which follows from the contemplation of one’s mntellectual
power from the virtue 1tself, since he regards this joy as noth-
ing but the 1dea of the perfection attained (see chap. n, § 3)

3 SPINOZA AND THE STOICS ON REASON, SORROW,
AND ASCETICISM

ONE of the noteworthy features of Spinoza’s theory of intel-
lectual virtue 1s lus exclusion of sorrow. There are no mntel-
lectual modes of sorrow (3-59) since sorrow as a mode of
mmperfection 1s incompatible with the life of the wise man. In
this respect Spmoza’s doctrine 1s 1n agreement with that of
the Stoics whom he appatently followed In the Summa Theo-
logica of St Thomas (Prima Secundae Vol. VII, Quest 59
§ 3) we find the following record “As Augustine says (De
crotate Der x1v) ‘the Stoies held that i the mund of the
wise man therc are three eupatheias, 1 e., three good passions
1 place of the three disturbances, viz, mstead ot covetous-
ness, desire, wstead of mitth, joy, mstead of fear, caution.
But they denied that anything cori1espondmg to sorrow could
be 1n the mind of a wise man,” for two reasons first, hecause
sorrow 1s fo1 an evil already present Now they held that no
evil can happen to the wise man, for they thought that
Just as man’s only good 1s vi1tue, and bodily goods are no
good to man, so man’s only evil 15 vice, which cannot be
m a virtuous man. . Then second reason for holding
this opimion was that sor10w 1s about evil present, whereas fear
1s for evil to come, even as pleasure 1s about a present good
while desire 15 for a future good Now the enjoyment of a
good possessed o1 the desne to have a good that one pos-
sesses not may be consistent with vntue, but depression of
the mind resulting from sorrow for a present evil, 1s alto-
gether contrary to reason Wlerefore 1t 1s incompatible
with virtue ”

In comparmg this passage with Spinoza’s doctrine we find
agreement 1n their regard for desire, joy, and caution or
presence of mind 1 avoiding danger as possible virtues (38—
58, 4-69). Spmoza agrees with the basic dictum of the Stoics
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that the wise man 1s always free from sorrow, since sorrow 1s
an evil passion not to be found 1n man msofar as he 1s wise
The wise man who 1s by nature the adequate efficient cause
only of what 1s good for him can never be the cause of sor-
row m himself or others In Spinoza’s words (4-append,
§ 6) “But because all those things of which man 1s the effi-
cient cause are necessarily good, 1t follows that no evil can
befall a man except from external causes” Sorrow 1s by
nature incompatible with the virtue of the wise man

Spinoza, however, does not always or consistently follow
the Stoics 1 their evaluation of external things (2-append
§2) He 15 opposed to complete asceticism and apathy In
agreement with Aristotle he mamntains that moderate pleas-
ures due to the satisfaction of various human needs are good
—onlv the excesses are to be avoided In other words, Spi-
noza regards the good of man as depending on his internal
power as well as upon external objects, he agrees with the
Stoics that all evil 15 due to the power of external things
alone Thus we find he wittes (445 schol ) “Nothing but
a gloomy and sad supeistition fo1bids enjoyment For why 1s
it more scemly to extinguish hunger and thirst than to drive
away melancholy? My reasons and my conclusions are these:
no god and no human being except an envious one, is de-
highted by my impotence o1 tiouble or esteems as any virtue
n us tears, sighs, fears and other things of tlis kind, which
are signs of mental mmpotence, on the contrary, the greater
the jov with which we are affected, the greater the perfec-
tion to which we pass thereby, that is to say, the more do we
necessarily partake of the divine nature To make use of
things, therefore, and to delight 1n them as much as possible
(provided we do not disgust ourselves with them, which is not
delighting i them) 1s the part of a wise man It 1s the part
of a wise man, I say, to 1efiesh and invigorate himself with
modecrate and pleasant eating and drinking, with sweet scents
and the beauty of green plants, with ornament, with music,
with sports, with the theatre and with all things of this kind
which one man can enjoy without huiting another For the
human body 1s composed of a great number of parts of di-
verse nature, wlhich constantly need new and varied nourish-
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ment 1n order that the whole of the body may be equally fit
for everything which can follow from 1ts nature and conse-
quently that the mind may be equally fit to understand many
things at once This mode of living best of all agrees both
with our primeiples and with common practice Therefore
this mode of living 1s the best of all and 15 to be umversally
commended ”

The wisc man, we see from the above, 1s not entirely self-
sufficient , man as part of nature to which he 1s mternally re-
lated requires many diverse things for Ins proper perfection
All the varied pleasures to be derived from the satisfaction
of one’s desires and needs are therefore directly good, pro-
vided one does not mdulge to excess Spmoza mmcludes good
food, clothimg, fragrant odors, the heauty of nature, musie,
theaters, sports as objeets making for the good lLife

Spwmaza’s counsel of good cheer takes on special mmpor-
tance when 1t 1s viewed as a reaction agamst the traditional
and cuirent doctrine of the 1eligious o1ders wlich held up
the “via Inciimosa,” cehbaey, and the renunciation of the
pleasures of life as the ideal life of man while on earth Sor-
row, he msists, 15 never a virtue and does not meet with the
apptoval of the divine will The way to the knowledge of
God 1s through joy and not through suffering and self-
accusation for “onigmal” sins It 13 not true rehgion but
superstition wlireh affirms “that whicl biings so11ow 15 good
and on the contrarv, that which brings joy 1s ex1l” (4-ap-

pend § 31)

t. FORTITUDE, COURAGF, AND CAUTION

Srinozi’s conception of fortitude differs from the tiaditional
or Scholastic usage According to St Thomas, fortitude 1s
the mean between fear and da1mg and has for 1ts object some
danger (Summa Theologica, Priuma Secundae, Vol VII,
Quest. 60, § 4) Foititude and courage are for him identical.

Descaates, honever, i his tieatise On the Passions of the
Soul (Pt IIL, § 171) distinguishes fortitude from courage
Tortitude 1s the passion “which disposes the soul foreibly to
bind 1tself powerfully to the execution of the things which
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1t desires to do of whatsoever nature they may be » Bravery
or courage 1s a species of fortitude and refers specifically to
danger Cowardice 1s the opposite of bravery.

Spinoza, 1t appears, follows Descartes 1n this distinction,
though, as seen, lie defines foititude differently Fortitude
for Spinoza 1s the general term for the intellectual conatus
Courage or pirescnce of mind mn danger 1s a mode of animosi-
tas (8-59 schol , 5-10 schol ) These intellectual virtucs are
not regarded as a mean between the extremes of rashness and
cowardice but rather as imtellectual forces contrary to the
passions (sce chap vi, § 4) There 1s, Spimoza appears to
maintain, no absolute ciiterion of what act 1s an extieme and
what 1s a mean, 1t 15 all relative to the desnes and disposi-
tions of particular individuals as Hobbes also held In the
scholium to 3-51 Spinoza 1illustrates- “For example, I shall
call a man mtrepid [intrepidum] who despises an evil which
I usually fear, and 1if, besides this, I consider the fact that
this desire of doing evil to a peison whom he hates or doing
good to one whom he loves 1s not restrained by that fear of
evil by which I am usually restramed, I call him audacious
[audacem] On the other hand, the man who fears an evil
which T usually despise will appear timid [timidus] and 1f, be-
sides this, I consider that his desire 15 restrained by the fear of
an evil which has no power to restrain me, I call him pusillani-
mous, and in this way everybody will pass judgment *

Here we see that intrepidity as well as audacity, tumdity,
and pusillanimmity are excessive modes of desite and aversion
which are considered extremes mn relation to different ind:-
viduals Presence of mind i danger [animi n periculis prae-
sentia] 1s not regarded as an absolute mean but simply as a
contiary intellectual force which restrains these passions.

Spinoza’s proposition (3-59) which states that “the virtue
of the free man 1s seen to be as great m avoiding danger as in
overcomng 1t,” recalls the Stoic “good passion” of caution
(chap x1, § 3) Fear 15 a passion not found i the free or
wise man but caution or prudence m avoiding danger 15 a
virtue m accord with reason. That 1s to say (3-59 corol )
“A free man chooses flight by the same strength or presence
of mind [animi praesentia et fortitudine] as that by which
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he chooses battle ”” This is 1n agreement with Spinoza’s theory
that desire also includes aversion (chap v, § 8) Hence cau-
tion 1s a mode of courage

5 THE INTELLECTUAL VIRTUES AND THE FORMS
OF MORAIL CHARACTER

Tar really significant point mm Spinoza’s conception of the
relation between the passions and the mtellectual affects 1s
the mmplicit notion of moial character. The passions men-
tioned are all excessive modes of desire, affects which domu-
nate the human mund and predispose one to act in accordance
with the strongest desire In other words, these dominant
passions are modes of character which habitually dispose
a man to desire certain things rather than others even though
no overt act 1s performed In tlus sense, chaiacter or the
dominant desire 15 the efficient cause of halut, as well as the
essence of man

In like manner, the intellectual affects o1 virtues are also
types of character which predispose a man to desire and
lave certamn tlungs, such for example as those which conform
to the 1deals of tempeiance, sobiiety, and chastity The vii-
tues of character involve the intrinsic power of man hunself
but the vices or passions mvolve the extrinsic power of ex-
ternal things In both cases, the moral character of one’s
affects does not depend on the consequences of some overt act
but 1ather on the disposition or tendency to act o1 will one
thing 1ather than another It may happen that a really wi-
clous man may restrain hus passions through fear of some
greater evil, or thiough lach of oppo1tunity to satisfy them
(8—def. 48 explan ) “Absolutely theirefore these affects have
reference not so much to the acts themselves as to the ap-
petite and love itself” (sce chap vin, § 5)

To the dominance of the coiporeal passions must be op-
posed the dominance of the intellectual affects The intel-
lectual affects differ from other conceptions of the intellect
m that the former mvolve some specific 1deal or exemplar of
moral perfection, whereas the latter refer to any object of
nature. In the last analysis, the wise man whose g1eatest de-
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sire 18 for wisdom and self-determination 1s also the most
perfect morally—since Spinoza, as we have seen, did not
distinguish practical from theoretical virtue (chap x, § 4)
Thus he writes (4—append 4) “To perfect the intellect 18
nothing but to understand God together with the attributes
and actions of God which flow from the necessity of His na-
ture The final aim therefore [finis ultimus] of 2 man who 1s
guided by reason, the chief desire [summa cupiditas] by which
he strives to moderate all his other desires, 15 that by which he
15 led adequately to conceive himself and all things which can
be conceived bv intelligence ”” The desire for wisdom 1s noth-
ing but self-knowledge thiough God (a strange combination
of Socratic and Scholastic ethies) and this may be the chief
desire which controls all the passions

6 CHARACTER, HABIT, AND THE MAXIMS OF THE
GOOD LIFE

Srinoza himself does not assign a conspicuous role to habit
mm the formation of character Habit, we have seen, 1s an
cffect of the dominance of a particular desire The dominance
of the intellectual affects 1s due to the superior power of
the intellect (chap v, §§ 6, 7) as compared with the pas-
stons In erther case, habit 1s a direct indication or conse-
quence of the strength of one’s desire

But Spmoza also maintains that the intellect per se can-
not control the passions, a passion can be controlled only by
another and contrary passion or affect (4-14) (chap.‘vm,
§2) Spmora’s problem was then to find some way whereby
the knowledge of the intelleet could be converted into an m-
tellectual affect His solution 1s that the mtellect and the
corporeal magination cooperate and enforce each other’s
powers (chap vin, § 8) The affections of the imagination
determine the nature of one’s desires and the mtellect in turn
strives to arrange the accidental order of the images accord-
g to the necessary “order of the intellect” (5-10) On this
basis, habit 1s nothing more than a certamn association of
mmages whereby the mind passes from the thought of one
to that of another, and moral character 15 a certain habit of
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desire produced by the association of images (see 3—def. 27
explan )

As aids to the formation of rational habits of conduct
Spioza enumer ates certain “sure maxims of hife” (dogmata)
which are to be committed to memory and applied “to the
particular cases which frequently meet us in Iife so that our
magination may be widely affected by them and they may
be always ready to hand” (5-10 schol ) For example, there
15 the maxim of Iife that “hatred 15 to be conquered by love
and generosity and 1s not to be met with hatied n return”
And agamn, more biiefly, “minds aie not conquered by arms
but by love and generosity” (4—append § 11) In order to
apply this umiversal maxim “we must think over and often
meditate upon the common mjuries inflicted bv men and con-
sider how and m what way they may best be repelled by
generosity, for thus we shall conneet the image of mjury
with the imagmation of this maxim and 1t will be at hand
whenever an njury 1s offercd to us” (5-10 schol ) The 1m-
agmation and memo1y associate the universal maxim with a
particular situation so that the individual applies the maxim
when the oceasion requires 1t

Spmoza does not provide us with a comprechensive hist of
such maxims As usunl, he merely indicates a few mmplied by
his propositions. Another important maxim 1s, “Always look
to those qualities which 1n cach thing are good, so that we
may be detexmined to action always by an affect of jov » The
mind must take a positive rather than a negative attitude
toward things and try to mmagme the proper use of things
1ather than then abuse Constant preoccupation with hu-
man abuses ai11ses from the passion of sorrow and 1s really a
disease of the mind Dassionate ciiticism of frailty and vice
takes on the semblance of virtue and piety although, 1n truth,
the intensity of one’s hatred of “the vanity of the world” 1s
really the 1esult of disappomtment and excessive love for the
very tlungs one presumes to despise (5-10 schol ) Spinoza’s
msight was derived from dinect experience of manners and
men “For with such thoughts,” he writes, “do those who are
ambitious greatly torment themselves when they despair of
obtaining the honours for which they are striving, and while
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they vomit forth rage, wish to be thought wise . . Nor 1s
this a peculiarity of the ambitious but 1s commeon to all to
whom fortune 1s adverse and who are impotent in mind, for
we see that a poor and avaricious man 1s never weary of
speaking about the abuse of money and the vices of the rich
thereby achieving nothing save to torment himself and show
to others that he 1s unable to bear with equanimity not only
his own poverty but also the wealth of others So also a man
who has not been well received by his mistress thinks of noth-
mng but the fickleness of women, their faithlessness and their
oft-proclaimed failings—all of which he forgets as soon as
he 1s taken nto favour by his mustress again > Spinoza’s
analysis of human character 1s consistent with his theory of
the origm of contrary passions (see chap vi, §1) The de-
sire for some good also includes aversion from the contrary
evil, whach 15 absence of the good. Hence an excess of hatred
may be duc to an excessive desire for and love of some thing
which one has not been able to satisfy A man’s true char-
acter, his dommant or habitual desire 1s shown not by his
negative attitudes and the things he criticizes, but by his
positive attitudes, the things he does when he 1s given an op-
portunity to fulfill his desizes He who would lead a rational
Iife must stiive to imagine the positive good 1n things and the
constructne use to which they may be apphed

Closely connccted with the last maxim 1s the rule (4-ap-
pend § 13) “to bear with cach according to his disposition
and to refrain from mitating his affects ” One should strive
to strengthen others who are momentardy controlled by pas-
s1ons, 1ather than to mcrease the force of the passions through
ctiticism and hatied One should strive to 1magine the bases
of human agiecment, such as iberality, mtegrity, and honor
(4-append § 15) rather than magmfy human differences
which do not constitute the essence of human nature and
are due to the passions “Those, on the contiary,” Spinoza
remarks (4-append 13), “who know how to revile men, to
denounce vices rather than teach virtues and not to strengthen
men’s minds but to weaken them, are injurious hoth to them-
selves and others, so that many of them through an excess of
mpatience and false zeal for religion, prefer living with
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brutes, rather than among men, just as boys or youths un-
able to bear with equanimity the rebukes of their parents fly
to the army, choosing the discomforts of war and the rule
of a tyrant rather than the comforts of home and the ad-
momnittons of a father, suffering all kinds of burdens to be
mmposed upon them in order that they may revenge them-
sclves upon their parents ” True religion, Spinoza teaches,
endeavors to unite men and to bring about peace and har-
mony Only those who are imbued with “a false zcal for re-
hgion” spend their time denouncing what appear to them as
vices and 1nciting men to oppose and destroy one another
m the name of religion and the love of God True religion
counsels toleration—an 1dca, 1t appears, which needs re-
emphasis m cevery gencration

The significant pomnt 1n this application of the maxims
of life to particular problems of moral conduct 1s Spmnoza’s
recognition that virtue 15 not merely knowledge He agrees
with Aristotle that virtue mnvolves character and 15 a habit
of desire 1n accordance with reason such as the free or wise
man would approve

Finally, 1t should be noted that Spinoza’s conception of
the role of habit in character depends upon his notion of the
primacy of desue 1n relation to the other passions (chap i,
§ 5) Insofar as desire 1s prior to the affects of j0y and sor-
row, then habit 1s the effect of desire which determines the
wndvordual to prefer one kwnd of thing rather than another
(chap xi1, § 5) On the other hand, wnsofar as desire depends
upon joy and sorrow and the wmage of thewr causcs, then
habat 1s the association of these images wath particular affects
and 18 the cffictent cause of character

7 THE UNITY OF THE INTELLECTUAL VIRTUES

OxE of the questions we raised at the beginnimg of this chap-
ter was how the virtues were to be distinguished from one
another Do virtues differ essentially o1 accidentally from
one anothe1? According to Spinoza’s theory of knowledge,
no external object can determine the intellect to think (2-5)
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(3-2) ; the intellect 1s completely self-determined (3-3).
Hence there cannot be any ntellectual affects imnvolving the
nature of some external body Spinoza therefore conceived
the mgenious solution of making the passions the objects of
the ntellectual virtues, thereby indirectly endowing the lat-
ter with objects, e.g , temperance restrains voluptuousness,
sobriety controls drunkenness Each virtue 1s aceidentally
distinguished from another by the particular passion which
1t restrains, but essentially all the virtues mvolve one and the
same power of mind, namely, fortitude

The significance of Spioza’s conception of the moral vir-
tues can best be shown through comparison with the Platome
theory Plato, we have secen (chap x, § 4), conceived four
primary virtues corresponding to the different functions of
the soul Tempeiance was the virtue of the appetite, courage
was the virtuc of the spitited element, wisdom of the reason,
and justice pertained to the proper interrelation between
these functions Anstotle agreed with Plato on the psycho-
logical division of the soul into rational and irrational fune-
tions, though the foimer differed from the latter in distin-
guishing between theoretical and practical virtue

On the other hand Spinoza, ke Descartes and the Stoics,
regarded the active soul as a unity 1dentical with reason Ac-
cording to hum all the virtues depend direetly on the activity
of the mtellect alone and hence the only ground of distine-
tion among the virtues 1s theur extrinsic relation to the vari-
ous passions The Stoic theory of the cardmmal virtues 1s al-
luded to by St Thomas i the following passage of the
Summa Theologica (Prima Secundae Vol VII; Quest 61,
§ 4) “These four virtues are undeistood differently by vari-
ous writers Yor some take them as signifying certain general
conditions of the human mind to be found 1n all the virtues
¢ g prudence 1s merely a certain rectitude in discretion 1n
any actions, justice a certain rectitude of the mind whercby
a man does what he ought in any matters, temperance a
disposition of the mind moderating any passions or opera-
tions so as to keep them withuin bounds, and fortitude, a dis-
position whereby the soul 1s strengthened for that which 1s
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in accord with reason, against any assaults of the passions or
the toil mnvolved by any operation . . It 1s only in the
pomt of having discretion that there seems to be a distine-
tion from the other three, inasmuch as discretion belongs to
reason whereas the other three imply a certain share of rea-
son by way of a kind of application to passions or opera-
tions ”

Here we see St Thomas refers to those who do not differ-
entiate the cardinal virtues according to the function of the
soul and the objects involved Temperance 1s said to modify
all the passions and fortitude 1s not only concerned with
danger but 15 a strengthening of the soul agamst the passions
m generial Spmoza, 1t appears, agrees with the Stoics to
whom St Thomas here refers msofar as he too maintains that
fortitude 1s a general virtue of the soul as a whole He differs
from the Stoics, howevel, insotar as he defines the various
virtues, such as temperance and courage, by reference to
specific objects and passions In other words, Spimoza ap-
parently combines a Stow theory of the unity of wtellectual
wmrtues with Scholastwe definitwons of the particular wirtues

8 THE ABSOLUTENESS OF THE INTELLECTUAL
VIRTUES

ONx very mmportant implication of Spimoza’s theory of intel-
lectual virtue 1s us coneeption of the absoluteness of the vii-
tues—a doctrime which Kant later on developed By this 1s
meant the doctrine that a virtue does not vary with the tem-
poral circumstances of the individual A virtue of character
must be performed regaidless of consequences to the indi-
vidual It telling the truth 1s a virtue, then 1t 1s an absolute
good for all men under all conditions To make exceptions
15 to mnvahdate the principle of the universality of the dic-
tates of reason. Thus we find Spinoza demonstrates (4-72)

“A t1ee man never acts deceittully but always m good faith
[cum fide] ” In the scholium to the above proposition he con-
tinues. “If it be asked whether 1f 2 man by breach of faith
[perfidia] could escape trom the danger of instant death,
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reason does not counsel him for the preservation of his being
[suum esse conservandi] to break faith, I reply in the same
way that 1f reason gives such counsel, she gives 1t to all men
and reason therefore generally counsels men to make no
agicements for uniting their strength and possessing laws in
common except deceitfully, that 1s to say, to have in reality
no common laws, which 1s absurd ”

Here we see that Spinoza counsels the Socratic virtue of
absolute obedience to the laws of the state even though such
idealism mvolves certain death A free man must never act in
bad faith If reason were to permit perfidy to one man 1t
would permit the same to all Such a procedure, he claims,
would make life 1n the civil state impossible Either the ra-
tional virtues are constant and universal or else one destroys
the very foundations of virtue This doctrine 1s clearly in con-
flict with Spinoza’s theory that the essence of virtue 1s self-
preservation (4-21, 22) (chap x, § 2, chap x1, §1) Sp-
noza's Stoic rationalism with its acknowlcdgment of absolute
moral standards s incompatible with his biological naturalism
which teaches the complete 1elatitaty of all good and ewl,
wvirtue and vice, to the requirements of self-preservation

Both extremes are avoided i the Anstotehan doctrine
that virtue 15 a mode of character concerned with the mean
as concenved by the wise man under particular circumstances
But Spmoza, as noted, did not distinguish between theoreti-
cal and practical virtue and considered all virtue as involving
self-determination and self-sufficiency Virtue was in itself
the absolute good of man irrespective of consequences for the
preservation of the individual

Finally, 1t 1s instructive to note the paradox that the Scho-
lastic doctrme which maintained the vahdity of an absolute
final cause of Iife makes for self-pieservation msofar as it
grants discretion to the wise man to detetmine for himself
the right mean under particular circumstances On the othel
hand, Spmoza who begins with the primacy of self-preser-
vation and denies that life 1s for the sake of some good other
than 1tself, concludes with an uncompiomising Stoic absolute
dealism which discounts self-preservation
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9 THE VIRTUES OF MODERATION

AccorpinG to Spinoza’s third conception of virtue, the power
or virtue of man consists 1n the exercise of all his potencies
1n accord with the dictates of right reason (chap vu, §9)
There 15 no mevitable conflict between the corporeal desires
or passions and the mntellectual affects It 1s not the origin
of the affects that matters, but rather as Aristotle held, their
purpose or utility, their consequences for human well-being
On this basis, no desire or affect considered 1 itsclf alone 1s
cither good or bad Everything depends on whether the given
desire for a particular object 1s or 1s not 1 accord with the
ideal of reason As Spmoza puts 1t (5-4 schol ) “the ap-
petite by which a man 15 said to act 15 one and the same as
that by which he 15 said to suffer

For example, the desire for imitation 1s a good or virtue
when 1t involves an adequate cause or 1dea of human well-
being and 1s then called piety (pietas), but it 15 an evil when
it involves an inadequate 1dea and 15 then called ambition or
pride Similarly glorv (gloria) when 1t 1s 1 accord with
1eason 1s humanitas (8—def 43) and 1s considered a virtue
(4-58) , 1t 15 a passion called ambition when 1t 1s excessive
and depends onlv on the opmion of the multitude Self-
satisfaction may be a virtue to be distinguished from the ex-
tremes of pride and despondencv (4-52) Favor too 1s a
moderate love of some individual as compared with the ex-
tiemes of overestimation and underestrmation (4-51) (see
chap vi, §§ 5, 6) Again, pleasure (trtillatio) which refers
to a part of the body may be excessive and evil (4—44 schol )
So also avaiice 15 a passion for riches but there may be a
moder ate desire for money i accord with one’s needs (4—ap-
pend § 29)

Spinoza points out that the overt actions arising from
such affects are to be considered good or evil depending on
the adequacy of the i1deas which they mvolve “No action
[actio] concdered in itself alone 1s either good or evil but
one and the same action 15 sometimes good and sometimes cvil”
(449 demon 2) On this premise, virtue 1s not an absolute,
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umiversal activity as we saw in the previous section. The
virtue of man is relative to the adequacy of his ideas—but
the adequacy of one’s 1deas 15 now determined extrinsically,
that 1s to say, by their agreement with the personal require-
ments of human nature under varymg circumstances The
end or utility of one’s desire, rather than the intrinsic ade-
quacy of the 1dcas mvolved, determines whether a given ac-
tion 15 a virtue or not (see chap 1, § 7, chap u, § 4) Thus
in his social theory 1n his T'ractatus theologico-politicus Spi-
noza maintains that a good citizen 1s to be judged by his
actual social conduct and 1its effects on the peace of the state
rather than by the theory he professes

Spinoza himself does not provide any classification of the
principal virtues insofar as they are defined by specific ob-
jects All we can do 1s infer what such a classification would be
The primary considerations are the perfection of the object
desired (chap 1x, §§ 1, 8), the functions of the mind mnvolved
(chap x, § 6), and the usefulness for the life of virtue of the
things desired For example, the intellectual love of God 1s
the Inghest virtue since 1t involves the most perfect beng,
mtuitive knowledge, and 1s besides useful for understanding
the rest of nature.

Next to intellectual love would be the social or humani-
tarian virtues, such as piety or honestas, whereby one stiives
to hive the life of reason in common with others Lowest n
the scale are the temporal, practical virtues which have for
their objects temporal, mutable things which serve to pre-
serve the body The significant point mn all this classification
1s the fact that there 1s a hierarchy of virtues depending
upon the perfection of the object of desire



XII
THE SOCIAL VIRTUES

1 IMITATION, PRAISE, AND BLAME AS
SOCIAL FORCES

4) we found that some affects were due to the imitation
of one person by another These affects of imitation are
thus social 1n origin and are to be distinguished from the
other affects which are due to non-human, external causes
Social affects are of two kinds There are, first, those af-
ects which are unconsciously aud automatically produced in
an mdividual simply because he percerves another simlar to
himself so affected (3-27) Examples of this necessary imi-
tation are commiseration, benevolence, and envy Secondly,
there are those affects which are due to the desire to be 1mi-
tated or to mmmtate Emulution, for example, 15 the conscious
desire to mmitate another’s action (8—def 38) Thankfulness
or gratitude 15 imtation which takes the form of reciproca-
tion |, one desires to reproduce i others affects of joy such
as they produced 1n him Similarly vengeance 1s the desire to
reciprocate hintred
Praise and blame are the social responses to actions which
are found to help or hinder social life Praise and blame 1n
turn act as dynamic forces which tend to produce actions
of a kind that are likely to be praised Men tend to act and
to 1egard themselves as they think others desire them to act
and as they mmagine others regard them Each individual
hving witlhin a commumty 1s influenced by praise and blame
mm the opinion he has of himself and of others In this sense,
1deals of moial conduct are socially conditioned For ex-
ample, glory 15 the joy derived from the 1magmation of some
action of ours which 1s praised or which we imagine would

be praised (3—def %0) Shame, 1ts contrary, 1s the sorrow

IN our description of the derivative affects (chap 1v, §§ 3,
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which we imagine others to blame (3—def 81) In this way
it may happen that an individual may overestimate himself
and be affected with vainglory (4-58 schol ) or underesti-
mate himself as 1n despondency (3-28 explan ) Ambition
15 the immoderate desire for social approval or glory (3-def
44) Modestia or humanitas (3-def. 43) 1s a desire mn ac-
cord with reason to do those things which please men and to
avold those which displease them

Praise and blame are, then, not only the effects of one’s
actions upon others, they are also potent social forces which
determine the behavior of the individual mm the community
Praise and blame strengthen or weaken all the other affeets
and the desire for social approval and esteem becomes 1n turn
the efficient cause of one’s actions As Spinoza puts 1t (3-
def 44 explan ) “Ambition 1s a desire which mnereases and
strengthens all the affects (8-27, 31) and that 1s the reason
why 1t can hardly be kept under control For so long as a
man 1s possessed by any desire, he 1s necessarily at the same
time possessed by this Every noble man 1s led by glory and
even the philosophers who write books about despising glory
place then names on the title page ” Perhaps this explans
why Spinoza was not concerned to publish his Ethics m his
Iife time

2 HUMAN FREEDOM, PRAISE, AND BLAME

OxE of the leading characteristics of Spinoza’s Ethecs 1s the
unequal status of praise and blame To begin with he points
out that praise and blame 1 olve the illusion of freedom of
will Men prawe and blame one another, rejoice and repent
for their actions, because bemng 1gnorant of the true causes
they believe themselves to act “by a free decree of the mind”
(3—def 27,3-2schol ) Inreality praise and blame are noth-
g motre than the joy or sorrow one feels because of an-
other’s action. What 1s praised or blamed varies with the
affects of the mdividual who expresses this opinion

Insofar thercfore as one realizes that freedom of willing
1s an 1llusion based on 1gnorance of the true causes, he should
cease to praise or blame anyone The so-called human will
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18 nothing but a mode of thought determined by other modes
of thought and so cannot be free or self-determined The
actions we call good and find socially beneficial proceed with
the same regularity and necessity as those we call evil and
find harmful. A man therefore 15 not to be blamed for the
actions which displease others or praised for those which
please them Praise and blame merely indicate our own joys
and sor1ows rather than the power of the individual to deter-
mune lis actions

The illusion of frcedom 1s, however, a socially and prag-
matically useful factor Praise and blame do serve effectually
to control the passions And 1t 18 better for a man to feel
shame rather than to live shamelessly and without virtue
(4-58 schol ) Because man 1s led by glory and shame to act
as others desne hium to, the customs and laws of society be-
come potent, cfficient forces for 1egulating social conduct
and 1est1amning the passions By living m the civil state, man
simply cxchanges the bondage of nature for the coercive
pover of the laws and customs of society

Such a doctiine, however, makes a normative ethics 1m-
possible (chap i, § 8; chap vui, § 6, chap x, §9) And
s0, Spmoza was led to mtroduce the notion of the free man
(4—67) (chap x, §8) The free man who 1s deteimined by
his 1eason 15 selt-determined and 1s therefore a fiee cause
All actions wlhich a man perfoims msofar as he 1s free are
good and make for his own as well as others’ well-being (4—
61, 4-27) On the othet hand, all actions which involve 1n-
adequate 1deas do not follow from the individual’s power
alone and aie therefore evil passions Ewil acts always in-
volve slavery to the external power of nature (464, 4—ap-
pend § 6)

This theory of freedom and slavery has very important
social consequences It means that msofar as we follow the
dictates of reason, we shall praise and honor a man for those
actions which we regard as good 1n the conviction that he 1s
a free cause On the other hand, we shall not and must not
blame anyone for actions we regard as evil, since no man
15 the free cause of evil deeds, to humself or others In fact
to censure anyone or to be angry with anyone involves act-
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ing from an affect of sorrow and thus mmtating the very af-
fects one blames 1n others (4—45 corol.) Generosity requires,
as the Christian ethics teaches, that we repay the hatred and
anger of others with love (4-46) Thus Spinoza preaches
(4-73 schol ) “Nor do I think 1t worth while to demonstrate
herc one by one all the properties of fortitude and still less
to show how 1ts possessor can hate no one, be angry with no
one, can ncither envv, be indignant with nor despise anybody
and can least of all be proud ” And again (2-append § 3) -
“This doctrine contiibutes to the welfare of our social exist-
ence, sinee 1t teaches us to hate no one, to despise no one; it
teaches everyone, moreovet, to be content with his own and
to be helpful to his neighbour not from any womanish pity,
from partiality o1 from superstition, but by the guidance of
reason alone, according to the demand of time and eircum-
stance

By shifting the responsibility for human evil upon the ex-
ternal order of nature, the wise man frees himself from all
passions and so ceases to hate or despise anyone He bears
with cquanimity all the misfortunes of man and nature, cer-
tain 1hat thev cannot disturb his peace of mind The wise
man takes joy 1n all he finds perfect, orderly, and good but
he blames no one and feels angry with no one because things
appear to be impeifect, disorderly, or evil He realizes that
order and perfection aie real attributes of eternal nature but
mmperfection and disorder are nothing positive in themselves
and henee eannot be attnibuted to the essence of nature. All
the good, theiefore, that men do he attributes to their m-
trmsic rational power, but all their evil he assigns to human
mnpotence and the external power of things

In this manner, the individual 1s freed from the prick of
conscience, masmuch as he ceases to feel remorse for any-
thing he may have done (8—def 17, def. 27, see also chap
v1, §2) If his conduct 15 eval he may rest assured that 1t was
necessary and unavoidable, 1f 1t 15 good he may be satisfied
with himself (3—def 25) and accept the eredit for his virtue
—a truly comfortable doctrine. The greatest evil apparently
15 to feel sorrow 1in any form

Spinoza, however, makes the practical concession that for



324 The Psychology and Ethiwcs of Spinoza

common men living in the common order of nature 1t 1s better
to feel remorse and repentance for their msdeeds than not to
feel anything at all “For,” he observes (4—54 schol ), “af
men 1mpotent 1n mind were all equally proud, were ashamed
of nothing and feared nothing, by what bonds could they
be united o1 constitammed? The multitude becomes a thing to
be feared if 1t has nothing to fear It 1s not to be wondered
at therefore that the prophets thinking rather of the good of
the community than of a few should have commended so
greatly humility, repentance and reverence Indeed, those
who are subject to these affects can be led much more easily
than others, so that at last they come to live according to the
guidance of reason, that 15 to say, become free men and en-
Joy the life of the blessed ”

In the last analveis, 1t may be said that the wise man will
feel neither humihity nor repentance, because msofar as he
really 15 a wise man (compare “the wise man mnsofar as he
15 considered as such” 5-42 schol ), he will never commit any
act of which he nced be ashamed The moment he does any-
thimg wlich 1eason acknowledges to be evil, he may be sure
that to this extent he belongs among the 1gnorant and that
therefore his sorrow will do him more good than harm The
way to enjoy the autonomous life of the free man 1s to learn
to submit to the 1estramnts of social ife Theoretically and mn
its absolute form, Spmoza’s Ethics tends to be Stoieal in
character and regards all human emotions of sorrow as a
species of mental disease

Similarly, Spinoza 1s carcful to point out, he who comnmits
a breach of the civil law may be punished, provided it be
donc without passion by the magistrate and for the good of
society “Indignation,” he wiites (4-51 schol ) ““as 1t 1s de-
fined by us 15 necessarily evil | but 1t 1s to be observed that
when the supreme authority, constrained by the desire of pre-
serving peace, punishes a citizen who njures another, I do
not say that it 15 mdignant with the citizen, since 1t 1s not
excited by hatred to destroy him, but punishes him from
motives of piety ” From tlus 1t appears that reason may
counsel a magustrate to haim or punish a aitizen by way of
reciprocation for mnjury to another, though this no longer



The Social Virtues 325

is to be considered as due to passion On Spinoza’s premises,
however, 1t 1s difficult to see how the reciprocation of evil can
ever be 1 accordance with the dictates of reason One would
have to say furthermore that according to the dictates of
reason we avold evil diectly—a conclusion which would con-
tradict Spinoza’s demonstration (4-63 corol ) which states
that “by the desire which springs from reason we follow good
directly and avoid evil indirectly” (see chap v, § 8) If the
knowledge of evil 15 inadequate knowledge (4-64) then 1t
1s mconcervable how a magistiate can punish evil directly
and m accord with the dictates of reason. Spinoza’s appre-
ciation of the practical requirements of social life led him to
approve of civil punishment for the sake of mamtamming law
and order, but he denied the individual citizen in his private
capacity the 1ational right to do likewise We have appai-
ently two codes of ethics, one for social use by the govern-
ment and one, Christian and Stoic 1in character, to be prac-
tised by individuals

Spinoza was led to this one-sided emphasis on praise and
blame because he seemed to forget that one can form ade-
quate 1deas of the passions (chap 1, §§ 8, 4, chap vy, § 6)
When onc blames a person for his passions, this does not 1m-
ply that the ciitic 15 necessaiily participating in or imitat-
mg t]lc passions Of OthErS

Furthermoie, just as good and evil are correlative terms
and are inconcervable apart from one another (4—68 demon ),
so praise and blame must be correlative The right to prase
an action also involves the right to blame it 1f need be Though
evll may be due to the superior power of external forces, 1t
15 not therefore entirely excusable, since the human intellect
has the power of making man free (chap vui, § 9, chap x,
§9) A man may be blamed for not controlling his passions
smee 1t 15 1n his power to put himself under the guidance of
reason If human vittue 15 to be praised, not only because of
the extrinsic joy 1t causes 1 others, but also because of the
mtrinsic power of the agent, then human impotence 1s to be
censured sofar as we consider 1t in man’s power to over-
come 1t

Spinoza at times argues that insofar as a man 1s governed
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by his passions, he 15 necessarily i1gnorant and lacks the
power to act otherwise and to restrain his passions As he
puts 1t (3-def 28 explan) “For whatever he imagines
that he cannot do that thing he necessarily imagmes and by
his imagmation 1s so disposed that he 1s actually incapable
of doing what he imagines he cannot do So long therefore
as he 1nagines himselt unable to do this or that thing, so
long 15 he not deteimined to do 1t, and consequently so long
15 1t 1mpossible for him to do it ” Here Spinoza takes no
account of the category of potentiality KEven the so-called
mmpotent man has the potentiality of cultivating his mtel-
lectual powers, though under particular circumstances he
may not be able to govern himself An individual is punished
by the state not only for his socially harmful conduct but
also for neglecting to utilize his potentiality for common rea-
son. Spmoza, however, was handicapped 1n his explicit use
of the notion of the potential because he was concerned to
avold all reference to the final cause

3 CONSCIENCE AND THE RELATIVITY OF THE
SOCIAL VIRTUES

WE have scen that each peison by nature acts as others de-
sire him and feels joy and sorrow toward himself and others
in accordance with the praise and blame meted out to hum
I'rom this it follows that an individual living m a community
1s largely determmed or, as we say, conditioned by social
approval as regards s notions of good and evil, virtue and
vice Inasmuch as socal standards differ 1n various countries
and m one and the same country from time to time, it fol-
lows that there 15 a certain relativity in the social standards
which each mdividual derrves fiom his commumty This im-
plies that the conscience of a person 1s a social product con-
ditioned by the current practices and nstitutions of society
and 1s not to be considered as in any way an absolute and
fixed criterion of virtue and vice Thus we find Spinoza ex-
plams (8-dcf 27 explan ) “Here I must observe that 1t is
not to be wondered at that sorrow should always follow all
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those actions which are from custom called wicked, and that
joy should follow those which are called good But that this
1s chiefly the effect of education will be evident from what
we have before said. Parents by reprobating what are called
bad actions and frequently blaming their children whencver
they commit them, while they persuade them to what are
called good actions and praise their children when they per-
form them, have caused the emotion of sorrow to connect
themselves with the forme: and those of joy with the latter
Experience proves this, for custom and religion are not the
same everywhere, but on the contrary, things which are
sacred to some are profane to others and what are honorable
with some are disgraceful with others Education alone there-
fore will determine whether a man will repent of any deed or
boast of 1t.” Each community 1s the measure of virtue and
vice and the individual only expresses the opinions which he
has been conditioned to accept by education and habit Spi-
noza’s conception of the relation of conscience (though he
does not use the term, see chap vi, § 2) to education and the
association of the emotions with particular acts 1s particu-
larly 1n accord with modein behavioristic psychology

4 THE CONVENTIONALITY OF THE SOCIAL
VIRTUES

SpiNoza 15 conceined to demonstrate not only the relativity
of social virtues but also the eatrinsie, conventional char-
acter of these virtues as contrasted with the intrinsic, natural
virtues which pertam to the individual apart from society
or “mn a state of nature ” Spinoza follows Hobbes i main-
taining that the civil state arose out of a contract, as 1t were,
whereby individuals promised to give up their individual,
natural rights for a common security Man by nature seeks
only his own private profit, but he 1s forced through fear
and ‘“‘the war of all agamst all” to forego his private life
The “state” then determines the common civil nghts of each
mdividual (see chap x, § 8)

From this political theory Spinoza coucludes that the no-
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tions of justice and 1njustice, merit and s are civic virtues
which do not pertain to man by nature but only msofar as he
1s a member of society “Hence 1in a natural state,” he con-
cludes (437 schol 2), “sin [peccatum] cannot be conceived
hut only m a civil state where 1t 1s decided by universal con-
sent what 1s good and what 1s evil, and where everyone 1s
bound to obey the state Sin, therefore 1s nothing but dis-
obedience, which 1s punished by the law of the state alone,
obedience, on the other hand, being regarded as a merit
[meritum] 1n a citizen, because on account of 1t he 1s con-
sidered worthy [dignus] to enjoy the privileges of the state
Agam, in a natural state no one by common consent 1s the
owner of anythmg, nor 15 there anything in nature which can
be said to be the rightful property of this and not of that
man, but all things belong to all, so that 1 a natural state
1t 1s impossible to conceive a desire of rendering to each man
his own or taking from another that which 1s his, that 1s to
say, mn a natural state there 15 nothing which can be called
just or unjust, but only m a envil state, in which 1t 1s decided
by umiversal consent what 15 one person’s and what 1s an-
other’s Justice and 1njustice therefore, sin and ment, are
extrinsic notions, and not attiibutes which manifest the na-
ture of the mind [Justum et njustum, peccatum et meri-
tium, notiones esse extrinsecas, non autem attributa quae
mentis naturam expheant] ”

Spinoza, 1t appears from the above, prefers to follow
Hobbes and the Greek Sophists in opposition to Plato, Ars-
totle, and the Scholastics who regard sin and merit, justice and
injustice as virtues mherent 1n the very order of the cosmos
and the mind of man Sin, far from being an original attri-
bute of man, 1s simply civil disobedience, and justice 1s
primaiily an cconomic notion dependent upon the possession
of private property and 1s not therefore to be considered as
an mherent quality of rcason and order, as Plato thought
Thus social virtues are social conventions produced in time
by the civil state and relative to the culture and economic
requirements of the state
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5 THE NATURAL SOCIAL VIRTUES

SriNoza, however, does not consistently mamntain the doctrine
of the relativity and conventionality of the social virtues We
also find he acknowledges rational social virtues as intrinsic,
mherent attributes of the human intellect Thus we have
seen (chap x1, §2) he postulates that generositas (3-59
schol ) 1s a desire which follows from reason alone whereby
each person endeavors to help others and to win their friend-
ship Humanitas and mercy are special modes of this generic,
inherent social virtue Honestas (4-37 schol ) 1s defined mn
the same way as gencrositas, namely, as “the desire to jon
others in friendship to himself with which a man living
according to the guidance of reason 1s possessed ” Piety
(pietas) agan 1s defined like fortitude and 1s described (4—
37 schol 1) as *‘the desire of doing well, which 1s born 1n
us [quac eo mgeneratur] because we hive according to the
guidance of reason ” Later on (5—4 schol ) pictas 1s defined
by contrast with ambition “For example, we have shown
that human nature 15 s0 constituted that everyone desires that
other people should hive according to his way of thinking,
a desire which i a man who 1s not guided by reason 1s called
ambition, and 1s not very different from pride, while, on the
other hand, m a man who hves according to the dictates of
reason 1t 1s an action or virtue which 1s called piety ” From
this latter example 1t appears that pietas 1s a mode of gene-
rositas But whatever be the precise meaning, the sigmifi-
cant pomnt to note 15 Spinoza’s explcit statement that piety
15 an mborn desire following from reason and hence is an
mherent attribute of the human mind

It 1s highly instructive to observe that Spinoza also speaks
of justice along with lionestas as pertaining to the very es-
sence of the human mind He writes (4—append § 15) “The
things which beget concord, are those which are related to
Justice, mntegrity and honour [quae ad justitiam aequitatem,
et honestatem referuntur], for besides that which 1s unjust
and 1njurious, men take 1ll also anything which 1s esteemed
base [turpe] or that any one should despise the received
customs of the state But in order to win love, those things
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are chiefly necessary which have reference to religion and
piety ” Here we see that justice as well as honestas and pietas
are attributes of human reason and the source of human
agrecment—and not a consequence thereof as the earlier ac-
count suggested Praise and blame are not merely relative to
social approval There is also the praise and blame of the
wise man who is an absolute criterion of good and evil, virtue
and vice To quote “I call that thing honourable [honestum]
which men who live 1n accordance to the guidance of reason
praise, and that thing on the contrary, I call base [turpe]
which sets 1tsclf against the formation of friendship” (437
schol 1) The wise man through his mtuitive knowledge of
God 1 the absolute, human measure of good and evil, virtue
and vice The cardinal social virtues are innate properties
of the human reason, and hence far from being the product
of the civil state are really the efficient cause of communal life.
The man who 1s led by honor and piety sceks the good of
others, not through mutual fear, but rather from a positive
desire for the well-being of others Reason 1s the necessary
bond of human agreement (¢hap 1v, § 6), and man 1nsofar
as he 1s rational 1s essentially social (chap 1v, § 8) Each in-
dividual finds lus own good or interest in promoting the good
of others along with his own, since nothing 15 more useful to
man than another person who 1s also guided by reason (4-18
schol ) (4-85, corol 1) Justice, in particular, 1s a necessary
property of the human reason, since “men who are governed
by reason desire nothmg for themselves which they do
not desuie for other men, and therefore they are just, faithful
and honorable” (justos, fidos atque honestos) (4-18 schol )

Justice 15 1n accord with the dictates of reason which teach us
that “the highest good [summum bonum] of those who fol-
low after virtue 1s common to all” (4-36). That 1s to say,
Justice 13 based on the realization of the essental community
of human wterests (4-36 schol ) and not at all on the ex-
cluswwe possession of property In fact, it 1s the desire for
cquality wlhich leads a person to desire for other men the
good wlich he sccks for himself (4-87) The natural power
and rights of cach are most mcreased when each person 1s
free to lead a rational Iife (chap x, § 9)
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6 EGOISM AND ALTRUISM

Ix lus general social philosophy Spinoza combines a funda-
mental egoism with a benevolent altruism He has faith in
the principle that “when each man seeks most that which 1s
profitable to hunself then are men most profitable to one an-
other” (4-35 corol 2) It 1s most useful for each indrvidual
to have others agree with him 1n nature, since a thing which
agrees with our nature 1s necessarily good (4-31) Through
social union and mutual assistance men further their com-
mon amm of self-preservation and petfection of life

Spioza’s altruism 1s then a kind of utilitarian altruism.
This, however, does not mean that the purpose of others 1s to
serve merely as means for one’s private advantage For ex-
ample, he who secks to benefit others primarily in order to
enhance his own reputation or superiority defeats his own
end. As Spmoza cxplains (4—append § 25) “Modestia, that
15 to say, the desure of pleasing men, which 1s determined by
reason 1s related to picty But if 1t arises from an affect, 1t
15 ambition or desire by which men generally under a false
pretense of piety excite discords and sedition T'or he who
desires to assist other people either by advice or by deed, 1n
order that they may together enjoy the highest good [summao
fruantur bono] will strive above all things to win their love
and not to draw them into admiration so that a doctrme may
be named after him, nor absolutely to give any occasion for
envy ” True o1 rational egoism teaches that other men are
to be treated as pait of oneself and net as a means of self-
aggrandizement

In fact, Spinora was much ahead of his times 1n his realiza-
tion of the social responsibilities of the state “The care of
the poor,” he held, “1s incumbent on the whole of society and
concerns only the general profit” (4—append § 17) Private
mtiative, he pomnted out, 1s mecapable and msufficient “to
assist every one who 1s needy ” This argument sounds par-
ticularly modern and 1s a good illustration of Spinoza’s be-
nevolent egoism

On the other hand, Spinoza 1s opposed to self-sacrifice
Each man who 1s goveined by reason will seek the good of
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others as part of Ius own, but not more than his own Each
person’s Iife 1s an end 1n itself and must not be used as a
means for the life of others In the last analysis, since self-
preservation 1s the foundation of all virtue (4-22) , the good
of each person 1s prior to that of others Justice demands
that each person seek the good and perfection of others as
much as his own but not more so The justification of altru-
1sm 1s €ego1ism



XIII

THE SUMMUM BONUM

1 ST THOMAS AND HOBBES ON HUMAN FELICITY
AND THE END OF LIFE

PINOZA like the Scholastics 1s much concerned with the
S problem of the summum bonum of man, but as may be
expected he difters from them in his conception of this
supreme good The differences between them go back to their
diverse conceptions of the nature of the conatus and hence we
shall begin with a brief review of this topic
We have seen (chap 1, § 2) that according to Aristotle
and the Scholastics all motion mvolved three factors, namely,
the mover, the thing moved, and the end o1 hmit of the mo-
tion In ammal forms the appetite 1s moved with desire for
some object which 15 peicened as good and which therefore
15 the end or goal of the motion of the organism In all cases
the good or end 15 the final cause which predetermines the
activity of the individual The goal of all motion or becommng
15 a state of rest or being which 1s the attainment of the good
desired To quote St Thomas (Summa Theologica, Prima.
Secundae, Vol VI, Quest 1, § 2) “Everv agent of necessity
acts for an end And )ust as this detetmination 15 ef-
fected 1n the rational nature by the rational appetite which 1s
called the w1ll, s0 1n other things 1t 1s caused by thenr natural
inchination which 1s called the natural appetite There-
fore those things that are possessed of reason, move them-
sclves to an end, because they have dominion over their
actions, through their free will wluch 1s the faculty of rea-
son ” In all forms of bemg the good 1s the end or object of
desire and ““‘that at which all things aim” whether consciously
or naturally This end or good may, however, be understood
m two ways The end may be some thing or object which one
desires to attain, or it may be the use, possession, or actual
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enjoyment of that good brought about through some par-
ticular function of the individual (2b:d Quest 2, § 7).

The question now arises, what 1s the specific and supreme
good of man whereby he fulfils his function and desire for
perfection of bemng? According to Aristotle and the Scholas-
tics, the supteme good of man 1s happiness (eudaimomia,
felicitas) Thev agree that happiness consists i the opera-
tion of man’s lughest power, namely, the speculative reason
But St Thomas differs fiom Aristotle 1n that the formex
assigns a specific object tow ard which the intellect 1s directed,
whereas the Iatter does not provide any such object Accord-
mg to 8t Thomas the specific object of the intellect 1s God
who 15 the supreme good from whom all good things derive
their goodness (Summa Contra Gentildes, Vol III, Pt 1,
chap avi) In this respect St Thomas agrees with Plato mn
settimg up a supireme 1dea of the good as the highest object of
haman reason though of course, as Professor A E Taylor?
and Professor ¥ Galson * have pointed out, the Platonic 1dea
of the good and the God of St Thomas are not 1dentical In
the Summa Theologica (Prima Secundae, Vol VI, Quest 2,
§ 8) St Thomas states his argument in detail “It 15 impos-
sible for anv created good to constitute man’s happiness
T'or happiness 15 the peifect good which lulls the appetite al-
together, clse 1t would not be the last end 1f something yet
remuuncd to be desired Now the object of the will, that s,
of man’s appetite 1s the universal good, just as the object of
the mtellect 15 the universal truth Hence 1t 1s evident that
naught can lull man’s will save the universal good This 1s
to be found, not 1n any cieature but 1n God alone, because
cva1v creature has goodness by participation Therefore God
alone constitutes man’s happiness ” It 15 to be noted that
though God 15 the universal good or end of all things since
He 1s the souice of all goodness, He 1s not the direct object of
natural and ammal appetite which have theirr particular

1 Sce A E Taylor, Plato The Man and I+ Work (New York, The Dial
Press, 1936), chap 1, pp 288-289

2 See It Gilson, The Sparit of Medieval Phalosophy, translated by A H
C Downes (Gifford Lectures 1931-32, London, Sheed, 1936), chap i, PP
54-55
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goods. God as the umversal good is the direct object only of
the will or rational appetite first found in man.

St Thomas, however, proceeds to distinguish between God
who 15 the supreme good or happiness of man, and the actual
enjoyment of this happmess which 1s the beatific vision of
God (wbrd Quest. 3, § 8) “Two things are needed for happi-
ness,” he remarks (sbid Quest 3, § 4), “one which 1s the
essence of happmess, and two, that 1s, as 1t were, 1ts proper
accident, that 1s, the dehght connected with 1t For at
first, we desire to attain an intelligible end We attamn it
through 1ts being made present to us by an act of the intellect
and then the delighted will rests in the end when attained ”
And again (sbid Quest 4, §3) “And therefore these three
things must concern happiness, to wit, vision, which 1s per-
fect knowledge of the intelligible end, comprehension which
unphes presence of the end, and dehght o1 enjoyment which
mmplies repose of the lover 1n the beloved object ”

The significant point here 1s that man’s supreme good or
happiness depends on a transcendent good other than him-
self St Thomas (as opposed to Spinoza) 1s emphatic 1n his
msistence that human Iife 1s not 1ts own end God alone, he
argues, whose essence and existence are 1dentical, 15 His own
happiness, “for 1 God there 1s happmess essentially since
His very bemng 1s His operation, whereby He enjoys no other
than Himself But in men according to their present state
of hfe, the final perfection 1s 1n respect of an operation
whereby man 1s united to God” (:bid Quest 3, § 2, reply 4).

Since man hunself 1s not the supreme good, 1t evidently
follows that the preservation of man’s bemg 1s not the su-
preme good of man (:bid Quest 2, § 5) Whatever goodness
15 1 the soul 15 derived from the supreme good and therefore
the life of the soul cannot be 1ts own end Man attains happ-
ness through lus soul, but the source of human happiness 1s
outside the soul (+b1d Quest 2, §7) Similaily it follows that
man’s happiness does not consist 1in power, since power 1s the
source both of good and evil, whereas happiness 15 man’s
proper and perfect good (:bid Quest 2, § 4) It 1s also evi-
dent that happiness cannot consist in any of the goods of
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fortune such as wealth, since these are properly the means to
an end, and do not pertain to the perfection of the soul itself.
Honor and pleasure likewise do not constitute happiness,
though they may be the proper accidental results of happi-
ness (1bid Quest 2, § 6) Happiness consists essentially n
the vision and enjoyment of God who 1s the proper End of
the human 1ntellect and intellectual love, as well as the uni-
versal good and souice of all other forms of being

The Thomistic doctrine of human happiness and the sum-
mum bonum 15 the duect contrary or antithesis of the natura-
histic theory of Hobbes, as indeed the latter himself was aware
In s Lerathan (1, chap v1) Hobbes writes “Continual suc-
cess m obtaning those things which a man from time to time
desn eth, that 15 to say, continual prospering 1s that men call
felieity , I meun the felicity of this hife For there 1s no such
thing as perpetual titanquillity of mind, while we live here,
because life 1tself 15 but motion and can never be without
desite, nor without feal, no more than without sense What
kind of feliecity God hath ordamed to them that devoutly
honour Hun, o man shall no sooner know than enjoy, being
joys, that now are as incomprehensible as the word of school-
men ‘beatifical vision’ 1s unintelhgible ” And again (Leva-
than I, chap x1) ““T'o which end we a1e to consider that the
felieity of this Iife, consisteth not 1 the repose of a mind
satishied Yor there 15 no such finis ultimus nor summum
bonum as 15 spohen of 1n the books of the old moral philoso-
phers Nor can a man any moie live, whose desires are at an
end, than he whose senses and 1magination are at a stand
Felieity 15 a continual progress of the desire, from one object
to another , the attaining ot the former bemng still but the way
to the latter The cause whereof 1s that the object of man’s
desire 15 not to enjoy once only and for one instant of time
but to assure forever the way of the future desire So
that in the fiist place, I put for a general inclination of all
mankind, a perpetual and restless desire of power after
powci, that censcth only in death And the cause of this 1s
not always tlat a man hopes for a more intensive delight,
than he has already attained to, or that he cannot be content
with a moderate power, but because he cannot assure the
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power and means to live well, which he hath present, without
the acquisition of more.”

From the above quotations we see that Hobbes 1s opposed
to the whole Scholastic theory of the summum bonum There
15 no one supreme good other than man himself and on which
human felicity depends Life 1tself 1s essentially motion and
seeks 1ts own indefinite continuation—and not some good out-
side 1tself. The so-called summum bonum of man 1s nothing
other than the continuous fulfilment of desire for power
Power 15 the means of self-preservation and enjoyment of
life and hence 1s the supreme object of man’s restless and
ceaseless desire (sce chap m, § 2) 7o cease destring s to
cease lvoing Hence man’s felicity or summum bonum consists
not 1n the cessation of desire due to the attainment of the
supreme good, but rather in the “continual progress” or
satisfaction of desire for power The notion of a “beatifical
vision” has no intelligible meanming for Hobbes

2 SPINOZA AND THE STOICS ON SELF-
PRESERVATION AND HAPPINESS

TrEe foregomg analysis of the theories of St Thomas and
Hobbes will enable us to appreciate the onginality of Spi-
noza as well as the influence of his predecessors

We have seen (chap i, § 2) that Spinoza identifies the
conatus with the active power of the individual to preserve
himself and act in as many ways as possible T'he conatus so
conceived 1s the efficient cause of virtue Spinoza 1s opposed
to the Scholastic theory that the good 1s the final cause of
desire. The individual, he claims, does not desire a tlung be-
cause 1t 1s good , 1t 15 good because someone desires 1t The act
of desiring 1s prior to the goodness of the object The quali-
ties of good and evil when attributed to things are relative to
their usefulness in promoling one’s effort to live The 1magi-
nation forms general notions of things by whach 1t 1s usually
affected and attributes the qualities of good and evil to these
types of things, as 1f the good and evil were something fixed
and nherent 1n the things themselves In reality, things con-
sidered 1n themselves are neither good nor bad (1-append ).
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As said, the sigmificance of this conception of the good lies in
the implication that the end of human action consists in the
fulfilment of desire itself and not 1n some good or object other
than desire “No one,” Spinoza writes (4-25), “endeavours
to preserve his own bemng for the sake of another object
The desne 15, so to speak, a self-moved mover which forms its
own ends or goods The final cause as such 1s superfluous
Self-preservation which 1s the beginming of all virtue 1s also
1ts end

Thus we sce that although Spinoza accepted the Scholastic
doctrine that the end of man 1s happiness, he 1dentified 1t with
the conatus mmvolved n the Iife of virtue itself “No one,” he
explams (4-21), “can desire to be happy [beatum esse], to
act well and to Tive well, who does not at the same time desire
to be, to act, and to hive, that 1s to say, actually to exist ”
And agnmm (4-22 corol ) “The endeavour after self-preserva-
tion 15 the primary and only foundation of virtue > And lastly
(4-25), ““No one endeavours to preserve lus own being for the
sake ot another object ” Lafe, 1n short, 15 1ts own end and 1s not
directed to some final cause or transcendent end other than
itself “A final cause, asat 15 ealled,” he 1emarks (4—pref ), ‘s
nothing therefore but human desire msofar as this 1s con-
sidered as the prinaple or primary cause of anything.” As
Hobbes held, the summum bonum of man 1s nothing but the
fulfilment of lus desire for indefinite continuation (8-8) and
the preseryvation and increase of his power of action or virtue
(sce chap x,§2)

In formulating the “dictates of reason” (4-18 schol )
Spmosa presents thice major propositions first, “that the
foundation of vintue 1s that endeavour itself to preserve our
bemng and that happimess consists 1n this that a man can pre-
serve hus own being” (felicitatem 1 eo consistere quod homo
suum eswe conservare potest) Secondly, “that virtue 1s to
be desired for its own sake, nor 15 there anytlhung more excel-
lent or more useful to us than virtue for the sake of which
virtue ought to be desired ” Thirdly, “that all persons who
kill themsclves are mpotent in mind and have been thor-
oughly overcome by external causes opposed to their nature.”
From these thiec dictates of reason he concludes the principle
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“that everyone 1s bound to seek his own utility” is the founda-
tion of all virtue and piety. “Reason demands nothing which
is opposed to nature” (cum ratio mhil contra naturam postu-
let)—and the nature of each tlung 1s to seek 1ts own preserva-
tion and perfection Self-sacrifice 15, for Spinoza, no virtue
at all Virtueis not a medrtation on death, as Socrates and the
Platonists held, but rather a meditation on the continuation
and enjoyment of life “A fice man,” Spmoza counscls (4—
67), “thinks of nothing less than of death and his wisdom
15 not a meditation upon death but upon hife

Spmoza’s philosophy of life 1s opposed to the “via lacri-
mosa” of the Christian ethics as well as to the Stoic doctrine
of swicide Iafe 1v not a kind of “Phlgrnm’s Progress” to a
region whneh wall compensate man for lis suffering on earth
The enjoyment of happmess 15 to be found here on earth
while man exists 1 taime

The Stoic sages put the emphasis on fortitude, on strength
of mmmd in facing hardships which befall one The wise man,
they counseled, 15 unattached to the goods of fortune and 1s
prepared to depart this hfe if he can no longer Live with
honor (honestas) Thus Cicero in expounding the Stoic atti-
tude to suicide wittes (De Finbus, Bk IV, § 18) “When a
man’s circumstances contain a preponderance of things
accordance with nature, it 15 his duty [officlum] to remain
alive  When lic possesses or sces i prospect a majority of
contrary things, 1t 15 appropnate [officrum] for him to de-
part fiom life This makes 1t plam that 1t 18 on occasion
proper for the wise man to quit hife although he i1s happy
and also for the foolish man to remain m hie, although he
1s miserable ” And again, “For the virtuous man 1s not neces-
sarily retained 1n life by virtue, and also these who are devoid
of vitue need not necessarily seek death And very often
1t 15 appropriate for the wise man to abandon hfe at a mo-
ment when he 1s enjoymg supieme happiness 1f an oppor-
tunity offers for making a timely exit I'or the Stoic view 1s
that happmess which means life mm harmony with nature
[convenienter naturae vivere] 1s a mattel of scizing the right
moment, so that wisdom herself upon occasion bids the wise
man to leave her. Hence as vice does not possess the power of
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furnishing a cause of voluntary death, 1t 15 clear that even
for the foolish, who are also miserable, 1t is appropriate to
remain alinve 1if thev possess a predominance of those things
which we pronounce to be 1n accordance with nature ” (See
Schopenhauer™s essay “On Suicide )

Fiom Cicero’s account we gather that the Stoics thought
suicide 1 accord with reason and nature, even though all
things hy nature tend to preserve themselves The Stoic wise
man thought so hittle of life and so much of virtue that he
was piepared to terminate his own existence 1if the oceasion
requited 1t Happiness consisted 1n the timely act of virtue
and not m the duration or preservation of Iife The virtue of
the wise man and his happmess weie not increased by the
duration of lus Iife, on the contrary, it could on occasion be
marensed by making a timelv exat

As for Spimoza, although he agreed with the Stoics that
the summum bonum of man consisted in virtue and life 1n
accord with 1eason or nature, he denied nevertheless that
suicide was 1 accord with nature If all things by nature
tend to eawst and to preseive themselves, then wisdom also
must counscl self-presarvation as the foundation of wvirtue
(sce chap x1, § 8 fo1 exception) Historically, it may be said
that Spinoza combmed the biological naturalism of Hobbes
who taught that human happiness consisted 1n the process of
Inmg, m the mdefimte desire for life and power (chap xm,
§ 1), together with the Stoic doctrine that virtue 1s the sum-
mum bonum of man

3 ARISTOTLE AND SPINOZA ON HAPPINESS AND
COMPLETENESS OF LIFE

Srivozy, be 1t noted, maintamed not only that happiness
consisted m selt-preservation, but also that 1t involved the
complete development of all one’s powers or perfections In
this 1espect his doctrine 1s 1n accord with that of Aristotle
In the Niwcomachean Ethics Anistotle mamtams that happi-
ness (cudanmoma) consists in living a complete hife of virtue,
that 15, one m which the mdividual has the opportunity to
develop in time all lus potentialities A man whose lLife is
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brought to a premature end or who fails to develop all his
human powers cannot be called happy Thus he writes (:bid
1100a) “For this reason also a boy 1s not happy; for he 1s
not yet capable of such acts owing to his age And boys who
are called happy are being congiatulated by reason of the
hopes we have for them For there 1s required as we said, not
only complete virtue but also a complete life, since many
changes occur in Iife and all manner of chances and the most
prosperous may fall into great misfortune in old age, as 1s
told of Priam 1n the Trojan cyele And one who has exper-
enced such chances and has ended wietchedly no one calls
happy [1101a] Why then should we not say that he
1s happy who 1s active mn accordance with complete virtue
and 1s sufficiently equipped with external goods, not for some
chance period, but thioughout a complete hife ” For Aris-
totle, 1t appeais, only man at lus best living a complete life
can be called happy or blessed When we turn to the Ethuwcs
of Spinoza, we find a parallel statement In 5-39 scholium
he wiites ““To understand this more dearly, 1t 15 to be con-
sidered heie that we live 1n constant change and that accord-
mg as we change for the better or the worse, we are called
happy o1 unhappy [quod nos m continua vivimus variatione,
et prout mn melus sive 1 pejus mutamur, eo felices aut n-
felices dicimur] I'o1 he who passes from infancy or child-
hood to death 15 call unhappy, and, on the other hand, we
consider omiselves happy if we can pass through the whole
period of Iife with a sound mind m a sound body Moreover,
he who like an infant or clhild possesses a body fit for very
few things, and almost altogether dependent on external
causes, has a mind wlich, considered 1n 1tself alone, 15 almost
entirely unconscious of 1tself, of God and of objects On the
other hand, he who possesses a body fit for many things,
possesses a mind which, considered in itself alone, 15 largely
conscious of itself, of God and of objects In this hife there-
fore, 1t 15 our chief endeavour to change the body of infancy
so far as its nature permits and 1s conducive thereto, mto
another body which 1s fitted for many things, and which 1s
related to a mind conscious as much as possible of 1tself, of
God and of objects, so that everything which 1s related to 1ts
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memory and imagination, in comparison with the intellect 1s
scaiccly of any moment ”

From the above passages 1t 1s evident that Spinoza and
Aristotle are 1 agreement concerning the nature of happi-
ness Happiness, they both maintain, involves complete virtue
m a complete ife—that 15, a body fit for many things plus a
rational mid of which the greater part 1s active or eternal,
enjoved through a complete span of Iife But here a difficulty
arises for Spmmoza’s theory

We have seen from a previous analysis of “St Thomas
and Spmoza on Viitue and Power” (chap x, § 2) that the
Scholasties {ollowimg Aistotle combimed the notions of the
eficient and final cause m their conception of virtue. The
virtue ot o thing was defined not only by 1ts actual function
but also by 1ty potential powers with reference to a fixed end
They realized that an organism was subject to change and
development and that therefore one could not define 1ts real
or pertect nature exeept by reference to the furthest limt
o1 goal ot 1ts development Happiness or the summum bonum
ot man consisted 1 Iving such a life as made 1t possible for
him to develop all his potentialities of perfection without
misfortune or lundrance In brief, from a purely humanistic
pomt of view, the happmess of man consisted mn attaining
the final form of his perfection or power

Now Spmoza, we have also seen, opposed all reference to
o final cause The virtue of man was to be defined only 1n terms
of Ius actual efficient power, his power of self-preservation
In the passage just quoted, however, we find that Spmoza
too speaks of the indnidual as subject to continuous change
and as changmg “for the better or the worse ” This, 1t ap-
pears, neeessarlly involves the notion of a final cause, since
the qualities of better and worse have no meaning except as
approximations to a given 1deal or goal (see chap 1x, §§ 5,
7) The tact that an o1gamsm develops 1ts powers or per-
fections 1n tune and 15 subject to many changes of form
forced Spmoza to acknowledge an implicit final cause which
rendered the whole process mtelhgible Insofar as Spinoza
was conceined only with the actual, eteinal nature of human
perfection, he could avoid all reference to change and time
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But when he turned to define human happiness, he found he
had to introduce an exemplar of human perfection, the
summa virtus, which the ndividual could acquire 1n the proc-
ess of time (chap x, § 6) Happiness, that is to say, conswsts
not wn self-preservation alone, but in self-prescrvation for the
sake of attaming the maxumum degree of human perfection.
Self-prescrvation without the acquisition of the highest per-
fection or even of mormal perfectwon, does not constitute
happmess For example (5-6 schol ), “nobody pities an -
fant because 1t does not know how to speak, walk or reason,
and hves so many vears not conscious as 1t were of itself, but
1f a number of human beings were born adult, and only a few
here and there were born mmfants, every one would pity the
mmfants because we should then consider infancy not as a
thing natural and nccessary, but as a defect or fault of
nature” (ut naturae vitium seu peccatum consideraret). Self-
preservation m the form of infancy would be considered a
human tiagedy and not at all a mark of perfection and
happiness In biief, contrary to Spinoza’s conclusion that
self-preservation  1dentical with virtue and happmess (4—
18 schol ), we now find that self-preservation s only a con-
dition of human happiness (4-21) but 15 not 1dentical with
the latter Happiness s bused upon self-preservation but
completeness of duration s required wn order that the wndi-
mdual may develop his potentialities and acquare the greatest
perfection possible

4 THE ACTIVITY OF THE INTELLECT AS THE
SUMMUM BONUM

So far we have shown that Spinoza professes to 1dentify
huappiness with selt-prescivation though, as noted, lie 1m-
plicitly introduces the notion of an end or final cause msofar
as self-preservation 1s bound up with completencss of hife
(§ 3) We now tuin to examme Spinoza’s sccond theory of
the summum bonum which depends upon his 1dentification of
virtue with the activity of the intellect

We have seen that insofar as Spinoza regards the effort of
self-preservation as the foundation of all virtue he defines
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the good 1n relation to this conatus Whatever one regards as
helping or hindering his power to exist 1s good or evil accord-
mgly, the knowledge of good and evil 1s nothing but the
pereeption of pleasure and pam (4-8) Life 1s but a brief
struggle for existence mn competition with other modes 1m-
pelled by common 1llusions of freedom and purpose

On the other hand, msofar as the cssence of man 1s 1denta-
fied with the perfection of his intellect, we find Spinoza defines
the tiue good (verum bonum) as primarily that which is
useful for or conducive to understanding Thus he writes
(418 schol ) “Since reason demands nothing which 1s op-
posed to nature, 1t demands that every person should love
himself, should seek what 15 useful to him—mwhat 1s truly use-
ful [quod revera utile est]—should desire everything that
really leads man to greater perfection and absolutely that
evervone should endeavour as far as 1n him lies to preserve
his own bemg ” And again more emphatically (4-27) - “We
do not know that anything 1s certainly good or evil [mhil
certo seunus bonum put malum esse] excepting that which
conduces to understanding or which can hinder us so that
we understand less ” We note here Spinoza’s express empha-
sis on the natuie of “the true good” which really promotes
human peifection as distinet from the good which 1s relative
to desire The good so understood has a formal and necessary
basis in the very nature of things, a thing 1s necessanly good
becnuse 1t agrees with our nature (4-31) and not merely
because 1t 1s conducive to pleasure

The ultimate good or olject of rational desire 1s the maxi-
mum perfection of man and all things are considered good
or useful msotar as they promote tlus end In fact, the su-
preme good as concenved by reason 1s that ideal form of
human perfection which ought to be desired and not merely
the self-preseryation which 15 actually desired (chap x, § 6)
Spinosa states this new conception m the preface to book
four “T'or simce we desne to form for ourselves an 1dea of
man upon which we may look as a model [exemplar] of hu-
man nature, 1t will be of service to us to retain these expres-
sions 1n the sense I have mentioned By good I understand
in the following pages everything which we are certamn 1s a
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means by which we may approach nearer and nearer to the
model of human nature we see before us [medium esse ut ad
exemplar humanae naturae accedamus] By evil on the con-
trary, I understand everything which we are certain hunders
us from reaching this model ” Similarly in On the Improve-
ment of the Understanding he writes ““I will here only briefly
state what I mean by true good [verum bonum] and also
what 15 the nature of the highest good [summum bonum].

However human weakness cannot attamn to this order
mn 1ts own thoughts but meanwhile man conceives a human
nature much moie stable than his own and sces that there 1s
no reason why he should not himself acquire such a nature
Thus he 15 led to seek for means which will bring him to such
perfection [ad tatem perfectionem] and calls everything
which will serve as such a means a true good The chief
good [summum bonum] 1s that he should enjoy [fruatur]
together with other individuals if possible, the aforesaid na-
ture What that natuie 15 we shall know 1n due time, namely,
that 1t 1s the knowledge of the union existing between the
mind and the whole of nature [cogmtionem unioms quam
mens cum tota natura habet] Tis 15 the end toward
which T shall tend, to acquire such a nmature myselt and to
endeavour that many should attamn 1t with me In other
words, 1t 15 part of my happimess [de mea fehatate] to lend
a helpmg hand that many others may enjoy even as I do, so
that their undetstanding and desire may entirely agree with
my own” (ibid , pp 4,5)

From these passages we gather that Spinoza distinguishes
between the ultimate end or supreme good which 1s an 1deal
of human peifection and the “verum honum,” the truly use-
ful means to achieve this end What this 1deal of human na-
ture 1s he indicated briefly by saymng that 1t 1s “the knowledge
of the union existing between the mind and the whole of
nature ” He also suggests that his happiness 1n achieving
this end 15 a social 1deal and necessarily depends upon a simi-
lar nature in others Inthe Ethics Spinoza defines the supreme
good of man more explicitly In 4-26 (demon ) he writes
“Again since this effort of the mind by which the mind nso-
far as 1t reasons endeavours to preserve its being, 1s nothing
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but the effort to understand, 1t follows that this effort to
understand [intelligend: conatus] 1s the primary and sole
foundation of virtue [primum et unicum virtutis fundamen-
tum] and that we do not endeavour to understand for the sake
of any end [nec alicujus finis causa] ” The activity of reason
1s not a means to some more ultimate good, on the contrary,
all thmgs are good as means to rational activity The good
of man 15 to be found 1n the pe1fection of his intellect and not
m some good wlnch transcends him

It 15 noteworthy that Spinoza previously spoke (4-22
corol ) of the endeavor for self-preservation as “the primary
and role foundation of virttue” and repeats the same phrase
when speaking of the activity of the intellect This implies
that he ideutifies the activity of reason with the effort of self-
preseivation His argument 1s that all efforts which the n-
tellect mahes to mcerease 1ts power of understanding are also
eapressions of man’s general effort to hive and act (3-6, 7)
Tlus explamns why he demonstrates (3—9) that “the mind,
both msofur as 1t has clear and distinet 1deas, and mmsofar as
it has confused 1deas, endeavours to persevere 1n 1ts being for
an mdefimte time and 1s conscious of this effort ” Man’s en-
deavor to understand presupposes and 15 theicfore i accord
with his general effort to peisevere i existence Intellectual
activity, i bief, 15 a form of self-preservation This does not
mcan that the intellect 15 only a means of self-preservation,
the activity of the intellect 1s an end 1 1tself and 15 a direct
expiession of man’s power of existence

In fact, Spinosa’s man pomnt is that the activity of reason
n conceiving adequate 1deas 15 the best expression of man’s
cffort to Iinve, since the mdividual himself 1s the adequate
causc of his adequate 1deas Tlus I take to be the significance
of Ius demonstration (4-24) that “to act absolutely m con-
formity with virtue 1s, m us, nothing but acting, hving and
preseiving owr being (these three things having the same
meaning ) as 1eason dneets, from the ground of secking our
own profit” [demon ] *“To act absolutely in eonformity with
virtue 1s nothing but acting according to the laws of our own
p1ropel natwae But only insofar as we understand do we act
Therefore,” etc Spinoza’s pomt here 15 that only i intel-
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lectual activity does man show his true power of action and
existence All things are truly good as means insofar as they
promote man’s power of thinking

It appears, therefore, that by self-preservation Spinoza
means two distinct things In the first place he means the
preservation of the wdwidual considered as a psychophysical
orgamism In the second instance he means the preservation
of the wntellect which s the real or true self and principle of
being and actvetty Insofar as he maintans the latter doctrine
physical self-preservation s for the sake of wintcllectual per-
fection That 1s to say, the virtue of the body 1s subservient
to that of the mtellect—a thesis common to Plalo, Aristotle,
and the Scholastics Here agaimn the parallelisin between the
virtue of the body and the mind which Spinoza elsewhere
maintains breaks down

5 INTUITION AND SEIF-SATISFACTION

So far then we have seen that Spinoza defines the summum
bonum as consisting 1 some activity of man, namecly, either
the effort of self-preservation or the wtuitive knowledge of
the intellect In other passages, however, he mamtains that
man’s supreme good and happiness consist 1 the joy arsing
from his power of activity Thus he regards (4-52) “the
self-satisfaction [acquiescentia 1n se 1pso] which arises from
reason” as “the lughest [summa] wluch can exist *” In the
schollum to 4-52 he continues “Self-satisfaction 1s indeed
the highest thing [summum] for which we can hope, for no
one endeavours to preserve lus being for the sake of any end
[nemo fims causa suuin esse conservare conatur] ” The su-
preme good or end of man 15 the enjovment of intellectual
activity, and all may cquallv enjoy 1t (omnes aeque gaudere
possunt) (4-86) This power ot enjoying intellectual ac-
tivity 1s so cssential to the very nature of man that “man
could not be nor be conceived if he had not the power of re-
Joicing 1n this lughest good” (quia homo nec esse nee concipr
posset s1 potestatem non habet gaudend: summo bono) (4—
36 demon ) (Sce Notel, p 348)

The intuitive knowledge of God gives rise to self-satisfac-
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tion or self-love smece the human intellect 15 regarded as the
adequate cause of 1ts 1deas Thus Spinoza writes (5-27).
“From this third hind of knowledge arises the highest possi-
ble satisfaction of mind [summa quae dar1 potest mentis ac-
quiescentin oritur ] [demon ] He who knows things by
this third hind of knowledge passes [transit] to the lughest
human perfection and consequently 15 affected with the high-
est Joy [summa laetitia affiertun ] which 1s accompanied with
the idea of Inmselt and his own virtue” (concormitante 1dea
s suaeque vitutis) This Soeratic, humanistic tendency
appears ngan later (4-append ) “The final amm [finis ulti-
mu«] therefore of o man who 1s guided by reason, that 1s to
sy, the chief desnie [summa cupiditas] by which he strives to
modceinte all his other desires, 1s that by which he 15 led
ndequately to concenve himself and all things which can be
concerved by his mtelligence ”

Man dchghts m hunself because hie has an intuitive knowl-
edge of lnmself thiough the 1dea of God The primary refer-
ence 15 to the perfection or virtue of man and not to that of
God Yor Spimoza, adequate self-knowledge means an intui-
tive conception of one’s mtellect as constituting part of the
divine mntelleet and of his body as an eternal mode of exten-
ston (5-29, 5-30) Man cannot hnow homself adequately
cxcept imsofar as he has a prior hnowledge of God Spinoza
could wcll say Cogito Deum ergo sum

Noire 1 Spmosa’s distinction among the objects of love
corresponds closely to that of Leone Ebreo The latter classifies
the objects of love into (a) the uscful, (b) the pleasant, (¢) the
virtuous Spinosa, of course, tries to show that the three are
really wdentical, though he agices with the classical tradition
i maintaming that mtellectual virtue 1s the most 1inelusive and
that things are tiuly uscful and pleasant insofar as they make
for a hife of virtue The conclusion of Leone Ebreo i the Philoso-
phy of Love 1s worth quoting as an anticipation of Spinoza The
former wiites (p 25) “Whereas unbridled lust for pleasure
and msatiable gieed of gain debase our intellect, plunging 1t into
the slough of matter und dimming the hight of our mind 1n the
mists of sensuality, on the other hand, our inextinguishable
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burning love of wisdom and virtue makes godlike our human
mind [p 29] Honour or glory 1s of two kinds one false
and spurious, the other authentic and true Spurious honour 1s
that which flatters power, true honour—that which rewards
virtue . But true honour masmuch as 1t 15 a reward of vir-
tue, though essentially pleasurable, yet has its pleasure com-
mingled with good [p 21] So that the purpose of man
consists 1n acting well, virtuously, and wisely, which exceeds 1n
worth every other activity of man, all other love and all other
desire ” The curious feature of Spmoza’s Ethics consists 1n the
fact that he tried to 1dentify these distinctions instead of finding
for each 1ts proper place, in a logical scheme

6 THE INTUITIVE LOVE OF GOD AND THE IDEA
OF THE GOOD

NEevraTHVLFSS, Spinoza does also speak of “the intellectual
love of God” (amor intellectualis de1, sce chap v, § 5, 5-32
corol ) This intellectual love of God 1s human self-love but
as concernned through God In the demonstration he makes
this dual reference “F1om this third kind of knowledge arises
the highest possible satisfaction [summa mentis acquiescen-
t1a] that 1s to say, the highest joy [laetitia] attended more-
over with the idea of oneself [conconmtante 1dea su1] and
consequently attended with the idea of God as its cause [et
consequenter concomitante etiam 1dea der tanquam causa] ”
To concerve oneself as cuuse, Spinoza argues, 15 the same as
to concene God as cause

The full sigmificance of Spinoza’s reasoning hete can be
understood only 1f the reader bear mm mind our discussion of
mturtive knowledge 1n chapter x, § 6 Theirc we showed that
there was an mherent equivocation m Spinoza’s theory of
mtuitive knowledge duc to the fact that he confuscd the meta-
Physical adequacy of a cause with the epstemological ade-
quacy of an wlea Hence on the one hand, he mamtams that
the knowledge of God 1s prior to all other i1deas and 15 the
only adequate source or cause of all knowledge mtuitively
conceived through Him On the other hand, he also held that
the human intellect was the adequate cause of all its intuitive
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or adequately conceived 1deas This he explamned metaphysi-
cally by saying that God acted or expressed himself directly
through a particular human mind instead of indirectly
through the mediation of other modes of thought Epistemo-
logically, however, Spmnoza hke Descartes did not find 1t
neccssary to 1cfer to God when speaking of this mathematical
mode of mtwition In brief, Spnoza’s metaphysics led him to
attempt to deduce all things from the wdea of God, but s
mathematiweal « pistcmology led him to regard deas as sclf-
evrdent and self-revcaling entities which required no reference
to anythmg other than themsclves

The consequences of this dual method appear 1n Spinoza’s
theorv of mtuitine or intellectual love To begin with, since
man himselt 15 the adequate cause of all his imtuitive knowl-
edge, 1t follows that all love 15 sclf-love or self-acquiescence,
that 1s, Joy accompanied with the 1dea of one’s own power of
action On the other hand, all things are and are conceived
through an intuition of the nature of God (5-30) Hence 1t
follows that mtuitive knowledge of God must lead to the love
of God who 15 the nmmmanent, efficient cause of all our knowl-
edge “He who cleatly and distinctly understands himself
and his affects loves God” (5-15) Spunoza attempts to com-
bine these two radwcally conflicting notions by saywng that
the wtuitive love of onesclf s the same as the wintuiteoe love
of God, although they wmiolve two cntircly different sets
of premuscs Man 15 said to love God m loving himself and
God, for Iy part, loves all men in loving Hunself (5-36
cor1ol ) But man does not love God as the summum bonum
por se nor does he strive that God should love him 1n return
(5-19) .

At this stage the pioblem may be raised, why does Spi-
noza speak ot delight onigmating from mtuitive knowledge
rather than fiom common notions? The answer 1s, I believe,
because mntuition 14, as 1t were, intellectual vision wlhich di-
reetly conceives the essence of a gnen particular thing just
as pereeption 1s sensuous vision of a particular, physical
thing “For the mind,” Spimnoza explains (5-23 schol ), “is
no less sensible of those things which 1t conceives through n-
telligence than of those which 1t 1emembers [mens non minus



The Summum Bonum 851

res 1llas sentit quas intelhgendo concipit, quam quas in
memoria habet] For these demonstrations are the eyes of
the mund by which it sees and observes things . . . [5-24]
The more we understand particular things [res singulares]
the more we understand God > In intuitive conception as 1n
perception and unagination, the mind regards its object as
actually present, though in different ways In ntellectual
vision the mind regards its object as eternally present m
the attributes of God, whereas 1n sensation and nnagination,
the mind perceives 1ts object as actually present in time
And so Spmoza explamns (5-29 schol ) “Things are con-
ceived by us as actual m two ways ecither insofar as we con-
ceive them to exist with 1elation to a fixed time and place, or
msofar as we conceive them to be contammed mm God and to
follow from the necessity of the divine nature. . [5-30
demon ] To conceive things thercfore under the form of
etermity 15 to conceive them nsofar as they are conceived
through the essence of God as actually existing things, or
mnsofar as thiough the essence of God they involve existence ”

Later he refers to the superior conviction conveyed by
mtuitive knowledge as compared with knowledge by dem-
onstration through universals “Again,” he writes (5-36
schol ), “since the essence of our mind consists m knowledge
alonc, whose beginning and foundation 1s God, 1t 1s clear to
us 1 what manner our mind with 1egard both to essence and
existence follows from the divine nature and continually de-
pends upon God 1 thought 1t worth while to notice this here,
1 order that I might show by this example what that knowl-
edge of individual objects [1erum singularium cognitio]
which T have called mntuitive or of the third kind, 1s able to
do and how much more potent it 1s than the umversal knowl-
edge which I have called knowledge of the sccond kind
[ potiorque sit cognitione unneisali, quam secund: generis
esse dixi] For although I have shown generally in the first
part that all things and consequently also the human mind
depend upon God both with regard to existence and essence,
yet that demonstration although legitimate and placed be-
yond the possibihty of a doubt, does not nevertheless so
affect our mind as a proof from the essence itself of any
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singular object which we say depends upon God ” In other
words, the demonstration that God 1s the immanent cause of
the essence and existence of things does not give rise to in-
tellectual love The mind fecls an 1immediate and spontanecus
love toward God only when 1t 15 intuitively aware of God’s
cternal piesence and of 1ts own dependence upon Him. In-
turtive love arises when the mind 1s aware of the essential
union between itself and the divine infinite intellect, so that
it 1cgards 1ts own power as an expression of the divine per-
feetion That s to say, the wtellectual love of God s not a
desire for union wnth God or a desire for the beatific msion as
the Scholastics would hold, on the contrary, the intellectual
love of God s joy duc to the prior intuition of the essentwal
wmmanence of God wn all created nature Man’s happiness con-
sists 1n the intellectual love of God, not because man desires
union with God who 1s per se the summum bonum and the
consummation of human desire, as St Thomas said, but be-
cause our mind mtuitively knows and feels that God 1s the
mmmanent, cfficient cause of 1ts highest perfection Psycho-
logieally, man’s umon with God consists 1 the fact that his
nund nequiesces in the presence of the 1dea of God 1n his mind
and allows 1t to occupy his mind so far as possible (5-16,
chap v, §6)

In like manner, Spmoza denes that God acts for the sake
of any good other than Himself In 1-33 scholum 2 he
argues at length “I confess that this opmion which subjects
all things to a certam indiffaent will of God and affirms that
all things depend upon God’s good pleasure [beneplacit] 1s at
less distance from the truth than the opinion of those who af-
firm that God does everything for the sake of the good [sub
ratione bom agere] For these seem to place something outside
of God which 15 independent of Him to which he looks as 1t
wele as to a model [exemplar] or at which he aims as 1f at a
certam mark [scopum] Tlis 1s indeed nothing else than to
subject God to fate [fato], the most absurd thing which can
be affirmed of Him

So also m the Appendix to book one he continues “But 1f
things which are immediately produced by God were made
in order that He might obtain the end He had in view [finem
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suum ] then the last things for the sake of which the first exist
must be the most excellent of all [praestantissimae] Again
this doctrine does away with God’s perfection For i1f God
acts to obtain an end [propter finem agit] He necessarily
seeks something of which He stands in need [ahquid appetit
quo caret] And although theologians and metaphysicians
distinguish between the end of want and the end of assimila-
tion [finem indigentiae et finem assimilationis], they confess
that God has done all things for His own sake and not for
the sake of the thungs to be created, because before the crea-
tion they can assign nothing excepting God for the sake of
which God could do anything , and therefore they are neces-
sarily compelled to admit that God stood 1n need of and de-
sired those things for which He determined to prepare the
means [media] ”’

The above arguments are meant to demonstrate that God
cannot be said to act for the sake of some end, good, or final
cause God produces infinite modes by the necessity of His
nature and not because of any 1deal purpose or exemplar He
has i mind and to which He looks as to a model If God weie
to act with reference to some end or 1deal, 1t would involve,
Spinoza beheves, an admission of divine mmperfection or
potentiality We must say then that all things express 1n
finite ways the infinite perfection of God only Spwnoza denies
that the conatus or power of God as well as man 1s directed
toward any good or end other than itself.

It 1s noteworthy that n the Short Treatise, S pinoza speaks
as one of the Scholastics and admats that God 3 good wn Hym-
self and that the summum bonum of man consists wn union
with God He wmtes (Short T'reatise, 11, chap xxu) “Now
we have said that this kind of knowledge does not result from
something else, but from a direct revelation of the object
itself to the understanding . And if that object 1s glori-
ous and good, then the soul becomes necessarily umited with
1t, as we have also remarked with reference to the body Hence
1t follows incontrovertibly that it 1s this knowledge which
evokes love So that when we get to know God after this man-
ner then (as He cannot reveal Himself nor become known to
us otherwise than as the most glorious and best of all) we
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must necessarily become united with Him and only in this
union does our blessedness consist ”

Here we see that Spinoza stresses the point that the bless-
edness or happiness of man consists 1n the union with God
who 158 Himself the supreme good—a doctrine which 1s con-
trary to that of the Ethwcs but which 1s 1n complete agree-
ment with the Scholastics

It 15 mstructive to observe, however, that in his very earh-
est wor k, the Cogitata metaphysica, Spinoza expresses him-
self in conformity with his teaching 1 the Ethics In Part I,
Chapter VI of the Cogitata he writes “An object considered
n 1tself 15 neither good nor evil, but only 1n respect to an-
other bemng which 1t helps to acquire what 1s desired
God 15 called good because He preserves all things
Those who scek for some metaphysical good wlich shall be
free from relativity are laboring under a misapprehension of
the case ” Here we see that God 1s good, not as the end of
desnie, but rather as the umiversal means of satisfying the
natural desire of all things for self-preservation Similarly in
the fifth book of the Ethus, God 1s said to be loved because
He 1s concenved as the immanent, efficient cause of human per-
fection T'he goodness of God 1s a quality attributed to Hum
wmn mriue of His infinite power i producing and preserving
all things and not because He ws the end or final cause whom
all things desue

7 THE TEMPORAL AND ETERNAL NATURE OF
INTELLECTUAL LOVE

I our analysis of pleasure (chap 1, § 4) we noted that Spi-
noza’s defimtion ot the affect of pleasure as “man’s transition
to greater perfection” did not account for intellectual pleas-
ure. The latter mode completes the activity of the intellect
and docs not mvolve transition from one state of perfection
to another That 1s why Spinoza could demonstrate (5-35)
that “God loves Himself with an mfinite intellectual love,”
since He dchights i His own infimte perfection or power,
even as man delights 1n his finite perfection Spinoza, we have
seen (chap v, § 5, chap xu, § 6), goes on to identify human



The Summum Bonum 3556

self-satisfaction with the intellectual love of God for Himself,
since man’s intellectual self-love 1s part of the infinite intel-
lectual love of God for Himself. From this 1t follows logically
that man who loves God as the immanent, efficient cause of his
perfections can be certamn that God, 1n loving Himself, loves
him 1n return. Strange to say, however, Spmoza fails to draw
this infeience and proposes nstead that (5-19) “he who
loves God cannot strive that God should love him n return ”
His argument 15 1 prineiple that if God were to love man 1
return God would have to be subject to passions and hence
would pass from one state of perfection to another, and this
would imply that God was not eternally and absolutely per-
fect (5-17, 1-20 corol 2) Spinora arrived at this conclu-
sion because he failed to realize 1n this connection that intel-
lectual joy does not 1involve any tiansition as does corporeal
pleasure and hence mav be attributed to God in the form of
the divine love for man He applied the notiwon of intellectual
joy to God wn order to demonstrate the intellectual love of
God for Humself but reverted to Ius definitwon of corporeal
love 1n order to demonstrate that God could not reciprocate
the love of man (Sce Note2,p 359 )

Theie 15 a sense, however, in which the notion of transition
applies to human tellectual jov and love as well Insofar as
an mdwidual acts, he does so mm tune Thus, for example,
when the human mind acquires knowledge of GGod or nature 1t
does s0 by degiees and henee may be said to pass from a lesser
to a gicater state of perfection Spmnozn himself remarks
(5-27 demon )  “Thearefore he who krows things by this
(thnd) kind of knowledge passes [transit] to the highest
human perfectmn and consequently 1s affected with the
highest jov which 1v accompamed with the 1dea of himself
and his own viitue ” Tlus explains why Spinoza in agree-
ment with Aristotle maintams (§ 8) that happiness involves
a complete Iife 1n which the ndividual develops to the maxi-
mum possible perfection If this be granted it follows that
although intellectual joy 1s 1n 1tsclf a completion of an ac-
tion, human action 1itself, as a psychological experience, in-
volves transition from one degree of perfection to another.
In this respect, human joy and love would differ from that of
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God who can delight only 1n His eternal, actual perfection.
God’s intellectual love does not originate in time and hence
he cannot reciprocate man’s temporal, intellectual love

Thus, 1t appears, we are faced with the following problem.
On the one hand, Spinoza 1dentifies the self-love of God and
man and can, but docs not, demonstrate that God may re-
ciprocate man’s love This argument imphes, as he acknowl-
edges (5-33), that “the mtellectual love of God which arises
from the third kind of knowledge 1s eternal ” On the other
hand, he also admits that hiuman perfection 1s something ac-
quued in time and this imphes that human intellectual love
occurs 1n time On this premise he cannot 1dentify human and
divine mtellectual love, since the former 1s temporal and the
latter 15 eternal

The problem of the relation of the mntellectual love of man
for himself and for God and the intellectual love of God for
Himself seems to be one which tioubled Spimoza very much
sinee he finds 1t necessary to comment further (5-33 schol )
“Although this love to God has no beginnmg, 1t nevertheless
has all the perfections of love, just as of 1t had ormgimated
[ac s1 ortus fuisset] Nor 1s there any difference excepting
that the nund has eternally possessed these same perfections
wlich we imagme as now acecrumng to 1t and has possessed
them with the accompanying 1dea of God as the eternal cause
And 1f joy consist in the passage to a greater perfection,
blessedness must consist 1in this, that the mind 1s endowed
with perfection itself *

Agam n the scholum to 5-36 he continues “Hence we
clearly understand that our salvation or blessedness or lib-
erty consists 1n a constant and eternal love*towaids God or
in the love of God towards men [nostra salus, seu beatrtudo
seu liber tas consistit nempe 1 constant et acterno erga Deum
amore sive 1n amore Der ergn homines] This love or blessed-
ness 15 called glorv [gloria] 1n the sacred writings and not
without merit For whether it be related to God or to the mind,
it may properly be called satisfaction of soul [animi acqui-
escentia] which 15 mn truth not distinguished from glory
For msofa1 as it 1s 1elated to God 1t 15 joy [laetitia] (grant-
g that 1t 15 allowable to use this word) accompanied with
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the idea of Himself and 1t 1s the same thing when 1t 1s related
to the mind ”

Here we see that Spinoza acknowledges that ordinary sen-
suous pleasure (lactitia) involves a transition to a greater
form of perfection but he denies that this 1s the case as re-
gards that self-satisfaction or satisfaction of soul (acquies-
centia anim) whiel follows upon intuitive knowledge as con-
cewved through God. True happiness 1s the joy of etermity
while exasting 1n time Spinoza prefers to substitute the terms
“gaudium” (3-det 16), “delectamur” (5-32), “fruor,” and
“acquiescentia” for lactitia wherever possible

The fact remains, however, that intuition, from the human
point of view, 1s a process occurring 1n time which leads to
an mcrease 1n the perfection of the mind (5-38) The intel-
lectual joy of man 1s therefore something origmating in time
and may not on this account be 1dentified with the timeless
Joy of God It may be true that insofar as the intellect 1s
mmmortal and 15 an eternal mode of the divine intellect, 1ts
Joy 1s immutable too but mnsofar as the mind exists 1n time
it 1s subject to ceascless change The consciousness of this
supreme o1 eternal kind of joy 1s, from the human poimnt of
view, 1tself temporal That 1s to say, the intellect may con-
cewve sub specie aetcimitatis the nature of the mtuitive joy
enjoyed by God, but as a mode existing 1 time 1ts own joys
are subject to transitions in tume By attempting to 1dentify
human self-satisfaction with the intellectual love of God for
Himself, Spinoza was 1cally trymmg to combine time and
eternity in conti adiction to his own defimition (1—def 8) which
states that “eternity cannot be mamfested through dura-
tion” (5-29 demon ) Spnoza, wm opposition to Hobbes was
s0 concerned to demonstrate that happmness consists in an
eternal enjoyment of one’s perfection, wn an cternal form of
being rather than in a state of ceaseless becomwmg, that he
was cven preparcd to deny that happiness or blessedness
has a real beginning wn tvme and nvolves the duration of a
complete hife (chap xui, §§1,3) Itonly appears asif (acs1)
the intellectual love of man origimated in time, actually or mn
truth, the joys due to mtuitive knowledge n1e timeless

The problem of the correlation between the cternal per-
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fection of the soul and 1ts temporal development reappears
in Spinoza’s theory of knowledge Briefly put the alterna-
tives arc these first, if the perfection of the soul like intel-
lectual love has no begmmning m tume, 1t follows that the
mind’s intuitive knowledge 1s also eternal and therefore 1n-
nate That 1s to say, all so-called conception of 1deas 1s really
remimscence as I’lato held But if, on the other hand, the
perfection of the intellect 1s acquired and developed 1n time,
then the joy or love due to this mtuitive knowledge also
orgmates n time

Spmoza himself actually faced this problem and deeided
to 1¢ject any theory of mnate knowledge ‘“The mind,” he
claims, “can 1mmagme nothing, nor can 1t recollect anything
that 15 past, except while the body exusts” (5-21) And again
(5-23 schol ) - “It 1s impossible, nevertheless, that we should
recollect that we existed before the body because there are
no traces of any such existence m the body and also because
eternity cannot be defined by time or have any relationship
to 1t [nec aeternitas tempore definirt nec ullam ad tempus
relationem habere potest] ” But 1f this be the case, then the
mind must acquire 1ts actunl intellectual perfection and there-
fore 1ts joy 1n time

To conclude Spinoza following the Platonic-Parmenidean
metaphysical theory gave preemmence to the prineiple of
cternal being and therefore tended to regard development 1n
tune as illusory Intellectual love or blessedness appears “as
1f” 1t oniginates 1 time though really 1t 1s timeless That 1s
why Plato hnd maintamed that the soul 1n 1ts entirety was by
nature mmoital, and that all knowledge was really recol-
lection (Sce Votc 3,p 361)

On the other ]mnd he also accepted the Aristotelian theory
of happiness and hence mamtamed that all human perfec-
tion was acquired in time On this basis, the degree of one’s
umortality depends upon the quantity of perfection at-
tamed by the mtelleet (5—40 corol ) Only part of the soul
1s therefore immortal and not the whole of 1t as Plato main-
tauined Spinoza, 1t appears, agreed with the Platonists that
the mtellectual love of God was eternal but maintained with



The Summum Bonum 359

the Aristotehians that intellectual perfection was acquired
m time and was not simply recollection

Besides the Platonic and Aristotelian doctrines, both of
which mnvolve the notion of an eternal essence (the soul or
part of 1t) jomned to a temporal existence, Spinoza also tries
to find place for the mechanistic, Galilean theory which 1den-
tifies human essence with power of self-preservation in time
(chap xm, §2, chap m, §2) It is small wonder that stu-
dents of Spimoza have found his theory of human virtue and
happmess hard to comprehend. The reason 1s, we suggest,
that his doctrine 1s essentially eclectic

Note 2 Historically, 1t 15 to be noted that the most significant
characteristic of both the Old and New Testaments 1s the doc-
trine of the love of God for man and the divine concern for human
salvation This necessarily follows from the fact that the God of
the Hebrew-Christian tradition 15 2 living God who can recipro-
cate human love and take account of human conduct Spinoza,
however, like Maimonides before him, attempted to re-form the
personal God of the Hebrews o as to exclude any human, fimite
attributes In the case of Mammomdes the result was a close
duplicate of the transcendent God of Aristotle Whose activity
was “a thinking on thinking > Spinosa, on the other hand, while
professing the immanence of God (1-18), also tried to include
the Aristotehinn-Maimomdean theory of the divine transcendence
and that 15 why he argues that God cannot reaprocate human
love, even though the love of God for Himself 15 1dentical with
the intellectual love of God for man Spinoza does not harmonize
the immanence and traunscendence of God, he maintains each
alternative separately

It 1s lmighly significant that 8 Alexander m his paper on
“Spinoza and the ’hilosophy of Relygion” m Septimana Spino-
zana (1932) regards Spmora’s doctrine of the intransitive re-
Iation of love between God and man as most 1n accord with his
own theory of Emergent Evolution God or Deity according to
Alexander 1s the next highest stage mn evolution, the goal which
nature stiives to attain but which 1t has not yet reahzed Deity
so conceived 15 a Platonic 1deal, or objective which 1s loved and
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which because of this love may become actual It 1s nonsense,
however, to speak of the reciprocal love of Deity and man since
the former 15 only a conccptual 1deal and not a hiving, actual
being The God of Alexander can be admired intellectually but
He 15 not a being to whom one can pray for help and guidance
and love In brief, Alexander’s God 1s a purely human creation
and not the cternal creator of man as the Old Tradition held
Alexander’s own words follow (Septimana Sprnozanae, p 132)
“So concetved, God 1n the process of time 15, 1n respect of His
deity, n the future, and prescnt only mn the sense that the whole
world 15 striving to produce deity Doubtless, 1t might seem to
muny that n God whose deity belongs to the future 15 no fit object
of worship To which the answer 15 Spinoza’s, the answer which
moved Goethe so profoundly, that man’s love for God asks for
na return Instead of prayer to a being who may answer
1t, cven of the magnificent gratitude of man expressed by Words-
worth in Spinosistic mood as a thanksgiving to the power which
made hun, we should have, what indeed praver always 1s, the
fortifying of o man by himself to help in making something better
than himself, in a word, mnstend of a rehigion of admiration we
should have one of aspuation The umon which pantheism
proclams of man with his God 15 retanined while the difference
of quality hetween the worshipper and the object of his worship
which thersm inaists upon remains, and 15 <oftened into the
recognition that this new existence 15 to be in part at least our
work ” Daity 15 something to which man 1s to aspire—and create
in tune because of his love, but God 15 never wufficiently actual
to reciprocate love

In hike manner, Santavana in his essay on “Ultimate Reli-
gion,” also published 1n Secptimana Spinozana, approves the
Spimozistic doctrine that the love of God asks for no return
His argument 15 thnt God 15 to be concerved as the harmony or
svnthesis of infinite, eternal ideals with which the human intellect
1dentifies 1tsclf 1n love (Incidentallv, in granting the compati-
Inhty of mfimte 1denls Santnyana 1s opposed to Whitehead who
denies that this 1s logically tenable ) In other words, Santayana
and Alexander agree 1 conceiving God as an objective or Pla-
tonic 1deal and thercfore maintain that the God-ideal 1s some-
thing to be acknowledged as an object of enjoyment and
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aspiration but that God 1s not a personal, iving being who can
reciprocate such love They differ only insofar as the God of
Santayana 1s a synthesis or harmony of infimite 1deals, whereas
the God of Alexander 15 a finite 1deal, being the next higher stage
m cosmic evolution In the aforementioncd cssay Santayana
writes ““The universul good cannot fall short of being the sum
of all those perfections, mfinitely various, to which all hving
things severally aspire These varied perfections are rivals
and enemies 1n the press of the wotld where there seems not to be
matter or time cnough for everything, but to impartial spirt
no good cen render another good odious . . Thysically, one
good may exclude another—but 1n etermty the most opposite
goods are not encmies To love things as they are would
be a mockery, a true lover must love them as they would wish
to be And if we wish to make a religion of love, we must
take universal good, not umversal power for the object of our
religion God 15 the good of the universe All objects
of love form a single mneffable good Thus the absolute
love of anything mvolves the love of universal good, and the love
of umversal good mvolves the Tove of every creature ”

Santavana, in other words, deprives the Spmozstic God of
His power and retamns only the harmony of the infinite modes of
perfection which are said to follow from the divine nature On
this bas1s, 1t becomes meaningless to speak even of the intellectual
love of God for Himself, as does Spinora for whom God at least
was an actual, hving being endowed with infinite power In sep-
arating perfection from power, Santayana and Alexnnder deny
the fundamental thesis of Spinoza’s metaphysics, and while they
employ his terminology, they are no longer true to his religious
msight :

Nore 3 Spmorza’s msistence upon the cternal nature of n-
tellectual love seems to reflect the Platonic arguments to be found
in the Philosophy of Lote of Leone Ebreo In the third Dialogue
the following statements occur “The first love and procreative
cause of the universe 15 that of God for Himself as eternal lover
and beloved I have understood your doctrine of the 1n-
trinsic love of God, namecly, that although we speak of it as
having been born and allow that 1t was born of God as bath lover
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and beloved, none the less this love was born of God from all
etermity and 15 one with His eternal umty to all etermity ”
Spinoza does not, however, follow Leone Ebreo when the latter
contmues to speak of the love of God for the world

8 IMMORTALITY AND THE REWARD OF VIRTUE.

IN view of Spinoza’s msistence upon the eternal nature of
intellectunl love, 1t comes as a sort of antichmax to be told
(5—41) that “cven 1f we did not know that our mind 1s
cternal, we should still consider as of primary importance
piety and religion and absolutely everything which m the
fourth part we have shown to be related to strength of mind
and generosity ” His argument here 1s that the primary
foundation of virtue 1s for each to seck what 1s truly useful
for his perfection of being Hence the life of virtue requires
no additional justification by anv appeal to the etermity of
the soul The virtues of fortitude have been shown to be de-
sirable goods 1 themselves mmasmuch as they enable the mind
to lead a self-determined Iife instead of being subject to the
passions produced by external foices The ctermty or im-
mortality of the mmd 1s therefore extiinsic to the lIife of
virtue, peifection of being 1s 1ts own reward irrespective of
1its duration m time or continuation 1n eternity.

“The creed of the multitude,” Spinoza remarks (5-41
schol ), “scems to be different from this, for most persons
seem to believe that they are free msofar as 1t 15 allowed them
to obey theiwr lusts and that they give up a portion of therr
11ghts msofar as they are bound to live according to the
commands of divine law Tiety, therefore, and religion and
absolutcly all those things that are related to fortitude they
beheve to be hurdens which they hope to be able to lay aside
after death, hoping also to receive some reward for their
bondage, that 1s to say, for their piety and religion It 1s not
mercly tlus hope, however, but also and chiefly fear of dread-
ful punishments after death, by which they are induced to
Ine according to the commands of divine law, that 1s to say,
as far as their fecbleness and 1mpotent mind will permit, and
if this hope and fear were not present to them, but if they
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on the contrary believed that minds perish with the body, and
that there is no prolongation of life for miserable creatures
exhausted with the burden of their piety, they would return
to ways of thcair own liking, they would prefer to let every-
thing be controlled by their passions and to obey fortune
rather than themselves [et fortunae potius quam sib1 parere
vellent] This scems to be as absurd as if a man because he
does not believe that he will be able to feed his body with good
food to all cternity, should desire to satiate himself with
powsonous and deadly drugs, or as if, because he sees that
the mind 15 not eternal or immoital he should therefore pre-
fer to be mad and hive without reason—absurdities so great
that they can scarcely deserve to be repeated ”

Spmoza evidently 15 eriticizing the all-too-common atti-
tude toward rehgion with its stress upon the rewards of
obedience such as riches and length of days and the punish-
ment after death for a Iife of sin or disobedience People
generally do not seem to realize, he fecls, that virtue is its
own mtrinsic reward and 15 1ts own end, and 1s not to be
regatded as an extrmmsic means to a non-virtuous life after
death or as an escape from severe punishment

Sumlarly Spmoza demonstrates (5-42) that “blessedness
1s not the reward of virtue but 1s virtue itself”” (beatitudo non
est virtutis praemmum sed 1psa virtus) Blessedness or hap-
pmess 1s the jov or sclf-satisfaction arising from the con-
templation of onc’s virtue or power Hence happiness 1s
mtrmsieally bound up with the active Iife of virtue or self-
determmation It 1s truce that satisfaction of soul (acquies-
centia anim) follows upon the consciousness of one’s actions,
but this joy 15'not to be regarded as the end or final cause
of virtue Happiness or human felicity 1s nothimng but the en-
Joyment of the life of virtue and 1t 1s therefore absurd to
regard tlns joy as the reward of virtue The two are mtrin-
sically mseparable

In both the above propositions Spinoza tiies to show that
the Iife of virtue 1s separable from belief m the immortality
or eternity of the mind His main assumption 1s that virtue
1s based on self-determination, upon actions of which man
alone is the adequate cause, and that such self-determination
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18 nherently preferable to a hife determined by external
forces. Man’s blessedness depends therefore as the Stoics
held primarily upon himself, one delights 1 himself when
he contemplates his own power of action In this respect,
Spinoza’s position 1s contrary to that of the Scholastics who
maintained that God alone was the source of His own hap-
piness and that all other things depended upon Him as their
summum bonum

We have also seen, however, that Spinoza employs the
notion of intuitive knowledge 1n the sense that God alone 1s
the adequate cause of all human knowledge Hence 1nsofar
as the human intellect conceives 1deas mtuitively through
God, 1t concerves themn sub specie aeternitatis as eternal truths
m the mind of God In like manner, it conceives 1tself intui-
tively as an eternal mode 1n the divine intellect “Our mind,”
Spinoza writes (5-30) ‘‘insofar as 1t knows 1itself and the
body sub specie aetermitatis necessarily has a knowledge of
God and knows that 1t 15 in God and 1s concaved through
Him ” And again (5-31), “The third kind of knowledge de-
pends upon the mind as 1ts formal cause, msofar as the mind
itself 1s eternal ”

These passages make 1t clear that by its mmtuitive knowl-
edge or vision the mind not only conceives eternal truths
through the 1dea of God, but also conceives and feels 1tself
to be eteinal as well (5-23 schol ) The mind 1s partially at
least immortal, as Aristotle also held, and therefore “cannot
be absolutely destroyed with the body” (5-28) The extent
of the mind’s nmmortality depends upon the degree of per-
fection or mtuitive knowledge which 1t acquires while exist-
g 1 time ‘“Death,” Spinoza demonstrates' (5-88 schol ),
“1s by so much the less 1njurious to us as the clear and dis-
tinct knowledge of the mind 1s greater and consequently as
the mind loves God more Again, since from the third kind
of knowledge there arises the highest possible satisfaction, 1t
follows that it 1s possible for the human mind to be of such
a nature that that part of it which we have shown perishes
with the body, 1n comparison with the part of 1t which re-
mams, 15 of no consequence ” In this sense, 1t appears, 1m-
mortality 1s the direct reward of virtue The fact that the
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human mind 1s an eternal mode in the divine intellect is
no guarantee of its personal or mdividual immortality (2-
8 corol.), that 1s something acquired 1in varying degrees
through a hfe of contemplative virtue. Only insofar as the
mtellect knows eternal truths or 1deas sub specie actermtatis
does 1t participate to some extent after death in the eternal,
intellectual love of God for Himself, that is to say, in the
glory or blessedness of God Man’s happiness or felicity 1s
essentially or intrinsically united to that of God and hence 1t
can neither be nor be conceived apart from the mmmortality
of the intellect

In other words, the mind’s immortality is not merely ex-
trinsically related to the life of virtue It arises from no
accident, to use a Spinozistic pluase (4-36 schol ), that vir-
tuc mvolves the eternity and 1mmortality of the mind, since
the supciio1 power of intellectual love as compared with the
passions consists primarnly m the fact (5-20 schol ) that
the object of mtellectunl love, namely, God, 15 eternal and
mfinitely perfect, whereas the objects of the passions are
temporal and fimte That 15 to say, mtellectual love 15 su-
preme becausc of the ctermity and pertection of the object
to which the mind 15 essentially united and in which 1t par-
ticipates, 1n contrast with the mind’s union with temporal,
finite things which 1s extrmsic and aceidental (see chap v,
§ 6)

In the final scholium of the Ethecs (5-42 schol ), Spinoza
contrasts the life of the 1ignorant and the wise man and de-
clares that the superionity of the latter consists in the con-
sciousness of lus eteinal relations to God “For the 1ignorant
man,” he counstls, “1 not only agitated by external causes
1 many ways and ncver possesses true satisfaction of soul
[nec unquam veia anmm acquiescentia potitur], but lives
also as 1t were unconscious of himself, and God and things,
and as soon as lie ceases to suffer ceases also to live On the
contrary, the wise man [sapiens] msofar as he 1s considered
as such, 1s scarcely ever perturbed in his mind [animo move-
tur], but being conscious by a certain eternal necessity of
himself, of God and of things, never ceases to be and always
possesses true satisfaction of soul ” The wise man, 1t appears,



366 The Psychology and Ethiwcs of Spinoza

does not lead a Iife of virtue regardless of the etermity and
immortahity of his mind, 1n fact, his wisdom and happiness
consist precisely mn his intuitive love of God and 1n the knowl-
edge of himsclf and other things as cternal modes 1n the mind
of God

Spinoza’s criticism, therefore, of “the common opmion of
men”’ 1s too severe They too feel as he does that the hife of
the soul doces not cease with the death of the body and that
virtue 15 somehow bound up with immortality His only valid
criticism can be directed at their notion of immortality and
its 1elation to virtue Thus in 5-84 schohum he admts . “If
we look at the common opinion of men [s1 ad hominum com-
muncm opimionem attendamus], we shall sec that they are
mndceed conscious [conscios] of the etermity of their minds,
but they confound 1t with duration and attribute 1t to im-
agmation and menory which they believe remain after death ”
Similarly his criticism 15 valid when he maintains that the
relation between vittue and mmmortality 1s not extrinsie, as
the many suppose Virtue 1s not a burden to be borne for the
sake of nmmortality Virtue 1s 1ts own reward m the sense
that the mmd acqunes that degree of perfection worthy of
immortahity 1n accordance with its mtuitive knowledge of
nature and msofar as the mtellectual love of God 1s ex-
pressed mn common efforts to promote peace and the happi-
ness of all men

We conclude, therefore, that Spinoza has two distinet
theories of the 1clation of virtue to immortality which
turn depend upon Stoie and Scholastic presuppositions In-
sofar as he follows wn the Stow traditon, the doctrine that
“mirtue 18 1ts own reward” means that the bfe of virtue 1s an
end an itsclf and completeness of life as well as immortahity
18 exrtrinsic to happiness On the other hand, wnsofar as he
follows wn the Scholastic tradition of Mammonides and St
Thomas he regards wmmortality as a dircct conscquence or
what 18 the same, a dircct reward of mtellectual mrtue. The
degree of one’s immortality depends intrinsically or essen-
tially upon the degree of intellectual virtue attained through-
out a complete Iife Spioza apparently did not realize the
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essential conflict between the Stoic and Scholastic theories
which he utilized

On the whole, 1t may be said that Spinoza, like the Stoics,
1s so concerned to identify himself with the divine order of
nature that he 1s quite willing to adopt any philosophy of
Iife which seems to be 1in accord with the facts, even though
it be such as to render moral life meaningless In practice,
the principle that virtue 1s hife in accord with nature, far
from being a certain or absolute eriterion of moral conduct,
serves but to conceal human 1gnoi1ance of God as well as man
and may be utilized as a blanket justification for any type
of conduct

Anatole France in Ius novel Thais has made a poignant
and dramatic criticism of the inhuman complacency and pre-
sumption of the Stoie attitude In the story the Stoic Eu-
crites explams to the sceptic Nicias “But if 1t were true
that virtue were forever extinguished upon the earth, in what
way would the loss of 1t affect my happiness, since 1t does
not depend on me whether 1t existed or perished? Only fools
place then happiness out of their power I desire noth-
mg that the gods do not wish and I desne all that they do
wish By that means I render myself Iike unto them and share
their infallible consent If virtue perishes I consent that 1t
should perish and that consent fills me with joy as the su-
preme cffort of my reason or my courage In all things my
wisdom will copy the divine wisdom and the copy will be
more valuable than the model ” Nicias “I understand, you
put yourself on the same level as divine providence But if
virtue consists only 1n effort, Eucrites, and in that intense
apphcation by which the disciples of Zeno pretend to render
themselves equal to the gods, the frog which swelled itself
out to t1y and become as big as the ox, accomplished a master-
piece of Stoicism ” The Stoic readiness to “accept the uni-
verse” no matter what forin 1t took, and to justify any oc-
currences by appeal to divine sanctions, tended to obscure
the fact that there were different orders of natuie to which
one might conform In like manner, Spioza, having the ad-
vantage of historical perspective, attempted to i1dentify the
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principal msights of all the great traditions under this Stoic
formula, without apparently realizing their conflicting na-
tures

One great lesson, however, emerges from this detailed
study and it 1s this Any adequate ethies or philosophy of
Iife must concern 1itself with the fundamental and perennial
1ssues which Spmoza raised Spinoza’s greatness and vitality
as a thinker which have made him a source of mspiration
and a Iining force m the development of Western thought,
lie primanly in the fact that he more than any previous
thinker attempted to combine together all the great philo-
sophical traditions If, as 1s the general theme of this study,
his synthesis was not logically coherent, 1t should be remem-
bered that no one has ever aceomplished 1n systematic form
what he faled to do If this study has made clear the funda-
mental 1ssues involved 1n Spinoza’s and therefore in any at-
tempt to correlate these basic traditions, 1t will have accom-
plished 1ts purpose

9 S ALEXANDER ON SPINOZA AND TIME

In view of the difficulties arismg from Spinoza’s theory of
time and eternity 1t will be instructive to compare his general
philosophical outlook with that of the late Professor Samuel
Alexander whose monumental volumes on Space, Twvme and
Deity show marked Spinozstic imfluence Our task 1s facili-
tated by Professor Alexander’s illummating lecture on Spr-
noza and Twvme ? where he has analyzed the relation of his
own evolutionaiy metaphysics to that of Spmoza and shown
“what difference 1t would make to Spinoza’s philosophy 1f
we assign to time a position not allowed it by Spinoza him-
self ”

Briefly put, Alexander hike Bergson and Whiteliead re-
gards tune, and not substance, as the fundamental meta-
physical category This can be understood 1f we bear in mind
two fundamental notions, namely, the evolutionary theory
of Darwin and the electrical theory of matter arising from

8 S Alexander, Spwmoza and Tvme (London, George Allen and Unwin,
1927)
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the researches of Faraday and Clerk Maxwell. As Alexander
pomnts out, according to the electrical theory, matter is re-
garded as essentially a process, a series of events, and so-
called permanent things are nothing but “chunks of events ”
Time 15 1ndeed relative to things as the Scholastics held, but
simnce all things are processes of events, it follows that time
pertamns to their very nature Eternity 1s an abstraction from
time and 1s nothing but time regarded as static or fixed. Ac-
cording to Alexander, the ultimate stuff of all things 1s space-
time, that 1s, mmdeterminate matter which 1s essentially in
process By hyphenating space with time and endowing 1t
with a misus o1 Platonic eros for cicativity, Alexander like
Whitchead believed he had an ultimate principle capable of
originating the cosmie evolutionary process and the various
levels of reality

Alexander obscrves that Spinoza conceived motion and
rest as mfinite modes following 1mimediately from the divine
attribute of extension This imphes that substance concerved
as extended 1s essentially dynamic But activity and hife n-
volve change and change involves time Hence Alexander
reasons that motion can be conceived as an infimte mode of
God’s extension only 1if time 15 joined to extension

On tlus basis, tune would replace the Spinozistic attribute
of thought which, for Alexander, 1s a product of space-time.
The mtioduction of time as an essential attribute of reality
would mean that the order of nature was intrinsically tem-
poral The various grades of reahity or perfectron concerved
by Spinoza would not be a series of static forms but a hier-
archy emer ging 1n time

Alexander realizes that space-time as concerved by him
may not be identified with the God of Spmoza The latter
regards the absolutely perfect being as prior by nature to,
and the efficient cause of, all fimte forms of perfection Alex-
ander, on the other hand, regards the more perfect forms as
caused Dy the less perfect levels of cxistence Space-time 1s
somehow endowed with a striving or nisus toward higher levels
of existence The nisus so understood 15 a transcendent di-
rection of becoming, whereas the conatus of Spinoza 15 a
principle of being which does not refer beyond itself.



370 The Psychology and Ethics of Spinoza

Deity is the general term which Alexander apples to the
higher unattained level of existence toward which any par-
ticular form of being 1s striving Thus Life 1s Deaty for
matter striving to attain it and Mind or Thought 1s the Deity
for the level of Iafe For us humans who have attamned the
level of mund, Deity o1 God 1s the next highest stage toward
which mind 1s striving, though we know not yet what 1t 1s
God n the absolute sense of the term 1s always the Great
Unknown God or the Deity toward which we strive 1s an
1deal not yet realized, for if it were realized 1t would no longer
be God for us In this sense, God 1s a transcendent objec-
tive of worship and religion 1s the response we make to that
nisus for Deity

By way of estimating the general relation of Spinoza’s
metaphysical outlook to contemporary pirocess-philosophy
we note that Alexander as well as Whitchead retans Spi-
noza’s monism but substitutes a creative process, an mdeter-
minate space-time flux for the substance or perfect being of
Spmnoza Instead of beginning with a substance or fixed form
of bemg which 1s the underlymg source of all “apparent”
processes, Alexander begimns with an indeterminate creative
process whose function 1t 1s to cvolve the various levels or
types of reality

Both Alexander and Whitehead are opposed to Spinoza’s
doctrine of an absolutely infimite being which 15 the sum of
perfection, though they differ in their objections Whitehead,
following P’lato, mamtams i his Adventures of Idcas (pp
330, 375) that ‘““all reahization 1s finite and there 1s no pe1-
fection which 15 the infimitude of all perfection all
realization of the good 1s finite and necessardy excludes cer-
tam other types ” For Whitchead, God 1n his “consequent
natuie” or insofar as He 1s completely actual and conscious
15 the harmony ot those forms of perfection which have been
realized at a given time But smce forms of perfection of
diverse types are intiinsically discordant, 1t follows that the
nature of God must be finite and contain only those forms
of perfection which can be harmomzed at the time Hence
God 1n His consequent nature 1s fimite, transcendent, and
subject to change 1 time God, n Whitehead’s phrase, is
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always “in the making ” For Alexander, on the other hand,
an actual God, even though He be finite, 1s a contradiction
n teims, since God or Deity 1s an unrealized 1deal. In sum,
for Alexander, God s always becommg but never 13, for
Whitehead, God actually 15 but is always becoming some-
thing else They both agree, however, that God msofar as
He transcends nature, 1s a finite form of perfection and not
infinite as Spinoza held

Again, for the evolutiomsts, the cosmic process 1s essen-
tially temporal There 1s a transformation of forms such
that a higher form of existence 1s evolved from a lower form
According to Spinoza, however, the hieraichy of forms of
bemng 1s the eternal order of nature, one form of perfection
docs not evolve from another, though it may be the efficient
cause of a lower form On Spioza’s premises, the conatus or
cffort to mamtain one’s form of bemng would prevent any
cvolutionary or transformation process To cite Spinoza’s ex-
ample (4-pref ), “a horse, for instance, would be as much
destroyed 1if 1t were changed 1nto a man, as 1f 1t were changed
mto an msect ”’

The erueial problem of contemporary as well as Spinoza’s
metaphysics 15 the relation between time and eternity If we
begin, as Spinoza does, with a completely actual and infinrte
perfection, then the temporal process becomes llusory and
meaningless On the other hand, if we begin with an indeter-
minate temporal process, then the notion of development or
progress from lower to ngher forms becomes unintelligible
It 15 wmconceivable how an indeterminate flux can evolve in &
defintte direction o1 towaid a definite goal without some kind
of final cause te direct the process, since otherwise the prob-
lem always remams why therc arc actual degrees of reahty
rather than none at all An adequate philosophy of nature
must reconcile Spinoza’s msight concerning the primacy of
the most peifect being with modern evolutionary theory



XIV

ON SPINOZA AND MODERN PSYCHOLOGY

1 SPINOZA AS THE FOUNDER OF SCIENTIFIC
PSYCHOLOGY

!.S stated 1n our Introduction and i the first chapter,

the orngmality of Spmoza’s psychology of the emo-
tions consists 1 his asseition that the soul 1s a spint-
ual automaton or mechamsm This pomnt secms to have been
overlooked by contemporary lustorians of psychology who
are nevertheless careful to note that he origmmated the doc-
trine of psychophysical parallehsm What we, on the con-
trary, are concerned to stress 1s not so much the parallehsm
ns the mechanian of mind as well as body The significance
of our contention can be best appreciated 1f one takes mto
consideration the development of modern psychology since
the time of Hobbes and Descartes
In lus Lerwathan Hobbes conceived all lite as being noth-
ing but matter 1n motion and hence regarded the human or-
ganism as essentially a physical automaton determined by
the influence of external, mechanical {orces The mind, on
this basis, was a sort of epiphenomenon, an appearance or
reflection of the primary physical processes
To Descartes who wrote before Hobbes belongs the credit
of having made the first detailed applicationrof the mechani-
cal theory to the study of the human body and the nature of
the emotions In his tieatise On the Passions of the Soul he
describes the human body as 1f 1t weie a maclune subject to
the laws of reflex motion Tlns physical automaton, he held,
was jomed to an autonomous, rational soul which had free
will and was not therefoire subjcet to the laws of the body,
though 1t necessarily suffered passions through interaction
with its body In spite of Descartes’s oft-1cpeated eriticism
of the Scholastics, his conception of the nature and auton-
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amy of the soul differed but hittle from theirs He differed
from them significantly only as regards the relation between
the body and the soul TFor the Scholastics the soul was the
principle of motion in the organism and determined the na-
ture of all corporeal processes as well as the gonl of develop-
ment of the organism as a whole For Descartes, on the other
hand, the relation was one of interaction between a free soul
and a purely mechanical body subject to the reflex laws of
motion

The 1mportance of the Caitesian theory consists 1n the
fact that it prepared the way for the science of physiology
and physiological psychology The theory that bodily proc-
esses were mdependent of the soul and conditioned the na-
ture of the emotions marked a complete departure from
Scholastic principles and was a leading mfluence 1in the de-
velopment of a scientific study of human behavior

Spinoza carried the doctrine of Descaites one important
step further Not only the body but also the mind, he mamn-
tamed, 15 to be 1cgarded as an automaton or mechamsm.
The mind hike 1ts body must be regarded as subject to nat-
ural laws It 1s a mistake on the part ot the Cartesians, he
argued, to consider the mind or soul as free while the body 1s
thought to be completely determimed The order and con-
nection of physiologienl processes nie identical with the
order and connection of 1deas or mental processes , they are
one and the same thing conceived from different points of
view ;1 thiough different attiibutes of substance (2-7)

To Spmoza, therefore, belongs the ciedit of bemg the
founder of the independent science of psvchology, if by psy-
chology be meant the investigation of the laws of mind, since
he was the first to conceive the principle that mind and body
were of equal status and that both alike were subject to
necessary laws

Spinoza’s immediate successor, Leibmitz, appreciated the
significance and oryginality of the former’s thought In place
of Spinoza’s double-aspect theory Leibnitz introduced the
notion of preestablished haimony, according to which mind
and body were regarded as independent of one another and
acting according to definite laws of their own, but created
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by God so as to agree or harmonize with one another, some-
what as two clocks In his Monadology (§ 79) Leibnitz main-
tams with the Scholastics that the mind acts according to
final causcs, whereas the body acts as determined by efficient
causes That 1s to say, he agiced with Spinoza as agamst
Descartes that there was no interaction between body and
mind but he was opposed to Spinoza’s principle that the
mind also acted 1n conformmty with the laws of efficient
causes This virtually meant that Leibnitz left the mystery
of the interrelation of body and mind precisely where the
Occasionalists had left it, even though he professed disagree-
ment with the Occasionalist theory of divine intervention
upon every occasion of experience

In view of the historical evidence available, 1t 1s rather
surprising to find that Professor Chailes Spearman in his
monumental volumes on Psychology Down the Ages'® de-
clares that there 18 no mention of laws of mind prior to the
eighteenth century Thus he writes (Vol II, chap xxvi,
§5) “What then has been the general attitude taken up
towards scientific laws by the psvchologists themselves? In
the beginning and for a very long period, these too seem to
have given the matter little or no consideration Take Aris-
totle who anticipated modern thought so widely and so
deeply and whose bent was so pre-cimnently scientific His
main work on psychology seems to leave laws entnely out of
account, and such an abstention would seem to continue not
only through the middle ages but even into the Renaissance
In the work of Locke, for mstance, laws would appear
to find no mention whatever [§ 6] But a great change
came over the scene about the middle of the 'eighteenth cen-
tury By such authors as Cumbeiland, Wolff; Hartley, Reid,
and cven Tetens, laws were not only mentioned but pushed
to a fiont place Clenrly enough this movement was 1n emula-
tion of the laws of physics which had just been propounded
with extraordinary success by Newton The movement per-
sisted with all vigour throughout the nincteenth century

1 Chearles Spearman, Psychology Down the Ages (London, Macmillan &

Co, 1937), 2 vols Reprinted by permission of the Macmillan Company, pub-
lishers
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Some prominent names were Herbart, Stewart, Hamilton,
Bain, Volkmann, and Wundt At the present day many psy-
chologists continue the lines indicated by Hartley and others
in the eighteenth century This may be instanced by the
work of Thorndike and his followers on the ‘law of effect’
That and kindred laws play no small part in the universally
popular text-book of Woodworth On a much vaster scale
have been the eighty or moie laws propounded by Yeikes
and J S Moore complains that even these are far too few

According to Spearman, then, there 15 no mention of laws
of mind prior to the eighteenth century when Associationist
psychology was mm vogue I submit that an impartial ex-
amination of expheit statements 1 Spmoza’s Ethwcs and
unfinished treatise On the Improvement of the Understand-
wng will provide ample evidence of the vahidity of Spinoza’s
claim to be considered as the originator of the theory of laws
of mind Professor Spearman scems to oveilook the fact
that the Associationist psvchology ot the eighteenth century
was simply empiticism of the nommahstic type For the As-
sociationists the mind was not a dynamic entity with laws
and activities of 1ts own, 1t was rather something passive
whose structure and content depended upon physical 1m-
pressions and then acadental conjunction On this premise
there can be no laws which pertain to the mind alone since
mind 1s not 1egarded as having any proper activity of 1its
own What distinguishes modern scientific psychology from
the psychology of the eighteenth century 15 precisely the
principle of determnate laws of mund subject to experr-
mental nvestigation Looked at in true historical perspec-
tive, the devclopment of modern psychology s not by way of
Assocrationist psychology but rather around 1t The direct
line of development of scientific psychology tn the sense of
psychophysical laws 1s from Spinoza and Leibnmitz to Her-
bart, Johannes Muller, Weber, Fechner, and Wundt

Those modern lastorians who, like Professor Murphy n
his Historiwcal Introduction to Modern Psychology,? are in-
clined to think that Spinoza “despite his position 1n philoso-

2 G Murphy, An Hustorwal Introduction to Modern Psychology (Lon-
don, Kegan Paul, 1932)
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phy had strangely little influence upon psychologists” are
sunply ignoring the actual historical facts.

Johannes Muller’s contributions to physiological psy-
chology and 1 particular his theory of specific sense energy
were based on the principle that the human organism must
be treated as a whole in which specific physical processes are
correlated with particular conscious experiences In his ep-
ochal work on the Physwlogy of Man (1840) he drew atten-
tion to the scientific importance of Spinoza’s psychology of
the emotions and even went so far as to say (Vol II, Bk VI,
§ 8, p 543, German edition) that “with regard to the static
rclations of the emotions to one another, 1t 15 not possible to
put forward anything better than what Spinoza with unex-
celled mastery taught

Weber applied the notion of psychophysical parallelism
to the perception of weight By experumental mvestigation
he discovered what has since been universally recognized as
Weber’s Law, the principle, namely, that theie 15 a deter-
minate mathematical 1elation between the strength of the
stimulus and the hmen or thieshold in the perception of
differences In his psychophysics Iechner generalized this
law and apphed 1t to the other senses In this manner Spi-
noza’s theory that mathematical method may be applied to
mental phenomena was, partially at least, verified

In the psychological laboratories originated by Wundt,
psychelogy as an independent science based on experimental
evidence was established It 1s theiefore instructive to note
that he too based lus doctrine of an independent science of
psychology upon the postulate of the umity of body and
mind In his Principles of Physwlogweal Psychology * we find
he writes (Introduction) ‘“The division of vital processes
mto physical and psychical 15 useful and even necessary for
the solution of scientific problems We must, however, re-
memniber that the Iife of an organism 1s 1eally one, complex 1t
1s true, but still umtary We can therefore no more separate
the processes of bodily life from conscious processes than we
can mark off an outer experience mediated by sense percep-

3 W Wundt, Principles of Physiological Psychology, translated by E B
Titchener from the 5th German edition (London, Sonnenschein, 1904)
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tion and oppose 1t, as sometlung wholly separate and apart
to what we call ‘inner experience,” the events of our own
consciousness.” Wundt mnsists that “psychology 1s called
upon to trace out the relations that obtain between conscious
processes and certain phenomena of the physical life,” but he
warns us against “psychophysical materialism,” the theory
that all causation 1s primarily physical and that mental
phenomena are states without causal efficacy of their own.
“The assumption,” he concludes, ‘‘that mental Iife lacks all
causal connection and that the real and primary object of
psvchology 1s therefore not the mental Iife but the physical
substrate of that life, this assertion stands self-condemned
Wundt did not wish to do away with mtrospection, all he
aimed to do was to “make exact introspection possible” by
controlling the conditions of experience The mind as well as
the body, he mantained, was capable of imitiating activity
according to defimite laws Psychology proper 15 the mvesti-
gation of conscious processes and their modes of connection,
1t avails 1itself of the evidence of physiology only nsofar as
this 1s required for a knowledge of the physical conditions
of these unique psychical experiences

In Wundt as in Spinoza we find that the principle of the
unity of body and mind 1s interpieted i two wavs Wundt
begins by affirming that bodily pirocesses are not to be sep-
arated from conscious experience In practice, however, he
like Spinoza tended to consider mental hfe apart from its
relation to the body, as though the mind were an 1nde-
pendent entity In the work of Wundt’s followers, notably
in Titchener, the introspective method became dominant and
this led to comtrary movements such as Bchaviorism and
physiological psychology which demed or 1gnored the exist-
ence of mind

We conclude from the above survey that Spmoza’s psy-
chophysical theory, far from being 1gnored, was 1n fact the
major mfluence 1n the development of modern scientific psy-
chology The German psychologists of the nineteenth cen-
tury (as well as the philosophers and theologians) appre-
ciated fully the originahty of his thought and were led
thereby to investigate expermmentally the laws of mental Iife.
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They realized that the significance of Spwmoza’s psychology
of the emotions lay wn the fact that he considered the mind
as an efficrent, dynamic mechanism subject to umversal laws
of ts own, and having a determinate relatwon to physiolog:-
cal processcs Tlis was an entirely new and seminal idea which
opened up new domains for science to conquer

2 THE DYNAMIC AND STRUCTURAIL ASPECTS OF
SPINOZA’S PSYCHOLOGY

Ix an important monograph entitled ‘“‘Associationism and
Act Psychology” published in The Psychologies of 1930,
Professor G S DBrett surveys the development of modern
psychology and obscerves two major tiends On the one hand
there are those for whom ‘1t seems axiomatie that the most
important pomnt 1s the growth and activity of the mind The
very datum of psychologv 1s the unique kind of activity
which constitutes a psychological event > On the other hand,
there are those for whom *“1t 15 equally axiomatic that noth-
g 15 mnate The order of thought and the connection of
ideas 15 a copy of the order and connection of objective
events ”’ Professor Brett concludes that neither position 1s
open to refutation and that n the last analysis there 15 a
mensure of truth m each In the following section we shall
try to show that Spinoza attempted to fuse both theories
and that this accounts for the contradictory nature of his
thought

The 1ssue concerning the content and activity of the mind
15, 1n truth, one that goes back to the conflict between Plato
and Anstotle For Plato the activity of othe intellect 1s
autonomous and 1s 1 some way independent of scnse-
perception The truth of the absolute 1deas 15 something das-
corered by or revealed to the intellect alone This 15 the
significance of Plato’s recourse to the poetic notion of rem-
miscence and imnate knowledge as an explanation for the
knowledge of truths supposedly not due to sense experience.
For Aristotle, on the other hand, the knowledge of universals
depends upon prior scnse-cxperience Knowledge 1s some-
thing acquired in time through experience of ecxternal
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things. Through memory and imagination the mind com-
bines 1ts perceptions 1n various ways and this gives rise to
umversal notions and associations between particular ideas
Aristotle did not deny the creative activity of the intellect,
but he did distinguish between passive understanding and
the active reason The understanding 1s passive 1n that it
depends upon prior sense-petception, whereas the active n-
tellect does not depend upon sensation and 1s theiefore sep-
arable from the body Tle active intellect 1s the formative,
dynamic principle common to all human minds which acts
upon the “matter” o1 content provided by the passive under-
standing

In the subsequent history of psychology and epistemology
the fusion of these two primciples as found 1in Aristotle was
destroyed The empiricists stressed the temporal origmn of
knowledge and the mind’s dependence upon 1ts physical en-
vironment—a position maintained by the nommahsts m the
Middle Ages The rationalists on the other hand emphasized
the autonomy of the mtellect and 1ts creative function n
conceving umversal truths—a position with which the me-
dieval realists were i sympathy In modern times we have
the empirical-associationist tiadition eariied on by such
writers as Hobbes, Hume, Hartley, Thomas Brown, James
Mill, and Alexander Bain Egually peisistent has been the
dynamic-activist tradition as muntamed by Deseartes, Leib-
mitz, Kant, Lotze, and Brentano

The 1mmmense difficulty encountered 1n the interpretation
of Spinoza 1s due, I believed, largely to the fact that he
attempted to synthesize the empirical and rationalistic trads-
tions without apparently reahzing their contradictory na-
tuie The conflict between the dynamic aspect of his pay-
chology and the structuiral, associationistic tendency * can

4 A good example of the conflicting, one-sided interpretations of Spi-
noza’s psychology may be found i comparing J H Dunham’s Fresdom and
Purpose (Princeton, Psych Rev Co, 1916) with a recent article by John
M Anderson 1n the Journal of Philosophy (Vol XXXV, 1938) entitled
“Change and Personality ” The former stresses the dynamic aspect of Spi-
noza’s psychology and the teleological nature of the conatus Anderson, on
the other hand, complains that Spinoza had only 4 mechanistic theory of
human personahty and that he had no appreciation of the dynamic nature



380 The Psychology and Ethucs of Spinoza

be best appreciated when approached from the pomnt of view
of the body-mind problem

We have scen that the most original aspect of Spinoza’s
psychological thought 1s his theory of the parallel nature of
body and mind This parallelsm may mean either of two
things 1t may mean 1n the first place that neither body nor
mnnd 1s to be studied independently since they are both as-
pects of the same organism, 1t means secondly that mind and
body are to be concerved through themselves alone and with-
out reference to one another Spimoza in fact utihizes both
meanings of the “identity” of body and mind according to
his requirements

In practice, however, he does not carry out his professed
parallelism, sometines the body and at other times the
mind 18 given the primary or dominant position Thus we
find he defines the mind as nothing more than the i1dea of its
body (2-13) That 15 to say, the mind or self as known
empirically 1s not a distinct entity with a unity of its own,
1t 15, rather, a complex combination of many ideas referiing
to the various parts of the human body (2-15) Spmoza 1n
fact actually 1everts to the theory of Hobbes and the ma-
terialists in general, according to whom the mind 1 but the
passive reflector of the prior corporeal changes The mind
cannot be studied by 1tself, all its contents depend upon the
nature of the body to which 1t refers Epistemologically, the
primacy of the body over the mind means that all perception
15 madequate or confused knowledge, since all perceptron
and magination aire due to the mteraction of an external
body with the human body (see chap 1, § 3) In like man-
ner the character of different individuals varies with the na-
ture of their experiences

On the other hand, following the Scholastics, he acknowl-
edges the activity of the intellect and its independence of the
body The intellect 15 the adequate cause of 1ts adequate
ideas That 15 to say, intellectual mtuitions or conceptions
depend upon the mind alone and do not require the media-

of human conduct and the autonomons forces of the mind Our thesis through-

out Is that both theories are to be found 1n Spinoza—a fact which renders
his thought at once sv rich and so baffling
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tion of sense perception The intellect 1mmediately or di-
rectly conceives the true essence of an 1dea and the proper-
ties which follow from it, e g, the idea of God and simple
mathematical truths are conceived mntuitively.

When we examine lus theory of the emotions the same con-
flict appears Insofar as he stresses the dynamic conception of
the individual then the notion of the conatus becomes of pri-
mary importance The conatus he 1egards as the essence of a
thing and this consists 1n 1ts power of acting and existing
All things are by natuic efficient forces In phvsies, the
conatus of a tlung 1s shown by 1ts mertia, by the Gallean
law that any body will continue in motion or 1est indefinitely
unless prevented from doing so by some external force In
biology the conatus of an orgamism 1s 1ts effort o1 appetite
to act and continue 1n existence indefinitely In psychology,
thie conatus of the mind 15 shown by 1ts endeas 01 o1 desuze to
percerve and concerve as many 1dcas as possible With r1efer-
ence to the emotions i paiticular, desire 1s said to be prior
to the affects of joy and sortow An individual 15 saixd to
feel joy or pleasure when nn object assists his effort to hive,
he feels pain or sorrow when something lunders this desire
That 1s to say, the affects of pleasuie and pamn follow from,
and are conditioned by, the desire of the individunl

On the other hand, insofar as Spinoza regards the mind
as the passive 1dea of its body wlhich 15 deterimined for acting
and existence by exteinal foices, then he tends to concerve
pleasure and pain as passions prior to desire (sce chap m,
§8 8, 4) An idividual 1s moved to desne something because
he has previously been affected with pleasure, he avoids
something because he has been affected with pam The pas-
sion of desire and averston 1s nothing but the last motion
produced by some external object This conflict between the
dynamic and passive conceptions of desire 18 to be found
throughout the Ethacs

On the ntellectual level the same difficulties appear Spi-
noza, as we have noted, contrasts the activity of the mtellect
with the passivity of the body and 1magmation (see chap 1,
§ 3) All affects which originate 1n the intellect are actions,
those which originate in the imagination are passions The
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conatus of man, his will to live, 1s best expressed through
those emotions of joy and desire which are actions and follow
from the mnate power of the intellect (intelhgend: conatus).
Insofar as the activity of the intellect 1s 1dentified with the
will to live, 1t should follow that the intellect 1s by nature a
free or sclf-detetmined cause. But Spinoza refuses to draw
this mference, though he does speak of the free man (homo
liber) Instead he regards the intellect as nothing but a
name for the sequence of 1deas which determine one another
There 1s no general will or intellect, there are only particu-
lar 1deas or volitions which are determined by one another
and hence there cannot be such a thing as a free or self-
determined will (sce chap 1, §7, 8)

To conclude The significance of Spimorza’s theory of the
emotions consists 1 the fact that he anticipated the major
trends of modern psychology His theory of the parallelism
of body and mind and the 1dea that there are laws of mind
led to the psychophysical experiments of Johannes Muller,
Weber, Fechner, Wundt, and Titchenet The theory that
the essence of mind and body consists 1n active conation finds
1its counterpart m the hormic psychology of McDougall and
the hiological speculations of Lloyd Moigan The doctrine
that emotions and 1deas arc active forces which assist ar op-
posc one another and that contiary emotions are frequently
due to the presence and absence of the same cause finds 1ts
modein consummation m psychoanalytic theory though, as
said, Spinoza lumself did not have the notion of the un-
conscious Iurthermore, Spinoza’s tendency to regard the
body as primary and the mind as secondairy o1 dependent 1s
represented 1n modern psvchology by the physiological psy-
chology of Lashley and Dodge Finally Ius explanation of
sleep-walking as due to the body alone 1s close to the Be-
haviorism of John Watson

Historians of philosophy and psychology alike have
largely failed to appreciate the many-sided contributions of
Spinoza’s psychology because they regarded him as pn-
marily a metaphysician and not as he actually was and con-
sidered himself to be, namely, a psvchologist and moralist
concerned to analyze the laws and efficient causes of human
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behavior. Spinoza more than any of his predecessors realized
the futility of abusing men for their vices or their failure to
follow high 1deals so long as they have neither the power nor
the means to act otherwise Human nature, like nature as a.
whole, must first be adequately understood and obeyed be-
fore it can be commanded or controlled—an msight which
Spimnoza may have derived partially from Francis Bacon
and applied to the study of human nature Not, as Kant
said, “thou canst because thou oughtest” but rather, “thou
oughtest because thou canst,” 1s the guiding prineiple of his
Ethics and Psychology

3 SPINOZA AND THE JAMES-LANGE THEORY OF
THE EMOTIONS

A parTICULARLY striking mstance of Spmoza’s anticipation
of modern psychology may be found i the James-Lange
theory of the emotions The latter theory, ke that of Spi-
noza, rests on the assumption that the mind perceives only
the affects produced 1n 1ts body by external mechanical
forces and that the conscious feelings are dependent upon
these prior corporeal changes A brief analysis of the state-
ments of James and Lange will serve to substantiate this
claim (See also chap 11, §6)

Wilham James m a paper published in Mind during 1884
on “What 1s an Emotion” and the Danish physician Georg
Lange 1n an mdependent monogiaph published m 1885 pro-
pounded the theory which has become a classic of modern
psychology Contrary to the usual common-sense notion that
the mental state precedes the physical expression, they
claimed that physiological evidence proves that physical
change n the body actually precedes the mental feelings
Thus James 1n lus usual graphe style writes (Mwnd, 1884)
“Our natural way of thinking about these standard emo-
tions 1s that the mental perception of some fact excites the
mental affection called the emotion and that this latter state
of mind gives rise to the bodily expression My thesis on the
contrary 15 that the bodily changes follow directly the per-
ception of the exciting fact and that our feeling of the same
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changes as they occur is the emotion . . . Common sense
says that we lose our fortune, are sorry, weep. We meet a
bear, are frightened, and run, we are mnsulted by a rival, are
angry and strike The hypothesis here to be defended says,
that this order of sequence 1s incorrect, that the one mental
state 1s not immediately induced by the other, that the bodily
mamfestations must first be interposed between and that the
moie rational statement 1s that we feel sorry because we
cry, angry because we strike, afraid because we tremble and
not that we cry, strike or tremble because we are sorry, an-
gry or fearful as the case may be” In brief, the mental
feeling always follows the physical change and bodily ex-
piession and not vice versa There 1s no need to mtroduce
a distinct mental emotion preceding the physical expression.

James and Lange justified their theory 1n terms of physi-
ological mechanics A mental emotion 1s primarily the con-
sciousness of the reflex, organic effects produced by the ex-
citing object to which the human body or nervous system 1s
naturally adapted All conventional stimuli of civilized so-
ciety owe their effects to association with natural stimuli
In this way, the final intent or “anumus” of another person’s
activities mny give rise to an emotion The organism 1s as 1t
were a sounding-board which reverberates with any change
of perception “There 1s no shade of emotion,” James be-
leves, “without a bodily reverberation as umique as the
mental mood 1itself ” (Prunciples of Psychology, chap xxv)

Lange adduced as evidence for the physical origin of the
emotions the fact that so-called mental cmotions may be pro-
duced by drugs, such as alcohol and potassium bromide.
There 15 no way, he pomnts out, of differentiating between an
cmotion of “inental” and one of physical origin  Similarly
pathological cases of morbid fear have no appropriate ex-
ternal cause, and yet have all the symptoms of those pro-
duced by actual situations

There 15 the further fact, James points out, that 1t 1s pos-
sible to woik oneself up mnto a fienzy of feeling through
gesticulation, or imitation of another’s features Any vol-
untary arousal of the expression of a given emotion produces
the corresponding feeling And so James lays it down as a
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moral precept that “if we wish to conquer undesirable emo-
tional tendencies in ourselves, we must assiduously and 1n the
first instance cold-bloodedly go through the outward motions
of those contrary dispositions we prefer to cultivate ” The
expression produces the mental state, the mental feeling 1s
not the cause of the organic change In the last analysis, to
disprove the hypothesis, James suggests one would requue
some instance of a patient afficted with total corporeal an-
aesthesia to see 1f 1t be possible to go through expressions
without feching an emotion

It 1s particularly mstructive to observe that Lange mn the
notes to lus monograph (as edited by Kmght Dunlap) ° ac-
knowledges that Spinoza’s doctiine comes closest to his own
He writes “T do not know whether a similar conception of
the nature of the affections has ever been made before At
least there are no recoids of 1t 1n saentific physiwlogy Sm-
noza approaches most closely msotar as he does ndt make the
bodily phenomena in affections dependent upon mental ac-
tivity, but m that he places them 1in the same plane as the
latter, as 15 evident from his definition But he puisues the
problem no further ” Lange finds that Spinoza’s definition
of pleasure, namely, that 1t 15 “the transition from a less to
a greater perfection” 1s, to quote his words, “purely nomi-
nal” Yet Lange himself deseribes joy or plessure in the
sense mtended by Spinoza The former writes “In the case
of joy, a heightening of the functions ot the voluntary motor
apparatus takes place The heightening functions of
the voluntary muscles and nerves cause the feeling of hight-
ness of joy, such as anyone expcriences whose muscles are
strong and unfatigued He feels an increased motor mpulse,
moves swiftly and alertly and gesticulates violently
The most striking characteristic 1 the physiology and also
i the physiognomy of sorrow 1s its ihibitory effect upon
the voluntary motor apparatus” One can hardly blame
Lange who, after all, was no philesopher for not compre-
hending the sigmificance of Spinoza’s definitions of these

6 G Lange and W James, The Emotions, edited by Knight Dunlap (Bal-

timore, Wilhams & Wilkins Co, 1922) Reprinted by permission of the Wil-
liams & Willins Company, Baltimore
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affects, though they are actually identical with his own.
Spinoza, as noted often, uses perfection i the sense of
power of existing or vitahty and hence joy for him 1s pre-
cisely that increase or heightening of motor functions to
which Lange refe1s

I repeat, then, that the main features of the James-Lange
theory of the emotions are to be found 1n Spmoza as also
in Hobbes Both James and Lange were medical men and
their theory grew out of observation of pathological cases
and clinical physiology Historically they drew their -
spiration from Darwin’s work on the origin of the emotions
From a phmlosophical pomnt of view, however, thenn theory 1s
mechanistic—though James kept an open mind as to the
possibility of intellectual emotions—and 1n tlhus respect they
were essentially mn agreemient with the seventeenth-century
mechamsts who also acknowledged the primacy of the ma-
terial, eflicient cause

4 THE METAPSYCHOLOGY OF SPINOZA AND FREUD

In view of the basic similarity of Spinoza’s mechanistic the-
ory to the James-Lange theory of the cmotions, 1t 15 highly
mstructive to take note of the fact that some modern schol-
ars have attempted to show that Spinoza’s theory of the emo-
tions 15 essentially sumlar to the psychoanalytic theory of
Freud which 15 contrary to that of James On the basis of
our thesis that there 1s an essential conflict between the mech-
anistic and dynamic aspects of Spinoza’s psychology we
can account for some similarity between the Fieudian and
Spwozistic theories without gomg to the extreme of main-
tamming that Spinoza’s psychology 1s essentially Freudian
If one examines logically the premises of Spinoza’s meta-
physics 1t becomes evident that the differences between the
metapsychology of Spinoza and Freud are far greater than
then agreements

The most significant fact about Spinoza’s metaphysics of
the emotions 1s his psychophysical determmism. Since all
things are but modes of the divine nature or substance it
follows that all things whether mental or physical are sub-
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ject to law and order and that there is no intrinsically irra-
tional principle such as the Indeterminate Boundless or
Receptacle of which Plato speaks in the Twmeus. With refer-
ence to the emotions in particular this means that there 1s a
definite logic of the emotions, a nccessary order and con-
nection which may be concerved by reason—a doctrine 1n
which Spinoza anticipated I'reud T'he emotions are not 1rra-
tional forces acting contingently as Plato and Aristotle
thought, on the contrary, the emotions are determinate, cf-
fictent forces whose power and particular associations can
be deduced with geometric accuracy

The central concept of Spimoza’s psychology is the notion
of the conatus (sce chap m, also chap xn, §2) Tlus co-
natus which 1s 1dentical with the power of acting and exist-
mg of anything pertams to God as well as man Spimoza’s
theory 1s, as he admts (1-33 schol 2), close to Voluntarism
1 this respect siee the conatus 15 the will conceived as deter-
mined by 1tself alone and not as subject to any final cause or
idea of the good So understood, the conatus s primaridy the
principle of anertia, that wn v fuc of whuh a thing endeav-
ors to marntawn mdefimitcly its nature or status quo Stated
i brological terms 1t means the force of self-preservation
Spwmoza, however, also uses the conatus as the principle of
plematude or self-expression, as that which determines o
thing to mandfest its potentalitiecs Whatever 15w the power
of God or man neccssariy caists (1-85) This use of the
term conatus inzvolves implicd reference to an immanent final
cause, though Spmoza humself docs not scem to be aware of
thas

The significance of the role of the conatus 1 Spinoza’s
psychology and metaphysics can be best appiceiated in con-
trast with the pantheism of the Vedanta philosophy of India
Spinoza like Plato 1n the Twumeus makes creation of finite
things an essential expression of the divine perfection of
power The Hindus on the contrary regard cosmic creation
as an 1lllusion (maya) due to some hind of 1gnorance
(avidya) and hence as a mark of imperfection For Spinoza
as for the Vedanta philosophy the real 1s the infinite, and
to this extent they differ from Plato and Aristotle for whom
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the real 1s the finite or formal and the infinite 1s the form-
less or indeterminate Spinoza however 1s 1n agreement with
the Western tradition of naturalism in mamtaiming that
creation and selt-expression are inherently good and a mark
of perfection, whereas the Hindus tend to regard creativity
and the fulfilment of desire as essentially evil and a mark
of 1mperfection

From Spmoza’s theory of the conatus one important con-
sequence follows, namely, that death 1s always due to an
exteinal cause and never to an internal one (See Note 1,
p 404 ) The conatus or formal essence of a thing 15 a posi-
tive force whose 1dea or mind logically affirms its existence
and never negates 1t (3—4) That 1s why he msists that so-
called suicide 15 never voluntary or internal (sce chap 1v,
§ 3), smicide 15 always due to some passion or discase of the
mind brought about by the external foices of nature A
truly free man (4-67) who 1s guided by reason “thinks of
nothing less than of death and lus wisdom 1s not a meditation
upon death but upon life ”

It 18 no accident that Spinoza in his defimtions of the emo-
tions failed to provide a contiary fo1 desne, the fact 1s that
his monistic conception of human nature prevented lum from
doing so That 1s why he does not consider aggiession as a
positive force 1n 1ts own right, he mncludes 1t rather under
the conatus as the special foiom which the latter takes to com-
bat those thmgs wlich produce pamn and thieaten the con-
tinuation of 1ts existence (chap v, § 8) Aversion, which the
Scholasties contrasted with desne, he opposes to mechnation
(chap. v, § 7) which 15 a mode of pleasure The only true
contiaries are modes of pleasure and paimns

Spinoza 1s camreful to pomt out that any given affect of
pleasure or pamn may be due to either a positive or negative
cause Tor example, pain may be due to an object wlich de-
crenses the perfection or vitality of the individual through
its direct effects upon his body It may also occur through
the imagination of some good which the mndividual regards
as lacking Simmlarly pleasure mav be due cither to some
positive stimulus or to the absence of some evil From this
Spinoza deduces that contrary affects of pleasure and pam
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may be due to one and the same object—pleasure when it
18 present, pain when 1t 1s absent (see chap wvu, §1) Thus
he remarks (432 schol ) - “We see also that from the same
property of human nature from which 1t follows that men
pity one another, 1t also follows that they are envious and
ambitious” (see also 3-385 schol )

The same principle of explanation 1s carried over to the
modes of desire An object which 1s the source of desire when
1t 1s present may give rise to professed aggression and abuse
when 1t 1s absent In modern terminology, frustration of
desire may grve rise to aggiession, at least i verbal form
The professed aversion to the given object when absent
should not be taken at its face value as an indication of that
individual’s normal attitude i the presence of that object
Human character 1s to be judged by one’s positive desires—
not by one’s aversions and negations Spinoza 1s explicit on
this pomnt (3—def 29 explan ) ““These affects, humility and
despondency, are very 1are, for human nature considered 1n
itself, struggles agamst them as much as 1t can and hence
those who have the most ciedit for bemg abject and humble
are gencrally the most ambitious and envious ” An excess
of sorrow and humility, in other woids, 15 gencrally due to
an unfulfilled desnie which continues to occupy the mind even
though 1t 15 not openly professed In a later passage, the
same point 1s 1llustrated 1n more detail (8—def 48 explan )
“Tor the avaricious man generally desires to swallow as
much meat and drink as he can, provided only it belongs to
anotler The timid man too does what he does not
will, and although, 1n order o avoid death, he may throw
his riches into the sea, he remans avaricious, nor does the
lascivious man cense to be lascivious beeause he 1s soiry that
he cannot gratify his desire Absolutely, therefore, these af-
fects have reference not so much to the acts themselves of
eating and drinking as to the appetite and love itself ” And
finally he observes (5-10 schol ) “Indeed 1t 15 certain that
those who covet glory the most are loudest mn declaiming
agamst 1ts abuse and the vanity of the world Nor 1s this a
pecubiarity of the ambitious, but 15 commen to all to whom
fortune 1s adverse and who are impotent 1n 1mnd, for we see
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that a poor and avaricious man 1s never weary of speaking
about the abuse of money and the vices of the rich, thereby
achieving nothing save to torment himself, and show others
that he 15 unable to bear with equamimity not only his own
poverty but also the wealth of others So also a man who
has not been well received by his mistress thinks of nothing
but the fickleness of women, their faithlessness, and their
oft-proclammed failings—all of which he forgets as soon as
he 15 taken into favour by his mustress agam ” These ex-
amples show clearly how Spinoza explains what appear to be
contrary attitudes of mind as 1n 1eality positive and nega-
tive expressions of one and the same desire One rationalizes
his frustration into a virtue

Spmoza, 1t would appear, has anticipated the Freudian
doctrine of ‘“the ambivalence of the emotions,” though of
course he had no comprehension of 1ts application to neuro-
ses It should be noted, however, that the conflict of desires
is tor Freud a conflict between a conscious prohibation or
aversion and an unconscious desne, wheieas for Spinoza the
conflict 1s enturely on the conscious level (see I'reud, Tofem
and Taboo, p 830, Modein Library edition)

A further characteristic of Spmoza’s psychology of the
cmotions deserves to be mentioned and that 15 the secondary
role of the affect of love Ifor the Gieeks and Scholastics love
or eros was the prumary emotion which determined all desire
and motion toward a given end o1 final cause (sce chap n,
§ 1, chap m, § 2) Spmoza, on the other hand, regards love
simply as a mode of pleasure accompanied with the 1dea of
some external cause (chap v, §3) That 15 to say, love 1s
not a dunect expression of the essence of man o1 of his co-
natus to live, as 1t 1s for Schopenhauer and Freud

Spinoza, however, does define libido or sexual love as a
mode of desire (3—def 48) Libido 1s a particular expres-
sion of the conatus and varies with the nature of the in-
dividual so affected Thus he writes (3-57 schol ) “Hence 1t
follows that the affects of ammals which are called irra-
tional differ from human affects as much as the nature of a
brute differs from that of a man Both the man and the
horse, for example, are swayed by lust [libido] to propa-
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gate, but the horse 15 swayed by equine lust and the man by
that which 1s human The lust and appetites of insects, fishes
and birds must vary in the same way, and so although each
individual hves contented with its own nature and delights
in 1t, nevertheless the life with which 1t 1s contented and the
joy are nothing but the idea or soul of that individual and
so the joy of one differs in chaiacter from the joy of the
other as much as the essence of the one differs from the
essence of the other” Here we see that Spinoza describes
libido 1n teleological terms as an impulse toward an mndi-
vidual of the opposite sex similar 1n nature or species He
does not, however, 1dentify libido with the conatus of the
individual , hibido 1s but one among many passions of desire
Freud, on the other hand, tends to regard all desires as es-
sentially sexual or erotic, hence he uses the term “sublima-
tion” to indicate the evolutionary origin of higher from
lower desires Jung’s position 1s sinilar to Spinosa's insofar
as the former regards sexual energy as but one factor 1 de-
sire; but Jung’s identification of all psyclic energy with
libido 15 not Spinozistic

Furthermore we should bear 1n mind in estimating the
significance of Spinoza’s theo1y of the emotions that he had
no notion of the unconscious as an mdependent mental force
determining human behavior He defined the mind as the
1dea of 1ts body and was caietul to demonstrate that the
mind was neccssarily conscious of all that occuried 1n 1ts
body (2-12, 13) Memory he defined puiely in phvsical
terms and appeared to have no notion of latent psycluc en-
ergy (2-17, 18) In fact, so far as the passions were con-
cerned, Spinoza actually mamtamed that the corporeal
processes were primary and that the mental affects simply
reflected or affirmed the physical changes which had oc-
curred When confronted with the facts of slecp-walking
and other forms of behavior of which the mmdividual 15 not
conscious, he attempted to explamn them, following Des-
cartes, as duc to the body alone and as having no relation to
the mind at all Thus he writes (3—2 schol ) ‘““For what the
body can do no one has hitherto determined, that 1s to say,
experience has taught no onc hitherto what the body without
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being determined by the mind can do and what 1t cannot
do from the laws of its nature alone, insofar as nature is
considered merely as corporeal No one as yet has under-
stood the structure of the body so accurately as to be able
to explam all its functions, not to mention the faet that
many things are observed in brutes which far surpass human
sagacity and that sleep walkers 1n their sleep do very many
thimgs which they dare not do when awake, all this showing
that the body itself can do many things from the laws of 1ts
natule alone at which the mind belonging to that body 1s
amazed >’ Here we see Spinoza speaks hike & modern behav-
jorist and explains animal functions and unconsaous acts
purely m corporeal terms For Spinoza, 1t appears, the men-
tal was 1dentical with the conscious and all unconselous be-
havior was attributed to the body acting independently of
1ts mind (See Note 2, p 404 ) All conflict between 1deas,
whether clear or confused, was always on the level of con-
sciousness It is true that insofur as Spinoza conceives the
human mind as nothing but a collection of 1deas, he does
speak of the determmation of ideas by one another even
where the mind 15 1gnorant of such mental causes (3-2
schol ) and tlus would 1mply the notion of unconscious 1deas
The fact remains, however, that he nowhere makes use of
the unconscious as a mental force in conflict with conscious
1deas

It 1s highly interesting to note i this connection that
Spmoza was mchined to explamn msamty and other mental
abnormalities 1n physical terms as due to radical changes 1n
the constitution of the body Thus he writes (4-39 schol )
“Here I observe merely that I understand ¢he body to die
when 1ts parts are so disposed as to acquire a different pro-
poirtion of motion and rest to each other For I dare not
deny that the humman bedy, though the circulation of the
blood and the other things by means of which 1t 15 thought
to Iine be preserved, may, nevertheless, be changed into an-
other nature altogether different from its own No reason
compels me to affirm that the body never dies unless 1t 1s
changed mmto a corpse Experience, indeed, seems to teach
the contrary It happens sometimes that a man undergoes
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such changes that he cannot very well be said to be the same
man, as was the case with a certain Spanish poet of whom
I have heard, who was seized with an illness, and although
he recovered, remained, nevertheless, so oblivious of his past
Iife that he did not believe the tales and tragedies he had
composed were his own, and he might, indeed, have been taken
for a grown-up child if he had also forgotten lus native
tongue But if this seems ncredible, what shall we say of
children? The man of mature years believes the nature of
children to be so different from his own, that it would be 1m-
possible to persuade lum he had ever been a child, i1f he did
not conjecture regarding himself from what he sees of others
But 1 order to avoid giving to the superstitious matter for
new questions, I prefer to go no further in the discussion of
these matters ” The notion that wmsamty or forgetfulness
maght be due to mental causes or that an unconscious was wn
any way wwrolved did not occur to Spinoza As he saw 1,
mental disease was essentially neurologrwal and physiological
. oTIgin

On the other hand, i1t 15 clearly evident to the student of
Spinoza’s Ethics that the conscious life of 1cason was the
ultimate force which deteimined human behavior (see chap
vin) Like Descartes, Spinoza concludes that reason 1s com-
petent to control the passions simply by joiming the affects
to adequate mnstead of confused, madequate ideas The active
rational emotion then destroys the mechanical, physical pas-
sion This doctrine, as we noted 1n our discussion of the con-
trol of the emotions (chap wvim), 15 obviously inconsistent
with his psychophysical parallehism according to which one
passion can be ¢onquered onlv by another and stronger pas-
sion In this respect the difficulties of Spinoza’s metapsy-
chology are, as we shall show, quite similar to these of I'reud
who also mamtams the ultimate primacy of reason though
he too cannot logically account for tlus rational autonomy

Finally, 1t should be remembered that Spinoza’s philoso-
phy is essentially a religious one From the temporal pont
of view the conatus of man expresses itself teleologically 1n
the efforts he makes to acquire a maximmum of perfection or
reabty Happmess consists in the enjoyment of complete
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physical and intellectual virtue or power. From the eternal
point of view, happiness or blessedness consists 1n the libera-
tion from the body and in the enjoyment of intellectual be-
mg as part of the mfimte intellect of God The temporal
process of living, Spinoza 1s careful to stress, 1s an end m
itself, even though 1t 1s also a means to eternal hife as well
Temporal death ushers in eternal hife—a doctrine which Spi-
noza holds 1n common with all the great religious traditions.
In this respect also Spinoza’s philosophy differs radically
from the evolutionary, materinlistic philosophy of Freud for
whom lifc 1s but an accidental form of lifeless matter and
death marks the complete annihilation of the individual.
(See Note 3, p 405 ) Spmoza summarizes his philosophy
of temporal and cternal life at the conclusion of his Ethics
(5—42 schol ) where he writes “The wise man, msofar as
he 1s considered as such, 1s scarcely ever moved 1 his mind
but being conscious by a certain cternal necessity of himself,
of God and of things, never ceases to be and alwavs enjoys
true peace of soul ”

Turning to Freud we find that he was led to postulate
an unconscious mental force m order to explamn the origin
and cure of neuroses In his New Introductory Lectures on
Psychoanalysis (chap 1) he remarks “We call & process
unconscious when we have to assume that 1t was active at a
certain time although at that tune we knew nothing about
it ” The unconscious 1s essentially wrrational , 1t 1s an autono-
mous conative force m conflict with the conscious forces of
the mind In the lhistory of philosophy Schopenhauer’s the-
ory of the cosmic, unconscious will approsimates Freud’s
position most closely but the application of the concept to
mental therapy i1s undoubtedly original with Freud

The latter distinguishes between two kinds of unconscious
There 1s first that which was once conscious 1n the lifetime
of the individual but has since been repressed , and secondly,
there 1s an unconscious which 1s innate and inherited In
both cases Ficud utilizes the cvolutionary method of ex-
planation, interpreting the present phenomenon in terms of
the primitive, efficient causes involved The repressed uncon-
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scious is taken to involve memories of the first few years of
infancy and childhood, while the innate unconscious 1s de-
scribed 1n terms of racial memories. In both cases uncon-
scious behavior involves reference to, 1f not repetition of,
something which occurred in the past

In order to account foi the evolution of life in general and
unconscious, 1nstinctive behavior in particular, Freud has
recourse to a materiahistic theory of development We must
assume, he believes, that all deternunate forms of life some-
how origimated from lifeless matter An mstinct he then de-
fines as “a tendency mnnate in living organc matter impel-
hng 1l towards the re-establishment of an earlier condition”
(Beyond the Pleasure Principle) " All instinets, that 1s to say,
though they appear as forces tor the mamtenance of life ae
mn reahty death-foices—a position which 1s the exact con-
trary of the Spinozistic doctrme Freud states his argu-
ment most clearly in the following passage (New Introduc-
tory Lectures pp 146-147) 7 *If 1t 1s true that once 1n an
mconceirvably remote past and in an ummaginable way hife
arose out of manmimate matter, then, in accord with our hy-
pothesis an mstinet must at that time have come into being
whose aim 1t was to abolish hife once more and to 1c-establish
the morganic state of things If in this mstinct we 1ecognize
the mmpulse to self-destiuction of our hypothesis, then we
can regaid that impulse as the mamfestation of a death-
mstinct which can never be absent in anvy vital process ” And
again “If we mav assume as an expeiicnee admitting of
no exception that everything hving dies from causes withmn
itself and returns to the morgame, we ean say ‘the goal of
all life 1s deathé and casting back, ‘the manimate was there
before the ammate * >* (See Note 4, p 405 )

Santayana lauds the onigmalty of Freud’s theory of the
regressive nature of wnstincts ® and m his essay entitled “A

6 S Freud, Beyond the Ploasure I’rinciple, translated by C J M Hub-
back (The International Psycho-Analytical Press, 1922)

7 S Freud, New Introductory Lectures on Psychoanalysw, translated by
W J H Sprott (New York, W W Norton & Co, 1933) Reprinted by per-
mission of W W Norton & Company, Inc, New York

8 G Santayana, Some Turns of Thought wn Modern Philosophy (Cam-
bridge University Press, 1933)



396 The Psychology and Ethics of Spwnoza

Long Way Round to Nirvana” describes it graphically-
“Something let us call it matter must always have existed
and some of 1ts paits must have got tied up into knots hike
the mamnspring of a watch 1n such a violent and unhappy
manner that when the pressurc 1s relaxed they fly open as
fast as they can and unravel themselves with a vast scnse
of relief Hence the longing to satisfy latent passions with
the fugitive pleasuie 1n doing so ™

Although, as 1t appears, all instincts have but one amm,
namely, the reduction to an indeterminate state of matter,
Freud ncevertheless distinguishes two basic nstincts, the eros
mstimcet which 1s the love-life impulse and the death nstinet
properly so-called which mamfests itself in violent self-
destruction and m aggression towaid others In his clinical
practice Freud’s attention was drawn to cases of sadism and
masochism and concluded that there must be an innate m-
pulse to destruction of oneself (which 1s subsequently di-
rected toward others) contrary to the positive eros or life
mstinet (See Note 5, p 406 )

Freud acknowledges that lus philosophy 15 quite similar
to that of Schopenhauer m this respect He writes (Beyond
the Pleasure Principle, p G3) “And we cannot disguise an-
other fact from ourselves, that we have steered unawares
mmto the haven of Schopenhauer’s philosophy for whom
death 1s the real result of Iife while the sexual mstmet 1s the
mcarnation of the will to Iive ” In his later New Introduc-
tory Lectures on Psychoanalysis Freud 1etuins to the same
subject and 1s there careful to point out that his metapsy-
chological position 1s different from that of Schopenhauer,
since the latter really has only one instinet, namely, the will
to hte The negation of the will 1s not a posttive force of ag-
gression us 1t 15 1n Freud—even suicide 15 a mode of self-
assertion—Dbut rather the absence of will which 1s equivalent
to a kind of passive resistance to hife Freud, on the other
hand, mamtams that the orgamsm is mmpelled by two dis-
tinct and contrary mstincts neither of which may be reduced
to the other Thus he writes (p 147) “And besides, what
we have said 15 not even true of Schopenhauer We do not
assert that death 1s the only aim of Iife, we do not overlook
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the presence of hfe by the side of death. We recognize two
fundamental instincts and ascribe to each of them its own
aim. [{p 148] The question whether all instincts with-
out cxception do not possess a conservative character,
whether the erotic 1nstincts also do not scek the re-instate-
ment of an earlier state of things, when they stiive towards
the synthesis of living substance into larger wholes—tlus
question too must be left unanswered ” (Sec Note 6, p. 406.)

This passage 1s 1mpoitant because 1t draws attention to
the basic difficulty of the Fieudian metapsychology. On the
one hand, as we have seen, his theory of the regressive na-
ture of all instmncts logically leads him to mantain a phi-
losophy of death, such that even the eros impulse 1s nothing
but a roundabout way to death 'Theie 15 no mherent 1m-
pulse making for the evolution of more peifeet forms of life
as Bergson and S Alexander maintnin  Contrary to the
latter writers he savs exphatly  “The existence of a gen-
eral impulse towairds lugher development in the plant and
anmimal world can certamly not be established though some

such Iine of development 1s a fact unquestionable . But
I do not beheve 1n the existence of such an imner impulse and
I see no way of preserving this pleasing 1llusion The

restless striving toward peifection which may be observed 1n
s minority of human bemngs 15 easily explamnable as the 1e-
sult of that repression of mstmet upon which what 1s most
valuable 1n human culture v built” (Beyond the Pleasure
Principle, p 51-52) T'or Fieud the impulse to Iife and the de-
velopment of lugher foims of perfection are an acaident due
to external causes , only the impulse to death 1s natural and
mternal—a position which 15 radically contrary to the Sp-
nozistic doctrine which attributes death to external causes
and hfe to internal impulse

On the other hand, m his later work Freud s apparently
having some misgivings concernimg the monistic ann of all
mstimets and 1s more mdimned to adopt a dualistic theory in
which the eros impulse 1s opposed to the death mstinet The
two principles are concaived as constantly m conflict with
one another All evalution of Iife and culture 15 biought
about through the negation or suppression of the aggiessive
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impulses—a conclusion which 1s the opposite of Schopen-
hauer’s who held that the negation of hfe 1s the ultimate
good Freud assumes that the eros nstinct retains the en-
forced changes as sources of pleasure and that the aggres-
sive 1mstinct becomes subservient to the hfe-force. In brief,
he regards eros as dommant or as capable of becoming domi-
nant 1n human hfe, and agrees with the optimistic evolu-
tiomsts that the force of life 1s progressive rather than re-
gressive

The difficulties 1n Freud’s metapsychology are parallel to
those found 1n Spimnoza’s theory of the conatus because the
1ssues 1n both cases are quite ssular Spwnoza, as we have
seen, also begins wnth the notion that the conatus us the force
of wertwa, though he differs from Freud wn regardimg 1t as
the mertia of life rather than of death But then, 1m order
to account for effort to acquire a maximum of perfection
and the normative ideals which regulate human conduct, he
finds 1t necessary to mantain that the conatus not only pre-
serves life but also enforces and continues all affects of
pleasure and desire which bv definition involve a transition
to a greater form of peifection On the intellectual level,
the conatus of the mtellect 15 specifically dnected toward the
knowledge and love of God, which mnplies that 1t 15 essen-
tially teleological and progressinve 1ather than inertial and
opposed to change (see chap xm) (Sece Note 7, p 407 )

The equivoeal nature of Freud’s theory of the nstincts
can be further illustrated by reference to the repetition-
compulsion tendency which he mentions (New Introductory
Lectures, p 145) He notes that the human embryo tends to
pass through the various stages of phylogenetic develop-
ment and that amimal orgamsms have the capacity to form
fresh organs which have been lost This conservative tend-
ency, he believes, 1s indicatine of the regressive character of
mstinets Freud, 1t appears, fails to distinguish between a
conservative and reactionary The tendency of some organ-
1sms to restore lost organs 15 evidence of a conservative 1m-
pulse akin to the Spinozistic conatus, 1t 1s a force for the
conservation of life But repetition 1n the sense of a return
to more primitive forms of life involves a perverse eros which
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18 contrary to the progressive eros which makes evolution
possible

Applymng the evolutionary method of explanation to the
mnstincts, Freud traces the various forms assumed by the
eros and death impulses. From a metaphysical, cosmic pomnt
of view the eros 1s the impulse to unity, determinatencss, and
order, death 1s the tendency to indeterminateness, chaos, and
separation—a dualism quite similar to the cosmic love and
hate of which Empedocles first spoke As Freud puts 1t (Be-
yond the Pleasure Principle, p 79) “The sexual mstinct be-
came for us transformed into the eros that endeavours to
impel the separate parts of living matter to one another and
to hold them together ” And again “Thus the libido of our
sexual mstmets would comcide with the eros of poets and
philosophers wlich holds together all living things” (zbid ,
p 64)

On the human level, er0s or hibido 15 essentially a certain
quantum of sexual energy with which 1s associated the um-
pulse of self-preservation and all forms of organic pleas-
ure At the infant stage tlus sexual pleasure 1s oral and
anal, that 1s to say, the infant derives pleasure narcisstically
from 1ts own body At puberty sexual pleasure enteis the
phallic phase which later in the adolescent stage manifests
itself as an attachment toward some person of the opposite
sex With intellectual development this essentially sensual
love becomes sublimated or 1dealized nto the love of artistic
creation, social umity, and preoccupation with itellectual
and moral ideals The important pomt to notice here 1s that
for Freud all love 1s originally narcsstic or self-love which
mm time becomes transferred to external objects or trans-
formed into the narcisstic love of artistic creation Ireud
even goes 5o far as to explam mysticism as practised by the
Yog1 1n terms of “limitless narcissism ” The feeling ot unity
with the all 1s but a return to the primitive feeling whereby
the ego includes everything (Ciwvilization and i1ts Dwscontents,
P 21) * For Freud the mdividual ego 1s the most real thing
and self-love 15 primary—a position which 1s the exact an-

9 S Freud, Cunlwzation and itz Discontents, translated by Joan Riviere
(New York, J Cape and Smith, 1930) Quotations reprinted by permission
of The Hogarth Press, London
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tithesis of that maintained by Schopenhauer and the Hindus
for whom the self or ego 1s an 1illusion (maya) and only the
cosmie, infinite principle of bemng 1s real.

In like manner, the death imstinct 1s originally the im-
pulse to self-destruction which later expresses itself in
cruelty to others and 1n the willingness to inflict punishment
on others as well as on oneself At its highest stage this ag-
gressive mmpulse takes the form of conscience which 1s the
censorship and punishment inflicted by one’s 1deal conscious
self or super-ego upon the practical empirical ego 1n 1ts
dealings with the external woild

In general, it may be said I'reud tends to explain human
behavior 1 terms of the primitive, material-eflicient causes
which he assumes to be involved His methad 1s therefore the
exact contrary of that of Plato and the Scholastics who de-
scribed the cros as desire directed toward some 1deal of good
or beauty (See Note 8, p 407 ) That 1s to say, both Freud
and the Scholastics acknowledge the primacy of eros or love
in human conduct, they differ only 1n that Freud tends to
reduce the higher forms of love to the lower, whereas ihe
Greeks and Scholastics deseribed love by reference to some
end o1 final cause which transcended the individual so af-
fected In brief, Freud maintains that love of the deal s a
sublimation of sex, the classwcal tradition mawntains that
scxual love 15 subscrvient to the love of the wdeal Schopen-
hauer expresses the same argument as Freud when he states
“For all love, however ethereally 1t may bear itself, is rooted
n the sexual impulse alone, nay, it absolutely 1s only a more
definitely determined, specialized and indeed n the strictest
sense, mdividualized sexunl 1mpulse” (“Essay on Meta-
physics of Seaes”)  Schopenhauer differs from Freud m
that he makes all love essentially altrustic, having for its
amm the 1eproduction of the species rather than the pleasure
of the mmdividual Schopenhauer, furthermore, agrees with
Plato that the 1deals of beauty have an objective vahdity
and are not simply reproductions .of parental ideals

Spinoza’s conception of love 1s similar to Freud’s insofar
as lie too mamntans that love 1s to be defined solely 1n terms
of the material-efficient cause involved They agree further
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i regarding all love as essentially self-love. Indeed, Freud’s
notion that love for another 1s nothing but the hbido as
attached or transferred to some external object is partially
the same as Spinoza’s defimtion of love, namely, that “love
18 pleasure with the accompanying 1dea of an external cause”
(8-—def 6). In both cases, the essence of love consists n
pleasure, though Freud finds pleasure only in the fulfilment
of desire-instinct It 1s worth noting therefore that Schopen-
hauer, whose anticipation of Freud we mentioned, referred
to Spinoza’s definition of love “for the sake of amusement”
as an example of “‘excessive naiveté” (“Essay on Metaphys-
1cs of Sexes”) For Schopenhauer all love was essentially
altruistic, having for its ain the well-being of the species
rather than that of the individual, and hence Spinoza’s em-
phasis on pleasure seemed to him to mss the point

Spinoza, however, was not quite consistent on tlus sub-
Ject and followed the Scholastics 1n distinguishing sharply
between sensuous and intellectual love This 1s best illus-
trated by lus remarks on marriage (4-append § 20)
“With regard to marriage,” he observes, “it 1s plain that 1t
15 1 accordance with 1cason, 1f the desire of connection 1s
engendered not merely by external form, but by a love of
begetting children and wisely educating them, and 1if, m
addition, the love both of the husband and wife has for 1its
cause not external form alone but chicfly hiberty of mind.”
True happiness, Spinoza counsels, 1s based on intellectual
love, physical love 15 secondary and considered m itself
alone 1s an irrational passion That 15 why, following Scho-
lastic usage, he defines ibido (3—def 48) as “‘the immoder-
ate desire and love of sexual intercourse ” To lust 1s opposed
chastity, which 1s the moderate indulgence m sexual inter-
course 1n accordance with the dictates of reason, although
the term chastity 1s usually employed as meanmng complete
asceticism. Libido as a passion 15 not at all expressive of the
active conatus or power of the individual Only in ntel-
lectual love of God and man does Spmoza find true joy and
fulness of life

The inhercnt weakness of the Freudian metapsychology
appears most clearly mn his theory of the cortrol of the emo-
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tions We have seen that Freud, like Schopenhauer, began
with an irrational monism Somehow matter took on the
various forms of life and evolved an individual with con-
scious and unconscious mind On this premise reason or con-
scious mind 1s primarily the tool of the unconscious and
functions so as to satisfy one’s irrational impulses All rea-
somng so far as human conduct 1s concerned is nothing but
a rationalizing of one’s unconscious desires On the other
hand, Freud grants that psychoanalysis as a techmique of
healing mental diseases points to a rationalistic theory which
acknowledges the autonomy and power of the intellect over
the forces of the unconscious In his book on The Future of
an Illuson,'® Freud’s rationalism 1s most exphat. He says
(p 93) “We may msist as much as we like that the human
intellect 15 weak 1n comparison with human instincts and be
right mn domg so. But neveitheless there 1s something pecul-
1ar about this weakness The voice of the intellect 1s a soft
one, but 1t does not rest until 1t has gained a hearmng Ult:-
mately after endlessly repeated rebuffs it succeeds,
The primacy of the mtellect belongs to a very distant but
probably not to a wholly unattamable future’ From a
therapeutic point of view Freud 1s prepared to acknowl-
edge the primacy of reason and even to prophesy the time
of the “dictatorship of the intellect” mm human hfe His
metapsychology however, which postulates only a matenal,
irrational pirmciple, fails to provide a metaphysical basis
for the supremacy of reason

Freud apparently felt this difficulty for we find that in
his treatise on The Fuiure of an Illusion he follows Plato
m setting up a dualistic metaphysics contrasting the power
of Logos with Anagke (necessity) which represents the ir-
rational, indeterminate principle m nature Like Plato he now
asserts (ibud , pp 94, 95) “our God Logos will realize those
(1deals) which external nature (necessity) permits
Our God Logos 1s not perhaps a very powerful one, He may
only fulfil a small part of what his forcxunners have prom-
1sed > Freud also speaks of eros and necessity as being the

10 S Freud, The Future of an Illuswon, translated by W D Robsone
Scott (London, I & Virginla Woolf at Hogarth Press, 1928).
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parents of human culture From this 1t follows that he i1den-
tifies eros and Logos, though this involves a confusion of
Platonic principles Furthermore, on Freud’s own premises,
such an 1dentification 15 not vahd since eros 1s for him es-
sentially irrational impulse to life which docs not involve
reason, 1n fact, the 1deals of the super-ego are considered
to be contrary to eros On the whole, 1t appeais, he does not
take his metaphysical dualism seriously, he introduced 1t
simply as a practical requirement of psychoanalysis but did
not see the theoretical implications involved

The secondary mmportance attached by Freud to the
Logos prmciple 15 most clearly revealed by his attitude
toward religion Had he been consistent in his dualism then
like Plato and Spinoza he would have given the Logos prin-
ciple cosmic significance by identifying 1t with God Instead
we find he reverts to his irrational monism and by his evolu-
tionary method reduces the idea of God to a rationalization
of the father-ideal and the mfantile wish for protection from
the terrors of nature Religion, according to Freud, “1s a um-
versal, obsessional neurosis of mankind,” an illusion due
to be destroyed when mankind has oveicome 1ts infantile
prejudice God, mn short, 15 nothing but a creation of man
The age of reason, he mamntamns, will be one i which a cos-
muic, rational princaiple will be denied Freud’s rationahism,
1t appears, 1s of the narrow, humanistic variety He has re-
duced religion to primitive ancestor-worship but has for-
gotten the umiversal hiving God of Ius fathers (See Note 9,
p 407)

In general, it may be said the baswe paradoxr of the
Freudwan metapsychology conmsts i this, that psychoan-
alysis as a cathartec method of mental healing wmuvolves a
philosophy 1 which reason and the urge to life are primary,
whereas actually his wrratwnal monism and theory of regres-
swve instincts lead to a philosophy of death Spumoza’s meta-
psychology on the other hand has in the conatus only a Life
principle but fals to gwe an adequate explanation of death
Both Spinoza and Freud conclude by maintarming the pre-
macy and autonomy of reason and both are wmconsistent in
downg so Spmoza’s wnconsistency les in the fact that the
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supremacy of reason s not compatible with psychophysical
parallelism, Freud’s inconsistency lies wn his attempt to base
his ratiwonalism on an wratwonal momsm They both begin as
metaphysical monists and are forced into dualism wn order
to provde a normatwe basis for human conduct

To conclude Spinoza’s psychology of the emotions 1s
based on mechamstic and dynamic principles This accounts
for the fact that his theory of the origin of the emotions
which concedes the primacy of the material-efficient cause
has been found to anticipate the James-Lange theory m all
essentials On the other hand, his doctiine of the conative
nature of the self, of the dynamic nature of the emotions and
the therapeutic value of reason i controlling the passions
is 1n agreement with psychoanalvtical theory The best 1llus-
tration, however, of the IFreudian notion of rationalization
and wishful thinking 15 the attempt to interpret Spinoza’s
psychology of the emotions as essentially Freudian 1n char-
acter

Nore 1 Constance Rathbun in the Psychoanalytical Remew
for 1934, though admitting that Spinoza does not speak of a
death instinct, does nevertheless presume to find a foreshadowing
of such a theory in the modes of pamn which decrease the power of
the individual She writes “What 1s not found 1n Spinoza’s con-
cept of the conatus 1s what Freud terms the denth instinct.
There are, however, for Spinoza those passions which de-
crense and lessen the activities of the body and which 1n a sense
mply a regiessive turning inward of the conatus and thus may be
said to foreshadow the theory of the death mstinct > Miss Rath-
bun seems to overlook the fact that Spinoza msists that affects
of pain are always due to some cxternal cause and that such
affects always give rise to a positive effort which excludes them
(3-28) The conatus simply has no contrary in human nature

Nore 2 W Hamblin-Smith 1n the Britesh Journal of Medical
Psychology for 1925 finds what appear to hun to be many antici-
pations of Freud’s theory of the unconscious throughout the
Ethics He even mterprets Spnoza’s theory of imagination as
evidence for the unconscious Thus he argues “And a man 1s



Spinoza and Modern Psychology 405

affected with the same emotion from the 1mage of & thing past
or future as from the image of a thing present. Leave aside the
future and we see the immense 1mportance of past emotion re-
pressed but not destroyed in the unconscious ” Smith neglects
the fact that the image of a past thing 15 something actually
present 1n the conscious mind, 1t 15 not at all repressed Besides
Spmoza explains all imagination m physical terms and has no
conception of repressed psychic energy Similarly Spinoza’s
statement that the mind endeavors to persist insofar as 1t has
adequate or inadequate 1deas 1s not evidence for the unconscious,
he explicitly states m the same proposition (3-9) that “the
mind 15 conscious of this effort > The distinction between ade-
quate and inadequate wleas does not by any means correspond
to that between the consciouy and unconscious In contrast, see
R A Duff’s Spinoza’s Polstical and Ethical Philosophy where
the 1dentity of desire and consciousness 1s mamntained

Nore 3 Spinoza in common with the Scholastic and Hindu
traditions finds justification for the doctrine of immortality
the principle that all finite souls are modes of the divine infinite
ntellect from which they derive their being The Nirvana doc-
trine of the Hindus also involves a return of the soul to the
original source of 1ts bemng, but the soul becomes absorbed in the
Cosmic All and does not retain its individuality Freud’s -
stinet for death cannot be 1dentified with the Nirvana of the
Hindus since the latter do not believe 1n anmihilation All the
religious philosophies agree that the soul in becoming hiberated
from 1ts body attains a more perfect form of being Freud, on the
other hand, regards death as the return of matter to a more
primitive state Wor a further elaboration of this point, see
K T Behanan, Yoga, chap. vin

Note 4 In the Noteboohs of Leonarde da Vincy as edited by
MacCurdy (Vol I, pp 80-81), we find the following passage
which seems definitely to anticipate Freud’s theory of the re-
gressive nature of mstincts- “Behold now the hope and desire
of going back to one’s own country or returning to primal
chaos, hike that of the moth to the hght, of the man who with
perpetual longing always looks forward with joy to each new
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spring and each new summer and to the new months and the
new years, dreaming that the things he longs for are too slow
in coming, and who does not perceive that he 1s longing for his
own destruction But this longing 1s 1n 1ts quintessence the spirt
of the elements, which finding 1tself imprisoned within the Life
of the human bady desires continually to return to its source

And I would have you to know that the same longing 1s
i 1ts quintessence inherent mn nature, and that man 1s a type
of the world ” (The Notebooks of Leonardo da Vinci, New York,
Reynal and Hitcheock, 1938 )

Nore 5 Freud himself informs us 1n his Beyord the Pleasure
Princsple that he arrived at his dualistic theory of the mnstincts
after a long process of development Originally he had started
with hunger and love as the two primary impulses Hunger in-
volved the ego instinct, the impulse for self-preservation, love
was essentially sexual and was directed toward the opposite sex
Then came the discovery of narcissism and Freud decided to
distinguish between the ego-libido and the object-ibido Finally
the discovery of sadism and masochism led him to postulate an
mnate aggressive impulse contrary to the eros or life-mstinct
In his original theory ¥reud regarded the tendency to seck pleas-
ure and avoid pain as the ground of all activity , aggression was
simply the reaction due to frustration of pleasure and desire
That 1s to say, all aggression was primarily directed outward
and was directed inward only when external action was inhibited
—a position quite sumlar to that of Spinoza In his later theory,
however, Freud regards aggression as an innate impulse directed
primarily mnward and only sccondarily outward Modern psy-
chologists do not accept Freud’s doctrine of the autonomy of
the mpulse to aggression, as witness the recent book on Frus-
tration and Aggression (p 21) 1ssued by the Institute of Human
Relations at Yale University

Nore 6 Freud 1s aware of the Platonic and Hebrew myths
concerning the creation of man and woman. In Plato’s myth
as stated in the Symposium man and woman were imagined as
originally one being which was subsequently severed in twain Ac-
cording to the Hebrew version, Adam seemed to be of a her-
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maphroditic nature. In both stories, the love of the sexes is
portrayed as the return to a wore primitive state See Beyond
the Pleasure Principle, p T4

Notre 7 Constance Rathbun in her article in Psychoana-
lytical Remew for 1925, previously mentioned, draws attention
to the same problem She writes “On the basis of strict logic a
thorough-going determimism should elimmnate all differences 1n
value Such a conclusion would be impossible of acceptance by
either Spinoza or Freud as not providing a working basis for
hving Actually the effect of determinism on Spinoza’s system
of thought 1s to give Ethics a subordinate place in the sense
that distinctions 1n moral values are not final and absolute
What 1s real 1s the concrete thing as 1t actually 1s, and the as-
sertion that 1t ought to be something else, 15 utterly irrelevant.
And whatever 1s, 1s good 1n that 1t proceeds from and 1s con-
tained 1n God On the contrary, even at the expense of being
criticized as inconsistent, both assert that there 1s a direction
and goal to Iife, this goal being the complete hife.”

NotE 8- Professor Demos in his recent book on Plato draws
attention to the points of sumilarity and difference between the
Freudian and Platonic use of eros He writes (p 84). “The
sumlarity of Plato to Freud 1s striking Both agree that love 1s
a fundamental impulse Both alike construe love 1n terms other
than the obvious expression and the difference between the two
15 & regular difference For Freud love of the ideal 15 a subluma-

tion of sex, for Plato sex 1s a sublimation of the love of the
1deal]

Note 9 It 1s hoteworthy that Freud like Marx before him
denies the validity of religious experience in the name of reason
and science Freud, however, goes out of his way to point out
that the Marxian interpretation of history mm terms of the
economic struggle 1s not scientific Marx’s interpretation rests
on the illusion that human nature 1s essentially good and that
man’s evil tendencies are determined by the economic system.
Freud, on the other hand, that the economic system only offers
an occasion for the expression of the instinct of aggression which
15 bound to assert itself under any system
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ON SPINOZA AND CONTEMPORARY VALUE
THEORY

1 THE SIGNIFICANCE OF SPINOZA’S THEORY OF
MORAL VALUES

E are accustomed nowadays to accept as a truism
\;s/ that “transvaluation of values” which Nietzsche
first preached 1n his Genealogy of Morals as the
gospel of the Superman It 1s, however, no exaggeration to
say that in this respect also Spinoza was the first of the
moderns, and that lms Ethics was written as an attempt to
bring about a revolution in moral theory He was the first
of the moderns to identify the virtue of man with his power
of self-preservation and hence anticipated the Darwiman
doctrme of the “survival of the fittest” (see chap m, § 2)
For Spinoza, as we have seen, self-preservation 1s the end
of Iife, there is no transcendent good for the sake of which
one lives (4-25) All values are, to use the modern phrase,
“survival-values ” It 1s this naturalistic aspect of Spinoza’s
teaching which finds favor with those modern writers who,
ke R B Perry and J R Reid, advocate a psychobiological
theory of value
Spinoza, however, did not consistently hold to his biologi-
cal naturalism Unlike our moderns he tried to retain most
of the Hebrew-Christian virtues as well, since he realized
the inadequacy of his naturalistic theory to render all the
facts of life intelligible. Man, he admitted, 1s not only a crea-
ture of emotions but also a rational amimal that endeavors
to understand the order of nature apart from any practical
consequences for survival Hence he modified his original
thesis by saying that man’s real or true efforts for self-
preservation consist 1n his efforts to understand adequate
ideas of which man alone 1s the adequate cause (4-24) The
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virtue of man is his rational, efficient power in conceiving
true 1deas and 1n restraining his passions All external things
are truly good insofar as they are useful for promoting the
power or perfection of the intellect (4-26). Psychologically,
the knowledge of good 1s self-satisfaction (acquiescentia in
se 1pso) or the enjoyment which follows upon the conscious-
ness of one’s intellectual power. Here agam, 1t should be
noted, there 1s no transcendent object or end to which the
understanding 1s directed Spinoza still beheves the prinei-
ple holds that for each form of being self-preservation and
the exercise of all its powers are the only intrinsic good and
all external things are good as a means to this end In the
case of man, however, this conatus for self-preservation 1s
best seen 1n the efforts of the understanding

So far then, we have seen, Spinoza attempts to formulate
a theory of human lhife and values apart from any reference
to a final cause whether immanent or transcendent He could
not, however, by the ve1y nature of the case, deny that men
do act to achieve certam ends or ideals He could not help
but realize that ethics 1s concerned not only with the actual
power or efforts of man for self-preservation, but also and
primarily with the nature and vahdity of the ideals and
norms of human character He admits accordingly (4—
pref ) that “we desire to form for ourselves an idea of man
upon which we may look as a model [norma] of human na-
ture. By good therefore I understand 1n the following
pages everything which we are certain 1s a means by which
we may approach nearer and nearer to the model of human
nature we set before us By evil, on the contrary, I unde1-
stand everythmng which we are certain hinders us from
reaching that model Agamn I shall call men more or less
perfect insofar as they approach more or less nearly to this
same model.”

Here we see that Spinoza acknowledges 1deals or norms
of human character These umversal 1deals are for him, as
for the modern Pragmatist, ssmply creations of the imagina-
tion which serve as a guide to conduct and which have no
ontological status independent of the imagination But the
important point for us here is that Spinoza does acknowl-
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edge the intrinsic validity of these norms of perfection as
final causes of human behavior. The true good he explicitly
regards as a means, not primarily for self-preservation, but
rather for approxmmation to a given ideal of perfection.

Simlarly in lus conception of the summum bonum Spi-
noza follows the Scholastics 1n acknowledging imphicitly an
mmmanent final cause which determines the course of human
development to a maximum of power or perfection. Happi-
ness, he admits, consists m hiving a complete life of virtue
throughout the natural duration of life. Self-preservation
without the attainment of a maximum human perfection—
as for example, the self-preservation of a lunatic or an 1n-
dividual 1n a subnormal state—would not constitute happi-
ness

Furthermore, Spinoza distinguishes various degrees of
virtue There 1s the highest virtue (summa virtus) which 1s
the knowledge of God and there are lower degrees of virtue,
such as the social and physical viitues On the basis of self-
preservation alone there 1s no meaning for degiees of virtue,
since the quality of the virtue 1s no consideration in the
conatus for self-preservation The notion of degrees of vir-
tue has meaning only insofar as 1t 1s linked up with degrees
of perfection or reality and hence applies only to the es-
sence of a thing and not to its existence (1-24, 4—pref.)
There are no degrees of existence, since all actual things are
like m this respect (chap i, § 2)

The point at 1ssue can be summarized by saymng that
there appears to be a conflict in Spinoza’s theory as to the
meaning of self-preservation On the one hand, the self or
bemng which one desires to preserve 1s regarded as temporal,
the physical self of which the mind 1s the idea On the other
hand, he concerves the real self to be the eternal, intellectual
self which 1s separable from the temporal bodv Self-
preservation as applied to the intellect does not refer to time
but rather to immortality and eternity Spinoza attempts
to combine both notions by saying that the activities of the
mntellect are the only true acts of self-preservation In the
actual development of his FEthics we find, however, that
the 1deals of mtellectual perfection are frequently 1in conflict
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with the biological effort for self-preservation, as for ex-
ample, when the obligation to keep faith conflicts with the
desire to hive (4-72 schol.). From the temporal point of
view the indefinite continuation and enjoyment of one’s ac-
tual power are the only things that matter From the eternal
point of view, duration in time 1s of no importance and all
the emphasis 1s put upon the degree of intellectual and moral
perfection attained In practical life, the two points of view
are found to be frequently opposed—a fact which explains
the perennial presence of reformers and revolutionaries who
conflict with the dictatorial powers of their day, In his
Ethics, Spmnoza tended to mimimize the significance of this
conflict

The particularly modern message of Spinoza’s Ethics 1s
his emphasis upon the identity of virtue and healthful, joy-
ous living The Life of virtue 1s not something to be endured
for the sake of some ulterior reward in this world or the
next, virtue 1s independent of supernatural sanctions. It 1s
1ts own reward 1n the sense that 1t makes for self-preservation
and the happiest form of life Virtue consists in the fulness
of life, in the maximum of peifection, and this includes com-
plete development of physical as well as mental powers A
universally satisfying theory of morals 1s naturalistic 1n the
radical sense that it satisfies all natuial human aspirations,
it haimonizes mun’s desiie to live and enjoy hunself with
his innate love of truth and justice

2 SPINOZA’'S THEORY OF SOCIAL VALUES

Srinoza himseld, as a social philosopher, recognized the 1m-
portance of this distinction between the mere conatus for
self-preservation and the desire for perfection of being
Man hiving “in a state of nature,” that 1s, 1n a state or con-
dition where each individual lives for humself alone and 1s
concerned only with the satisfaction of his own desires, 1s
frequently opposed to other individuals who have similar
desires Thus 1n the natural struggle for existence there is,
to use Hobbes’s phrase, “a war of all against all ” Society
or the civil state arose when individuals realized their com-
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mon predicament and decided to yield their “natural rights”
to some common power which establishes by law and force
“a common rule of hfe”

Spinoza, following Hobbes, thought he explained the
function of the state by 1ts supposed origin, thereby confus-
ing the efficient with the final cause or ultimate purpose The
“state of nature” 1s simply a fiction suggested by the dis-
covery of the Americas. The social contract explains not so
much the actual origin and practice ot the state as its 1deal
function, what 1t ought to be As Spinoza sees 1t, he who
lives according to the guidance of 1cason desnes that others
should share 1n his advantages and realizes that nothing 1s
so useful to man as another individual similarly guided by
reason (4-37) The state therefore by establishing common
laws and common rights 1s, or should be, the instrument of
reason The state, in short, should make 1t possible for a man
to live the life of reason (4—73) The ideal function of the
state 15 to remove the conflict between the desire for self-
preservation and the will for perfection of being, and so
make 1t possible for man to Iive a full hife, that 1s, a hfe n-
volving length of days and complcte physical, moral, and
intellectual virtue But that, as 1s too evident fiom our con-
temporary mnternational situation, 1s not the actual practice
of national governments

In fact, Spinoza himself for all his praise of the state as
bemng mn accord with the laws of reason, reserved the 11ght
of freedom of thought to the individual alone. An individual
must yield his natural right of external action to the state
“for 1f everyone were free to mterpret the laws of his coun-
try as he pleased, no state could stand but would fo1 that
very reason be dissolved at once, and public rights would
become private nght” (T'ractatus theologico-politicus, chap
vin) But each person has the inalienable right to the free
use of individual judgment n all matters of a speculative or
theoretical character In classic words which deserve more
recognition Spmoza proclaims “Simplicity and truth of
character are not produced by the constraint of laws, nor
by the authority of the state, and no one the whole world
over can be forced or legislated into a state of blessedness,
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the means required for such a consummation are farthful and
brotherly admonition, sound education and above all, free
use of the individual judgment . . Therefore as the su-
preme right of free thinking, even on religion, 15 1n every
man’s power, and as 1t 1s inconceivable that such power
could be alienated, i1t is also 1n every man’s power to wield
the supreme right and authority of free judgment on his
behalf and to explain and interpret religion for himself ”

Perhaps Spinoza’s own experience and religious excom-
munication made him acutely self-conscious on the subject
of freedom of thought and religious belief. At all events, the
principle 1nvolved 1s a pillar of democratic society

Spinoza, perhaps more than anyone else 1n his time, was
conscious of the importance of a proper social environment
Just as 1n the world of nature as a whole, each mode 1s deter-
mined for acting and existing through its relation to other
modes, so 1n social ife cach man depends upon his social
environment for his nature and power of moral development
The culture and moral character of an individual are a prod-
uct of his education and the customs of his community 1n
which he 15 raised Praise and blame as well as natural imi-
tation are potent factors which make for social conform-
ity “Iducation alone,” Spimoza concludes, “will determime
whether a man will boast of any deed or repent of it” (8-
def. 27 explan )

He therefoie who would hive a life of reason and freedom
must do lus utmost to help others acquire a similar state of
perfection or at least to appreciate its significance so far as
possible It should be part of a man’s happiness that others
agree with hun,in nature and have the opportunity to derive
a maxinum of satisfaction from living In other words, he
who would Iive a complete rational life must endeavor to
create a rational social environment Conversely, 1t 1s the
proper function of governmeut to guarantee the equal rights
and opportumties of 1its citizens to lead the hife of maximum
virtue In sum, the ultimate function or final purpose of the
state 1s to resolve the perenmal conflict between the struggle
for existence and the desire for the realization of moral and
cultural values.
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3. SPINOZA'S COSMOLOGICAL ETHICS.

WEe noted previously that Spinoza’s theory of morals is natu-
ralistic mn the 1adical sense of being in accord with all natural-
1stic human desires and aspirations; he who truly seeks his
own good secks not only to preserve himself physically but
also to develop and enjoy the intellectual virtues 1n common
with other men That is to say, a naturalistic ethics is ane
that 15 1n accord with the laws of human nature as a
whole.

There 15, however, another sense in which his theory is
naturalistic, namely, 1n that 1t regards man as part of na-
ture Man is a part of nature and his ultimate good 1s bound
up with the cosmic laws of nature This means that man
while living 1n accord with the laws of his own nature and
reason must also conform to the umversal, necessary laws of
nature as a whole Human nature to be commanded, must obey
cosmic nature.

Thirdly, his theory 1s naturahstic 1n the religious sense
that he identifies God with the immanent, dynamic principle
of order in nature The 1mmanence of God 1n nature means
that man as well as all other modes participates in the divine
perfection The highest 1deal of man thercfore 1s to know
and feel himself at one with God so far as possible The great
emotional appeal of Spinoza’s pantheistic philosophv (for
example, to such great pocts as Goethe and Wordsworth)
consists precisely i the vision 1t affords of direct union with
God and nature. A completely transcendent God such as the
God of Anstotle and the later Deists leaves man emotionally
unmoved, only an immanent God 1 whose nature one can
participate 1n some degree can be an object of intellectual
or intuitive love Spinoza’s monistic metaphysics made 1t pos-
sible for him to raise man, partially at least, to the level of
God and hence he concluded that the love of man for God
was 1n some measure identical with the love of God for Him-
sclf. Tt should be noted, however, that Spinoza’s theory of
mtellectual love does not involve ecstatic absorption n the
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One as the Neo-Platonists and Hindus held; the intuitive
love and vision of God are a dynamic, rational force which
determines an individual to seek knowledge of created nature
and to take an active interest mn social affairs (See Note 1,
below ) At this pont rehigion, ethics, and science merge

In his Ethwcs Spinoza tried to present a rational system
of umiversal salvation, one that would be independent of
umque supernatural revelations in time through chosen 1n-
dividuals or nations. The revelation of God, he believed, was
something rational and natural which was common to the
great teachers of all peoples at all times True religion and
morality, he held, unite all men and are invincible forces for
the maintenance of peace When one takes into consideration
the unceasing strife throughout the ages between men of
diverse religious and ethical persuasions, one cannot but con-
clude that Spinoza’s Ethiwcs still bears a vital message for
the modern world

Note 1 The practical conflict between the materialistic quest
for power and other-worldly asceticism 1s graphically described
by Rabindranath Tagore in his poetic book entitled Sadhana
Like Spinoza, Tagore maintains that an adequate, sane phloso-
phy of life 1s one that harmonizes naturalism and 1dealism, the
mterest 1n hfe of the humanist and the quest for permanent
being of the mystic This, they agree, can be brought about only
by realizing the immanence of God 1 nature and the heart of
man

What the world needs, according to Tagore, 1s 2 harmoniza-
tion of the virtues of the West and the East The West has
physical power but physical power m and by itself 1s blind
and does not make for happiness A philosophy of becommng
where everything, including God, 15 “in the making” leads to
ultimate irrationahity On the other hand, the Enst tends to dis-
regard the world and to concentrate on the salvation and hb-
eration of the soul The East tends to disparage human individu-
ality and self-assertion and to aggrandize Brahma which 1s the
cosmic principle of being True freedom, Tagore counsels, hes,
not 1n the negation of action and physical power but in the
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effort to utilize 1t 1n the service of the divine, spiritual power
All nature 15 an expression of God or Brahma and therefore all
nature 15 mtrinsically good and 1s to be consecrated to Him

4 THE ORIGIN OF MODERN VALUE THEORY

ONE of the most distinctive and sigmficant contributions of
modern thought has been the investigation of the nature and
origim of values i general, a branch of philosophy techni-
cally known as axiology By way of concluding our estimate
of Spinoza’s theory of moral values we propose therefore to
examine the relation of his thought to the basic trends of
contemporary axiology.

The rise of modern value theory 1s due primarily to the
mfluence of evolutionary theory upon philosophy Stated
generally, the tendency has been to interpret all the phe-
nomena of nature and human experience by considering their
origmn and the primitive, efficient causes involved This method
1s directly contrary to the method originated by Aristotle
and continued by the Scholastics, namely, that of explaining
things by their end, purpose, or final cause In other words,
according to the evolutionary method all the higher forms
of hfe are concewved through the lower forms from which
they developed, whereas according to the classical tradition
the more peifect or higher being was the cause of the less
perfect forms

As applied to the domain of ethics and human culture 1n
general the evolutionary theory was used to explain the tem-
poral, human origimn of all forms of value All human ideals
were considered as inventions created by man in his struggle
for existence Values are not ends-in-themselves but means
for self-preservation In order for man to know himself he
must study, not the dictates of his intellect, but the primitive
impulses of his instinctive nature.

Nietzsche, more than any other writer of the nineteenth
century, raised the 1ssue as to the cultural implications of
the theory of evolution. Unlike the Darwimans, he main-
tained that the driving force of evolution was not merely self-
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preservation but the will to power, the will to create ever
higher forms of perfection. On the basis of this voluntarism
he argued 1n his Genealogy of Morals for the necessity of a
“transvaluation of values ” The hife-force creates 1ts own
goals 1n time and the will to power must therefore determine
what 1s to be considered good and evil Every social system
which 1s contrary to the will to power and the development
of the superman 1s imherently bad , only the 1deals which are
in harmony with the manly virtues of the strong are really
good Nietzsche’s ethics, 1t appears, 1s essentially aristocratic,
ruthless, and individuahlstic, rather than democratic and
compassionate That 1s why he was so vehement 1n his de-
nunciation of the Hebrew-Christian tradition which 1s based
on the principles of the equality of all souls before God, the
pieservation of the weak, and the universal happiness or
salvation of man According to Nietzsche, the virtues of no-
bility, courage, and laughter are superior to the Scholastic
virtues of love, humility, and charity

The 1dealists and the rehigiously minded objected to this
naturalistic procedure since 1t undermined their cultural tra-
ditions and rendered ethics or a normative theory of human
conduct vahd for all men impossible Moral 1deals, they held,
must have a universal objective validity 1in themselves in
order to serve as a criterion of civihzation Ethical theory
must*:be based on the specific requirements of a rational hfe
and not on the supposed demands of lhife 1n 1ts most primi-
tive stages

The problem then arosc, how to harmonize the theory of
evolution with the postulates of a normative ethies The
answer which the idealists gave was that the origin of any
particular nstitution or system of culture was no indication
of 1ts present worth and sigmificance In other words, they
separated origin from end or present value All human ideals,
they held, should be interpreted in traditional fashion as
having an intrinsic value 1n themselves , their supposed origin
in primitive times has no bearing upon their present signifi-
cance To think otherwise 1s to commit what has since become
known as “the naturalistic fallacy
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5. NORMATIVE THEORIES OF VALUE G. E. MOORE
AND W. M URBAN.

G. E Moore on the Naturalistic Fallacy

TuE first English writer to advocate a normative theory of
value was Professor G E Moore. In his Principna Ethica
(1903) ! he maintains that value or the good 1n general 1s
an indefinable quality which 1s predicated of many existing
things but which 1s not to be 1dentified with any of the prop-
erties of those things According to Moore, ethics 1s con-
cerned not only with the knowledge of the predicate good
and evil as applied to human conduct but also as apphed
to all things whatsoever The quality good refers to a uni-
versal datum of intuitive experience, like the quality yellow,
which 1s simple by nature and hence not further analyzable
nto, or definable by, constituent parts This simple, uni-
versal quality may be predicated of many things, which are
said to possess this quality in various degrees, but it may not
be identified with any actual thing As Professor Moore puts
it (Principra Ethica, § 10) . “It may be true that all things
which are good a1e something else, just as 1t 1s true that all
things which are yellow produce a certamn vibration in the
Lhght. But far too many philosophers have thought that
when they named those other properties they were actually de-
fining good, that properties in fact were simply not ‘other’
but absolutely and entirely the same with goodness

[§ 13] Whenever he thinks of intrinsic value, of intrinsic
worth or says that a thing ‘ought to exist’ he has before
his mmd the unique object—the unique property of things
—which I mean by good > For Moore an mntrinsic good 1s a
thing of which 1t 1s said that it ought to exist 1n virtue of
the quality good which 1s predicated of it This mtrinsic
quality 1s known iturtively and can be neither proved nor
disproved Only questions of means, questions as to the causal
relations of particular things leading to an intrinsic good,
are capable of proof or disproof (Principia Ethica, pref )

1 G E Moore, Princtpia Ethica (Cambridge University Press, 1929).
Quotations reprinted by permission of the Cambridge University Press,
Cambridge
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It 1s important to bear in mind that the universal, inde-
finable value quality is, for Moore, independent of the actual
existence of specific objects to which it may be attributed
The validity of the universal good does not depend in any
way upon the nature of ultimate reality. To regard ethical
values as dependent upon metaphysics 1s to commit the natu-
ralistic fallacy agamn Thus he writes (sbed , chap. 1v, § 67) .
“To hold that from any proposition asserting reality is of
this nature we can infer any proposition asserting ‘this is

good 1n 1tself’ 1s to commit the naturalistic fallacy. It
rests upon failure to percerve that any truth which asserts
‘this 1s good 1n 1itself’ 1s quite unique m kind . . . that it

cannot be reduced to any assertion about reality and there-
fore must be unaffected by any conclusions we may reach
about the nature of reality This confusion as to the unique
nature of ethical truths is, I have said, involved 1n all those
ethical theories which I have called metaphysical ”

The naturabistic fallacy 1s committed not only when one
secks to explain higher values in terms of lower functions but
also when one regards values as in any way dependent upon
metaphysical reality Moore 1llustrates Ins argument by par-
ticular reference to the Ethwes of Spinoza, wheremn value or
perfection and reahity are identified What we are really say-
g 1n asserting “this 1s good 1n 1tself” 1s “this would be good
if 1t existed” (§ 69) The latter judgment must not he con-
fused with the proposition “this existing thing 1s good” which
refers to an intrinsically good thing of which the quality
good 1s predicated The failure to make this distinction gives
rise to the naturahistic fallacy.

W M Urban and the Primacy of the Value Category.

The second advocate of a normative theory of value whose
work we shall consider 15 Professor W M Urban of Yale
University who has constructed a theory of value based on
Neo-Kantian and phenomenological postulates In his early
work, Valuation Its Nature and Its Laws,® as well as in his

2 W M Urban, Valuatron Its Nature and Its Laws (Library of Philos-

ophy Serles, edited by J H Muirhead London, Swan, 1909) Reprinted by
permlssion of the Editor
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latest book, The Intelligible World,® he maintains that the
value category 1s the ultimate category at the basis of all
meaning and reality whatsoever In order that we may make
clear the origmality of his theory, we shall briefly consider
the phenomenological method and 1ts relation to Neo-Kantian
cpistemology and axiology

The phenomenological method as developed by Memong,
Husser], Scheler, and Hartmann owes 1ts origin in part at
least to the distinction first introduced by Meinong between
an ob)ect and an objective Judgments of fact are concerned
with the existence of objects and their relations to one an-
other An objective, however, 1s the reflective judgment that
something is true (the Dass construction in German) and
such judgments may be made irrespective of the actual ex-
1stence of the object mvolved For example, when 1t 1s said,
“A exists,” A 1efers to an object and the truth of this state-
ment depends upon empirical verification of A’s existence
But when we say, “B said that A exists,” then the clausc
“that A exists” 1s an objective and the truth of the proposi-
tion as a whole does not depend upon the actual existence of
A. In like manner, a value 1s regarded by phenomenologists
as an objective whose validity 1s to be acknowledged irre-
spective of 1ts actual realization 1n some object Value so
understood 15 undefinable either 1n terms of the properties
of things or their relations to the individual The value 1n-
dicates rather a certamn bearing on existence, the value 1s
that whuch ought to be or that which ought to be acknowl-
edged, whether 1t 1s actually realized in some form of bemng
or not The phenomenologist, 1n other words, separates the
question of valdity and meaning from thst of the origin
of a pdrticular value and 1ts actual realization in space and
time Values are objective data to be acknowledged and in-
tuitively conceived through themselves alone, they must not,
under any circumstances, be identified with any particular,
actual form of existence

Turnimg now to Kant, we find that he distinguished be-

3 W M Urban, The Intelligible World (Library of Philosophy Series,

edited by J II Muwrhead London, George Allen and Unwin, 1929) Quota-
tions reprinted by permission of the Editor.
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tween the theoretical and practical reason The pure reason
or understanding, he maintained, organizes the data of ex-
perience according to certain a priori categories The practi-
cal reason, however, postulates the existence of external
things, God, reward and punishment 1n the hereafter, in order
to provide sanctions for morality, but 1t 1s not apparently
endowed with any specific categories of 1its own That 1s why
Kant, in the last analysis, 1s forced to distinguish between
knowledge and faith In his I'ntelligible World, Professor
Urban criticizes Kaut for this lack of umiformity as regards
the theoretical and practical reason (pp 344-345) “It was
one of Kant’s most serious limitations that while he recog-
nized that the knowledge of nature, in our terms intelligibihity,
1s conditioned by certain forms immanent 1n mind, to the
equally nccessary forms of the interpretation of life and the
world he allowed merely the character of practical postulates
and regulative ideas It escaped him entirely that reality as
we live 1t and know 1t, 1s likewise our reality only as the stuff
of experience js formed by the categorics of value . . Non-
temporal and non-empirical forms of value are also the a
priont of an intelligible world . It 1s impossible to msist
upon this pont too strongly Kant’s fatal distinction be-
tween the practical and theoretical reason—and his no less
fatal vacillation between knowledge and faith in his char-
acterization of the status of the “postulates” of value—is the
source of much of the sophistication and sophistry of medern
thought ”

In his Intelligible World, Professor Urban has attempted
to overcome this mmherent weakness of the Kantian theory All
reasoning, he maintains, 1s practical. There 1s one gategory
at the basis of all theoretical and practical thinking, namely,
the value category or objective. There 1s no bifurcation be-
tween knowledge of fact and value The primacy of the value
category m all thinkmg means that all yjudgments of fact,
whether they be ontological or logical propositions, are ulti-
mately special forms of the value judgment In agreement
with Royce he claims that the question “how I ought to con-
cerve the real” 1s prior to the question, “what 1s the real.”
In his article on “Value Theory” in the current edition of the
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Encyclopedia Britanmica, this argument is summarized most
clearly “The Neo-Kantian axiologists point out that the de-
sire for truth and rationalhty, the demand for logical con-
sistency or validity is 1tself a craving for what ought to be
and that here too we are moved by an ideal and directed by
a norm, as surely as in the realm of ethical and aesthetic
values ”

Briefly put, then, Professor Urban’s theory 1s a synthesis
of phenomenological method with Neo-Kantian epistemology
Value, as he conceives it, 1s the ultvmate, wndefinable objectvve
whose validity must be acknowledged a priors by the human
mind as the basis of any intelhgible world and as the neces-
sary condition of the commumication of meaming between
minds. Modifying Hegel’s dictum, 1t may be said the real 1s
the axiologically intelligible and the axiologically intelligible
1s the real Thus he writes (Intelligible World, p 134).
“Part of the mecaning of value 1s its valhidity, 1ts worthiness
to be and this cannot be reduced to existential terms. . . .
[p 151] Value as such neither exists nor subsists, 1t 1s simply
valid ”” Urban, like Moore, regards value phenomenologically
as a category independent of any particular metaphysics and
hence as “beyond realism and ideslism ” They differ, how-
ever, mnsofar as Urban adopts the Neo-Kantian position that
the value judgment 1s not only autonomous but also deter-
mines all logical and ontological judgments whatsoever In
contemporary philosophy the extreme antithesis of this posi-
tion 15 found 1n the treatise by Ayer on Language, Logic and
Truth * where the logical-positivistic thesis 1s maintained,
namely, that the so-called value judgment 1s nothing but an
expression of emotion which has no bearmgon fact and 1s
therefore meamingless

The logical priority of the value judgment to all judg-
ments of truth does not mean, Professor Urban points out,
that there are any a prior1 actual values 1 the space-time
order Referring to Nietzsche’s doctrine 1n the Genealogy of
Morals, namely, that 1t 1s quite possible to transvaluate all
accepted or traditional norms of valuation, he concedes the
principle of complete relativity of specific, actual values

4 A.J Ayer, Languags, Logw and Truth (London, Gollancz, 1936)
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Nevertheless, he remarks, the form of all thinking, the ac-
knowledgment of the priority of the value category and the a
prior1 notion of degrees of value, that holds no matter what
actual system of values 1s accepted. Put in Kantian terms, the -
form of value and valuation is a prior1 and absolute, but the
content or matter 1s empirical and relative Professor Urban is
explicit on this pomt (1bid , pp 337-338) : “We can contem-
plate a world 1n which men never die, and perhaps equally one
in which happiness is not better than unhappiness, or hfe
better than death There 1s no value the opposite of which
cannot concervably be affirmed Transvaluation of values is
conceivable indefinitely , and with this 1t follows that there 1s
no fate of our empirical values which 1s not abstractly con-
cervable. This 1s the element of truth in all merely relativistic
theories of value, and to this relativism the critic of teleology
always may, and always does, appeal Yet recogmzing this
element of truth in relativism, there 1s still something a priori
in all valuation which the relativist overlooks, something here,
also the opposite of which cannot be contemplated
Given any values at all, 1t lies 1n the nature of values that
they must be related as higher and lower Values may con-
ceivably be transvalued, ‘perverted’ indefinitely, but any
such transvaluation, however complete, leaves the value rela-
tion as such untouched . [839] One may admit the rela-
tive and contingent character of all values and yet there are
essentials or principles of value that are true no matter what.”
Just as the value judgment 1s logically prior to all truth
judgments or judgments of fact, so is the value category
ontologically prior to all categories of being Value tran-
scends all forms of metaphysical being Only the transcend-
ence of value, Professor Urban argues, can render significant
the 1dea of cvolutionary progress The essence of time, he
holds, consists in the “inalienable difference” between the
transcendent objective, that which ought to be, and the actual
achievement which resembles the 1deal m some degree. There
18 an 1ntransitive relation between value and being such that
“while 1t 15 possible to reduce truth and existence to value,
the converse reduction 1s not possible” (Intelligible World,
p 164) That 1s to say, though value and being are 1nsepa-
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rable, they are not to be 1dentified. In the last analysis, the
transcendence of value implies that value is primarly a
direction of becommng which transcends all forms of being
and directs their evolution and progress Though value 1s
inseparable from being, both logically and ontologically, 1t
1s nevertheless beyond all essence and existence, and 1s, as it
were, their final cause. -

Professor Urban finds a suggestion of his theory of the
transcendence of value in the Platonic Idea of the Good
Thus he writes (Intelligible World, p 130) . “In a sense 1t
means but the restoration of the original and in 1ts essentials
imperishable msight of Plato, namely, that ‘value is the
highest and last object of science’ and that it 1s ‘from value
that objects derive the gift of being known’ and finally that
‘value far from being identical with actuality or existence
transcends 1t in digmty and power’” Later he adds (p
353) “The value that 1s thus appreciated and acknowledged
must be conceived as the cause of the existence of something,
that 1s, that the values are effective in reality The cause must,
moreover, be effective by reason of 1ts value ”

Looked at historically, Professor Urban’s metaphysics of
value appears to be in fundamental agreement with the Pla-
tonic tradition Plato had maintammed that the ideas were
forms absolutely perfect in therr kind and were not to be
1dentified with actually existing things The 1deas were more
perfect than the existing things which derived what reality
they had from participation in these eternal, umversal forms
Moreover, Plato postulated 1deas of value, such as the idea of
the beautiful and the just, which he distinguished from ideas
of natural objects and numbers. The 1dea ef the good he
concerved as transcending all other 1deas and as 1 some sense

.their cause Those modern idealists and phenomenologists
who, like Scheler and Hartmann, postulate a distinct realm
of values are in truth but adding footnotes to the doctrine of
Plato Professor Urban, however, does not postulate a realm
of values other than the realm of essences He only utilizes
the Platonic 1dea of the good as the ultimate value objective
which 1s the transcendent cause of all being, and all degrees
of value.
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The full significance of Professor Urban’s nsistence upon
the ultimate priority and externality of the value category
15 shown by his early refusal to accept the logical validity of
the ontological proof for the ‘existence of God which is based
on the identity of absolute value and being In his first book
on Valuation Its Nature and Its Laws publhished more than a
quarter of a century ago, he writes (p 427) : “As the critics
of the Ontological proof have clearly seen, the proof of the
truth or existence of the 1dea of the perfect being, adds noth-
ing to 1ts reality In the mtrinsic appreciation of the mean-
mg of the demand or postulate of such a being, whatever
reality 1t has 1s already involved Its central place mn the
spiritual life, 1its value must guarantee 1ts reality, and the
attempt to translate such ultimate reality mto the subords-
nate concepts of outer existence and truth, can certainly add
nothing to that reahity and may even by falsely interpreting
the presupposition of reality, lead to error and unreality.”

Urban, like Moore, mawntains that the external vahdity of
the value ideal s not wncreased by the attribution of exist-
ence, or by 1fs realization m any form of being, cven though
that bewng be God Because of this separation of value and be-
g, value w described as an wndefinable regulative objective
lackwng all determinatc content and quite com patible with any
exwstential order of nature Urban and Moore differ, however,
masmuch as the former attiibutes to the value category a real-
ity superior to that of all forms of essence and existence,
whereas the latter (Moore) 1s concerned only with the logical
autonomy of the value quahty but does not grant it any
superior ontological status.

6 JOHN DEWEY AND THE PRAGMATIC THEORY
OF VALUE.

TueE full significance of the normative theories of value ecan
be best appreciated by contrast with the pragmatic theory
of Dewey. In general 1t may be said that the latter adopts
a temporal point of view in opposition to the eternal, a priori
view of the normative axiologists

Professor Dewey (in common with Whitehead) has postu-
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lated the primacy of process or becoming Time is of the
essence of things, there 1s no static, eternal being History is
not ultimately cyclical as the Greeks held, 1t is rather, on 1its
cultural side at least, fundamentally creative and progres-
stve Man 1s capable of discovering ever new intellectual
horizons and of achieving increased control over the forces
of nature if only he dares to wonder and seek In brief, Dewey
regards all truth and culture as temporal in origin and
validity

The 1dealists and rationalists on the other hand, following
the tradition of the Platonists and Scholastics, allow time a
secondary role They make a sharp distinction between the
cternal and temporal. Just as being 1s prior to process or
becoming so 15 the eternal prior to the temporal. With refer-
ence to truth and value this implies that all truths and values
discovered (mnot created) by human reason have an eternal
origin and vahdity which 1t 1s possible to establish a prion

In developing his theory of value, Dewey was fully aware
of the conflict between his temporal, experimental attitude
and the a prior1 phenomenological method of the Platomsts
and Neo-Kantians Thus in his chapter on “Expermmentation
in Moral Theory” (Modern Library edition of works entitled
Intellgence wn the Modern Mind, p 775) ° he writes: “To
assume the existence of final and unquestionable knowledge
upon which we can fall back in order to settle automatically
every moral problem involves commitment to a dogmatic the-
ory of morals The alternative method may be called exper:-
mental It implies that reflective morality demands observa-
tion of particular situations rather than fixed adherence to a
prior1 principles . . [p. 783] On this basis all ends are
ends-in-View, they are no longer 1deal as characters of being,
as they were i Greek theory, but are the objects of conscious
mtent

On the other hand, Dewey 1s also opposed to a purely
psychobiological theory of value in which value 1s defined m
terms of actual satisfactions or fulfilment of desire. He dis-

5 John Dewey, Intelhgence 1n the Modern Mwmnd, edited by J Ratner
(Modern ILibrary Giant Series New York, Random House, 1989) Re-
printed by courtesy of Modern Library
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tinguishes between the fact of satisfaction or enjoyment and
the value or satisfactoriness of a particular object or activity.
In his essay on “The Satisfying and the Valuable” (quoted
from The Quest for Certainty, Modern Library edition, pp.
783—-784) he remarks “To say that something 1s enjoyed
18 to make a statement about a fact, something already in
existence, it 15 not to judge the value of that fact The fact
that something 1s desired only raises the question of its de-
sirability, i1t does not settle it . To declare something
satisfactory 1s to assert that i1t meets specifinble conditions It
15, 1n effect, a judgment that the thing ‘will do’ . That
1t is satisfying 1s the content of a proposition of fact; that it 1s
satisfactory 1s a judgment, an estimate, an appraisal. It de-
notes an attitude to be taken, that of striving to perpetuate
and to make recur.”

We see then that a judgment of value 1s according to
Dewey something regulative; 1t denotes that a certain liking
or enjoyment 1s to be striven for and that certain facts of
experience are to be expected. “Judgments about values,”
he concludes (Modern Library edition, p 707), “are judg-
ments about the conditions and the results of experienced
objects, judgments about that which should regulate the
formation of our desires, affections and enjoyments
[p 789] Even in the mudst of direct enjoyment there 1s a
sense of validity, of authorization which intensifies the enjoy-
ment There 1s soheitude for perpetuation of the object hav-
ing value which 1s radically different from mere anxiety to
perpetuate the feeling of enjoyment . [p-790] There is
no value without satisfaction, but there have to be certamn
conditions fulfilled to transform a satisfaction intog value ”

A value, that 1s to say, involves a judgment as to the true
nature of the enjoyment or experience to be derived from a
particular object The value judgment 1s an hypothesis to
be tested and confirmed by experience and not an a prior
eternal truth wlich must be acknowledged irrespective of
conscquences. Dewey 1s obviously opposed to the theory of
Urban and Moore that the value judgment 1s umque and is
to be distinguished from judgments of fact (see Dewey’s
latest work, Logiwc. Theory of Inquery, p. 179). According
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to Dewey, to say that anything “ought to be” 1s merely to
make a factual judgment whaich is regulative of future con-
duct

It 1s mteresting to note that both Dewey and the phe-
nomenologists mamntain that the validity of values 15 inde-
pendent of their present actual realization, but they do so
for contrary reasons For Dewey, a value mnvolves a judg-
ment that somethmg ought to exist or ought to be enjoyed
and hence constitutes a program for future activity For the
phenomenologists on the other hand, the assertion that some-
thing ought to be or 1s worthy to be, refers to a unique attri-
bute of worth and has no reference to future realization. The
value objective 1s sharply differentiated from all attributes
of bemng and becoming. According to Urban and Moore,
Dewey commits the “naturalistic fallacy” par excellence by
mamtaining that values are definable 1n terms of their practi-
cal consequences for man

Dewey’s humanistic conception of values 15 clearly illus-
trated by his interpretation of the idea of God; In his Com-
mon Faith (Modern Library Selections, p 1024) he argues
“These considerations may be applied to the idea of God
or to avoid misleading conceptions, to the 1dea of the divine
This idea 1s, as I have said, onc of 1deal possibilities unified
through imagmative realization and projection But this
1dea of God or of the divine 1s also connected with all natural
forces and conditions, including man and human association,
that promote the growth of the ideal and that further its
realization. We are m the presence neither of ideals com-
pletely embodied 1 existence nor yet of ideals that are mere
rootless ldeals, fantasies, utopras For theres are forces in
nature and society that generate and support the ideals.
They are further unified by the action that gives them coher-
ence and solidity It 1s this active relation between 1deal and
actual to which I would give the name ‘God ’ I would not 1n-
sist that the name must be given There are those who hold
that the associations of the term with the supernatural are
so numerous and close that any use of the word ‘God’ 15 sure’
to give rise to misconception and be taken as a concession to
traditional 1deas
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The above passage shows clearly that for Dewey all values
are simply ideals of human conduct and experience con-
structed by the imagmation and capable of realization 1n
nature A value 1s nothing but a temporal judgment as to the
means to be taken and the method to be pursued for the
satisfaction of the requirements of the individual and society,
and as such its validity depends on the consequences to which
it leads 4 value, wn brief, is a direction of becoming rather
than a principle of being There 1s no need therefore for sup-
posing that all the ideals conceived by man are actually
realized 1n some transcendent being who 1s absolutely perfect
as all philosophers of the great tradition have held. God is
only a name for those selected 1deals which man holds most
precious and m this sense God 1s the prinaiple of linmtation
(as He 15 for Whitehead) and the final cause of human con-
duct Like the deity of 8 Alexander, God 1s for Dewey an
1deal objective rather than an actual ens perfectissimum.
A religious man 15 therefore one who strives actively to realize
mn nature and socicty the highest 1deals of the time Dewey’s
argument 1s ‘opposed to that of Wilham James who, in his
Vareties of Religrous Experience, was disposed to acknowl-
edge the objective existence of God or of an absolutely per-
fect being because of the fruitfulness or value-for-life of the
religious experience

7. SPINOZA IN RELATION TO CONTEMPORARY
VALUE THEORY

So far as Spmoza’s metaphysics 1s concerned, 1t 1s evident
that 1t 1s radicglly opposed to the Neo-Kantian and phenome—
nological theonies of value which nvolve the separation of
value and being It should be noted, however, that the in-
separabihity of \a]uc and being 1s to be understood 1n two
distinct ways

In the first place, Spmoza’s acceptance of the ontological
proof for the existence of God 15 based on the postulate that
-value or perfection of essence 1s lagically prior to existence
and 15, as 1t were, its internal, efficient cause (See author’s
paper “Value and Reality in the Metaphysics of Spinoza,”
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Philosophical Remew, May 1936). “Perfection,” he argues
(1-11 schol ), ““consequently does not prevent the existence
of a thing, but establishes 1t , imperfection, on the other hand,
prevents existence and so of no existence can we be more sure
than of the existence of the being absolutely infinite or per-
fect, that 15 to say, God.” In brief, the ontological proof is
an attempt to demonstrate a prior: that actuality and eter-
nity of existence are inscparable from absolute perfection of
essence—a condition which holds only in the case of God or
the infinitely perfect being.

Secondly, so far as fimte things are concerned, value 1s
inseparable from actual power of being. That is to say, Sp1-
noza agrees with the Scholastics that essence and existence
of finite things are separable, but he imsists with them that
value 1s an attribute of actual essences (3—7) A thing 1s said
to be perfect in virtue of 1ts actual powers or functions and
things may be arranged in a hierarchical scale of being
accordance with the virtues or powers of activity which they
manifest In all cases of finite objects, the actual thing 1s
logically prior to the value which 1s attributed to 1t Perfec-
tion or value 1s an attribute of actual things and not vice
versa Perfection of essence so understood has no reference to
duration of existence (4—pref )

It should be observed, however, that this dynamic concep-
tion of value 15 quite compatible with a normative theory in
which the intrinsic vahidity of value essences 1s acknowledged
In fact Spinoza does admit that 1deas have a reality and per-
fection of their own independent of physical objects (2-7
schol , 3—explan after General Definition of Affects) Fur-
thermore, insofar as he admits the autonomy pf the intellect,
he also atfirms the mtrinsic validity of final causes or value
norms (see chap xv, § 1) Thus the separability of essence
and existence has a double meaning . It means first that the
actual essence or perfection of power 1s not measured by dura-
tion of existence in time but rather by excellence of function.
Value, 1n other words, 1s an attribute of finite things con-
sidered as actually existing, though 1t 1s 1n no way dependent
upon the length of their duration in time. Secondly, it means
that actual ideas mnsofar as they are conceived by a mind
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have an intrinsic perfection of their own independent of the
physiecal objects or activities to which they may refer. In
other words, Spmnoza will agree with the Platonists that uni-
versal 1deals have an mtrinsic a prior1 vahdity, they will
differ only as regards the ontological status of these value
norms For Spinoza these 1deas are actual only imnsofar as
they are conceived by an intellect and have no transcendent
status of their own independent of a mind

Spinoza’s dynamic doctrine of value may historically be
traced back to Aristotle The latter, as 158 well known, was
opposed to the Platonic separation of perfect forms or es-
sences from imperfect things Form and matter, Aristotle
held, were inseparable so far as natural objects were con-
cerned. This meant that the perfection of a thing was shown
by 1ts actual powers or functions and not by the mathemati-
cal perfection of 1ts formal structure On this basis, the good,
virtue, or value of anything consists 1n the exercise of its
actual powers and 1n the development of 1ts potencies. For
each thing to be and to act, 1s to enjoy the value of being

Aristotle, like Plato, distinguished different degrees of be-
ing m nature, but he did so for contrary reasons According
to Plato actual things were of different degrees of reality
because they conformed more or less approximately to the
structural or formal perfection of their 1deals. Aristotle, on
the other hand, distinguished the various degrees of being
empirically and without recourse to any transcendent realm
of perfect forms For example, nammate matter, vegetable
life, animal life, and intellectual activity constitute a scale
of being such that the higher form of being always includes
the functions of the lower form but has essential functions of
1ts own as well (Aristotler De Anima) Anstotle, however,
also acknowledged the intrinsic vahdity of final causes con-
sidered as the objectives of all activity An 1dea of the good
was for him the final cause of all animal motions

It 15 evident from this account that in 1dentifying value or
perfection with actual power of being, Spinoza was simply
following 1n the metaphysical tradition of Aristotle and the
Scholasties. It 1s noteworthy 1n this connection that the Aris-
totelian and Spinozistic dynamic theory of value finds 1its
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best modern expression 1 the writings of Whitehead—a fact
to which Professor Laird m his Idea of Value has previously
drawn attention In his Religrion wn the Making © Whitehead
writes (p 100) - “Value is inherent 1 actuality itself To be
an actual entity 1s to have a self-interest This self-interest 1s
a feeling of self-valuation, 1t 15 an emotional tone The value
of other things not one’s self is the derivative value of being
elements contributing to this ultimate self-interest. This self-
mterest 1s the interest of what one’s existence as 1in that
epochal occasion comes to It 1s the ultimate enjoyment of
being actual. . . But the actuality 1s the enjoyment and
the enjoyment 1s the experiencing of value ” And agamn (p.
103) : “There 15 no such thing as bare value There 15 always
specific value which 1s the created unit of feehng, arising out
of the specific mode of concretion of the diverse elements
These different specific value-feelings are comparable armd
their differences, and the ground for this comparability 1s
what 1s here termed value. Various occasions are thus com-
parable 1n respect of their relative depth of actuality Ocea-
‘sions differ 1n 1mportance of actuality ” Here we see that in
spite of the radical difference between Whitehead’s process
philosophy and Spinoza’s philosophy of bemg, they are n
agreement as to the identity of value and actuality of exist-
ence. If one substitutes the term “bemmg” for Whitehead’s
term “feeling” his statement becomes equivalent to the dy-
namic doctrine of Spinoza and Aristotle

Spinoza’s origmality consists 1n the pantheistic applhca-
tion of this dynamic theory of value By attributing all or
infinite power of being to God, he came to regard all fimite
things as modes of this absolutely perfect suhstance That 1s
to say, Spimoza like Plato came to maintain that actual, finite
things lacked 1n perfection of being as compared with an ab-
solute, a prior1 ontological standard. They differed only in-
sofar as Spinoza conceived the absolute standard of perfec-
tion 1n dynamic, Aristotehan terms rather than in structural,
mathematical terms Furthermore, God as conceived by Spi-
noza was absolutely infimte, whereas for Plato (and Ans-

6 A N Whitehead, Rehgion wm the Making (New York, Macmillan Co,
1926) Reprinted by permission of the Mecmullan Company, publishers,
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totle) all forms of perfection were finite. Again 1t is instruc-
tive to note that Whitehead 1n his Adventures of Ideas ™ (pp
330, 375) argues m accord with the Greek tradition and in
opposition to Spmoza and the Neo-Platonists when he main-
tamns that “all realization 1s finite and there 1s no perfection
which 1s the infinitude of all perfection. . All realization
of the good 1s finite and necessarly excludes certain other
types ”

Whitehead fecls compelled to regard the actual cosmos as
finite 1n order to account for the problem of evil Evil and
mmperfection, he msists, are something positive 1n nature,
they are not, as Spinoza holds, mere negations of bemng. A
thing 1s evil in relation to something else whose power of
perfection 1t destroys (a notion also employed by Spinoza
i his definition of the affect of pam, though he did not apply
1t to Jus metaphysics) , considered by himself as something
actual every thing 15 essentially good Hence Whitehead con-
cludes that it 1s 1mpossible even for God to conceive or create
an actual cosmos 1n which all possible forms of being are real-
1zed sumultaneously—a thesis which 15 the direct antithesis
of Spinoza’s (1-append ) An mfinite cosmos could not pos-
s1ibly constitute a harmony (in the Greek sense) and 1s there-
fore incapable of being actually realized T'o be actual or to
enjoy value 1s, Whitchead concludes, to be finite and tempo-
ral For Spmoza, on the other hand, to be actual or to enjoy
perfection in the truest sense of the word, 1s to be wfinate and
eternal

Spinoza’s pantheism necessarily led him to deny teleology,
1 nature as a whole, since the 1dentification of God with the
whole of being precluded the notion of a final cause or 1dea
of the good for the sake of wluch God might be Said to act
m creating finite things (1-33 schol 2) If God 1s the whole
of reality and value then it necessarily follows that there can
be no transcendent, external good beyond God for the sake
of which He acts Spimoza thercfore prefers the attitude of
the Voluntaiists who maimntamn that the essence of things

7 A N Whitehead, Adventures of Ideas (Cambridge Umversity Press,
1938) Quotations reprinted by permission of the Cambridge Umversity
Press, Cambridge
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produced by God depends entirely upon His will and not
upon any eternal truths which serve as archetypes.

With reference to fimte things, Spinoza denied teleology
since he held that each actual mode which followed from the
drvine perfection was necessarily perfect (1-33 schol 2). He
therefore opposed the Aristotelian thesis that there were uni-
versal forms or entelechies immanent 1n natural objects which
determined the course of their development toward a given
end Each thing, he argued, was by nature perfect and “to
say that nature sometimes fails or commits an error or pro-
duces imperfect things” (4—pref ) 1s to confusc a figment of
the imagimation with the actual nature of things (see chap
1x, § 6) Nevertheless, as we have shown throughout the
course of this work, he was able to construet a normative
ethics only by implicitly remtroducing the principles which
he professed to reject

Strange as it may seem, Spmoza’s nommalism and opposi-
tion to final causes even led him to the opposite extreme, that
15 to say, to the exclusion of all values from nature and being
(see chap 1x, § 6) Perfection and imperfection, he eventu-
ally argued, were nothing but constructs of the imagination
and did not pertain intrmsically to the actual essence of
things—a thesis which undermined his entire dynamic theory
of value

Spinoza’s nominalism and exclusion of values from nature
also had another cause, namely, the mechanistic physics
which he adopted Like Democritus, Lucretius, and Hobbes,
he regarded all finite things as combinations of particles of
matter endowed with the so-called primary qualities of figure,
size, and motion According to this mechanistic theory, the
values of” perfection, goodness, and beauty have no formal
status 1 the nature of things, values are tertiary qualities
attributed to things in accordance with their relations to the
human body (1-pref.) The relativity of human opinion as
to the things deemed good and evil, beautiful and ugly,
seemed to establish therr gencral contention In brief, once
all value attributes were excluded from physical nature, the
hedonistic, relationistic theory of value was a necessary con-
sequence
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Spinoza’s psychobiological theory of value finds its best
modern expression n R B Perry’s Theory of Value ® and
in J. R Reid’s Value Theory.? These writers, in agreement
with the mechanistic tradition, also define value as a mode of
feeling or desire produced 1n a subject by some external ob-
ject Ethical terms, they maintam, are descriptive of human
interests or are attempts to direct the interests of others. Both
the aforementioned writers quote with approval Spinoza’s
dictum (3-9 schol ) that “we neither strive for, wish, seek
nor desire anything because we think 1t good, but, on the
contrary, we adjudge a thing to be good because we strive
for, wish, scek or desire 1t ” In the last analysis, the modern
naturahsts hike their predecessors tend to regard value as a
kind of tertiary quality conferred upon an object by a sub-
Ject whose desire 1t satisfies.

To sum up The foregoing analysis reveals the confhicting
nature of Spimoza’s theories of value To begin with, we noted
that the ontological proof for the existence of God, which
forms the basic premise of the Ethics, rests on the postulate
that eternitysor necessity of existence 1s an attribute of the
essence of an absolutely perfect being Spinoza, that is to say,
argues from the nature of value to existence '° This union of
absolute value and eternity of existence 1s, we have seen,
directly contrary to the phenomenological theory of Urban
and Moore who separate the value category from that of
existence and therefore deny the validity of the ontological
proof !

8 R B Perry, General Theory of Value (New York, Longmans, Green
& Co, 1926)

9 J R Red, 4 Theory of Value (New York, Scribner’s Sons, 1938)

10 In the last Bnalysis, 1t may be said, the ontological proef 15 based on
a Platonic metaphysics, since Plato first made the perfection *of the forms
the source of actunlity of existence 1n things Perfection of essence is prior
to existence and 1s its formal cause It 1s no accident that the Scholastics
who followed in the Ansiotellan tradition have on the whole opposed the
ontological proof and mamntamned the primacy of actual being to perfection
On this pont see E Gilson, The Spirit of Mediasval Pkilosophy, chap hi,

55
P I1 I would note 1 this connection that there 1s an element of similarity
between Spinoza's ontological theory of value and the phenomenological
theory of Urban Both are agreed that value or perfection 1s, as 1t were, the
cause of existence They differ insofar as Urban continues to regard value
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Secondly, with reference to fimite things, Spinoza follows
the Scholastic tradition 1n regarding value or perfection as
an attribute of the actual essence or power of things. The
degree of value or perfection of essence enjoyed by actual
things has no reference to their power of existence or dura-
tion in time, though Spinoza argues contrarily insofar as he
identifies essence and the conatus to live (see chap m, § 2).
This theory we describe as dynamic 1n contrast to the norma-
tive, structural theory of the Platomists and phenomenolo-
gists Spinoza’s dynamic theory, we noted, was quite com-
patible with his implicit normative theory of value which
mvolves the intrinsic perfection of 1deas or modes of thought

And finally we observed that his mechanical physics, his
nommalism, and exclusion of final causes led him to argue
for a psychobiological theory of value which undermined his
metaphysical, dynamical theory

The importance of our study of Spinoza’s diverse theories
of value hes precisely 1n the evidence 1t affords as to the rela-
tion between one’s ontological presuppositions and his ulti-
mate conclusions concerning the sigmificance of‘moral values

The validity of our interpretation 1s corroborated by the
diversity of opinion among Spinozistic scholars as well as by
the fertility of his influence upon contemporary value theory
Modern naturalists such as Perry and Reid and evolutionary
philosophers such as S Alexander and Lloyd Morgan have
seized upon the psychobiological aspect of his thought Meta-
physicians Iike Whitehead (and formerly Bosanquet) have
stressed the dynamic nature of his value theory and the 1den-
tity of value and actuality And finally Platomzing philoso-
phers such as Santayana have made much pf the eternal
vahidity of conceptual value essences and their independence
of existing, physical objects Our contention throughout this
study has been that all these tendencies have a basis in Spi-

a5 something transcending existence or actual being, whereas Spmnoza like
St Anselm maintamns that actuality of existence 1s an intrinsle attribute of
ultimate or infinite value That 15 why, for Spinoza, value 15 ultimately
definable m term. of powers of existence, but it is not definable at all for
Urban Value, for Spinoza, 15 not separable from some form of belng For
Urban, bemng 15 not separable from value but the converse does not hold
(see Intellignble World, p 164)
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noza’s work, though they are not all compatible with one an-
other

Our comparison of Spinoza’s theory of value with those
of contemporary thinkers has revealed that, contrary to the
usual complaint about the utter confusion i current axi-
ology, the major 1ssues are clear and well defined On the
other hand, our survey also shows that modern axiology 1s,
for the most part, but “a new name for some old ways of
thinking » The only really original contribution 1s that of
the Neo-Kantians The others, 1t scems, are simply using a
new terminology to discuss the classical problems of meta-
physics and ethics The 1ssue then narrows down to this Is
one’s value theory ultimately inseparable from a specific
metaphysics or shall we say that the value category tran-
scends all metaphysical notions and 1s “beyond realism and
idealism”? Our study has shown that if one separates value +
from essence and existence, then values become purely formal,
regulative, and compatible with any conceivable order of
nature The question remains whether such a conception of
value really renders the world moie mtelligible to the human
mtellect and whether it provides an adequate criterion of
hhuman virtue and happiness Spinoza’s answer, we may be
sure, would be i the negative, since lus Ethucs 1s dedicated_
to the proposition that idenls of value must be 1n accord with
a scientific knowledge of the actual order of nature and that
God as the consummation of value and being 15 the source of
all human intelligibility and felicity.
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remorse, 200-1, on regret, 201-2, on
envy, 206-6, on control of passions,
204-35, and theory of intwtion,
290-91, 349, on relation of body and
soul, 872-78, 374, 1n dynamic tradi-
tion, 379
Desirability, 427
Desire, definition of, 86, as principle
of mertia, 87, active cause, 104-5;
relation to joy and sorrow, 106-11,
“distinct from will, 116-17, contrary
to fortitude, 184, relation to sor-
row, 185-89, imitation of affects of
desire, 210-16, excessive affects of,
216-19, as contrary to sorrow, 221,
ncludes averwion from contrary
evi], 223, triple analysis of modes of
desire, 229-30, accidental contrary
affects of desire, 232-33, prunacy of
desire, 242-43, dominant desire,
810-11, and habit, 314, has no con-
trary, 388, positive desires and
character, 389, ynconscious desire,
390 See also Conatus
Desparr, 195-96
Despondency, 215
Determinism, cosmic, 300
Devotion, 158
Dewey, John, on pragmatie theory of
value, 425-29
Dickens, Charles, 223
Dictates of reason, 338
Dionysius, the Areopagite, 169
Disagreement, two sources of, 143-
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Disappointment, 198, 312

Disgust, 224

Disparagement, 214

Disposition, of body and mind, 224

Diversity, of nature, 145

Dodge, R, 382

Doubt, 190, 196

Drunkenness, 217

Dualism, 1n conception of human na-
ture, 282, dualistic, estimablion of
good and evil, 84, theory of n-
stincts, 897, 406, metaphysical
dualism of Freud, 402-3

Duff, R A, 405

Dunham, J H, 379n

Duns Scotus, 146

Duration, and eros, 99, and perfec-
tion, 264, completeness of duration
and happmess, 343, and eternity,
357 See also Tine

Dynamic, forces, 320, substance s,
369, aspect ot Spinoza's psychol-
ogy, 376-83, prineiples, 404

CONOMIC system, 407
Education, 204, 327, 413

Ego, 399, super-ego, 400, 403, empire
ical ego, 400, ego nstinct, 406

Egocenine, reference 1n praise, 208,
reference of adequate 1deas, 257,
reference of virtue, 278

Egolsm, 431, 332

Finstein, Albert, 301

Electrical, theory, 369

Emotion See Aftect, James-Lange
theory, Passion

Empedodes, 399

Empinesm, 375

Empiriasts, 379

Emulation, 210 .

End See Cause final, Value, Motion,
Lafe

Ens Perfectissimumn See God

Ens rationis, 270, 273

Entelechy, 46, 434

Lnvirqament, 1ndividual 1n relation
to, 111, adaptation of organism to,
116, social, 413

Envy, and envious, 143, 205

Epicurus, 13; epicurean, B5

Epistemology, 16, 26, epistemolog-
ical, 27, 28, 29, 288, 289, 350, 379
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I'ros, Platonic, 869, as love-life in-
stinct, 396-98, as impulse to unity,
899, 1dentity of eros and logos, 402

Essence, and existence, 97-99, desire
as essence, 1004, God as cause of
essence and emstence, 119-21, sub-
jective and objective, 137, 141n,
separability of essence and exist-
ence, 430-31

Eternal, being, 358, nature of intel-
lectual love, 362, and infinite, 433

Eternity, and tune, 857, and immor-
tahity, 363, as abstraction from
time, 369

Ethies See Cosmological, Normative,
Social

Events, and matter, 369

Evil, as apparent, 8, defimtion of,
107, as argument for finite cosmos,
433, as negation of bemng, 433 See
Good

Ivolution, theory of, 151, 263, 368,
416, 417, of lhife, 897, emergent, 359

Evolutionary, method, 399, 403, prog-
ress, 423

Evolutionists, and temporal process,
J71

Exemplar, of human nature, 272-73,
274, 343

Fxcessive See Affects

Excommunication, 413

Esxistence See Essence, Perfection,
Duration

Iixpectation, 199

Experience, 378, 391, 395, 427 See
Knowledge of first kind

Expression, of emotion, 384-85

FExtension, attribute of See Attri-
bute, Mode

Uxternal See Cause, Vahdity

T xtrinsic See Intrinsic

ACT See Value, Meaning, Inter-
pretation

Faculty, no absolute, 126

Faith, 1, 15, 291

Fallncy Se¢e Genetie, Naturalstie,

Normative

Faraday, Michael, 369

I*ate, 352

Favor, 207

Fear, 190-91, of shame, 209
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I'echner, G T, 875, BB2

Feeling, and perception, 161, and
bodily changes, 383-85

Felicity, 336, 337, 437

Fictitious, 1deas, 247, faculties, 126

Finite, contrast with nfinite, 122,
known through infinite, 122, finite-
ness and negation, 135, and infinite
perfection, 261, and the real, 368,
things lack 1n perfection, 432, all
realization as, 433, value as attri-
bute of things finite, 436 Ses¢ In-
finite, Mode

Fluctuations, of the soul, 190 Ses
Vacillation

Forces, efficient, 220-21, conflict of, 1n
human soul, 231, force of passions,
23942, social, 320-21

Forgetfulness, 393

Fortitude, 305, 308-10, 316

Fortune, 298

France, Anatole, 367

Free Sece Cause, Man

Freedom, political, 300, of thought,
412-13

Freedom, of will, 122-28, and repent-
ance, 203, 10 God and man, 299, and
praise and blame, 321-26, as 1llu-
s10n, 321

Friendship, 154, 296 .

Freud, Sigmund, 38G, 387, 394, on
metapsychology, 394-407

Frustration, 889, 390, 406 See Ag-
gression

Function, conative and cognitive, 117
See Cause, efficient and finai

ALILEAN, law of inertin, 14,
theory of self-preservation, 359
Galileo, 9 n
Generosity, 305
Genetic, fallacy, 9
Gilson, E , 136, 146, 334, 435n
Glory, 209
God, 1dentity of will and intellect n,
117-21, unity of God and order of
nature, 130, 184, intellectual love
of God, 173, as free cause, 254-55,
298, perfection of God’s will and
intellect, 268-69, as source of m-
tuitive knowledge, 284-93, as sum-
mum bonum, 334-35, and idea of
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the good, 384 ; intuitive love of God,
349-54, does not reciprocate love of
man, 355, as 1deal in Alexander and
Santayana, 360-61, in Whiteherd
and Alexander, 370-71, as imma-
nent and transcendent, 414-15,
Dewey’'s conception of, 428-29,
Spinoza’s conception of, 432-33,
and problem of evil, 433, and tele-
ology, 433-34, as consummation of
vulue and being, 437 See also Onto-
logical proof, Value, and Perfec-
tion

Goethe, Wolfgang, 414

Good, definition of, 106, tree of
knowledge of good and evil, 150,
1dea of, and love, 165, 170, 172, idea
of, and excessive affects, 218-19,
positive, 242, transcendent, 335,
433, the 1dea of the, 849-64, the
true, 409, meaning of, m G E
Moore's value theory, 418-18

Gratitude, 211

Grief, 75

ABIT See ChaTracter, Desire,
Hallett, H F, 4, 5, 12, 88

Hambhn-Smith, W, 404

Hamilton, Sir W, 375

Happiness, and self-preservation,
437-10, and complete lLife, 340-43,
110, self-preservation as condition
of, 843, as self-satisfaction, 347-49,
as Joy of eternity, 357, as hibera-
tion from body, 394 See also God,
Sumrmnum bhonum, Spinoza, Stoics,
Thomas Aquinas

Harmonious, synthesis in order of na-
ture, 136

Harmony, of oppdsites, 4, 1n order of
nature, 30, 184, whole of nature as,
150, of infinite modes, 361, God as,
370, preestablished, 373, cosmos as,
433 S¢e also Agreement

Hartley, David, 374, 379

Hartmann, N, 420, 424 ™

Hatred, 160, 182, 226

Hebrew, 119, 121, 359, 406, 417

Hecher,J F, 9

Hegel, G F W, 9,135, 297, 422

Heraclitus, 110, 135

Herbart, J F, 875
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Herndon, Willlam, 301

Hertz, £, 801

Haerarchy, of virtues, 819, of forms,
871 See Being, Perfection, Virtue

Hilarty, 75

Hindus, 387, 405

History, of 1deas, 10, 11, as progres-
sive, 426

Hobbes, Thomas, 13, on primary pas-
slons, 70-71, on conatus and mo-
tion, 90-93, on good and evil, 107,
on wonder, 159, 160, on love and
desire, 161, on covetousness and
ambition, 218, on origin of state,
327, on )justice, 328, on human
felicity, 830-37, 367, on biological
naturalism, 340, on life and mind,
372, mn empirical tradition, 379, on
state of nature, 411-12, and mech-
anistic physics, 434

Honestas, 405

Hope, 190-91

Horror, 158

Hudde, J, 278

Human nature, mutability of, 103-4,
and self-contitiriety, 1360-41, exem-
plar of, 272-73 .

Humaneness, 212, 305

Humuanistic, 415

Hume, David, 379

Humulity, 215, 216

Husserl, E, 420

Huxley, T I, 151

DEA, of 1dea, 27-28, mund as 1den
of hody, 58, 236, 380, perfection of

ideas, 246-49 Kee Adequute, In-
adequate

Idealism, 317, 415

Idealist, 417 .

Ideatum &Ser Adequate ideas and
causes, Idea, Agreement

Identity, of object of desne and aver-
sion, 223, of theoretical and prac-
tical virtue, 281-82

Ignggance, and inadequate 1deas, 31,
or avidya in Hindu philosophy, 387

Tgnorant man, 297

Illusion, of ethies, 272, as maya 1n
Hindu philosophy, 387, of religion,
403

Images, association of, 224-25, and
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error, 248; and concepts, 253

Imagnation, a5 inadequate cause of
inadequate 1deas, 35-838, and
strength of affects, 237-38, power
of intellect over, 244-48, agreement
of intelleet and, 252-56, of God,
254-55

Lmitation, as source of contrary af-
fects, 225-26, as social force, 320
See also Affects, Desire.

Immanence, 122, 852, 414, 415 Ses
God

Immediate, expression of divine
power, 122, Immediacy, mediacy,
and divine causalty, 262-63 See
Inturtion

Immortality, and union with God,
176, Platonic and Aristotelian
theories of, 358, and reward of vir-
tuc, 862-68, extrinsic relation of
virtue and, 362, intrinsic relation
of virtue and, 365

Imperfection, as basis of disagree-
ment, 135 See Perfection, Nega-
tion, Privation

Impudence, 209

Impulse, of hunger and love, 406, ag-
gressive, 406 See Conatus, Will,
Desire

Inadequate 1deas and causes, 26, 30-=
45, madequate knowledge and sor-
row, 187 See¢ Adequate

Inchination, 180-82 See Aversion

Indefinable See Value

Indefinite See Conatus, Self-preser-
vation

Indeteiminate,
boundless, 387

Indignation, 207

Individuals, contrary, 222

Inertia, of life and death, 898 See
Conatus

Infinute, and the real, 387, and the
actual, 433 Se¢e Finite, God, Per-
fection

Innate, forms of ability, 111, prop-
erties of reason, 330, knowledge,
358, 378

Insamty, 391, 393

Instincts. in James and Spinoza, 112-
15, Freud's theory of, 395-96

Institute of Human Relations, 406

matter, 369, 396,



446

Intellect, as cause of adequate 1deas,

Intuition,

35-38, active autonomy of, 61-62,
246, as source of agreement, 148-
51, community of human and di-
vine, 151-53, as dry hght, 81, 162,
as source of social harmony, 153-
54, powers of, 227-29, 231, 244-48,
and control of passions, 252, agree-
ment of mmagination and, 252-56,
no parallelsim between affections
of body and, 256, freedom and au-
tonomy of, 297-98, the summum
bonum and activity of, 343-47, self-
preservation of, 547

Intellectual See Affects, Love, Vir-

tue, Intuition

Intelligible world, 422
Interaction, of body and mind, 54,

236, 873, of intellect and passions,
252

Interest See Community, Agreement,

Value

Internal Se¢e Cause
Interpretation, scientific method of,

2-9, 8, casuistic method of, 3, 8,
allegorical, 150 See Meaning

Intransitive, relation, 423
Introspection, Ji7
Intrinsie, and extrinsic agreement of

1deas with objects, 26, 2§, and ex-
trmsic criterion of actions and pas-
sions, 41-44, 257, intrinsic agree-
ment of body and soul, 58, 61, -dif-
ferences among modes, 133, and
extrinsic unmion between subject
and object of love, 177, and ex-
trinsic power of intellect, 245,
mtrinsic power of man, 310, 1intrin-
sic relation of happiness and vir-
tue, 363, relation of man and God,
365, intrinsic good, 409, 418, -va-
hdity, 410; -value, 417, 418, -per-
fection of 1deas, 431 See also Ade-
quate and Inadequate
intellectual, 284-93, 380-
81, and self-satisfaction, 347-49,
and 1ntellectual vision, 849-52, and
time, 357, and eternity, 364

Intuitive See Love, Knowledge
Irrational, functions of soul, 23, 62,

torces, 387, and unconscious, 394

Iirationahty, 415
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AMES, William, on emotions and

instinets, 114-15, on nature of
emotion, 883-84, BB6, on existence
of God, 429

James-Lange theory, 883-86, 404
Jealousy, 191, 226

Jehova, 97

Jew, 220

Jewish National Home, B01
Joachim, H H, 12, 16

Joy, as stronger than sorrow, 230-

37 See Pleasure

Judgment See Fact, Value
Jung, C G, 891
Justice, as convention, 328, as per-

taining to essence of mund, 329-30

ANT, Emmanuel, 15, 132, 136,
316, 379, 383, 420-21

Knowledge, grades of, and perfec-

tion, 274-75, of the second kind,
284, of the third kind, 285-93, self-
knowledge through God, 311, vir-
tue and, 314, selt-satistaction and
intuitive, 347-48, of universals, 878,
ot tact und value] 421

AIRD, J, 12, 432
Lange, Georg, 383-86

Language, and names, 195, and cus-

tom, 230

Lashley, K S, 382
Laughter, 158
Laws, ot becoming, 14, ot reason,

149, special laws ot Ged, 151, of
evolution, 151, of mind, 235, ot
extension and motion, 235, ot hu-
man nature alone, 277, or dictates
of reason, 300, 412, punishment
and civil, 324, ¢t intellect und nn-
agmmdation, dJdo6, 248, natural laws
ot mnd, 474-75, law ot eftect, 445,
Weber's law, 476, universal laws
ot pund, 4i8, common laws ot
stute, 412

Leibnitz, G, 40, 373-74, 476, 979
Leonardo da Vinel, 405
Leoue lubreo (ulso Leo Hebraeus),

164, 179, 348, 361-62

Liberation, from temporal existence,

17, 394

Libido, 112, 113, 218, 899, 401, 406
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Life. See Conatus

Lancoln, Abrahem, 301-2

Loathing, 224

Locke, John, 874

Logic, of emotions, 387, of coopera-
tion and exclusion, 19

Logical-Posrtivists, 422

Logos, 151, 402, 4038

Lotze, H, 379

Love, definition of, 160-67, natural,
sensitive and 1ntellectual, 168-72,
nature of union between sub)ect
and object of, 175-78, reciprocal,
211, meretricious, 218, and desire,
242, classification of objects of,
348-49, or eros as primary emo-
tion, 990, secondary role of love in
Spinoza, 390, cosmic, 399, narcis-
stic, 399, of the 1deal, 400, sensu-
ous and intellectual, 401, primacy
of love in Freud and Scholastics,
400, in Schopenhauer, 400, 401

Love, intellectual, in Descartes and
Spinoza, 165-67, origin of, accord-
ing to St Thomas, 169-70, origin
of, accordingsto Spinoza, 172-74,
mtellectual self-love, 173, of Ggd,
173, inconsistent with definition of
love, 174, 1n L.eone Kbreo, 179,
dominance of Intellectual love over
passions, 251, of God as highest
virtue, 319, intellectual love of
God and self-love, 349-54; the
temporal and eternal nature of,
354-G2, mtransitive nature of di-
vine love, 355, reciprocal nature
of divine love in Hebrew-Christian
fradition, 359, as rational force,
415

lovejoy, A O, d1

Lucretius, 13, 44

Lust, 218, 401 See Litido

MACCURDY, R, 405

MecDougall, Wilham, 382

MuJune, and natural automaton, 60

McKeon, Richard, 5, 6, 9, 12, 16

Maimonides, Moses, 3, 8, 9, 119, 121,
122, 3859, 366

Man, natural, 294-95, social, 295-96,
free, 126, 206-97, 300, 297-98, dig-
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ntty of, 302, free man and bad
faith, 317, common man and re-
pentence, 324

Marriage, 401

Martineau, J, 9, 111

Marx, Karl, 9, 407

Masochism, 396, 406

Materialistic, pmlosophy of Freud,
394, theory of development, 395

Meathematical method, 1, 12-13, 376

Matrimony, 218

Maxims of hfe, 312-14

Maxwell, Clerk, 369

Mean, 229, 230, right mean, 317

Meaning, and truth, 2, 3, 4, 8, of
words and nature of things, 194-
95, 202, communication of mean-
ing and value, 422

Meaningless, nature of value judg-
ment, 422

Meens See Good

Mechanism, mind as, 377 See Au-
tomaton, Spintual automaton

Mediate, knowledge, 285 Ses Intui-
tion

Menong, A, 420

Melancholy, 75

Memory, 379, 391

Mental, and unconscious, 391, dis-
ease, 303, therapy, 894 See Af-
fects, YL.aws, Mind

Mercy, 305

Ment, 928

Metaphysics, and concept of cona-
tus, 93-94, 96, mechanistic, 115, of
value, 424 See Causality, Monistic,
Duelisin, Metapsychology, Value

Method See Mathematical, Phe-
nomenological, Interpretation, Ge-
netic fallacy, Naturalistic fallacy,
Normative fallacy *

Mill, James, 379

Mind, equal status of body and, B8,
59, as objective essence of body,
59, as passive, 60, 61, changmg
disposition of, 224, interaction of
body and, 235, parallelism of body
and, 252, ambiguity of parallelism
of body and, 380, as combmation
of 1deas, 380 See alvo Dynamic
and structural aspects of psychal-
ogy, 378-83,
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Minorities, persecution of, 154

Mockery, 803

Mode, essence of, 94-95, determina-
tion of, 124, temporal and eternal
order of, 136, perfection of, 261-
62, 268-69, mnfinite, of motion and
rest, 869 See Attribute, Conatus,
will

Moderation, virtues of, 318-19

Modesty, 228

Monism, 370, 1rrational, 402, 403
See Agreement, Metaphysics

Monishie, aim of 1nstincts, 397, meta-
physics, 414 See Causahty

Moore, G F, on naturalistic fallacy,
418-19, and Urban, 422, 425, and
Dewey, 427, on separation of value
and existence, 435

Moore, J S, 875

Moral See Virtue, Character

Morality, as social product, 295

Morgan, Lloyd, 362, 436

Moses, 9, 151

Motion, and rest as infinite modes,
369 See Conatus, Contrary affects

Muller, Johannes, 375, 376, 382

Murphy, G, 375

Mysticism, and mystical, 178-79,
282, 299, 399, the mystic, 415

ARCISSISM, 406, narasstic,
399

Naturs, naturans, 124, naturata, 124

Natural, night, 300, social virtues,
329-30 See Man, Social, Virtue

Naturalhism, 262, 415

Naturalistic, three meanings of, 414

Naturahistic fallacy, 417, 418-19

Nature, ordgr of, 30-36, unity of,
130-36, power of, 239-42, divine
order of, 367

Necessary, 1deas, 244-45, equivocul
meaning of term, 298 See Cause

Necessity, 402 See¢ Freedom of will,
Adequate ideas, Laws

Negation, and unperfection, 135, and
madequate 1deas, 247, of will, 396,
of action, 416, and evil, 433 See
Evil, Imperfection, Finite

Negative, efforts due to reason, 186-
87
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Neo-Kantians, 419-20, 422, 426, 429,
437

Neo-Platonic, theory of causality,
17, theory of intellect and intellec-
tual love, 179, theory of knowl-
edge, 289

Neo-Platonism, 13

Neo-Platonists, on priority of knowl-
edge of Gad, 287, 291, on infimite
perfection, 433

Nero, 189

Neuroses, 390, 394, 403

Newton, Sir Isaac, 374

Nietzsche, F, 199, 408, 416-17, 422

Nirvana, 396, 405

Nisus, 369

Nobility, 417

Nominalsm, 146-47, and perfection,
269-71, nominalistie, 376

Nominalists, 379, 434

Norm, of affects, 218-19, of human
character, 409 See¢ Final Cause

Normative, fallacy, 9 See Value
theory

Northrop, F § C, 14

Notion, particular and general, 26D

¢+ Se¢ Common, Nominalismn, Notion

BEDIENCE, 317
Objective, 1n phenomenology,

420, value as ultimate, 422, 423,
425, s regulative, 426, ideal, 429

Ob)ective, essence See Essence

Occaslonalists, 374

Occult, form, 171

Ockham, William of (also Occam),
146

Oldenburg, Henry, 153

Ore, the, 415 ‘

Ontological, proof, 287, 425, 429-30,
436 See God, Perfection, Bemng

Opposites, logical, 230

Order, of intellect and imagmation,
253, different orders of nature,
867, of nature as intrinsically’ tem-
poral, 369, of nature and status
of value, 423, 425, 437 See also
Nature, Law

Origin, of man, 151, and worth, 417

Original, sin, 308

Over-estimation, 214
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AIN, definition of, 75; due to In-
ternal cause, 80, value of, 82-85
See also Pleasure, Sorrow
Palestine, 801
Pantheism, 887, 433, pantheistic, 414,
432
Paradox, of will and intellect, 127,
psychological, of belief in deter-
minism, 800, of Freudian metapsy-
chology, 403
Parallehism, on lack of, between phys-
1cal and mental virtue, 293 Sed
Mind, Attribute, Agreement
Parmemdean, theory of being and

time, 358

Particular Se¢e Nominalism, Real-
ism, Will

Passion 8re Affect, Love, Desire,

Descartes, Stolics

Pegce, 154

Perfection, as basis of agreement,
135, of 1deas, 246-49, 261, on n-
sepurabiity of perfection and
reality, 201-62, and causalty, 262-
63, and duration, 264, and com-
pleteness and purpose, 265-66, and
the efficient und final cause, 26-
69, and nominalism, 269-71, and
the three grades of knowledge,
274-75, identity of perfection, vir-
tue and power, 276-78, mtuitive
knowledge and infimte, 284, de-
grees of, 292, happiness and high-
est, J43, 1deal of, 410, ay construct
of imagination, 434 See Tixemplar,
Bemg, Power, Virtue, God

Perfidy, 317

Peripatetics, 51-52

Perry, R B, 4.‘25, 436

Pharaoh, 97

Thenomenological, method, 420, 426,
405

Phenomenologists, 428

Phylogenetie, development, 398

Physical See Automaton, Virtue,
Thws

Physies, and conatus, 96; mechanical,
221, mecheanistic, 434

Physiology, 373, 386

Physiwological, psychology, 878, 382;
processes, 378, mechames, 384,
origin of mental disease, 398
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Piety, 305

Pineal gland, 285

Pity, 204, 226

Plato, on nature of soul, 45-46, on
virtue, 280-81, on knowledge and
power, 282, on the intellectual
ladder, 287; on primary virtues,
315, on )ustice, A28, on idea of
the good, 334, on virtue of body
and imntellect, 347, on reminiscence,
3568, on 1mmmortality of soul, 858,
on the finite, B70, on dynamic ac-
tivity of imtellect, 378, on recep-
tacle, 887, on irrational forces,
387, on the finite and the real,
387; on eros, 400, and duahstic
metaphysics, 402, on Logos and
God, 403, and theory of ideas, 424,
on degrees of reality, 431, on per-
fection of finite things, 432-33

Flatonie, defimtion of pleasure, B1,
notion of intellect and imagina-
tion, 252, theory of being and
time, 358, myth of creation of man,
406, 1dea of the good and ultimate
value, 424, mctaphysics and onto-
logical proof, 435n

Platonists, on univeisals, 269, 292,
on time, 426, on method, 426, on
V:I.l]dlty of 1deals, 431, on strue-
tural theory of value, 436

Pleasure, defimtion of, 75, due to
mnternal cause, 79-81, value of, 82-
85, relation to desire and sorrow,
106-11, imitation of affects of, 204-
10, ercessive affects of, 214-10, af-
fects of pleasure as virtues, 803-4,
as prior to desire, 381, as increase
of vitality, 885-86 See Affects, De-
sire, Love, Virtue »

Politeness, 212

Positive, something, as basis of false
and 1nadequate 1deas, 32-33, 248,
as busis of agreement in things,
141, as basis of diversity in things,
145, 1n adequate 1dea, 246, evil as,
433

Possible Sze Cause

Possibles, and choice, 123

Potency, 818

Potentiality, and freedom, 326, and
happiness, 343; and 1mperfection,
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Potentiality (continued)
868 Se¢ Transibon, Freedom of
will, and Cause, final

Power, of intellect, 227-29, of nature,
239-42, and perfection, 261, and
virtue, 276, 277-78, of reason, 278-
80, and knowledge, 282-83, moral
character and intrinsic, 810, desire
for, 337, physical and spiritual,
415, and will, 417

Practical, reason, 280-81, virtue, 262

Pragmatic See Value theory

Pragmatist, 409

Praise, definition of, 208, as social
force, 320-21, and freedom, 321-26,
unequal status of blame and, 322-23

Prayer, 302, 360

Prejudice, 214

Presence of mind in danger, 309

Priam, 341

Pride, 215

Primacy See Desire, Pleasure, Rea-
son, Value

Primary See Affect, Virtue

Privation, as nothing, 77, and pas-
sions, 142

Process, 370, 426

Process, philosophy, 370-T1 Se¢ Alex-
ander, Whitehead, Evolution

Progress, 262, 423

‘Property, 828, 330, or consequence,
163, 164, 167

Prophets, 1, of modern seience, 283

Psychie, energy, 891

Psychoanalysis, 382, 403 See Freud

Psychobiological See Value theory

Psychology, mechamistic foundations
of Spimnoza’s, 85, development of
motdern, 372-78, dynamic and struc-
tural aspects of, 378-83

Psychophysicel, determinmism, 386-
87 See Parallehsm, Mind, Free-
dom

Punishment, 863, 400

Purpose, and perfection, 265-66 Sce
Creation, Cause, final

Pusillanimty, 192

Pythagorean, 14

UALITY, and pleasure, 108-11,
goodness as, 354, and value,
418-19, logical autonomy of value-
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quality, 425, primary, 484, terti-
ary, 434
Quantity, of motion, 95, 96
Quantum, of sexual energy, 899
Question, factual, 13, of how one
ought to conceive the real, 421
Quintessence, 406

ATHBUN, Constance, 404, 407
Rationalism, 817, 403

Rationalist, 1, 379

Rationalization, 404, and frustration,
390

Realism, 146-47, beyond realism and
1dealism, 422, realist, 379

Reality, degrees of, 262, as ens ra-
tioms, 271, extrinsic relation of
perfection and reahty, 274, iden-
tity of perfection and, 274, value
and metaphysical, 419 See Perfec-
tion, Value

Reason, power of, 278-80, and sor-
row, 306-8, as tool of unconscious,
402, as primary, 403 See Intellect

Receptacle, 387

Reciprocation, of ewl, 325 See Love

Reflex, effects, 384

RUgressive, nature of instincts, 895,
497, 405-6

Negret, 194, 201-2

Regulative See Value judgment

Reid, Thomas, 874

Reid, J R, 435, 436

Rejoicing, 197-201

Relational See Value theory

Relations, contingent, 34, necessary,
244

Helativity, of judgment, 834, of good
and evil, 317, of social virtues, 376-
77

Religion, 314, 363, 1370, 403, 415, re-
hgious experience, 407

Remorse, 4, 197-201

Henaissance, 11, 13, 18

Renunciation, 808, 378

Repentance, 203

Repetition-compulsion tendency; 398

Hepression, of desire, 223

Revelation, historical, 15,
and scriptural, 291

Revolution, in moral theory, 408 Ses
Copernican Revolution

Reward, of virtue, 362-68, 411

natural
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Roscelin, 146
Roth, Cecil, 178
Royce, Josiah, 421

ADISM, 396, 406
Salvation, 369, 415, 417

Santayana, George, 9, 12, 360, 361,
995, 436

Savageness, 212

Scheler, M , 420, 424

Scholustics, the, 17, on nature of soul
and its affects, 6G-57, 59, on value
of pleasure, 83, on theory of mo-
tion, 100-1, on will and intellect,
89, 117, on freedom of will, 122,
on order of nature, 136, on realism
and nomunahsm, 146, on contrary
affects, 229-31, 232, and theory of
actions and passions, 266, and
theory of ereation, 263, on divine
perfection, 268, their notion of vir-
tue, 277, on virtue, 281-82, 342,
their ethics, 311, their defimtions
of particular virtues, 316; on self-
preservation, 317, on )justice, 328,
on supieme ggod of man, 344, 337,
338, 364, on virtue of body and
intellect, 3147, on intellectual 1dfve,
862-53, on rcward of virtue, 360,
on time, 369, 426, on mind, 374,
on lave, 490, on eros, 400, on un-
mortality, 405, on supreme good of
man, 410, on method, 416, on sepu-
rability of essence and existence,
430, on dynainic theory of value,
431, 436, versus ontological pioof,
495n

Schopenhauer, Arthur, 394, 396, 398,
400, 401, 402

Science See Method, Knowledge, In-
tuition

Scientific, method of interpretation,
2

Scorn, 158

Scriptures, 1-3

Self-contradiction, 137

Selfcontrariness See Swicide

Self-destruction, and death instinet,
400 See Swicide

Self-determined, 298

Self-love See¢ Intellectual love

Self-preservation, and reason, 279,
and absolute virtue, 817, as founda-
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tien of virtue and happiness, 840,
two meanings of, 347, 410

Self-sacrifice, 381

Self-satisfaction, 173, In relahion to
will, 174, and intention, 347-49 Se¢
Intellectual love

Self-sufficiency, 297, 308

Seneca, 139

Sensation, and intuition, 291

Sense-perception, 381

Shame, 209

Shamelessness, 209

Sheldon, W ¥, 19

Sin, 328

Slavery, 299

Sleep-walking, 391-92

Sobriety, 305

Soaal, forces, 320-21, relativity of
social virtues, 820-27, convention-
ality of social virtues, 327-28, nat-
ural social virtues, 829-30, respon-
sibilities of state, 331, contract,
412, environment, 413 Se¢e also Af-
fects, Agreement, Intellect, Man,
Value, Virtue

Society, democratie, 413

Socrates, 13, 297, Socratic ethics,
311, Socratic virtue of obedience,
317

Sophist, 328

Sorrow, gts relation to aversion, 1842
89, 1ts rclation to reason, 166, 189,
306, 308 See Pain, Affects

Soul See Mind, Affects, Forces

Spuce-time, 369-70, order, 423

Spearman, Charles, 14, 874-75

Spinoza, Benedict, on secientific
method of interpreting bible, 2-3,
soul as spiritual automaton, 23-24,
adequate 1deas and causes, 26-30,
madequate 1deas amd order of na-
ture, 30-35, affections of intellect
and imagination, 35-38, affects of
soul, body and intellect, 38-41,
criteria of actions and passions, 41-
44, on the soul and 1ts affects, 57-
Go, primary affects, 74-75, defini-
tion of pleasure and pain, 75-79,
intellectual pleasure, 79-81, value
of pleasure and pan, 82-85, defini-
tion of desire, 86-88, on conatus,
93-99, mechamstic theory of desire,
101-3, dynamic theory of desire,
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Spinoza, Renedict (conlinued)
104-6, 1nterrelation of primary af-
fects, 106-12, mstincts and emo-
tions, 112-15, conatus of intellect,
115-22, freedom of will, 122-28,
basis of agreement and conflict n
nature, 130-36, on human nature
and self-contrariety, 186-41, social
agreement and disagreement, 141-
45, realism and nommalism, 146-
47, on intellect as source of agree-
ment, 148-51, on community of
divine and human intellects, 151-568,
mntellectual source of social har-
mony, 153-54, classification of de-
rivative affucts, 155-66, status of
wonder, 157-60, defimtion of love
and hatred, 160-67, intellectual
love, 172-74, nature of union be-
twcen subject and object of love,
178-79, 1nclination and aver-ion,
180-82, aversion in relation to de-
sire and sorrow, 182-89, remorse
and repentance, 197-204, natural
contrary affects, 220-23, accidental
causes of contrary affects, 224-26,
intellect as contrury to passions,
227-29, accidental contrury affects
of desire, 232-33, cnticism of Des-
carles, 234-85, strength of passions,
236-37, strength of affects and 1m-~
agimnation, 297-39, force of pas-
sions and power of nature, 239-12,
strength of affects and primacv of
desire, 242-43, power of intellect
over 1magination, 244-48, conflict
of intellectual affecty and passions,
249-62, agrecment of intellect and
unagmation, 252-56, umty of af-
fects of intellect and 1magination,
250-58, inseparability of perfection
and reality, 2601-62, causality and
perfection, 262-63, perfection and

duration, 264, perfection, com-
pleteness and  purpose, 265-66,
perfection, the efficient and fi-

nal cause, 266-69, perfection and
nominalism, 269-71, the exemplar
of human nature, 272-73, perfec-
tion and the three grades of knowl-~
edge, 274-75, identity of virtue and
power of perfection, 276-78, hu-
man virtue and power of rcason,
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278-80, 282, knowledge and power,
2683, intellectusl mntwtion and the
highest wvirtue, 2684-93, physical,
moral and intellectusl virtue, 293-
94, virtue and the three grades of
character, 294-97, determimsm,
freedom and slavery, 297-300, 302,
the primary affects and the pn-
mary virtues, 803-4, the primary
mtellectual virtues, 804-5; rea-
son, sorrow and asceticism, 3806-
8, fortitude, courage and cau-
tion, 308-10, the forms of moral
character, 310-11, character and
habit, 311-14, umty of intellectual
virtues, 314-16, absoluteness of 1n-
tellectual virtues, 816-17, virtues
of moderation, 318-19, imitation,
praise and blame as social forces,
320-21, human freedom, praise and
blame, 321-26 , conscience and rela-
tivity of social virtues, 326-27, con-
ventionality of soeial virtues, 327-
28, the natural social virtues, 329-
30, egoism and altruism, 331-32,
self-preservation, and happiness,
347-40, happiness and completeness
fof hife, 340-43, activity of intellect
and summum bonum, 347-47, 1n-
tution and self-satisfaction, 347-
49, intuitive love of God and 1dea
of good, 349-54, the temporal and
eternal nature of intellectual love,
954-62, mmmortality and rewnrd of
virtue, 362-68, 1n relation to proc-
ess philosophy 368-71, as founder
of scientific psychology, A72-78 , dy-
namic and structural aspects of
his psychology, 878-83, anticipates
James-Lange thpory, 383, 8B5-86,
metapsychology of emotions, 386-
94, on love as pleasure, 400-1, on
marriage, 401, theory of moral
values, 408-11, theory of social
values, 411-13, cosmological ethics,
414-16, relation to contemporary
value theory, 429-87 ‘

Spiritual, automaton, 14, 23, 58, 372

Standard, absolute moral, 317, social,
326-27

State, of nature, 294-95, 412, civil,
295-96

Stewart, D, 375
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Stoics, on nature of soul, 49-52, on
value of affects, 54-85, source of
social agreement, 148, cosmic har-
mony, 150, cosmuc sympathy, 181,
control of passions, 284-35, theory
of imagmation, 256, on virtue, 281,
294, wise man, 290, freedom and
supreme good, 298, diseases of soul,
305, reason, sorrow and asceticisin,
806-8, theory of cardinal virtues,
815-16, Stoic rationalism, 317,
Stoic ethics, 325, suicide and hap-
piness, 339-40, reward and virtue,
866, divine order of nature, 367

Strength, of passions, 236-87, of
mind, 305

Structural, aspect of psychology, 378-
R}

Subject, and object of love, 175-78

Sublimation, 400

Subjective See Essence

Sub specie aetermitatis, 2, 285, 286,
857, 364

Substance, 368, as dynanue, 369, or
perfect bemng, 370

Sufficient See Cause, Self-sufficient

Suieide, 137-36, ?39, 388, 396

Summum bonum, 340, 343-47

Superman, 417

Supernatural, sanctions, 15, revela-
tions, 1, 415, God and the, 428

Superstition, 308

Survival, of fittest, 98, 408

Symbol, serpent as, 76

Sympathy, 181, 206

Syllogism, 283, 284

AGORE, Rabindranath, 415
Taylor, A K, 12, 81, 334

Teleology, 433-34

Temperance, 308 316

1emporal, process, 371, culture, 426
See 1.ove, Intuition, Duration

Testament, of Spinoza and Moses,
9, Old, 38, Old and New, 359 Ses
Adam

Tetans, Johann, Nicolas, 374

Thankfulness, 211

Theoretical Sse Virtue

Thomas Aquinas, Saint, on origin of
passions, 51, classification of pas-
swons, 69, 70, conatus, 88-90, order
of passions, 156-57, on real umon
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in love, 166, origin of love, 168-72;
virtue and power, 276-77, on Stolc
theory of cardinal virtues, 815-16,
human felicity and end of life, 338-
86, mtellectual love of God, 352,
reward of virtue, 366

Thorndike, E L, 375

Time, 367, us attribute of realty,
369, and eternity, 871, essence of,
423 Se¢s also Duration, Conatus,
Eternity, Existence

Timeless, joy of God, 357, intellec-
tual love as, 357, 358

Tiunidity, 191

Titchener, E B, 382

Titillation, 75

Transcendent Ses Good, God, Hap-
pness, Summum bonum

Transformation, of forms, 371

Transition, and potentiality, 76-78,
and 1ntellectual joy, 854-55 See
Pleasure

Transvaluation, of values, 408, 423

True See Adequate

Truth, eternal, 152, God as absolute,
291

Tschirnhaus, E ‘W von, 29

UGLY, relativity of the, 434

Unconsaous, mind, 40, desire,
390, as ndependent mental force,
391, due to body alone, 392, 393,
as force in conflict with the con-
scious, 394, kinds of, 394-95, in-
adequate 1deas and, 405

Under-estimation, 214

Understanding, as passive, 127, 379

Unknown, the Great, 870

Unuon, m love, 166-67, nature of, be-
tween subject and object of love,
175-78, of concepts with 1mages,
253, with God, 35244, of God and
nature, 414, of absolute value and
existence, 435

Unity, of doctrine, 1, cof divine 1n-
tellect, 152, of affects and 1magi-
nation, 256-58, of intellectual vir-
tues, 315-16, of body and mind,
877

Universal, notions, 269-70, norm, 272-
73, forms, 424 Ses Realism, Plato

Urban, W M, on primacy of value
category, 419-25, on value judg-
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Urban, W M (continued)
ment, 427, on ontological proof,
425, 4345n-36n

ACILLATION, of mind, 190-91,
225

Vanglory, 217

Validity, of universal good, 419, and
origin, 420, as a prior, 422, of
universal 1deals, 431, external, 433

Value, truth, 13, of pleasure and
pain, B2-85, social value of prase
and blame, 210, of modes of de-
sire and sorrow, 213, of hummbty,
216, therapeutic value of reason,
404, transvalustion of, 408, 417,
survival-value, 408, intrinsic, 417,
metaphysics and ethical, 419, cnte-
gory, 420-21, judgment, 421, 427,
Prof Urban’s general conception
of, 422; degrees of, 4238-24, tran-
scendence of, 423, inseparability of
being and, 423-24, separation of
being, existence and, 424, as n-
definable, 418, 419, 422, 425, and
fact, 421, 423, as direction of be-
coming, 429, exclusion of value
from being, 434, descnptive of hu-
man 1nterests, 435, 1n relation to
essence and existence, 437

Value theory, moral, 408-11, social,

' 411-13, origin of modern,' 416-17,
normative, 418-25, pragmatic, 425-
29, psychobwological, 426, 43¢, dv-
namic, 430, hedomstie, 484

Vedanta, philosophy, 387

Venera[mn, 158

Vengeance, 212

Virtue, identity of powcr, perfection
and, 276, power of reason and hu-
man, 278-80, identity of theoretical
and practical,- 282, and knowledge,
282-83, the highest, 284, 291-93,
physical, moral and intellectual,
203-94., and three grades of char-
acter, 294-97, prunary virtues and
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affects, 303-4, primary intellectual,
804-5, intellectual virtues and char-
acter, 310-11, unity of intellectual,
314-16, absoluteness of intellec-
tusl, 316-17, of moderaktion, 318-
19, hierarchy of, 319, happiness
and complete, 342, degrees of, 410

Vitalists, 111

Vitality, and sorrow, 242, and pleas-
ure, 3586

Volkmann, v Volkmar, 875

Voluntarism, 387

Voluntarist, 268, 433

Voluptuousness, 216

ATSON, John, 382
Weber, E H, 875, 376, 382

Weber's law See Law

Welik, Jesse W, 301

Whitehead, A N, 360, 368, 370-71,
425, 429, 432-33, 436

Whole, and part See Inadequate
ideas and Causes, A greement, Com-
munity

wid, J, 28, 272

‘Will, 1dentity with intellect, 116-22,
wdentity with mind®as a whole, 119,
#eedom of, 122-28, for umon, 163-
64, perfection of divine will and
inlellect, 268-69, to power, 417

‘William, of Champeaux, 146

Wise man, 308, 317, 323, 330, 365

Wolf, A, 4

Wolff, C, 374

Wolfson, H A, 6-8,9, 12, 16, 58n, 121

Wonder, 157-60

Woodworth, R S, 375

Wordsworth, Willham, 414, 360

Wundt, Wilhem, 875, 376-77, 382

ALFE University,'406, 419
Yerkes, R M, 375
Yogi, 399

ENO, 367
Zionist, movement, 301






