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Tap materials which the author had prepared for this
book were found greatly to exceed the limits assigned
to it. He has therefore, hesides other parts of his plan
to which special roforence need not here he made, heen
compelled to leave out the account of Spinoza’s life and
lotters, and to confine the work to an examination of his
philosophical system. This is the Jogs Lo e regrotted
that the life has been so fully narvated in the recent
works of Mr ljg_uwl}ll Muartinean.  These works
contain, also, very able and elaborate expositions of the
Spinozistic philosophy, but this hook attowmpks to deal
with that philosophy from a point of view dif

from that of ofx_blxle' of tlxgr{gﬁ\vvitnrﬁ.
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SPINOZA.

INTRODUCGTION,

A armar system of philosophy is exposed to that kind
of injustice which arises from the multiplicity of its
interpreters, and from the fact that these interpreters
are apt to contemplate and eriticise it, not from the
point of view of its author, but from their own.  Crities?
and commentators of differont schools and shades of
opinion are naturally desirous to claim for their own:
views the sanction of a great writer's name, and uncon-,
sciously exercise their ingenuity in forcing that sanction’
when it is not spontancously yielded. If any ambigui-/
ties or inconsistencies Jurk in his doctrines, they are sare
to he brought to light and exaggerated by thoe tondeney
of conflicting schools to fasten on what is most in ac-
cordance with thoir own special prineiples.  And oven
when a writer is on tho whole self-consistont, it is pos-
sible for a onc-sided expositor so to arrange the lights
and shadows, so to give prominence to what is incidental
and throw into the shads what is essontial, as to make

him the advocate of ideas really antagonistic to his own,
P.—XII, A




2 Spinozc.

More, perhaps, than most systems of philosophy, that
of Spinoza has been subjected to this sort of miscon-
struction. Doctrines the most diversified and contra-
‘dictory have been extracted from it. Pantheism and
ia@ggi'sm, idealism and empiricism, nominalism and real-
’tism, a non-theistic naturalism as uncompromising as that

lof the modern evolutionist, and a supernaturalism or
p.cosmlsm which makes as little of the world as the
«.Ma ya of the Buddhist —have all alike found a _col-
‘ourable sanction in Spinoza’s . teaching. A philoso-
phy apparently as exact and loclcally coherent as the
Geometry of Euclid or the Principia of Newton, has
proved, in the hands of modern interpreters, as enig-
matical as the utterances of the Jewish Kabbala or the
mystical theosophy of the Neo-Platonists. To the vision
of one observer, it is so pervaded and dominated by the
"idea of the Infinite, that he can describe its author only
as “a God-intoxicated man.” To the acute inspection
of another, the theistic element in it is only the decor-
ous guise of a scientific empiricism — a judicious but
unmeaning concession to the theological prejudices of
the author’s time, or an incongruous dress of medieval
scholasticism of which he had not been able wholly to
divest himself.

‘Whilst some at least of those heterogeneous notions
which have been fathered on Spinoza have no other ori-
gin than the mistakes of his modern critics, there are, it
must be acknowledged, others which indicate real incon-
s_l_sj,_q;}_c_lets_. It is true, indeed, that the controversies of
sﬁbseqﬁenb times may easily read into the language of
an early writer decisions on questions of which he knew
nothing.  “Philosophers of an earlier age,” it has been




ﬁ—————-—m

Apparent Tnconsistencies. 3

gsaid, “often contain, in a kind of implicit unity, different,
aspeets or elements of truth, which in a subsequent time
become distinguished from and opposed to cach other.”
They make use, in o general and indeterminate way, of
terms, which later controversies have stamped with a
speoial significance ; they may thus seem to answer ques-
tions which they never put to themselves, and may casily
be got to pronounce scomingly inconsistent opinions on
1 problems which they never thought of solving. Tha
] cager conbroversialist catches ab his pet phrase or mot
d’ordre, and hastily coneludes that the old writer speaks
in the distinetive tone of the modern polemie.  But
, obviously the inconsistencies which thus arise are ineon-
: sistencies only to tho ear. It may ho possible to get
: Spinoza to sido in appearancoe with the modern avolution-
, ist or with the modern spivitualist, to make him an indi-
b vidualist after the fashion of Mill or Speneer, or o uni-
versalist who speaks by anticipation with the voiee of
Schelling,  Bub if such atbewpts are made, they are
nere philosophical anachronisms,  Tho problems which
thoy seem to solve ave problems whieh, when the supposaed
solutions were given, could not even he propounded.
Y/'Q/L it iy impossiblo 1o aseribo the discordancy of
Spinozas modern inderpreters only to the negessar
nﬂguity of their author’s lungunge.  Ilis philosoph
is mot a completely homogencons pl‘m]lu' It may
yatlicr bo said to bo the composite result of conflicting
tendencios, neithor of which is followed out to its utmost
logmafruaults If wa say in goneral terms that philo-
sophy is thoe search for unity, tho effort of thought to
gain a point of view from which the contrast variously
expressed by the torms the One and the Many, the Uni-




4 Spinoza.

“versal and the Individual, the Infinite and the Finite,
§God and the World, shall be reconciled and harmonised,
{then we shall look in vain, in the philosophy of Spinoza,
{for one consistent solution of the problem. No solution
can be regarded as satisfactory which suppresses or fails
to do justice to either of the extremes, or which, though
giving alternate expression to both, leaves them still in
merely external combination without being reconciled
for thought. Yet, at most, the latter result is all that
the philosophy of Spinoza can be said to achieve. There
are parts of his system—such as the reduction of all
finite individuals to modes or accidents of the absolute
substance, and the assertion that all determination is
negation—in which the idea of the infinite is so empha-
sised as to leave no place for the finite, or to reduce
nature and man, all individual existences, to unreality
and illusion. There are parts of his system, on the
other hand—such as his assertion that the individual
is the real, his ascription to each finite thing of a conatus
in suo esse perseverands, his rejection of general ideas as
mere entia rationss, his polemic against teleology, his use
of the term “Nature” as a synonym for “ God —which.
seem to give to the finite an independent reality that
leaves no room for the infinite, or reduces it to an expres-
sion for the aggregate of finite things. Thus the s the system.
of Spinoza contains elements which resist agxattemgt to
classify him either as a pa‘ﬁtﬁ‘é’ st or an aﬁw
alist or supernaturalist, a nominalist or a arealist. Asho
approaches the problem With Which he deals from ‘iffer-
ent sides, the opposite tendencies by which his mind is
governed seem to receive alternate expression; but to
the last they remain side by side, with no apparent con-




Underlying Undity. 5

sciousness of their disharmony, and with no attempt to ‘
mediate between them.

But though it may be conceded that the philosophy
of Spinoza is not self-consistent, or contains clements
which, if not irreconcilable, are unreconciled, it does notb
follow that tho task of the expositor of Spinoza is limited
to what is involved in this concession. Inconsistency
may arise not so much from incompatible principles as
from defective logic. Contradictory clements may havo!
been admitted into a system, not hecause its author
looked at things from different and irreconcilable stand-
points, but heeatse he failed to see all that his funda-
mental standpoint involved ; not hecause he started from
dilferent premigses, but hocanse ho did not carry out
whab was for him the only true premiss to its legitimate
results.  As moral defeets assumo an altogether ditferent,
aspect according as they are regavded as the expression
of a rotrograding or of an advancing moral nature---as
willing divergences or as involuntary shorteomings from
its own ideal—so intolloctual inconsistencies may mean
more or less according to the attitude of the mind from
which they proceed. It may be possible to discover,!
through all a man’s thoughts, o dominant idea or gonemlﬂ
tendeney, and to explain his inconsistoncies as only un-|
conscious abermbions from it. Tt may oven bo possible
to discern, underneath apparent contradictions or abrupt
transitions from one point of view to another, an implicit
unity of aim—the guidance of thought by an unconscious
logie Towards a principle of reconciliation not yet fully
grasped. And if any such dominant idea or implicit
alm can be detected in a great writer, it cannot fail to
throw light on the general character and bearing of his




6 Spinoza.

spgculations, and it may enable us to pronounce whether

.-and to what extent in his sceming inconsistencies he is
only unfaithful to himself, or inadequately representing
his own iden.

Now there are various conceivable indications by
which we may be aided in detecting this undercurrent
of tendency in the mind of a philosophical writer.  We
may boe able, for instance, to learn something of the
motive of his speculations-—to discover in his previous
spiritual history what it was that constituted for him, so
to speak, the original impulse towards philosophy, and
that sceretly guided the process hy which intelloctual
satisfaction has heen sought. Or again, wo may know
something of the helps which have heen afforded him in
the search for truth, of the studies on which his open-
ing intelligence has heen fod, of the sources from which
he has derived inspivation, of the hooks or authorities
which consciously or uneonseionsly have moulded the
substance or form of his thoughts.  Or finally, we may
hiave tho means of viewing his system in the making, of
watching the working of his mind and the development
of his ideas from their earlior and eruder shapoe to the
form whiclh they have finally taken.  Wo may bo able
thus to see which, if any, of the conllicting clements in
his thought has gradually tended to prevail over the
others, and to which of them therefora, though the
vietory to the last may he incomplote, the place of tho
ruling or characteristic principle must bo ascribed. 'Wo
may find it possible in this way to pronounce of the
blots which disfigure his system in its final form, that
they are not radical inconsistencies, but only irrelevances

xerescences foreign to its essential character.
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Interpretation of his System. 7

Now we are not without such helps to the understahd-
ing of the Spinozistic philosophy. In the first place, wo

possess in tho preface to the treatise ¢ Concerning the: -

Improvement of the Understanding’ an autobiographical®
fragment in which Spinoza narrates what may bo termed
the origin and development of his spirvitual life, and from
which we gain a clear insight into the motive and genesis
of his_philosophical system. In the second place, we
have information, direct and indireet, as to Spinoze’s
carly studies in philosophy.  From his own {estimony,
from the internal evidence supplicd by his writings, and
from other sources, we know something as 1o the authors
he had read, the intellectual atmosphere in which he
grow up, the authoritics which may have influenced the
foffijatinn of his opinions.  Lastly, we have in Spinoza’s
earlior works the means of tracing the gradual dovelop-
ment of those ideas which took their final systematised
form in the ¢ Tthies” Hspecially in thoe ¢ Treatise con-
cerning God and Man,” which has heen brought to light
only in our own time, wo possess what may he regarded
ag an ocarly study for the ¢Lthics embracing the same
subjects and dealing with tho same fundamental ideas,
but presenting them in a eruder and less coherent form,
and exhibifing the conflicting tendencics of the later
work in harder and more nnmodified opposition to each
other.  From these various sources some lolp may be
derived towards the right apprehonsion of Spinozw’s

plnlosophy and the explanation of its apparent ambl-‘

gumes uml inconsistencios.

wow,




CHAPTER L

PHE ETHICAL MOTIVE OF SPINOZA’S  PHILOSOPHY - T
TREATINE *CONCERNING THE IMPROVEMENT OF THE
UNDERSTANDING,

T fmpulse towards philosophy was not in Spinozs
mind - purely intelleetial one, Iis philosophy is the
grienl wegquel o that of Deseartes, bide the Cartesian
philosophy ouly supplicd or suggested a dinleetic for con-
victions that were the independent growth of his own
moral amd wpivitual experienee. e was prompted to
dreek after womethod of knowledge boeause prinuily he
St after wpivitial rest. Th was the conseionsness
that the disstisfiuetion and disquictude which the ordi-
iuu.ry demives awd prssions engender nd - their ultimilta
e in ﬁYB“ view of the worll in othoer wonds, that
Bo contemplation of the world from the point of view
o the senser nud the imagination bred only porturlation
il tinrest o~ whivh Ied him to ask himself whethor that
wint of view is net an illasory one, and whether it s
winaibile to penebrate beneath the shows of things | tn‘tlwn
u(hlnn vasenier,  Nor i thin necount of the origin of
‘huuumn phifosaphy nomere conjecture,  The introduc-
tion to the unfinished troatise nbove named is, us we




Motive of his Plilosoply. 9

have said, a kind of spiritual autobiography, in which the
author explains to us what were the moral difficulties
and aspirations in which his speculative inquiries origin-
ated. He tells us what is the view of the true end and:
goal of human existence fo which his own experience had:
led him, and he points out the means by which he con-
ceived that that end could bo attained.  His philosoph, i
took its rise, ho tells us, not primarily in The search fo
intollectual sabisfaction, hub in the endeavour to discove
somo true and abiding object of love, something in find-
i ing which ho would find a perfeet and eternal joy——u joy
which could mnot De found in the owlinary ohjeets off
human desire—in riches, honouy, the pleasures of appe
tite and sonse.  All theso ohjects experienco proved to
Do deceptive and inconstant, diffienly and uncerlain of
attainment, and when attained hringing only disappoint-
ment and disquictude,

“Qur happiness,” hie says, “depends entirely on the qual-
A ity of the objects to which we are attached by love, For, on’

i account of that which is not loved, no strifes will ever arise
no sorrow if it perishes, no envy 11 others possess it, no fear, ?
no » hatred, no perturbation of mind—all of which come upon
us in the lovc., of things which are Jgensh e, a8 are all those
thmgﬂ of which we have spoken. oveto o thing which
is etemnl and infinite feods the mind only with joy—u joy|
that 1 unmingled with any sorrow; that therefore w‘z/
should c.u,g,erly desire and with all our strength scek
oi)ta,m 7

The end of all human endeavour, therefore—that in
which cousists the poerfoction and blessedngss of our
nature—is union by love with an infinite and cturnal

1 De Int, Kmend., i,




10 Spinoze.

objeet.  But love, according to Npinoza, rests on know-
lelw' or rather there is a point of view in which, for
lmn, feeling and intelligence, knowing and being, mu
Hdentified. The sure and only way to attain the end wo
seck 18 to know things as they really are, to disabuse our
minds of error and illusion ; and for this purpose what
is chiefly needed is o diseipline of the intelligence, “a
metholdy” as he expresses it, “of cwing the understand-
ing and of so purifying it that IL Ly know things as
well as possible and without error”  Dut all knowledge,
Lie repeats, has a value for him only as it I8 divected 1o
one el amd goal —viz, the attainment of that highest
human perfeetion of whieh he had spoken-—-and overy-
thing in the seiences which does not hring us nearer to
that end he will rejeet as useless. The task, therefore,
which in this freatise he proposes to himself is the do-
vising, not of & method of knowledge or organon of thoe
seiences in general, ik of oomeans of attaining that kind
of knowladue, ar of apprehending all things in that aspect
of them, which will fead to the attainment of moral and
spiritual perfeetion,

It s unnecessarey, for our present purpose, to follow
out in detail the sneeessive stops hy which Spinozs works
out his concoption of the frue method of knowledge.
The general drift. of the freatise may ho sid 4o ho this,

to web boefore ux an idend of true knowledge, and to
]mmt oul the way in which that ideal is to bo roaligod.
In contrast with the kind of knowledge which con-
stitutos the content of our ondinary mn-«-(luctiﬁg X~
porionce, éhat knowledge which ean b said to ho real
and adequate must be intuitive or self-ovidoneing; it
must approhend its objects in their unity or thejr rola-




o

e R

Notes of T'rue Knowledge. 11

tion to cach other as parts of one absolute whole ; aud it
must see them in their right order, or in their relation to
the first principle of knowledge, so that the order of our
thoughts shall “ correspond to the exemplar of nature,”
or represent the real order of things. The knowledge of
the ordinary, unreflecting consciousness is, in the first
place, merely second-hand and unintelligent, it is derived
from hearsay, or from loose and unsifted experience.

True knowledge, in contrast with this, must be that i m
which the mmd is in immediate relation to its object, i

which truth is scen in its own light, or, as Spinoza ('xj
presses it, “in_which a thing is perceived solcly fmm?
its own cssence, or from the knowledge of its proximabe
cause.”  Owlinary knowledge, again, is disconnected and
fragmentary, it looks at things apart from eacli other, or
in the accidental order in which they are presented to
the common. observer of nature, or conmected with ench
other only by arbitrary associations.  In contrast with
this, true knowledge is that which breaks down the falso
1solutmlmndnnoe which pnpulnr mmgmatlux

glveb to individual ohjects ; it _regards tho universs a

a whole, mmﬁ oT)Jtrct oxists for itself, or can ] by

undnrstood save in 1ta“reln.tlons to o‘rher ob,lecta and_t

tho whole. Tt discerns, or seks to dm(‘om, ilio roal ro

lntions of things, or what is tho same, the rational rela-
tions of the ideas of things; and therefore it is fatal to
all such connoections or comhinations of ideas as rest on
accident or arbitrary association. Tor the same reason,
lastly, true knowledgoe is that which not only sees its
objects as related to each other, but sees thom in that
definite relation of ordered sequence which is determined

wtimately by the first principle out of which they
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spring. There are certain ideas on which other ideas Ql-
_rest. Spinoza rejects the ““universals” of scholasmcf S
metaphysm as mere entia rationis or ﬁctlons of the /

a

“of at’semptmg to “collect or string together in thought

the infinite multiplicity of finite and changeable things.

There are certain ideas which come to us in the place of

universals, and which gather up our knowledge into that

unity which by means of the fictitious universals was

» §ought after. “There are,” he tells us in language the

. precise significance of which we cannot at present ex-

. amine, certain “fixed and eternal things, which, though

==~ “fhey are individual, yet on account of their omnipresence

- ~and all-comprehending power become to us as universals,

- or as genera in the definitions of individual changeable

o +things, and as the proximate causes of all things.”!

F o, ,"f“ inally, there is one highest idea, that of “the most

A ‘perfect Being,” which is the source and explanatlon of

“ ‘all other ideas, as it represents the source and origin of

all things. That knowledge therefore alone can be

termed adequate which proceeds from and is moulded by s

this supreme or central idea. ¢ That our mind,” says he, %

“may thoroughly reflect the exemplar of nature, it must ¢

evolve all ideas from that which represents the origin

and source of all nature, so that that idea nay appear to
be the source of all other ideas.” 2

Such, then, is is Spinoza’s theory of knowledge : how is

it to be reduced to mgjgse’l What in other Words Is

Wod of knowledge? What Spinoza says in

answer toﬂﬁuesmon in the present treatise amounts

to little more than this, that we should endeavour to

1 De Int. Emend., xiv. 2 Thid., vii.

i ,:«»:,4;“;3;..,,:*; ﬂ) P




Method of Knowledge. 13

become possessed of what he calls “true ideas,” and that
we should by means of the highest of all ideas seek to
reduce them to unity, or endeavour “so to order and
concatenate owr ideas that our mind shall represent
objectively (i.e., in thought) the formality (i.e, objec-
tive reality) of nature, both as to the whole and as to its
parts.”

Spinoza does not atttempt here to investigate the rela-
tion of mind to nature, of thought to its object. Ilo as-
sumes that a true idea is something different from its
object, the idea of a circle from an actual circle, the idea
of the body from the body itself : but ho takes for granted
that the former agrees with or adequately represents the
latter. To verify a true idea we need not go beyond itself.
“ Certitude is mothing but the objective essence (the

idea) itself ; the way in which we perceive the formal l
essence is itself certitude.”® We may, indeed, have a
reflex knowledge of our ideas—malke one idea the abject 1

of a second idea, or, in modern phraseology, he not only
conscious but self-conscions. Yet, in ovder to the attain-
ment of knowledge, it is no mora necessary to know that
wo know, than, in order to know the essence of a triangle,
it is nocessary to know the essence of a circle. But
though it is possible to have true ideas without reflecting
on them, and oven to reason corroetly without a know-
ledge of logic or the principles of roasoning—ideas, both
in themselves and in their relations, being their own
evidence — yot this does not hinder that, for lack of
roflocflon and by reason of various prejudices, people
often mistake error for truth and go wrong in their
reagoning, so that it seldom happens that in the inves-

1 De Int, Emend,, xil, 3 Ibid,, vi.




14 Spinoza.

tigation of nature they proceed in proper order.”  Tlence
arises the need for method, “whicll is nothing but re-
flected knowledge or the idea of the idea.”?

What this means is that we (o not need to go outsido
of thought in search of a criterion of truth, inasmuch
as this would virtually be the demand to excogitate a
method of thought before we begin to think, to learn
to swim before we go into the wabter.  "We cannot eriti-
cise the forms of thought without using them. Ideas
must, so to speak, criticiso themselves,  In reflecting
on them, making them objeets of conscionsness, they
determine their own nature and limits; and so hecomae
capable of being used as the instruments of further
knowledge.

“Truo ideas,” Spinoza says, constitute themselves “the
inborn instruments of knowledge” which the understand-
ing makes for itself by its own native foree. Having
graspoed o true idea, we have only to direet the mind’s oper-
ations g0 ag to make the given true idea “o norm aceord-
ing to which wo shall understand all things”  Method,
in short, congists in Invinging idens o self-consciousness,
and then in using them s the prineiples of investigation,

becomo conseious of it, understand and define it ; and
thenceforward it is ‘no longer wed ab random, unintel-
ligently, but becomes a prineiplo of method or o guide in
future inquiries.  Knowledge thus aequired will possess,
80 fur, tho charncteristics which have been laid down as
constituting tho ideal of knowlaedge ; it will rest off ideas
or principles which are their own ovidence, and it will,
instead of & mere colloction or combination of things

! De Int, Emend., vil.
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arbitrarily associated, consist of parts related to each other
by links of reason or necessary thought.

But there is a further and more important element
which, method must include cre it can ho adequate to
the whole field of knowledge. IKunowledge must remain
imperfect until we can contemplate all things from the
point of view of their absolute unity. True ideas may
serve ag provisional instruments of thought ; but their 2
main use is that we may, like a workman who uses
ruder implements to construct more perfect ones, fushion
hy means of them ¢ other intellectual instruments, by
which the mind acquires a farther power of investi-
gation, and so proceeds till it gradually atbaing the
summit of wisdom.”? Fach true idea, Spinoza secoms
to teach, furnishes us with o term of thought which
serves so far to correct the false independence which
imagination gives to individual objects; hut that idea
itself needs to have its individuality dissolved in w higher
conception. As all things in nature “have connorce
with each other, 7., aro produced by and produes
others ”—are, in other wordy, reciprocally cansos and
effects—so eanch idea or termn of thought is only o focus
of relations, a transition point in a systematic whole
and ideas rise in importance according as they extend
over a wider portion of the realm of kunowledge. But
if this bo so, that knowledge must still be imperfect
which stops short of tho highest and most comprehen-
give idoa in this intellectual hioravehy.,  Not only must
individual ohjects yield up their false independence,
but ideas themsclves must surrender in succession thoeir
isolated authority, until wo ronch that which is ¢ thoe

1 Do Int. Kmend., vi,
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fountain and source of all other ideas”—the idea, as
Spineza terms it, of “tho most perfect Doing.”

“ That method will be good which shows how the wind is
to be directed according to the norm of a given true idea.
Moreover, since the relation between two ideas is the same
with the relation between the formal essences (objects) of
these ideas, it follows that that reflective knowledge, which
is that of the fdea of the most perfect Being, will be more
excellent than the reflective knowledge of other ideas ; that
is, that method will be the most perfeet which shows how
the mind is to be directed according to the norm of the given
iden of the most perfect, Being.” t

“If we proceed as little as possible abstractly, and begin
as roon as possible with the first elements—i.e, with the
source and origin of nature—wae need nof fear deception. . . .
No confusion ix to he apprehended in regard to the idea of
it (the ovigin of nature), il only we have the norm of truth,
as alveady shown,  For this is a Being single, infinite—i.e.,
all being, and beyond which there is no heing.” #

“As regards onder,” aguin Spinoza writes, ¢ and that wo
may arrange ed unite all our pereeptions, it s required
that, as soon as it ean be done and reason demands, we in-
quire whether there s any being, and, al the sune tine, of
what sort, which is the cause of all things, as its ohjective
essenee is wlso the catse of all our ideas 5 and then will our
wind, av we have said, veproduce nature as completely as
possible s for it will mnmin ohjectively both its essence and
its order and unity,"

What _then, the guestion arisos, aro we to understand
Dy this ©most_porfect Deing,” ¢ Boing, singlo, infinito,

all-embracing,” the idea of which constitutes, aceording
to &1107;1, thu first _principlo of knmvlulgu? Is it
sonobhing abiovo nutum, outside of the cosmos of finite

! De Int. Emend,, vil. % Ibid,, ix, # Ibid., xiv.
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* things and relations, though itself the source or cause
of all things? Or is it, though the highest, only one of
the elements which constitute nature, the first principle
of the system of related phenomena, but itsclf essential-
ly part of that system? Or again, is it only a synonym
for Nature, the totality of individual things and beings,
and is this identification of nature with “the most per-
fect Being ” merely a concession to theological prejudices,
whilst really nothing more is meant than that the uni-
verse is to be conceived of as an ordered system of things ?

According to one of the ablest of Spinoza’s recent ex- Ay
positors, ““the idea of the most perfect Being includes
if it is not equivalent to, the belicf that the whole o
nature is one andkuniform,” which belief is “the ver
first principle of science.” “In knowing the ‘mos
perfect Being,’” he adds, “the mind also knows itsel
ag part. of the universal order and at one with it, therei
finding, as we have to learn elsewhero, the secrot o
wan’s happiness and freedom. What more Spinoz
may have meant is doubtful, that he meant this much
is certain.”! Spinoza, he further explains, whilst ¢ at-
tached by an intellectual passion to the pursuit of exact
science,” was also “attached by race and tradition to
the Hebrew sentiment of a one and only Supreme
Power;” and in this he scems to find the explanation
of the fact that Spinoza clothed the purely scientific
idea of the unity and uniformity of nature in the theo-
logical guise of “the most perfect Being.” Spinoza, he
tells ug, “follows in form and even in language the

examples made familiar by theologians and philoso-

P‘ phers under theological influence and pressure, whé had

1 Pollock’s Spinoza, p. 136.
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Spinoze.

undertaken to prove the existence of a being apart from

and above the universe. He does not simply break off

from theological speculation, and seek to establish philo-

"gophy on an independent footing; he scems intent on

showing that theological speculation itself, when 1gason

is once allowed free play, must at last purge itself of all
anthropomorplnsm and come round to the “scientific

& “view. Spinoza does not ignore theology, but provides

- Nian euthanasia for it.”1 Many of Spinoza’s other mod-

ern interpreters have convinced themselves on various

- grounds that Spinoza’s system is one of pure naturalism,
*' .. . that his highest principle does not go beyond the con-
R ception of an all-embracing, all-dominating, but uncon-
. scious nature-force, and that wo should not misconstrue
him if we substituted the word ¢ Nature ” for «(od,”

wherever the latter occurs in his philosophy.

It cannot, we think, be questioned that tho view
aken by these writers is so far true that in Spinoza’s
ystem  theological speculation has,” in Mr Dollock’s

ology Whatever olse the idea of tho most perfect
eing ” means, it is an idea which is supposed to consti-
tute a principle, and the highost principle, of knowledgo
—at once its own evidence and the evidence or oxplana-
ion of the whole finite world. But an outside Creator
r Contriver is a notion which ex.plmns nothing.  Not
nly does it reduce the God who is placed outside the
ld, to something finite, but it is essenti allz 7@&
¥ 1 Pollock’s Spinoza, p. 166

v 2
Cf"‘);/ a.B}_;ic phrase, “purged itself of anthropomorphism.”
‘0_;)’{ o pinoza’s God is cert'unly not the supramundane potoy-
o Z\'" » ftate or “maomﬁed man” of popular thought, or oven
W the ¢ aIl-w1se Croator and CGovernor ”_of natural_the-
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The link between God and the world, according to thi
notion, is a purely arbitrary one. To find in God the
explanation of the world implies that the existence o
the world and all that is in it is traceable to somethin

in the nature of God, and not to His mere arbitrary wiligd . S e
or power. A cause which ﬂmu(rht can recégnme as sucl i, f

is one which contains in it the reason and necessity o ;
the effect, and which reveals itself in the effect. DBut
personified cause, which of its mere will produces w
effect it might have refrained from producing, is wmy
impossiblo conception. In such a conception cause and);
effect stand apart, and the gap is not filled up for
thourrht Dy the interposition of an arbitrary, omnipoten
will.  To find in God the flzst principle of all being ang
of all kuowledao unplxes a relation between the prin
“ciplo ¢ rmd tlmt wluch ﬁows fmm 1t—bo’oweon God an
the world—such tlmt in ono pomt of view, God woul
not be God without it; and on the other hand, th
world would not be what it is, would be reduced t
unreality or nonentity, without God. Now this, as we
have seen, is what Spinoza does, or attempts to do.
The “most perfect Being,” whatever else the phrase
means, is a Being the idea of which is the first prin-

ciple of knowledge, the key to the meaning of the

whole system of being. Without this central principle,

finite things and beings have no existence other than

the illusory existence and individuality which imagina-«
tion ascribes to them—are mere fictions and unrealities.

And on the other hand, to anticipate Spinoza’s favourite

illustration, from this fundamental principle all things

follow as necessarily as from the conception of a triangle

follow the equality of its angles to two right angles, and




20 Spinoza.

all its other properties. If, therefore, Spinoza’s system
can only be redeemed from naturalism by the idea of
an anthropomorphic God — the dews ez machina of
popular theology—a pure naturalistic system it is. HE

The exclusion of the notion of an anthropomorphic God ~ :
does not, however, of necessity reduce a system of phil- Lg
osophy to pure naturalism. A principle which explains !
nature is not therefore, to say the least, a part of nature.
It is possible to derive from such a principle all that
renders the facts of nature intelligible without regarding
it as itself one of these facts. The definition of nature
may indeed be so widened as to include in it the idea
or principle which constitutes the world an ordered or
_rational system; but in another and truer sense that
pnnmplu may, and properly must, bo contemplated as
something prior to and above natwre.  The treatise be-
fore us is, as above said, an unfinished work, and it does
not contain except inferentially any explanation of what
its, author meant by tho idea of the “most perfect
Being.”  DBut if we take into view the general drift and
intention of tho work-—if, in other words, we consider

. tho motive from which it starts, and the general bearing
of its theory of knowledge, we shall be led, I think, to
see in Spinoza’s “most perfect Deing” something very
different, at_once from crude supernaturalism, and_from
the pure paturalism thh wlnch it has been sougl b o

- identify it.

1. The knowledge of the “most perfect Being” as the
constitutive principle of the world is the formal expres-
sion of the result to which Spinoza was led by his
search for that spiritual satisfaction and rest which he
could not find in “the things that are changeable and
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perishable.” His examination of the principles of know-
ledge had given theoretical justification to his dissatis-
faction with the ordinary objects of human desire, by
proving that these objects have no reality save the fictid
tious and illusory reality which imagination lends to
them. And the presumption with which he started,
and which indeed constituted the implicit ground of his
discontent with these objects—wviz, that there must
exist “something eternal and infinite, love to which
would fill the mind with joy and with joy alone,” now
finds verification in the rational idea of a “most perfect
Being,” “a Being single, infinite, and beyond which
there is mo being.” Now, however intense may have
heen Spinoza’s “intellectual devotion to the pursuit of
exact science,” the process just described is, wo think,
one which that formula does not cover.  If it did, then
the attitude of mind to which, under whatever modifi-
cations, the designation “religion” has been given, must
be something essentially indistinguishable from *the
passion for oxact science.” For, however foreign to
Spinoza’s nature much that passes under the name of
religion must be pronounced to be, his account of the
mental oxperience that constituted the impulse to spec-
ulative inquiry is that of a process in which the very
essence of religion may he said to lie. If wo pass be-
yond the “fotichism” of barbarous races, the mere in-
discriminating ascription of mysterious powers to ma--
terial objects (which is as irrelevant to the religious
history of the world as the other phenomena of savage

{ r .
life are to the history of morality and civilisation), the Jﬁ f?f -
religious life of man may be said to have its xoob in reedan e

what, for want of a better description, may be called




Pantheism. The dawn of religious feeling may he
traced to the impression which experience forces upon
us of the unsubstantial character of the world on which
we look and of which we form a part. In different
ways this sense of the illusoriness of the world may
come to different men and different races, according to
their less or greater depth of mature. Tho apparent
] shifting of the outward scene, the lapse of time, the
; impossibility of staying the passing moment to question
| what it means, the uncertainty of life and the insecurity
\ of its possessions, may be to one what to another is its
‘ inner counterpart, the changing of our opinions, feelings,
desnres, which, even if the world remained steadfast,
would perpetually make and unmmake it for us. Or
again, the sense of the illusoriness of life deepens info.
weariness and disgust or into a sense of shamo and re-
morse, in the man who reflects on himsclf and feels
himself the sport of it, who has detected the vanity of
his desires and hopes, yet is powerless to cmancipato
himself from their dominion. Now it is this sense of
the unreality of the world rwmded from the point “of
v1ew of ordinary experience which not merely gives rige
to the “longing for somo fixed and permanent reality,
“some Lﬁe__qontmuous, Being unexposed to the blind
alkﬂgj ﬂmgz;tal accident,” but is in itself, in a sense,
Iready the unphclt recoormtlon of tho existence of such
a Being. Arguments from ‘design,” which conclude
from the existence of finite things to a God conceived
~of after the analogy of a maker of machines, are are not g
true expression of the natural history of religion. Such
arguments are only the afterthought of an 1mperfect

hilosophy. It is not the reali ¥, bub the unmgm of

i i
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The Process of Religion. 23

the finite world that gives rise to the consciousness of

God., It is not from the affirmation, but from the

negation, of the finite that the hwman spirit rises to the
conception of the infinite. And when we reflect on
what this process, this elevation of spirit means, we

discern that what is sccond in time is really, though ‘

implicitly, first in thoughg; The_yery consciousness of
a limit is the proof that we are already beyond it. God
is not the conclusion of a syllogism from the finite
world, but the prius or presupposition which reveals its
presence in the very sense of our finitude and that of
the world to which we belong. The impression that
comes to us first in time is that the world is nothing;
but that impression would have no existence or mean-
ing if the thought really though latently first were not
this—God is all. Tt is not, of course, meant that the
process we have described is one which all who experi-
ence it experience in the same manner. Like all nor-
mal elements of human experience it varies, as we have
said, with the varying charactor and the wider or na-
rower culture of individuals and races. In the deeper|
and more reflective natures it manifests itself chiefly in

tho consciousness of an inner life other and larger than

the life of semse, of a self that transcends the natural
desires. 'With widening experience of life this con-
sciousness deepens, since wider experience only furnishes
new materials for the contrast between the multiplicity
of impressions and the self that is identified with none
of them. Advancing intellectusl and moral culture
brings with it the profounder consciousness of

finite possibility within ys, of bemg greater than ou
sensations and desires, of capacities to which the ou
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wird life s nob adequate.  This consciousness, rightly
interpreted, is o negative which involves a positive. It
is the revelation in us of & something that is not of us,
of a perfect, by comparison with which the imperfection
of ourselves and the whole complex of finite existences
in diselosed, Refleeting on the meaning of the discord
A hetweon itsell and ity desires, the consciousness of o
thivat. that ix wnquenchable by the world hecomes to
such nnature the presumptive proof of “an Infinite_and
Foternal ohjeet, Jove to which would fill the mind “with
iumumg)ml and abiding joy.”

Now if there he any truth in the foregoing analysis of
the wovement of wind of which we speak, it is obviously
one which eannot be identified with the processes of
physical seienee, and the result of which could never boe
generbed by empivien] observidion of the facts and
phenomenn of the workl, It may bo—if there be no
other dindeetie than the logie of the selences, it un-
dautbbedly is—n movement which reason does not justify,
tnsmitieh ns it puts more into the conelugion than is
eontained in the promisses, or rather, as wo have seen, in-
asttich a8 its conelusion iw the negative of the premiss
with which it secms to start, T it evaporates anything
as o dogmatic droam,’ it i not God but nature,  The
ohject to which it concludes is not ono which is con-
tained in, or can by any process of goneralisation be ex-
tenctod from the facts of nature, or identified with its
“luws of cooxistonco and succession.” If scientific ex-
perionce bo expwrience of change nnd laws of change, by
no straining can this he identified with an experience
which is that of an ohject boyond all change or possibility

of change, At auy rate, logicul o illogical, scientific or
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unscientific, the attitude of mind which_Spinoza records
as that which comtl‘outed for him the mlpulse to specu-
lative mqulry is 1d(,nt1cal or in close analogy, with that
whmh“ in the history of mankind has been the. origin.and
secn,t nerve of what we mean by the word ¢ religion.”

2. But the negation of the finite is not the last step
in the process of which I have spoken. Neither religion,
nor philosophy which seeks to develop the logic of re-
ligion, can rest content with an idea of God from which
no explanation of the finite world can be derived. Tven
if the independent existence of finite things he an illu-}‘
sion, the idea of God must contain in it & reason if only |
for their illusory existence. The shadow, though it he *
but a shadow, must have its reason in the substance it
reflects. To say that the infinite is the negation of the
finite, implies that there is in the infinite at least a
negative relation to the finite. But it implies something
more than this. The recognition of the inadequacy o
finite objects is not only the expression of the implici
consciousness of an infinite object, but also of my relatio
to that object. It is through something m ne that
am capable of pronouncing the verdict o and un
rg,a_lngy If therefore, on the one hand, I belong to th
finite world which, as an independent reality, is negated
on the other hand, there is a side of my nature in whicl
I belong or am inwardly related to that infinite an
eternal reality which negates or annuls it. If I
own reality as part of the finite world, I in one.and the
same ach reassert it a3 essentially related fo God. It i
this which explains what may be termed the positive side
of that mental experience which formed the starting
point of Spinesza’s inyestigations. The inadequacy o
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unreal/xj;y of the finite was to him an implicit revelation,
inot only of an infinite and eternal ~object, but also of
! melf asin essential relation to it. And what he was
1 thus 1mphclt1y conscious of he seeks to make explicit.
It is, we think, from this point of view that we must
interpret Spinoza’s attempt—partially fulfilled only in
the fragmentary treatise before us, burdened with con-
flicting elements even in the later work in which it
finds systematic embodiment—to reaffirm and explain
the reality of the finite world in and through the idea of
the infinite. DBut though in the present work the thought
which forms the fundamental principle of his system is
Ieft undeveloped, it is possible, from the general drift and
bearing of the freatise, to divine in some measure the
meaning he attached to that principle, and the direction
'in which its development must lie. And, considered in
this light, it is impossible, I venture to say, to find in
Spinoza’s philosophy only that pure naturalism with

+* which it has been identified, or to regard the meaning

of his “idea of the most perfect Being,” as exhausted
by any such formula as “the unity and uniformity of
nature.”

It is no doubt possible, as already said, so to define
“Nature” as that it shall include both finite and in-
finite, the multiplicity of individual things, and the
principle which gives them unity. If we mean by the
universe all reality, then to say that there is nothing
outside of it, that nature or the universe is all, is only
an identical proposition.

Moreover, as we have seen, nothing can be more un-
questionable than that Spinoza’s God was no transcen-
denidcw ex maching, existing apart from the world, or
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connected with it only by the unintelligible bond of an
arbitrary creative act.  Again, it may he conceded tha
we do not as a matter of fact hegin by forming a con|
(,eptmn of God as the ‘principle of all things, and then
by a_separate mental act or process of thought, bring thi
conception to bear on the world of finite, individua
existences. Observation and experience are, it may b
granted, the only instruments of knowledge in this sens
that the principle which gives unity to knowledge i
grasped, not apart from, but as msep'u'ably nnLhth
with the facts and phenomena observed or experienced
15t tho real and only important ques‘mon is, whether itF*
is Spinoza’s doctrine that the individual, the things of out-
ward observation, or the world as a collection or sum of
finite existences, are the sole constituents of knowledge
—whether there is not involved in real knowledge or
knowledge of realities, a principle of unity distinguish-
able from the manifold of phenomena, a universal dis-
tinguishable from the sum of particulars, an infinite and
eternal distinguishable from the finite and changeable,
not given by it, logically prior to it. If this question
be answered in the affirmative, it matters not whether
you give the name God or Nature to the universe ; in
neither case is Spinoza’s system a pure naturalism.

“Now it m1ght seem, at first sight, to preclude any such ‘i/ J

answer that, for Spinoza, individual things are, in one
sense, the only realities, and that he regaxds general
ideas or “ universals” as one of the chief sources of error
and confusion.

“When anything,” says he,! “is conceived abstractly, as

1 De Int. Bmend., ix.
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are all universals, it is always apprehended in the understand-
ing in a wider sense than its particulars can really exist in
nature. Further, since in nature there are many things the
difference of which is so slight as almost to escape the under-
standing, it may easily happen, if we think abstractly, that

” In « ¢ v,
we should confuse them.” And again: “We ought never,

when we are inquiring into the nature of things, to draw any
conclusions from abstract notions, and we should carefully
guard against confounding things which are onlyin the under-
standing with those which actually exist.”?

‘Whilst, however, here as elsewhere, Spinoza wages a
constant polemic against the “universals” or abstract
notions of scholastic metaphysic, and treats as nugatory
any conclusions that rest on such premisses, this_by
no means implies that he excludes from knowledﬁe
q‘_ex;y um‘zg;g:sal element—every element other than that
which is generated by observation of particular facts.
The very context from which the foregoing passages
have been taken renders any such inference impossible.
His denunciation of the abstractions of scholasticism is
introduced expressly to conftrast these false, with what
he deemed true, universals. Deception arises, he tells
us, in a passage already quoted, from conceiving thmgs

}abs tractly.

“But,” he adds, “such deception need never be dreaded by

" us if we proceed as little as possible abstractly, and begin as

soon as possible with the first elements, that is, with the
source and origin of nature. And as regards the knowledge
of the origin of nature, we need have no fear of confounding
it with abstractions. . . . For, since the origin of nature, as
we ghall see in the sequel, can neither be conceived abstractly,

1 De Int. Emend., xii.
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nor can be extended more widely in the understanding than
it actually is, nor has any resemblance to things that are

-changeable, there is no need to fear any confusion in regard

to the idea of it, if only we possess the norm of truth, and
this is a being single, infinite, 4.., it is all being and beyond
which there is no being.”* And again he says: “It is to
e remarked that by the series of causes and of real en-
tities, I clo not understand the series of individual change-
able things, but ouly the series of fixed and eternal things.
For the series of individual changeable things it would be
impossible for human weakness to attain to . . . because of the
infinite circumstances in one and the same thing of which
each may be the cause of the existence or non-existence of
the thing ; since the existence of things has no conneetion
with their essence, or, as I have just said, is not an eternal
truth. Xt is, however, not at all necessary to know their
series, since theessences of changeable individual things are
not derivable from their serics or order of existing, for this
gives us nothing but external denominations, xclations, or, at
most, circumstances which are foreign to their inmost essence.
The last is only to be sought from fixed and eternal things,
and at thesametime from the Jaws that are inseribed in these
things as their true codes, according to which all individuals
both talke placeand are ordered ; yen, these changeable things
depend so intimately and essentially, so to speak, on those
fixed things, that without them they can neither exist nor be
conceived. Hence those fixed and eternal things, although
they are individuals, yet on account of their omnipresence
and all-comprehending power, are to us as universals or as
genera of definitions of the individual changeable things,
and as the proximate causes of all things.”?

From, these and other passages in the treatise it is
impossible,. we think, to avoid the conclusion that

: F) : vy 2 10 ' . Y]
Spinoza’s “nominalism” did not imply, either that jndi.

1 De Int. Bmend, ix. =~ . 3 Ibid., xiv,
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viduals, finite objects, the facts and phenomena of
‘empirical observation, are the only realities, or that
é;fthere are not universals other than the abstract essences
jﬁiof scholasticism which constitute a necessary element of

@a.ll true knowledge. In the first place, when we ask

what are the individuals of which it can he affirmed
that they constitute the only realities, it is to be -con-
sidered that the individuality or independence which
‘ordinary observation ascribes to particular objects is no
“real _individuality. Ord.mary observation contemplateq

' th ﬁ‘ﬁings under the external conditions of space and time,

and so it can begin and end anywhere. It conceives as
an independent reality whatever it can picture to itself
as such. Even scientific observation does not go beyond
the conception of the system of ‘things as a multiplicity
of separate substances, each endowed with its own
qualities, and all acting and reacting on each other
according to invariable laws. But when we examine.
more_closely what this so-called  individuality means,
we perceive that it is a mere fictitious isolation or inde-
pendence, which it is the function of advancing know-
ledge to dissipate. Objects are not abstract things or
substances, each with a number 5f quahhes attached to
it.  The «_gllg_lg_ges by which we define the nature of a
thing are il reahtz nothgg else thau its relations to
other things. Take away all su_gh relatlons and the
thmv itself ceases to_have any existence for thought.
Tt is the qualities or relations which const1tute 1ts deﬂe

existence : "The substance in which. they are supposed to

- inhere, and which remains one and the same through all
s the manifoldness of its properties, if detached from them
:}woml& have no meaning.

At most, it would be but a
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name for the bare abstraction of being or existence ; and )
when we think away the predicates or properties, the |
qubs’oance vanishes with them. But if the qualities by
which we determine any object are simply its relations
to other objects, then, inasmuch as each individual ohject
is directly or indirectly related to all other objeets, com-
pletely to determine any individual, to see what it really
is, is to see it in its relation to all other objects. ~ An
object cannot be perfectly individualised until it is per-
fectly universalised. In other words, knowledge of it
in its complete individuality would be knowledgc of it
as determined by the whole universe of which it is a
part. True knowled"e, therefore, does not begin with
individuals' 1onardcd as mere isolated singular things ;
W nor is it the apprehension of the universe as a collectmn
of such individuals, nor any generalisation got from them
by a process of abstraction. In so far as it is knowledge
of the individual, it is of the individual which has be-
come more and more specialised by each advancing step
in the progress of science, by every new and higher con-
ception which exhibits it in new and hitherto unobserved
relations ; and the ideal of true knowledge canngp stop
short 't of the conceptlon of cach 1nd1v1dual in its relation
to_the luwhest universal, or seen in the light of the whole
system oT 130111" in its unity. It is this conception of
individuality to which Spinoza points when he speaks
of individuals as the only realities. For him the.indi-

viduals of ordinary observation are as much unrealiti

ﬁgmenbg of the 1ma;,mat1on, a8 the abstrac;ﬁm of
the schoolmen, they are %MW@
things the existence of which has o connection. with

r@_wgce,” an?ﬁha ‘“accidental series” of which “it
i

v
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is not at all necessary to know.” The true “ essences ”

of individuals are to be discerned only in thef“'idatmn
to what he calls “fixed and cternal things and their
laws, accordmcr to which all individuals omst and aro
Qx;(le]:ted,” and “without which they can mneither exist
nor be conceived,” and, above all, in their relation to
that which is the ¢ highest norm of truth, a heing single,
infinite, and all-comprehending.”  So far, thoerefore,
from asserting that knowledge begins with individuals
regarded as the only realities, he tells us that “that
method of knowledge would be the most perfect in
which we should have an idea of the most perfect Being,
to the knowledge of which, therefore, it bocomes us as

- soon as possible to attain,” and that our mind can only

reflect the cxemplar of nature by deriving all its ideas
from that which reflects the source and fountain of
nature—i.e., the “idea of the most porfect Being.”

In the second place, it is implied in what has now
been said that ‘Spinoza’s “nominalism ” does not involve
the denial of universals other than the abstractions of
scholasticism, as constituting a necegsary principle or
factor of true knowledge. What are these universals,
and especially, what is that “iden of the most perfect
Bemg which is the huxest umversal or first principle
of k.nowledgg? We have seon that a recent expositor
of Spinoza finds nothing more in it than the idea of
“the unity and uniformity of nature.”

Even if we could suppose that by the “idea of the
most perfect Being” Spinoza meant nothing more than
the scientific conception of the unity and uniformity of
nature, the supposition would be fatal to the assertion
of his “thorough-going nominalism.” Nominalism re-

v—m
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gaurds individual substances as the only realities, and!
nature as, at most, a name for the collection or aggregate,
of such substances. _But the wnity and uniformity of o
nature is the first principle of all science. All scientific
imﬁgation proceeds on the tacit as_syvliii)_ﬂiox} that
nature is not a chaos, but a system of invariable coex-
istences and successions constituting a self-consistent
whole. “Itis an assured fact that discoveries are not
made without belief in the nature of things, by which I
mean the sure trust that under all diversity of appear-
ances there is a constant and sufficient order, that there

s no maze without a clue. Belief in the nature of
things is the mainspring of all seience and the condition
of all sound thinking.”! But if this be so, it scems
beyond question that a belief which is presupposed. in ) |
all scientific observation and experience cannot itself be

a product or part of that experience. It is from observa *
tion and experience that we learn what are the particular
sequences of phenomena in mnature, what are the par-
ticular causes or conditions of particular effects ; but the
idea or principle of uniform sequence with which we
start ca,npg;‘\i’ggc‘a}fﬂla_gw_lggmtm from experience. To the z
unreflecting mind nature seems to reveal its own unity
and uniformity. The objective world is a ready-made
system, and the only function of intelligence is to
observe and investigate what is already presented to it
in its complete reality. Nuaturo in its unity and uni-
formity is given to us, ready to be taken up into our.
experience ; the facts and phenomena and their unity
and uniformity are things of the same order, and our
knowledge of both comes from the same source. Wo

1 Pollock’s Spinoza, p. 142,
P, —XIL ]
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lhave before us a world organised into unity, and then
our consciousness simply 1ep10duces it. Lut o little
reflection teaches us that this is not the true account of
the process of knowledge. Our knowledge of nature as
an ordered system implies a principle which is not
natural, and which cannof be observed as we observe the
{ facts of nature. Experieﬁce of difference implies already
the presence of a principle of umty, experience of sue-
cessions or changes, the presence of a principle that is
constant or self-ldentlcal. A process of change cannot
be conceived to generate a consciousness of itself, still
less to generate a consciousness of change according to
a uniform method. In order to the minimum of scien-
tific experience, the observation of a single sequence of
related facts, there is presupposed in the observer the
consciousness that the relation is an unallerable one,
that the same conditions will and must ever give the
same result ; in_other words, there is prosupposed the
idea of uniformity. But that which is the prius or pre-
condition of all knowledge of the facts of nature cannot

e itself one of those facts or the result of the observa-
ion of any number of such facts. The idea or prin-
ciple, therefore, which is the nocessary condition of all
knowledge of mature, without which there could be for
us no nature, and in the light of which all particular
facts or objects are known—this, though it is not a uni-
versal, like the abstract essences of scholastic realism,
‘may be said, in Spinoza’s language, ““on account of its
omnipresence¥and all-comprehending power, to take the
place of a universal, or a genus of definition of indi-
vidual changeable things.”

by the ides of “the most_perfect Being,” can wo
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g suppose that Spmoza meant no more than that of ‘the
s unify and uniformity of na’mre re” 1 Or if he did mean
something more, if the Tatter formula does not exhaust
the meaning of the former or of the equivalent expres-
sion, “a Being single, infinite, and all-comprehending,”
can we form any conjecture as to what that something
more is? The answer to this question would carry us
beyond the contents of the work before us. This much

& at least we can gather from it, that Spinoza’s speculative
] inquiries originated in his moral and spiritual aspirations,

and | that in both his endeavour was to rise above the
111usormess and unreahty of the finite. The unrest in-
separablo from desires and passions that point only to
finite and changeable things is itself implicitly the
as&ptmn after an infinite and eternal object, in w}uch
the spirit can find perfect satisfaction and rest. And
t?g;knowled“ge following in the steps of aspnatmn,‘

R

discovers to us the unrcality of the world as it appears
to sense and imagination, and' has for its aim to rise
above the finite and to grasp that primary idea or first
principle which is the source of all other ideas, in the
light of which the fragmentary, contingent, confused
aspect of things will vanish, and all things will be seen
in their unity and reality as parts of one intelligible
whole.

B, LT S
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CHAPTER IL
INFLUENCE OF PRECEDING WRITERS—TIHE KABBALA.

ConceDING that the philosophy of Spinoza is not
thoroughly self-consistent, we have said that it may be
possible to discover what was the dominant idea or pre-
vailing tendency in its author’s mind, and to see in its
inconsistencies, not so much the presence of irreconcilablo
principles, as an inadequate apprehension of the meaning
and results of one leading anuple One help towards
the right understanding df his system we have found in
Spinoza’s own account of the motive of his speculations,
the impulse which originated and guided the process by
which he endeavoured to attain intellectual satisfaction.
Another help may be found in what we know of his
early studies, and of the writers who may have moulded
his mind or given a special direction to his thoughts.
Much ingenuity has been spent, perhaps we might say
misspent, in tracing the supposed *sources” of Spin-
~ozism.  Not only has it been regarded by many writers
-as the logical evelogment of the Cartesian philosophy,
‘but, in so far as it diverges from the latter, it has baen
represented as reflecting or reproducing the mystical

i

hy of the Kabbala, or the ideas s of Majmonides
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and other medieval Jewish philosophers, or the revived
Platonism of Giordano Bru]?o‘g’and other writers of the
fifteenth and sixteenth centufies.

But it is to be considered that the originality of a
philosophical writer is not to be determined simply by
the measure in which his ideas are traccable to earlier
sources, or by tho suggestions he has caught up from
other minds. To lend real value to any contribution to
philosophy it must reproduce the past, the sole question
is whether the reproduction is a dead or living repro-
duction, a réchawffé of old materials collected from
various sources, or a revival of them, absorbed, trans-
formed, renewed, by the quickening, transmuting power
of speculative thought. On the other hand, no doubt,
a great philosophical system must advance beyond the
past ; but the all-important test of the new clement is,
whether it is connected with the past as a mere arbitrary
increment, or as the outcome of an organic development.
The history of thought canmot, from its mature, be an
arbitrary ome. It is true that, as the formation o ‘
individual opinion may be deflected by a thousand acei-'
dents from the order of rcason or rational progression,
so the history of the thought of the world may be some-
times the record of what is aceidental and irrational—of
errors, vagarics, reactions, incoherencios : but in both, in
so far as there is rcal progress, it is a progress which
must follow the order of reason—an advance by steps,
each of which contains in it a reason for the mext, eacl
of which is abt once the result and the explanation of

that which preceded it. The merit, therefore, of any

individual thinker, must be determined mai -
sidering whether he takes up and caxvies on the move
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ment of thought at the particular stage which it has
reached in his own day. If his work have real or per-

’Smanent value, it will be due, indeed, to his_own pro-

\ductive activity, but to that as an activity which has
?f»(;; its necessary presupposition the intellectual life of
the he past, growing out of it and determined by it. Con-
scmusly or unconsciously he must make that life his
own. The originglity of his work will consist, not in
his independence of the thought of tho past, but in this,
that whatever ideas or suggestions he may have gathered
from various thinkers of various times, all his acquire-
ments have become fused in a mind that is, so to speak,
in sympathy with the dialectic movement of the spirit of
its time. His greatness, if lie be great, will be that of
one who has at once put and answered the questions
for the solution of which the age is prossing, given artic-
ulate expression to the problem of philosophy in the
form in which it is silently moving the thought of the
world, and either partially or completely furnished the

solution of it.
That the merit of originality in tho sonse now indi-
cated may be Juqtly claimed for_ the 1>Inloso}3hy of

Spinoza, we shall endeavour to “show in the soquel. But
though the solution of the problem of philosophy to

« which he was led was logically involved in, and grew
- ‘ut of the teaching of Descartes, it is not inconsistent
*with this to say that it is one for which he was in some
: measure. prepared and predisposed by the mtellectual

mosphoere of his carly life, and by the hteraw
1 which created it. In the ideas imbibed from
‘mysticism. of the Kabbala, from the
di fewish. rationalists, and from the
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Platonic or Neo-Platonic revival of times near his own,

we may discern, though not the logical origin, at least!
the predisposing impulse towards the pantheistic side of
Spinoza’s philosophy. '

THIE KABBALA.

No direct reference to the Iabbala is to be found in
Spinoza’s writings, with the exception of one sentence in
the ‘Tractatus Theologico-politicus,” the contemptuous
tone of which has heen supposed to settle the question
of his indebtedness to Iabhalistic speeulation.  “ T have
read,” says he, “and, moreover, heen (personally) ac-
quainted with certain Kabbalistic triflers, at whose folly
[ cannot sufficiently wonder.” But this depreciatory
judgment, it has been pointed out, has speeial reference
to the arbitvary and grotesque method of interprotation
by whiclh, Kabbalistic writers endeavoured to extract a
bidden significance from the historical narratives and
other parts of the Old Testament Seriptures ; and that
his contempt for such vagaries does not extend to what
may be termed the speculative clement of the Kabbala
seems to be placed beyond question by two passages in
his writings in which Kabbalistic doctrines are referred
to with ab loast a qualified respeet.  Replying to Olden-
burg, who had wged that, in the work above named,
Spinoza seemod to many to confound God and Nature,
he says: “I hold that God is the immanent and not the™
transient couse “of all tlmy_.;s. That all things are in God
and move in God I affirm with Paul, and perhaps also
WIEE all the ancient philosophers, and I might even *
venture to say with all the ancient Hebrews, in so far as »
may be conjectured from certain traditions, though these #
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have been in many ways corrupted.” ! The other pas-
sage is contained in the ‘ Ethics,” 2 where, with reference
to his doctrine that « thinking substance and extended
substance are one and the sam_e'gp}bg_t;gmce,wa.pprehended,
now unéer this at‘tribilte,“now under that,” and that “q,
mode of extension and the idea of that mode are one and
the same thing expressed in two different ways,” he adds,
“which truth certain of the Hebrows appear to have seen
as if through a cloud when they affirm that ‘God, the
intellect of God, and the things which are the objects
of that intellect, are one and the same thing.” To ghow
that the reference here is to the Kabbala, the followin
Passage has been adduced from g work entitled ¢The
Garden of Pomegranates,” an exposition of the Kabha-
listic doctrine of “the Sephiroth” or Divine Emana-
tions, by a celebrated Kabbalist of the sixteonth century,
Moses Corduero. «The knowledge of the Creator differs
from that of the creature in this respect that, in the case
of the latter, thought, the thinker, and the object thought
of are different. Tyt the Creator is Himself knowledge,
the knower, and the object known. Hig knowledge does
ot arise from Hig directing Hig thoughts to things out. -
side of Him, sinee in “omprehending and knowing Him. -
self, He comprehends and know, rything that exists,
8 exists which is not one with Him and which
Dot find in His own substance. He is tho
e of all things that exist, and all things are in
their purest and mogt perfect form.” Notwith.
‘the parallelism in this quotation, both in sub-
G- expression, to the dootrine ascribed by Spinoza
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doubtful by the fact that we have no evidence that
Spinoza knew anything of the writer from whom it is
taken, and also, that in the ¢ Guide to the Perplexed,’ the
well-known work of the Jewish philosopher Maimonides,
from whom Spinoza elsowhere quotes, a passage oceurs
in which the same doctrine is maintained in almost the
same terms.

It is not, however, in particular citations from tho
Kabbala that we find the most probable indications of
the influence of its ideas on Spinoza’s mind.  Even tho
least incoherent of Kabbalistic works, the so-called |
‘Book Zohar,’ can only be deseribud as a strange con-
glomomto of philosopliy and allogory, roason and rhap-
sody, of ideas from Dlato and Aristotle and ideas from
the Pentatouch, of Jewish traditions and oriental mysti-
cigm. But if we try to extricato from this curious com-
posite the underlying speculative clement, we find in
it distinet tracos of one particular phase or school of
thought. What(\vor tlm dni,(s or outwurd origin of tho

phzsm, the ph110501>hy it toachos is 51%&9:21&@@ A -

in a fantastic g guse And through wkatevm ohannel the
roached him, 8 nnozas writings

of thought to which. these ideas belong.
N eo—PlatoajiP took its rise at a period when the old.
religions and philosophies of the world began to ﬁ‘x‘l&, :

und (though the Greek element in it was the

A
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The main problem of Neo-Platonic speculation is that of
the relation of the infinite and finite, of God ‘and the
world. Starting from a conception of the two extremes
of this relation which made them absolutely irreconcil-
able, the whole system was the expression of one long
effort to bridge over an impassable gulf—to deal with the
idea of God conceived of as an absolute unity, beyond
imitation or definition, so as, on the one hand, to make it
possible for God to reveal Himself not merely in nature
d man, but in an absolute formless matter ; and on the
other hand, for the human spirit to rise into communion
with the divine. The solution of this absolute dualism
which Neo-Platonism propounds may be represented by
the two words Emanation and Eestasy.

In the first place, the mtense religious feeling which
was the underlying motive of Neo-Platonic speculation,
and the consequent endeavour to elevate the conception
of God above all the limiting conditions of human exist-
ence, led to an idea of the First Principle of all things
which is simply that of the absolutely indeterminate—
that which can be thought of only as the negation of all
that can be affirmed of the finite. God is the Absolute
One, unity bgygnd all difference, to w}nch 10 predmates

can be attached, of which nothmrr can be affirmed or
expressed. We may not think of Him as intelligent, for
! intelligence implies distinetion between the knower and
ithe object known. For a similar reason we may not
' ; ascribe to Himawill. “ Strictly speaking, He is neither
B { consclousness ‘nor_unconsciousness, neither freedom_mnor
L 8 unfreedom, for all such opposites pertam to the realm of
i finite thmcrs He gives hfe yet Himself lives not, He is

e =0




y tinguishes between itself and its object ; lf we woul

k

iE‘O'rasp ‘Him, it is only by an act of mtumon in_whicl
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«the Omne,” we must exclude any thought of numerical
unity, for that contains or implies the idea of mulbipli-
city, and is meaningless when applied to that which is
above all distinction. ““Only by negation can we define
Him, He is inexpressible, for all speech names some
definite thing ; He is incomprehensible, for thought dis-

AL

the “mind_rises. es_above thou(rht “and becomes one_ w1t
its_abject.”

But when the idea of God has been thus rarefied to
an abstraction which is simply the negation of the finite,
every way back to the finite would seem to be cut off.
The Absolute One of Neo-Platonism, in which the ex-
planation of all finite things is to be found, would seem
to be shut up in its own self-identity. In a unity so . /
conceived there is no reason why it should go beyond | pot ”
itself to manifest or reveal itself in the manifoldness of '
finite existence. The solution of the problem which -
Neo-Platonism gives is contained, as we bave said, in the
word ““emapation.” The self-involved imprisonment of
the Absolute which reason cannot break down, Plotinus
attempts to dissolve by the ald of imagination and pic-
torial a.naloory « Everythm " says he, “that is in any ¥
degree perfect and most of all, therefore, the absolutely=
perfect, tends to overflow itself, to stream forth, and pro-
duce that which is other than itself yet an image of it-7
self. TFire produces heat, snow cold, fragrant substances?
odours, medicine healing. The most perfect cannot re-+
main powerless, shut up in itself.” Accordingly, :]:j

Absolute which is above knowledge is conceived to
stream forth in a series of emanations, descen
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through successive stages in which the irradiation he-
comes fainter and fainter, till it reaches the realm of
darkness, of that formless matter which is below know-
\ {ledge. As Plato endeavoured to overcome the dualism
’* A between the ideal and phenomenal world by the > concep-
\5 tion g_j a world-soul as a kmd of mediator, so Plotmus
5

pandmrr the Platonic conception mto that of f(‘)’u/rﬁ de

scending stages of emanations, each of which successively

represents a lower degree of perfection. The first is the
‘ t

deal world or realm of ideas, in which the Absolute
ne, the ineffable light which is indistinguishable from
arkness, becomes conscious of itself, or produces as the
image of itself mind or intelligence. This ideal world,
i though in itself the archetype of all finite being, the
3 source of all the light and life of the phenomenal
world, is in itself incapable of any immediate relation
to it ; and so, by the same emanational expedient, the
conception is formed of an intermediating principle, the
world-soul or realm of souls, related, on the one hand,
to the realm of ideas from which it emanates, and on
the other hand, to the realm of matter, by its impregna-
tion of which it produces the B}_lenomenal World, and,
tlme > and space, which are the conditions of its being.
Tn this descending series we pass, circle beyond circle,
within the world of light and reality till we reach its
utmost limit in the world of souls, beyond which lies
3 the sensible phenomenal world, which is produced by
the last circle of light casting forth its rays into the
darkness beneath. The phenomenal world is thus a
.wwmpomte of hght and darkness, being and uon-being,

s dwew
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trates it from the world above. Deneath it lies fhe
region of formless matter, which, as the opposite of the
First Principle, is designated Absolute Tivil, in the sense
of pure negation or non-being. In the phenomenal
world it is redeemed from negation ; but that phenomenal
world is itself only a world of shadows, owing its reality
to the world-soul, as that in turn to the ideal world, and
both alike to the primordial unity, the only absolute, all-
comprehending reality. There, and there alone, all dis-
tinction, all mutation, cease; the whole universe of
thought and being exists only as its transient imacre: -
or irradiation, and the reabsorption of that universe mto' S
its prim al source would ‘be at once the vanmhmcr awa,

of its ﬁmte ex1stence and its return _to the only ahsolute
reality.

In the second place, this last thoucrht receives definite
expression in an ascending series of stages, in which as-
piration, ending in ecstasy or ecstatic intuition, reverses
the process of the descending series of emanations. All
finite being strives after union with its origin, All in-
dividual emstences in their separateness and transiency
are under an impulse which urges them backwards to-
Jwards the centre from which they emanated. The in
dividual soul, like the soul of the world, of which it i
a part, stands at the middle of this universe of emana
tions, and combings in itself elements at once of th
highest and of the lowest. As embodied it is a part o
nature and allied to the lower world of matter; as spirit
it belongs to the ideal world and to the unity from whlch
it emanates, in estrangement from which it is in ¢
to a natural necessity separating it from its frue home ‘
and to that home, in obedience to its proper destiny, it

s
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ever seeks to return. The steps by which this return is
achieved repeat in reverse order those of descent. By
knowledge or contemplative energy it emancipates itself
from the bondage of sense, and_remounts into the ideal
world, the region where thought or intelligence finds
nothing foreign to itself, but lives and moves in the pure
tmosphere of eternal ideas. But even here_intelligence
has not reached its highest goal, the absolute unity to
which it aspires. Even in the realm of ideas there is.
still division. The mind which contemplates objective
truth, or which attains to knowledge by any dialectic pro-
cess, is still not absolutely one with its object. There is
a stage of spiritual exaltation higher than that of definite
&thouaht There is a 2, point - where the last distinction,

that of subject and object, vamghes, where thought dies
away into feelmcr intelligence loses itself in rapt identi-

R

ﬁcatlon with its ob,lect and all sense of individuality is
absorbed in that absolute transparent un‘gcy where no
lelSlOll is. This is the final goal of Neo-Platonie specu-
lation, the “ecstasy” which can only be described as
the extinetion of thought from its own intensity, the
striving of the finite spirit beyond itself #ill it is lost
~-. in God.
If we try to characterise this system generally, it may
deseribed as a_kind of poetical or imaginative pan-
i It does not succeed in overcoming the original E
idualism which is involved in the two exiremes of an b
absolute, self-identical unity, and an absolute, formless
matter. The former contains in it no reason for the ex-
istence of a world in which its latent riches shall be
and the idea of emanation to which recourse

ZMis.only the substitution of a W
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r1nc1ple But in intention at least, it is_purely pan-
1eistic, or rather it belongs to that class _of pantheistic
Ms to vm]gh the designation ¢ acosmis ,_1svmore‘
r_gﬁpﬂq];lyrapplled. The successive orders of emanations
‘hich constitute the world are only phantoms, unreal as
1e reflections in a mirror; its only reality is the absolute
nity from which their phantasmal existence is projected,
nd that, as it was without diminution through their
xistence, remains without increase when they have
anished away.

If we endeavour to disengage from the arbitrary
1ythological and other ingredients of which the Kab-
ala is composed, the speculative element which gives it
ny value for thought, we shall find in it, as we have
aid, little else than a reproduction of Neo-Platonism.
n the Book Zohar, the only part of the Kabbala which
as any pretension to systematic connection, the funda-
aental idea is that of the “En Soph,” or unlimited,
rith its ten *Sephiroth,” or emanations. The former,
he source from which all the life and light of the uni-
erse, all ideal and actual existence, flows, is described
s “the unknown of the unknown,” “the mystery of
nysteries.” “He cannot be comprehended by the J’f»" i
ntellect nor described in words, and as such he is in {34*"
» cerfain sense non-existent, because, as far as our minds
re concerned, that which is perfectly incomprehensible
loes not exist.”! In other words, the Kabbalists, in
heir endeavour to exalt the conception of God above all
mthropomorphic elements, refine it away till it becomes
simply the abstract notion of being which is indistinguish-
ible from non-being. This Absolute Being, unknowabl

1 Zohar, quoted by Ginsburg, The Kabbala, p. 6.
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in Himself, can become known, even indirectly, only hy

y becoming active or creative. But He cannot become im-

mediath creator of a finite world : first, because to ascribe
to Him intention and will would be to introduce finito
determinations into His nature; and secondly, beeause an
Infinite Being can produce only that which is infinite.

. Accordingly, in Neo-latonic fashion, the Kabbala invents
.o mediating principle based on the figure of the radia-
1tion of light from an invisible centre. This principle,

corresponding to the «ideal world” of Plotinus, is desig-
nated ¢ the world of emanations,” and is elaborated and
arranged by the Kabbulists into successive trinities, cach
of which constitutes, on the one hmﬂ ‘one of tho various
aspocts wder which the “ En Soph,” or incomprehensible
divine nature, is contemplated ; on the other hand, the
archetype of some one of the various orders of existence
in the finite world. In their totality, gathered up into
unity by the last cmanation, which is the harmonising
principle of the whole series, they are designated the
¢Adam Kadmon,” the ideal or celestinl man, inasmuch
nsM1g to the Zohar, “Tho form of man contains
all that is in heaven and earth, all beings superior and
inferior, and thoerefore the ancient of ancients has chosen
it for his own.”? In order to constitute the mediating
principle hetween God and the world, the Sephiroth are
represented as parteking of tha nature at once of the in-
finite and finite : as emana.bmus from the_infinite, thc\y
are bhemselyes mﬁmte
ﬁmte they are the first order of finite. things. The ﬂmm
Warld is not a creation out of nothing, but simply a

- further expansion or evolution of the Sephiroth. By a

1 Zohar, quoted by Franck, La Kabbale, p. 179,




Emanation. Y S

curious conceit the Kabbala supposes, prior to the ex-
E istence of the present world, certain formless worlds,
tr abortive attempts at creation, so to speak, to have¥issued
vanished away ; and these it compares to s%ks which
ﬂy from a red-hot iron beaten by a hammer, and which
; are ‘extinguished as they ‘separate themselves from the
P Burnihg mass.! On the other hand, in contrast with
these failures, the being of the actual world is due td e
the continuous presence in it and in all it contains of a 'tf 1o
measure, greater or less, of the luminous element fwm
whlch it springs. All finite existences are made in’
descendlntr series “after the pattern of things in the
heavens.” “TFirst comes the ¢ Briatic world,” which is
" the abode of pure spirits ; next, the ¢Yetziratic world,’
or world of formation, which is the habitation of angels ;
and lastly, the ¢ Assiatic world,” or world of action, which
contains the spheres and matter, and is the residence of
the plglce of darkness and his legions.” 2 Without fol-
lowing this theory of creation in the details of fantastic
imagery into which it is wrought out by the Kabbalists, =
it may be observed in general that its characteristic prin- ° i
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ciple, the emanational conception of the relation of the )
world to God which is comn;onjg__tﬂMecLﬂ_@to&_s’m,
reappears in it in a form modified by Jewish mythological”
tialgg;mns The belief in angels and demons was deeply
rooted in the spirit of the Jewish people, and under its
influence the emanations of Neo-Platonism become per-
sonified into the angels of the Kabbala, and the world-
soul of the former becomes in the latter the Briatic
world, which is the habitation of pure spirits. In like’

1 Ginsburg, Le., p. 15. 2 Ginshurg, p. 24.
P,—XIL D




P manner the phenomenal world of Neo-Platonism becomes

: 1 d as the former
7ol 7 /' the Yetziratic world of the Katb;ba a; : allllo.bf?!from ormer
b o % was comstituted by the irradiation o

© % into the darkness of matter so in the cosmology of the
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14 Kabbala the same result is brought about by the presence
, iof angelic beings pervading the whole realm of nature.
To every part and process of the material world—the
heavenly firmament, the orbs of light, the earth, the
element of fire, the revolution of the seasons, &c.—an
mgnhc ruler is assigned, and it is to the agency of the
angelic hosts that all the varied movements of nature
and their harmony and unity are to be aseribed. Finally,
under tbe same personifying inﬁuence, the Neo- Platonic
beeomes, mﬂﬁle Kabbala, the Assiatic world, the hab1ta—
tion of evil spirits—a conception in which the demon—
o{ Jewish tradition and its wild xmacnnatlve
_come_info strange conJunctlon Wlth thegasylts
of G reek sp@ulatrve th\o_ggzl_t.
- "In the Kabbalistic theory of the nature and destiny
of man we find the same reproduction of Neo-Platonic
ideas under Jewish forms. Man is the epltome of the
the microcosm L who mes in his” na.ture all
i Emﬂammts whlch eonshtute the totahtLOf of being.
{ .m‘nn)l ﬁﬁZohat‘ “af once the sum and the highest
. teom of erestion.’ . . . As soon as man appeared. every-
m was MM both the higher and lower worlds,
g nwmlmsadmhm Me unites in him-
‘ﬂl‘lﬁmofbamg. This is otherwise expressed by

g > the Image of the




which the Eternal Light falls no longer indirectly an

Absorption. — K1

As the latter is simply an expression for the totality of

Sephiroth, the eternal ideal archetypes of all that exists

in the finite world, so, to say that man is the earthly

image of the leavenly Adam is to say that all things in

heaven and earth, from the highest to the lowest, are
represented or expressed in the unity of his nature, Ho

is at once spiritual and animal, divine and demoniacal—

on the higher side of his being an emanation from the

world of pure spirits, which is itself an emanation from

the Infinite ; on the other hand, having relation through

his fleshly nature to the material world and to that form-

less matter which is figured as the abode of the spirits of

darkness.  Finally, in its doctrine of the destiny of man,

and the world, the Kabbala reproduces, under a shghtly,

modified form, the rcascending stages of Neo-Platonism.!

As all individual souls, according to the Zohar, in their’

ideal essence, presexigted in the world of emanations, so,

having inhabimun bodies, and passed through the

discipline of an earthly life (or through successive lives),
they become emancipated from the blind power of nature <vi-’ “;3
which governs the animal life, and return to the source

from which they emanated. In this reascending process
two stages are d1st1ngulshed each. marked by its ow
characteristics. ™ From the Servitude of the animal life th
soul xises first into that real but still imperfect relation (
the divine source of light in which knowledge is only re |
flective and obedience is moro that of fear than of lovell
But there is, stys the Zohar, a state of perfection i

a8 through a veil on the spirit, but shines on it directl
and full-orbed in immediate vision, and in which perf
lovs casts out fear. In this consummation of its bein,

.
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{this state of intuitive vision and unmingled love, there is
;nq longer any division between the spirit and its object.
It has lost its individual character; all finite interests,
all activity, all return upon itself have vanished. Its
ibeing becomes absolutely lost in the divine! I lave
said that the Neo-Platonic system leaves still in the
“formless matter” which lies beyond the last cirele of
light an element of unsolved dualism, which its pan-
theistic principle of emanation has not overcome. Dut
the pantheism of the Kabbala is, in expression at least,
wore -uncompromising, In it the differentiation of the
primordial unity is sucteeded by a more complete re-
integration. Not even the lowest world of darkness, the
habitation of evil spirits, which is the analogue for the
¢ formless matter” of Neo-Platonism, is left in the final
‘erisis unreclaimed. The Kabbala knows no absoluto
evil, no being doomed ﬁ'gﬁlasting separation from the
source of light. There will'come a time when the world
iofﬂg_a;jkgvess will disappear, and even the archangel of
;’ evil, “the venomous beast,” will be restored to his
angelic name and nature, and when all orders of being
will have entered into the etermal rest, the endless
Sabbath of the wniverse.?

It is not, as we have said, in the theosophic mysticism
of the Kabbala, but in the dialectic movement of the
thought of his own time—a movement which found
independent expression where there could be no question
of Jewish influences, in the philosophy of Malcbranche
and in the theology of the Reformers—that the true
genesis of Spinozism is to be discerned. But whilst

escartes is the logical parent of’_Sg}wrvx‘oza, there are
<1 Franck, p. 248, 2 Ibid., p. 217; Ginshurg, p. 44,
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traces in the ‘Ethics,” and still more distinctly in the
earlier treatise ‘Concerning God and Man,’ of his
familiarity with Kabbalistic ideas, and these ideas may
have constituted in a mind ‘early imbued with them
a predisposing tendency toward that view of the world
and of its relation to God which lies at the hasis of the
Spinozistic philosophy. Whatever else Spinozism is, 113;E
is an attempt to find in the idea of God a pnnclpleg
from which the whole universe could be evolved by:
a necessity as strict as that by which, according to
Spinoza’s favourite illustration, the properties of a tri-
angle follow from its definition. For the clear intelli;
gence of Spinoza it was impossible to rest satisfied with
a system in which motal)hor plays the pgrt of 10"10&1
thourfh,t ; and accord.m«ly, in his phﬂosophy the emana-’
tion theory of the Kabbalists finds no placg. Vet even!

i a systemin which lowmal consecution is the sxfi;remc

principle of method, there are traces of that attempt to

effect by an arbitrary mediating pr;nclple what reason

fails to accomphsh which is the main characteristic

of Kabbalistic speculation. In one point of view. the
transition from the infinite to the finite is barred for

Spmoza,, us 117 was for the. Kabbahsts, b M@a;of

God_with which he starts If we 1nterpret that idea by

his own prmcxple that “all determination is negation,”

what it means for him is the absolutely indeterminate, .

the bare affirmation of Being which is reached by /] 3

] g abstractmg from all determinations. It is true that he

1% acribes to God or absolute substance the two attributes

of thought and extension, but these attributes are only
distinetions relative to finite intelligence ; the do_not

pertain. to the ‘absolute essence of the -divine nature, bu 1 Q({""&

T et i e e
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are only ways in which the human understanding con-
ceives of it. Beyond these attributes or determinations
lies the indeterminate substance, of which nothing can
be affirmed but that it is the self-identical unity into
which no difference or distinction can enter. But in so
defining the nature of God, Spinoza would seem to have
rendered impossible all advance from this primary idea
to anything further. In that of which nothing can be
affirmed there can be no reason for the existence of
anything else, and to find in it a reason for the existence
of the finite world would be to find in it' a reason for its
own negation. To rehabilitate the finite world would
be to reaffirm that by abstracting from which the idea of
God has been attained ; it would be to destroy God in
order to derive the finite from Him.

Yet though in this point of view the fundamental
principle of Spinozism would seem to preclude all fur-
ther advance, it was, as above said, the intention of its
author to find in that principle the explanation of all
things. The whole finite world was to be so involved
in the idea of God as to be deducible from it as cer-
tainly as the propositions of geometry from its defini-
tions and axioms. To achieve this result it is obvious
that either the fl}ndamental “principle as above defined
must be modl.ﬁed, or some illogical expedlent must be
a.dopted to_cure it of MS The Tatter
native is that Whlch SEmoza, adopted " He a.ttempted
by means of a conceptlon analogous to the world-soul of
the Neo-Platonists, to mediate between the infinite and
finite, and to gain for the latter a legitimate derivation
from the former. "Out of the rigid unity of absolute sub-
stance difference is to be educed ; from an infinite which

¥,
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is in incommunicable isolation the finite world is to be
derived. This problem Spinoza thinks to,solve by con-
ceiving of all individual finite existences as w:s P
we., fimte determinations of the infinite substance—and
then escaping the contradiction implied in determina-
tions of the indeterminate hy means of the conception
of what he terms “infinite modes.” On the one hand
we have the 111ﬁ111te, “Indeterminate substance—on the
other, a world of finite modes or determinations ; and in
order to bridge the gulf hetween them we have a third
something which, as its name implies, is so conceived
s to be in afﬁmty with hoth,—with the finite or modal
world, as being itself a “ mode ” ; with the infinite, as

w “infinite ” mode. In other words, Spinoza thinks it |

rossible to conceive of modes which, though as such
hey belong to the finite, changeable world, are them-
ielves infinite and unchangeable. The whole corporeal
vorld may be represented as a single individual, a
miversal motion which, embracing all particular move-
nents, remains itself etornally unmoved; and the whole
piritual world may be represented as a universal i

ence, which, embracing all finite ideas or 1nteng9_1;ggs,
3 1tself unlmntcd or infinite. Thus these universal
Adividuals having in thom clements at once of infinitude
nd finitude, may constitute the transition from the one
aalm to the other. As infinite and ecternal, they in-
roduce no negation into the one absolute substance ; as
gpressions for the totality of finite existences and of
1e whole series of phenomenal changes, they are in
ose relation to the finite woxld. It is not at present
r business to Ezntmlse this notion ; all we have to do

to point out that, whethex augges’aed to his mind from

2




56 Spinoza.

his early studies in Jewish philosophy or not, there is at

least a certain. analogy between it and the Neo-Platonic
; conception, reproduced in the IKabbala, of an ,I_FE?S
imedmﬁm& principle between the absolute unity afiid the
"vorld of finite existences, between the ideal world, in
“itself eternal and unchangeable, and the world of mutable
things and beings.

Nor, on the other hand, is it impossible to discern in
Spinozism a gertain reflection of the reascending move-
ment which fotms the converse side of the Neo-Platonic
system. As in the descending movement we have the
stages of infinite attributes, modified by infinite modes,
and these hy an infinito numboer of finite modes, so in
the return to God there is, so to speak, a retracing of the
steps by whicl finite individualities have hecome differ-
entiated from the unity of infinite substance in which
all reality is comprehended. In the attitude of ordinary
oxporienco (eaperiontics vage) wo contemplate the world
ag consisting of independent things and beings.  DBub
the independence we thuy ascribe to them is illusory,
As it is only by applying to space or extension, which

ifis ono and indivisible, the concoptions of number and
3‘1110%1\1'0, which are mere “aids of imagination,” that we
can think of it as made up of disercto parts, so it is only
imagination which gives to ourselves and all other finite
individuals & separato, independent existence. Not only
does each finite mode exist only as determinad by other
nitoe modes in an infinite series, but by the very fact
hat it is a mode it has no claim to independence in
egard to the infinito substance. The first step or stage
of tryg knowledge, therefore, the commencement of our
escape from the illusion of the finite, is that of our passing

R v
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from “vague experience” to ‘“‘reason” or the rational
contemplation of the world. This kind .of knowledge ~
Spinoza defines ! as “that in which we contemplate things ) ::f .
not as accidental but as necess#ry;” and again,? as “that
in which we know things under a certain form of eter-
nity.” It is not the highest stage of knowledge, but it
is so far on the way to the highest that in it we are
rescued from the dominion of accidental associations ;
we look at things no longer in the arbitrary relations of
time and place, but as linked together i necessary con-
nection of cause and effect, so that all things are seen to:
be what they are because they are parts of that series or
totality which, as above described, constitutes the “in-
finite modes” of the absolute substance. So regarded
they have in them, underneath all appearances of change,
an element of unchangeableness, of necessity, of eternity,
:&lﬁ._nggnd even this ideal aspect of thm0§, ‘there is a

N

higher amtumq!s of mind which Spinoza designates scientiu
intustiva, in which we proceed from an adequate idea
of a certain attribute of God to the adequate knowledge
of the nature of things.” This stage of knowledge is
that in which we no longer reason about things, but
w them in their essence, no longer proceed infer-
Y, from premissés to conclusion, from causes to
effects, but as by immediate vision penetrate to the heart
and life, the inmost reality of the world. If there IS e
any element of mediation in this lmowledge, it. is only
in so far as it is that of an intelligence

things in God and in their relation to.B

stage the finite mind has risen’ abe
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unity, as they are in God or as modifications of His
attributes. Even its knowledge of God is no longer
simply the knowledge which the finite has of the infinite,
it is a part of the knowledge which God has of Himself.
Moreover, it is to be noticed that, by his identification
of will with intelligence, the reascending process is for
Spinoza a moral as well as an intellectual one. The
bondage of sense and the bondage of inadequate ideas
is one and the same. To discern the illusory independ-
ence we ascribe to ourselves and to all finite things is to
escape from it; to know the absolute law of necessity
under which we lie is to become free; to know our-
selves “under the form of eternity” is to rise above the
sphere of time. It is the false reality which opinion and
imagination ascribe to the finite that subjects us to the
slavery of our desires and passions. Reason, in destroy-
ing their unreal basis, breaks the yoke. And when,
finally, we have risen to that supreme attitude of mind
in which we not merely reason from the idea of God as
a first principle to the nature of things, but by the grasp
of intuitive insight see ourselves and all things #n the
light of it, then with the very existence of our finite self
the desires and passions that were implicated with it of
necessity vanish. As we cease to know, so we cease to
will or love, any object outside of God ; and our our love to
GMWI@& of God, becomes Qg_gmh, that
wherewith God regards Himself. “Here as elsewhere in
the phﬂosophy of Spinoza there are elements which, as we
shall see in the sequel, essentially distinguish him from
the mystical Neo-Platonic theosophists; yet even in the
foregoing sketch of the process by which he reaches that
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“intellectual love” which is for him the final goal of
moral endeavour and aspiration, we may discern points
of analogy to the Neo-Platonic “ecstasy” and to the
Kabbalistic absorption in the “ En Soph” which, in a
mind steeped from early youth in Jewish literatyre and
tradition, cannot have been altogether a matter of
accident.
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CHAPTER IIL
THE MEDIEVAL JEWISII PHILOSOPHERS.

A vasT amount of learning and ingenuity has been ox-
pended on the question of Spinoz’s supposed obligations
to Maimonides, Chasdai Creskas, and other distinguished
philosophic writers of his own race.  Many parallelisims
of thought and expression have been adduced by Dr
Joil and others, and it has even leen maintained that

5777 5 phis debb to these writers soriously affects his title to

» " _originality as a philosopher. Such oceasional coinei-

dences, however, even if they had been more numerous
and unambiguous than those on which this opinion rests,
cannot without further consideration be accepted as prov-
ing the devivation of Spinozism from Jewish sources. Tar-

ticular points of rescmblance, as we have already said, mea.I\

more or less according to the general principles and point

cance of an idea or form of expression can only bo esti-
mated in view of its organic relation to the whole of
which it forms a part, and even exact verbal coincidences,
so far from establishing the intellectual obligation of a
later writer to earlier writers of a different school or stand-

point, only go to prove, at most, that he wus acquainted

T i it

bof view of the writers in whom tlhiay oceur. The signifi-
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with their works. It is on this principle that we must
judge of the alleged anticipations of Spinozism in the
medieval Jewish philosophers. TFrom one and all of
these e writers he differed, at lemst in this respect, that
they se1ved two masters, he_pnly one The conclusions
they reached were the resuit of a compromise between
reason and authority. Their aim in all they wrote was’
to reconcile philosophy with the teaching of Moses and
the traditional dogmas of Judaism, and the result was
oven more unsatisfactory than in the parallel case of the
scholastic philosophy. That result varied, indeed, in its
character in different instances, according as the philo-
sophic or the authoritative tendency predominated in the
mind of the writer. Tn some cases Jewish dogma was
manipulated by arbitrary mterpretatmn into accordance
with Greek philosophy, in others Aristotelian and Pla-
tonic terminology was erudely applied to the cosmogon (I
of ‘Moses and the theology of the synagogue.
cases alike the issue of this forced alliance was a CNe,
spurious one, which neither reason nor authority could ** P
claim as its own. Between such composite productions ¢
and a strictly reasoned system. like Spinozism there can
be no common measure.

A detailed oxamination of Spinoza’s relations to the
Jewish philosophers would earry us beyond the limits of
this work. 'We must confine our remarks to that one
of these writers to whom Spinoza has been said to owe
the most, Moses Maimonides. The philosophical writ-
ings of Maimonides are characterised as 'a whole by the
tendency above indicated, the endeavour to establish
foregone conclusions. But perhaps the part of his philo-
sophy in which this tendency shows itself least is that'
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which relates to the idea of God. In his treatment of
this subject the Jewish theologian is almost entirely sub-
ordinated to the follower of Plato and Aristotle. In
one passage of his most important work, the ¢Moreh
Nebuchim,” or ‘ Guide to the Perplexed,” he adopts the
iAristotelian definition of God as vofjois vojoews—i.e.,

thought which is its own object, pure, abstract self-
consciousness ; and in other passages in which he treats
of the divine attributes, the notion of abstract unity
involved in this definition is further rarefied into the
Neo-Platonic conception of absolute self-identity, a unity
which repels every element of difference. We have
already seen how, in the endeavour to clear the idea
of God from all anthropomorphic alloy, Neo-Platonism
" endeavours to get beyond the stage at which there is a
| distinction between thought and its object, and to rise
to & point of exaltation higher even than thought or in-
[te]ligence, a um which this distinction vanishes.
Maimonides in different parts of his writings wavers
between these two conceptions. As Plotinus maintained
that the highest ideal of intelligence is that in which
the object of knowledge is no longer something external
to the knowing subject, but that Jpure self-contemplative
emergy in which thought is the object of its own activity,
50 Maimonides, still more closely following the Aristo-
telian dialectic, endeavours on the same principle to dis-
W@mm intelligence. It is
of the very mature of thought or intelligence that it
grasps the “forts ” or real essences of things ; and when
it does s0, these forms are not something different from
itself, for it is only as active, as thinking these forms,
ok it realises its own nature. Intelligence apprehend-
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ing the forms of things, and the forms of things appre-
hended by intelligence, are only different expressions for
one and the same thing, or the same thing regarded from
different points of view. When, thercfore, the human
intelligence is in the state of actual thought, thought, the
tﬁmkcr, and the thing thought of, are wholly one. But
man is not always in the state of actuai thouuht At first
thought in him is only potential, a capacity of thinking
which has not yet come into actuality ; and even when
intelligence in him has become developed, it is not
always or continuously active. When the mind is at
the potential stage of thought, or when the capacity of
thinking is in abeyance, we can regard the power of
apprehension and the object capable of being appre-
hended as two separate things; and further, inasmuch
as a power can only be conceived of as residing in a
being or nature which possesses it, to these two wo
have to add a third—viz, the mind in which the power
of thought Yesides. But when wo conceive of a univer-

actuality, and which docs not apprehend at one time

in which the forms or essences of things are ever present
and which is oternal activity as well as potentiality,—

sal and ever-active intelligence, an intelligence in whichi
there is no unrealised capacity, no potentiality that is no§ .,

and ceaso to apprechend at another — when, in other
words, we think of a mind to which no realiby is foreigng

the threefold distinetion vanishes, In & mind which eve

thought, nor of the power of thought from its own objects
In God, the absolute energy, the ever-active intelligenc
thought, the thinker, and the object of thought, are oue,

then we Lave before us the conception of a being in whichy

thinks there is mo separation of thinker and power of
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In the passage which I have here epitomised, the idea
of God which Maimonides reaches is that which, if
ollowed out and freed from the limitations which are
onnected with it in the Aristotelian philosophy, would
. §ead to the modern conception of absolute, self-conscious,
Yelf-determining Spirit—of thought which at once reveals
$tself in the manifold differences of the ﬁmte world and
rom all these differences returns upon itself.

But in Maimonides not only does this idea remain

e ——

with another conception of the divine nature on which
be more frequently insists. In the false search for unity,
or confounding that discreteness which destroys unity
with that concrete fulness in which the highest unity con-
sists, he sets himself to think of something higher even
than intelligence, an absolute which is not the unity of
subject and object, but the abstraction in which these
distinctions are lost. An absolute unity is that from
which_every element of pluraht}: 0 NQ@QI@M&W be
excluded. Our belief in the divine unity, therefore,
\pﬁ'e/s that the he essence of G God is that to which no pred-
icates or attmbutes can be attached When we describe
! an object by attributes, these attributes must be conceived
of either as constituting its essence, or as superadded to.
it. If the attributes of God are conceived of as con-
stituting his essence, we fall into the absurdity of con-
ceiving of a plurality of infinites, and further, of in-
troducing into the nature of God that divisibility or
compositeness which belongs only to corporeal things.
If the attributes are thought of as superadded to the
essence, then are they merely accidents and express
. pothing in the reality of the divine nature. By these
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and similar arguments, Maimonides convinced himself
that such attribubes as power, wisdom, goodness, cannot
be understood as expressing any positive reality, and
that even such predicates as existence, unity, &e., can-
not, in the ordinary sense of the words, be applied to the
divine essence. As applied to finite beings, existence is
something separable from essence ; the idea of a house in l
the mind of the builder, for instance, being somcthingé
different from the house as an actually existing thing :/
but in God existence and cssence, idea and reality, nreﬂ
one and indivisible. When, again, we say of God that'
He is one, we must understand something different from
the unity we predicate of finite things, for “unity and
plurdlity are accidents belonging to the ecategory of
discrete quantity.” When we pronounce a thing to he
one, we add to its essence the accidents of its relations
to other things ; but in God as an absolute or necessarily
existing Being, unity and essence arc one.  Tho con
clusion, therefore to which Maimonides comes, iy tha
the predicates by which we suppose ourselves to aftais
to a knowledge of God do not express any positive real

ity In the divine n&ture, but can only be employed ix
a negative sense, to denote, 1ok \ML&LQW—WL&
He is not; in other words, thoy are only expression
for our own ignorance. The essenco of God is that pur
absolute unity which lies beyond all plurality, and there-
“fore beyond all predication, of which we can only say
that it is, but not what or how it is.!

From the foregoing summary it is obvious that Mai
monides does not advance beyond the Neo-Platonic c 01
ception of the nature of God. - If any positive reference

1 Moreh, i. 51-57.
2.—~XIL n
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40 him can be traced in Spinoza’s writings, it is in the
passage above quoted, in which he speaks in a somewhat
slighting tone of some faint anticipation of his doctrine
of the relation of the attributes of thought and extension
to the divine substance as having dawned “as through
a cloud” on the minds of “certain of the Hebrews.”
On the further question, whether on this point any
indirect influence of the writers so designated ean he
traced. in the philosophy of Spinoza, enough has already
been said.

‘Whatever the relation of Spinoza’s doctrine as to the
inature of God to that of Maimonides, when we pass
1from this point to the teaching of the latter as to the
4relat1on of God to the world, the divergence between

he two systems amounts to nothing less than radical *
2mcons1stency Here it is no longer Aristotle but Moses
who is the master of Maimonides. Ho is no Iungm' an
independent thinker, but a rabbi striving by special -
pleading to force philosophy into reconciliation with the
creed of the synagogue. A philosophy which starts
from the notion of a transcendent (od, a self-identical
‘l_lt'.Y excludmg all (hstmctlons, can find in_itself no
ogmal explanatmn of the 0x1st(mce of a ﬁmte world.
he process from um’cy to difference becomes im; imposesible
rhen. there is no element of difference ¢n the unity.

JEven the Aristotellan conception of God as pure self-
* - _consciousness, pure. Form without Matter, rendered it
impossible to account for a world in which form was
‘realised in matter. And the impossibility of the transi-
ion becomes still more obvious when the unity of self-
ciousness is sublimated into the Neo-Platonic idea of
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which an apparent transition from the one to the many,* I
from God to the world, can, under such conditions, be ; |
effected, is cither to substxtute metaphor for reason, as ¢ * -° |
we have seen attempted in Neo-Platonism, or failing that /1 ;
expedient, to take refuge in mystery and to account for
the world by a supernatural creative act. It is thej,~ ?
latter expedient which, under the constraint of the pre-
suppobed orthodox doctrine of a creation of the world. 1//1 DIPPASRN ¢
ex nililo, Maimonides ndoptq There is indeed one| /
remarkable passage in the ¢ Guide to the Perplexed’ int  ~°
which the Neo-Platonic theory of emanation is distinetly ¢
taught. Iow, he asks, can that which remaing eternally
the same and unmoving be the cause of all motion and
becoming?  And he answers hy the following illustra-. o
tlon: “Many o man possesses so much wealth that he ™ "¢ .«
can not only Destow on others what they are in want of, e
but can so enrich them that they in turn can enviech ¢
others. In like manner there is poured forth from God *
so much good that there cmonates from Ilim, not only
spirit, but a sphere of spirvits.  This sccond spirit again
contains in it ever such a fulness that from it also
spirit and sphores of spirit are derived, and so forth
down to the lnst intelligence and the first matter from
which all the clements arose. This idea of God was
held by the prophets, and hecauso this emanation of
God is limited neither by space nor time, they have
compared God to an eternal and inexhaustible fountain
pouring itself forth on- all sides.”? This passage, how-
ever, can only be understood as the passing lapse of an
unsystematic writer, adopting for the moment and for a
special purpose a theory inconsistent with his funde- ,

1 Moreh, il 11, 12,
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mental prineiples. It is scarcely necessary to show by
formal quotations that the theory, if so it can bo called,
on which Maimonides rests as the only possible explana-
tion of the existence of the finite world, is that which is
expressed by the phrase, ““creation out of nothing.”  In
answer to tho Aristotelian argument that creation in
time would imply in God a potentiality which had not
yet passed into actuality, Maimonides maintains that
“the sole ground of creation is to he found in the will
of Goc'[ and that it belongs to the nature of will that
athmg takes place at one time and not at another.”?!
“TFor all these phenomena of nature,” he adds, T see
no law of necessity, but can only understand them whoen
we say with the doctrine of Moses that all has arisen hy
the free will of the Creator.””? “If I had any proofs
for the doctrines of DPlato,” again he writes, “ I would
unconditionally accept them, and interpret allegorically
the verses of Moses which speak of a creation out of

nothmg ng”%  And then he ‘proceeds elabora.tely to defond
h1s opmmn, would completoly subvu mhgmn, our
belief in Scripture, and the hopes and fears which roli-
ion inculcates.
o Ik need scarcely be said that we have here a doctrine
B is irrecongilable, not only with the philosophy of
with._sny philosophy whatever. Whether
trine of one substance, of which all finite
are only tmnsltory modes, *furmshes any adequate
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strict necessity. The finite world is for him that which
¢ follows from the necessity of the divine nature—that
is, all the modes of the divine attributes, in so far as
they are considered as things which are in God, and
cannot be conceived without God.”! Xven the theory;
of emanation is at least an attempt to solve the problem;
with which it deals. But the theory of creation out o
nothing is simply the abandonment of the problem as
insoluble; and if it seem anything more, it is only
because its real character is disguised by a meaningless(
phrase. The theory itself, as well as the world for \
which it would account, is ereated out of nothing.
It is unnecessary to follow the so-called philosophy of
Maimonides into further details. Setting out from a
point of divergence such as has just been indicated, it is)
obvious that in the subsequent cowrse of their specuh—(
tions Spinoza and Maimonides could never meet, and.
their occasional coincidences aro such only to the ear.’ 1
Malmomdes, for example, like many thinkers of the
same order, feels himself impelled to seek a basis for
moral responsibility in a freedom of indifference or in-
determinism, and from the difficulties involved in this
conception he finds a ready escape in his theory of
creation. Ile who begins by tracing all things to a
arbitrary supernatural act can nover he at a loss for
solution of particular speculative difficulties. “To man,” #
says he,? “has been given complete freedom whm he #
will incline to the good or evil way. ““Hero there is no %

law of causality as in outward nature, so that the will ”

of man should be the effect of any cause, but man’s Qwn *

will ig the first cause of all his actions,” ¢ But,” he

1 Eth. i. 29, schol. % Yad-ha-chazakeh, v. 4.
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asks, “does not the assmt\on that the will i is free stand
in contﬁifr tlon w1th the divine_ onn11po§gnco? The
answer is, Not s0; ; for, as God has given to everything its
own nature, so He has made it the nature of the human
will that it should be frece.” In other words, the un-
conditioned freedom of the human will is not only not
derived from but is in absolute contradiction with the
nature of God, and must therofore be aseribed simply to
His arbitrary will, and what is contradictory to God’s
nature ceases to be so when God Himself is the author
of the contradiction. How far apart from Spinoza, both
in matter and manner, lies this kind of reasoning, neaed
not here be pointed out.

Theroe is, however, one subject on which, viewed apart
from the general pnnuplus of the two systems, thejr
coincidence at first sight looks more than verbal—viz.,

the nature of physical and moral 2&—-

‘ J{ “We must,” says Maimonides,! “first of all consider

whence evil comes, and what is the nature of good and evil.
y the good is something positive ; evil, on the contrary,
ouly want of good, therefore a mere negation. Life, .,
is the combination of this form with this matter ; the cessa-
tion of the combination or the division of the two is death.
[ealth, is. harmony in human bodies, sickness arises so soon
ony is destroyed. God, therefore, can only Lo
the author of evil 2 the world in ;ao far” Jax‘ﬁe
T Téts the world arise out of matter which
hange. But changeis a thmg that is necegsary ;
g should Degin to be implies the possibility of
g away. Ancl no ¥ of natural evil but of moral
b it is a miere negation. It

g positive.

"i
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Were men wholly rational there would be neither hatred,
nor envy, nor error, which work destructively amongst men,
just as blind men injure themselves and others through want
of sight. Both kinds of evil are mere negations which God ,
does not.cause, but only permits. Both are consequences of / 4
matter from which the world and man have become, and yet
from matter nothing better could arise.”

Compare with this doctrine of evil the following
passages from Sp1 028 i—

“With regard to g,uod mul evil, these indicate nothing
positive in things considered in thunselves, nor anything
else than modes of thought or notions which we form from
the comparison of one thing with another.”? ¢ For my own
part, I cannot admit that sin and evil have any positive
exigtence. . . . We know that whatever is, when considered
in itself without regard to anything else, possesses perfection,
extending in each thing as far as the limits of that thing’s
essence. The design or determined will (in such an aet as
Adam’s eating the forbidden fruit), considered in itself alone,
includes perfection in so far as it expresses reality. Hence
it may be inferred that we can only perceive imperfection
in things when they are viewed in relation to other things
possessing more reality. . . . Hence sin which indi
nothing save imperfection cannot consisETE 3 Mh
expresses reality.”? “I maintain that God is absolutely and
really (a8 cause sug) the cause of all things whic e
essence (1.¢., affirmative ruzhty) . When you -can prove
to me that evil, error, crime, &&,, are anything which ex-
Presses essence, then I will grant to you that God is the
cause of evil. But I have sufficiently shown that that
which constitutes the form of evil does not consist in any-
thing which expresses - o, "and ther&fore it cannot be
ik o o e —

To the cursory reader of these passages both writers
1 Eth. iv. Pref. 2 Hp. 82 3 Bp. 86.
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soem to teach the same doetrine s to the nature of evil,

cand with a commion object.  To prove that Gad {8 not

ithe author of evil, it seems to be the endeavour of hoth

4o show that no positive reality can bo aseribed to it

) lizmd that physical ad moral evil alike must he relegated
Loy ‘ytn the category of negations or unrealities. Dut a littlo

ey . closer examination proves that a fundamental difference
B i underlies this  superticinl similarity.  The theory of
u} ) . Maimonides is essentially dualistic. To exonerate his
2 e a\mU Crentor from the eausation of ovil, he

adopts the Aristotelinn distinetion of form and matter,

ageribing all that ix positively good fu the systom of

being to the former, and regarding ovil ns only the

cloment of negation or limitation which necessarily clings

to tho latter.  In ao far as any finite heing is redeemad

from imperfection, the clemnt of good that is in it is

due to the divine causation; in so far as imporfoction

still adheres to ity it is to ho aseribed, not to the positive

~ cagency of God, but, 8o to speak, to the intractabloness of
\,./""”’“ "the materials with which e hus hud to deal, Mattor is
‘kmf\,{’ essentmlly mutablo; puin, sickness, doath are its inovit-
' ahlgﬂg_omht'vns' only the lifo which arrests chango and
dlsmtegmtxon is due to God.  Error and crime are not
traceable, to God, any more than thoe blunders and mis-
g of the blind to tho author of tho organ of vision.
on were perfect thero would be neithor orror nor
and therefore the monsure of knowledge and virtue

8 the good element which ro-
hor ; the ovi haow

SYRTRY
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that they arce only pwrtmlly reclmmcd He can ab most be
sa.1d only to permit. - - 4

"It is not our business to criticise tlns theory, further
than to point out its esson}g}lx dualistic character, and
therefore its discordance with cvery system which, like
that of Spinoza, maintains the absolute unity of the
universe. Not only does it start from the fundamental
dualism of a suprunundano Creator a.nd a world lying
outside of Him, but even in that world all does not spring
from the will that creates it.  God is not responsible for

all that takes place in the world, simply because another
principle, that of “matter,” has there a #d/e which is in-
dependent of Him, and over which He can achiove at
best only a partial victory. Spinoza, on the other hand,
knows nothing of such an mcﬂ (A‘cator, or of any
element of matber which posxusseq substantiality and
independence. For him there is but one infinite sub-
stance, outside of which nothing exists or can be con-
ceived ; and all finite boings, corporeal and spiritual, are
only modes of that one substance. Interpreted in th
light of this fundamental principle, Spinoza’s languag
with respect to the mnon-positive nature of evil means
something with which the doctrine of Maimonides has
no relation. Tmlto things, as such, have neither in
their existence nor their cssence any substantial reality.
Lverythm(r that has a real existence, evorythmg in
nature and man that can be said to have any positive
reality, is a modification or expression of the divine
nature, and everything else that seems to be is only
unreality, nonentity. If, then, we ask how it cores
that we regard anything as evil, or aseribe re&hty tot
things that are injurious or wicked, the angwer is that})



Spinoza.

tlus anses from the false substantiation which imagination
ion gives to things finjte. “ Whatever wo think
mJumous and evil, and, moreover, whatever we think to
be impious, or unjust, or wicked, arises from this, that we
conceive things in a distorted and mutilated fashion.” !
As by means of the conceptions of number and measure,
which are merely “aids of the imagination,” we give a
false independence to discrete parts of space, which is
really one and continuous, so the negative clement in
individual things and actions, which have mno reality
apart from God, is only due to the false isolation or
limitation which the imagination or the abstracting un-
derstanding gives to them. Remove the fictitious limit
by wl which they are distinguished from God, ‘}E‘Lﬂ“’
negation vanlshes, the positive element which alone
expresses their essence, is all that remains. Whether
this view of the nature of evil be tenable or not, it is
obviously one which has nothing in common with that
qof Maimonides. For the latter, God is not the author
flof evil, because the evil or negative element in things is
ito be ascribed to another and independent source: for
#Spinoza, God is not the cause of evil, because, from tho
.! point of view of the whole, contemplating the system of
@being in the only aspect in which it has any real or

1 Eth. iv. 78, dem.
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CHAPTER IV.
GIORDANO BRUNO.{ /' ./ - I°

Onz of the most remarkable writers of the tmnsition
period between medieval and modern phllosophy is
Giordano Bruno. Ilis numerous works, poetical, scien-
tific, philosophical, reflect the general characteristics of
that period, modified in some respects by a strongly
marked individuality. The revolt agninst authority, the
almost exulting sense of intelloctual frecdom, the breakin
down of the artificial division between things sacred an
secular, human and divine, the revival of ancient philo
sophy, and resumption of its problems from a new and
higher standpoint—these and other distinctive features
of the spirit of the time, and along with these the
intellectual unsettlement and unrest, the Eyemlectmq fo
occult sciences and arts, the tendency fo commingle the
dreams and vagarics of imagination with the results o
rational investigation which marked some of its nobl
yet more undisciplined minds,—are vividly rep:
in Bruno’s multifarious writings. In these '
seck for systematic unity. They axe the
mind filled with tellectual snth
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and making random guesses now in this direction, now

in that, pouring forth with almost inexhaustible pro-

ductiveness speculations, theories, conjectures, under

the impulse of the moment or the varying influence of

external eircumstances and of the intellectual atmosphere
fin which he moved.  Betwixt such a mind as this and
“the clear, patient, disciplined intelligenco of Spinoza, it
Fwould seem impossible to find any point of contact, and
. in the absence of any direct cvidence we might be dis-
\posed to regard Spinoza’s alleged obligations to Bruno as
nothing more than accidental coincidences. It is true,
indeed, that the absence of any reference to Bruno in
Spinoz’s writings does not settle the cquestion, inasmuch
as Spinoza was wndoubtedly conversant with, and derived
important suggestions from, authors whom he does not
quote. But without attaching any weight to Spinozu’s
gilence, the positive proof of his obligations would scom,
ab first blush, to consist only of a fow verbal coincidenges
scarcely avoidable in writers treating of tho sane subjects,
and more than overhorne hy the lack of any real aflinity
of thought.

‘When, however, wo examine more closcly the general
drift of Bruno’s philosophical writings—thae leading ideas
which, though never doveloped into a coherent systom,
underlie his spoculations concerning man and nature and
God—we shall find in thom not a little which may be
regarded as o kind of anticipation of Spinozism. The
idea which seoms to have dominated the mind of ]lruno,
and which, by means parily of Aristotelian categories,
partly of Neo-Platonic emanation theories, he sosks in
his various writings to oxplain and defend, is that-of the

Q&'m jfy of nature and man Ile was in profound sym.-
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pathy with the revolt against the medieval notion of a
transcendent God, and a sphere of divine things absolutely
separated from nature and the secular life of mankind.
The_course of religious thought during the scholustlcl
pouod had tended more and more to obseure tho Chuigtiar
idea_of the unity of tho (hY}l}(} and. hwan The
ccclosinstical conception of God had gradually become\ e ?/
that, not of a Being who reveals Himself in and to the '}/lw ?. ‘
human spirit, but of a Being above the world, and tow»’ e
whom thought can bo related 0111y as the passive re- wwf /”'
cipient of mysterious dogmas authoritatively revealed. *
The false exaltation thus given to the idea of God led

by obvious sequence to the degradation of nature, and

the individual and social life of man. The observation

of nature lost all religious interest for minds in which

the divine was identified with the supernatural, and
which found the indications of a divine presence not in

tho course of nature, but in interferences with its laws.(»*" 4
In like manner, and for the same reason, the specially
religious life became one of abstraction from the world,
and the secular life of man, its domestic, social, political
relations, came to be regarded as outside of the sphere of
spiritual things. It is easy to see how the reaction from !
this false separation of the natural and spiritual, the
human and divine, should give rise, on the ong hand, t
the rmwakmed interest in nature which is indieated b
the scwntlhc rovwal of the sixteenth mul seyg}m;g_mh‘
ccnturws, and on the other, to the Lzm,ghustw tendency|
in "nlnlosol)hy which gives their (113 ctive character to
the spoculative writings of Bruno Both on the religious
and the poetical side of his nature, Bruno recoiled from
the conception of & supramundane God, and a world
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|l in whose life and thought no divine element could be
discerned. In the external world, in whose least
o phenomena science had begun to perceive the hid-
s den glory of intelligible order and law; in the inner
nt world of mind, to whose boundless wealth of thought
W the consciousness of the time was becoming awakened,
Bruno seemed to himself intuitively to discern, not tho
" lmere production of a distant omnipotence, but the im-
mediate expression of a divine presence and life, And
with the mﬁmfmmm'sought
to give philosophic form and verification to this intuitive
sense of a kingdom of heayen on carth ~Dut religious
and poetical feeling may instinctively grasp what reason
is 1mdequate to justify. Bruno was a poet first and a
philosopher only in the second place. And whatever in-
- direct influence his writings may have had on a greater

mind, it needed a calmer intelligence and severer logic than

his own to overtake the task he set limself to accomplish.
w  “The txge Rhllosopher, says Bruno, ¢ differs from the
"*theologlan in this, that the former sceks tho infinito
- Big}_ng, not, outsule the world, but within it. Wo must
«begin, in other Words, by recognising the universal
«agent in creation, before attempting to rise to that
uelevated region in which theology finds the archetype of
- created: beings.”! Dismissing, then, the conception of
a supramiundane God, it is Bruno’s aim to show how
philosophy justifies the idea of an immanent relation of
God to the world ~When we examine his solution of
the problem, 1t is found to consmfmytly in 9, recu_gxeme

Dela causa, pincipio et uno—Wagners edlt i p. 175. Of.*
Iméss; J. Bruno, ii. p. 180,
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lation of the Aristotelian categories of matter and form,

of potentlahty and actuality. To the former point of
view belongs his elaborate exposxtlon of the notion of a ™} .
“soul.of the world” The universe is to be conceive “7\.«—:72
of as an infinite living organism, not created by any ou

ward cause, but having the principle of all its existence

and activities within itself. It is that beyond whic

nothing exists, in which all things live, and move, an

have their being. This inward, ever-active, creativ

principle he compares to the principle of life in the root

or seed, “which sends forth from itself shoots, branches,

twigs, &c., which disposes and fashions the delicate

tissue of leaves, flowers, fruit, and again, by the same

interior energy, recalls the sap to the root.” It isin one

sense external, in another internal, to purely natural

things ; the former, because it cannot be regarded as

itself a part or element of the things it creates—the

latter, because it does not act on matter or outside of

matter, but wholly from within, in the very bosom and

heart of matter. He represents this first principle again

as an_“inner artist” of infinite productiveness and

plastic nggg; but it differs from a human artist jn two

respects : (1.) That the latter operates on matter which is

already alive or instinct with form, whereas in the ease

of the former no such presupposition is involved. He ‘f:fw
argues, therefore, that though we may shrink from re 4 gwds .
garding the universe as a living being; yet we
conceive any form which is not already, dn-ecﬂy‘
directly, the expression of a soul, any more €
conceive a thing which has absa}.

would be absurd, mdeed,,ip r
produetmns of i
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_animate ; but inasmuch as its matter is taken from
Bnattire, it is composed of materials which arc already
Hliving. There is nothing, be it ever so little or worth-
C less, that does not contain in it lifo or sogll The
hman 3 arbist, in other words, works from without to
communicate his own thought to materials which are
faken from mature, and which have already, as part of
nature, a life and being of their own; but the divine or
inner artist has no pre-existing materials on whiel to work.
His art is creatlve, at once of the materials and of the in-
ﬁnitely diversiﬁed forms imposed on them. Crvativo and

if He transmutes lower into hlgher forms of enstom-v
the former are not taken from a sphere that is foreign
or external to Him, but already instinct with His own
life ; and the latter are only the same life putting forth a °
new expression of its inexhaustiblo energy. (2.) It is
only a slightly varied form of the same thought when
Bruno tells us that in.fhe divine or inner aytist, in con-

trast with the human, the ideas of effigiont and fingl causo

are inseparable, In nature, he argues, the efficient cause
cannot be separated from the final 9&%&1@.&@% Livery
reasonable act presupposes an_end or ign. That
deswn is “nothing else than the form of the thing to ho
&u@ed From which it follows that an intelligenco
B‘I:é of producmg all, and of raising them by a
ma‘rvel?nmw art - from _potentiality into_actuality, shoul
contain in itself the forms and essences of all tlunl;s ”8
Smce it.is intelligence or the soul of the world which

creates natural things, it is impossible that the formal

;"% De la causs, i. p. 241, Of. Bartholmass, ii. p. 185,
De.la causa, i. p. 287. Of. Bartholmass, if, p. 184,
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" ‘inspiring the first minutest atom of the structure with

The Universe an Organism. — 81

should be absolutely distinet from the efficient cause.
They must fall together in the inner principle of things.
Bruno expresses the same thing in another way when
he speaks of the universe as a hvmcr orgamsm In

- the work of a human artist the thought or conception

lies outside of the materials on which he works, and in
which it is by his plastic hand to be realised. But the
thought or design which is at work in the dreation of an
organised structure, is not a mere mechanical cunning
acting from without, shaping and adjusting matter accord-
ing to an ingenious plan which is foreign to it. Here,
on the contrary, the ideal pr1nc1ple or formative power
goes with the matter, fer, and constltutes its essence " Such
a prmmple is supposed to be p1esent from tho be beginning,

i
)

the power of the perfect whole that is to be. The inne

principle, the life within, is both first cause and last ; it
makes the last first, and the first Tast. " “When, t therefore,
we a.pply pply this conception to the universe, what it brings
before us is, not an extramundane omnipotent agent,

. creating and shaping things to accomplish an end out-

side both of himself and them—implying, therefore, some-
thing originally lacking both to himself and the matter
on which he operates—but a universe which contams in
itself the principle of its own bemng, a V. Rismy
m Workm
beginning, in which the o8t ARG T i i
Mences Wmﬁeﬂuhe end to be
realised, and in which the first principle is at once be-
ginning and end of all. Had Bruno realised all that is
¢ contained in this conception, his philosophy might have

gone beyond that of Spinoza, and eanticipated much
P.—XIL )
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which it was left for later speculative thought to
develop.

Buj when we follow the course of his speculations, and
ask“how._from his fundamental thought he proceeds
to explain the nature of God, and His relation to the
world, we find that, under the limiting influenco of
scholastic or Aristotelian categories, the inherent wealth
of his own idea escapes his grasp. ~ With him as with a
gre&t?éf than he, the principle of abstract identity is in
fatal opposition to that of concrete unity, or if the latter
is faintly adumbrated in his conception of the soul of
the world as a self-differentiating, sclf-integrating unity,
the former speedily reasserts itself, so as to reduco the
i(_lﬁga,__gfh God to a meaningless and burren shstraction,
and the finite world to evanescence and unreality.

In order to determine the nature of the first prineiplo
of all things, Bruno has recourse to the Aristotolian
distinction of “form” and “mattar.”

“Democritus and the Epicureans,” says he, “hold that
there 1s no real existence which is not corporeal; they regard
matter as the sole substance of things, and assert that it is
itself the divine nature. These, with the Stoics and others,
hold also that forms are simply the acei | dispositions of
oatter. .. . A closer examination, ]ﬁ{fqu@é; s £0 ro-
Joguise in nature two kinds of substances, form and matter. If,
Kheretote, there is AR active principle which is the constitutive
principle of all, there is also a subject or passive principle
corresponding to it, a something that is capable of being acted
on as well as a something that is capable of acting. Human
;rt caxgnot operate except on the surface of things already

TIe

bynature; . . . but nature oEerg.tes,mto speak, from
the centre of its subject-matter, which Is altogether ?%’_nged
e

J ct-matter of the arts is manifol
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subject-matter of nature/ 13 oue, seeing that all dlvermty
. 1 P sk,
pro from form, .

In this passage and elsewhere, what Bruno seeks toj/
provo is, that the COIICL})thllS of nntter tmd. form ar

tion from the other, and that the mmgssmes of thoggh
foree us beyond them to another and higher coneeptio:
that of a primal s substzmce which is neither matter alon
nor form alone, but the unity of the two. We are le
to the same result, he elsewhere shows s, when we con-
sider the supposed hard and fast distinction of sub-
stances corporeal and incorporeal. It is necessary that
of all things that subsist there should be one principle
of gubsistence. . . . DBub all distinguisfable things
I;i:i;3111;1>()scb something  indistinguishable.  That indis-
tinguishable something is a common reason to which the
difference and distinetive form are added.” Just as sen-
siblo_objocts presuppose a seusible subject, '-I.lwxble

objacts an intelligible subject— B

“ 8o it is necessary that there be one thing which corresponds
to the common reason of both subjects, . . . a_first essence
which contains in itself the pri r;g;plg_gf_m_hqu If body,
as 18 gonerally agreed, presupposes a matter which is dbt
body, and which therefore naturally precedes that which we
designate as properly corporenl, we cannot admit any absolute
incompatibility between matter and the substances which we
name immaterinl, . . . If we discern something formal and
divine in corporeal substances, on the same principle we
must say that there is something material in divine.sub-

stances, As I:W says, if the intelligible world contains
an infinite vnmety of existences, there must be in them, along

lDelmoa.uu.,p 251,
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with their characteristic differences, something which they
all have in common, and that common element takes the place
of matter as the distinctive element takes that of form. . . .
This common basis of things material and immaterial, in so
far as it includes a multiplicity of forms, is multiple and
many-formed, but in itself it is absolutely simple and indi-
visible ; and because it is ull it cannot be itself any one par-
tﬁﬁ&r being.”1

Such considerations do not suggest the idea of a
Supreme Being (an_exframundane God), “but of the

soul_of the world as the actuality of all, the poten-
tiality of all and all in all Whenee, though there
are innumerablo individuals, yet overything is one.” 2
“There is one form or soul, one matter or hody, which
is the fulfilnent of all and the perfection of all, which
cannot be limited or dc‘wnmuvd, add s Lhorufom un-

;changeable.” 8

These quotations may suffice to show what is tho gen-
eral drift of Bruno’s speculations. Tho result to which his
reasoning leads is not that which he intended or supposed
himself to have attained. Iis obvious aim was to attain
to a first principle which should be the living source and
explanation of all finite existences, material and spirvitual.

Blt owing to the false mothod by which he proceeds,

¥ Awl@a’s he does reach is, not a u unity wlu(,h_gqmp}uhm_ls,

& unity which excludes, all d eterminations—not_g_
~which embraces in 1ts concreto unify ty tho “whole in-

-exhaustible we of the finite world, but a
: jon- from which all content has b@uya‘;;%&

g/that the 1feas of matter and form, and again of

H‘)e Is cav a,Wagner, i pp. 269 270, 272.
‘275 e 3 Thid., p. 280,
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corporeal and spiritual, cannot be held apart, but . that
when we attempt to think it, each implies and falls over
into the other, he yeb does not rise to a higher unity, a,
unity which transcends, yet at the same time compr j—’
hends both. . Hex ence his only available resource is to ﬁnd
his hwhel un1Ly in that which matter and form, min
and body, bave in common when their differences ara
eliminated. But by thinking of that which mind has i
common with body, or form with matter, we do not reach /
a unity which is higher and richer than both, any more
than we do so when we think of that which gold has in
common with silver or copper. A generic_unity, i
other words, i3 a jere logical abstractlon which has
%’pmem than the lowest individual it is supposed t
embrace. In short, like many.other thinkers before an

S IR

“ry

o

after him, Bruno conceived himself 10 be explaining the A

ifferences and fomtrarictios of existenco by the simple
process of eliminating or ignoring them. And his firs
or highest principle (which he identified with God), in
which he conceived himself to have reached the origin
and end of all things, was nothing more than the abstrac-
tion of “ Being,” which is logically higher, simply beganse
it is_poorer in content, not erely than matter or nnnd/
but than the lowest of finite existences.

And if thus his idea of God or the infinite was depleted
of a]l content or reality, it fared no better, and for the
same reason, with his idea of tho finite world. What
he sought for was a first principle or “soul of the world,”
in which all finite existences should find their being and.
roality. The solution of this problem, therefore, implied
at once the nothingness of all finite being apart from
God, and their reality in God. His fundamental notion

AN J’"/




86 Spinoza.

mombms are nothing bnt dead, menmn;blvss frngmults in
separation from the lifo or vital prineiple of the whole;
but also the necessity of showing that through their re-
lation to that principle they cease to he such unreal
abstractions.  Tlis method certainly enabled him, as ho
himaself saw, to achiove the former of these results—

viz, that of reducing all finite oxistences, as such, to
avanescence and nothingness.

i3
H
§
i

“In its externality,” says he, “ nature is nothing more than
o shadow, an empty image of the first principle in which
potentiality and actuality are one. . . . Thou art not nearer
to the infinite by being man rather than ingeet, by heing star
rather than sun.  And what T say of these T understand of
all things whose subsistence is particular. Now, if all these
particular things are not different in the infinite, they are
not really different. Therefore the universe is still one, and
immovable. It comprehends all and admits of no difference
of being, nor of any chunge with itself or in itsell, It is all
that can be, and in it is no difference of potentiality and
actuality. . . . Individuals which continually change do
not take a new existence, but only a new manner of being,
It is in this sense that So

Joxgon has suid, ¢ There is nothin
new under the sun, but that which is was 1W
R things are in the universo and the universe is in all things,
ag we are in it and it is in us, so all coneur to one pu'fcct
by, which is sole, stable, and ever remnining. It is one
L aternal. Every form of existence, every other thing is
- vonity, évery thing outside of that one is nothing.”?

‘Bﬁt whilst Bruno thus proved the unreality of all
j : from the first principle, the soul
: 9 Ibid., 288,
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or substance of the world, what he failed to prove, and
from the self-imposed conditions of his method could
not prove, was that even in their relation to the first
principle any reality was left to them. Regarded as .
that which is reached by abstraction from the limits of °
finite existences, the first principle does mot explain, it :
simply annuls them. Their distinetion from God is their
finitude, and the withdrawal of their finitude, which
makes them one with God, makes them lost in God.
They are only figures carved out in the infinitude of
space, and, like figures in space, they vanish when the
defining lines are withdrawn.

6110]1 then in substunce, 1s Brung’s <ontmbutlon :L(R

speculatlvo thoug,ht attempts to deal. It would be to
forestall the exposition of the Spinozistic system to at-
tempt here, save in a very general way, to answer the
question, What, if any, traces are to be found in it of
the influence of this writer on the mind of its author?
At first sight there would seem to be discordances ag
great between the leading ideas of Bruno and of Spinoz
as between the glowing, imaginative, poetical manne
and style of the former, stamped throughout with th
personality of the writer, and the rigid mathematical
mould, excluding every trace of personal feeling, in
which the ideas of the latter are cast. "What point of
contact, for instance, can be discerned between Spinoza’s
view of the universe as a system in which all things fol-
low from the idea of infinite substance by as strict logical
deduction as the properties of a triangle from its defini-
tion, and Bruno’s conception of an infinite organism in-
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stinet with the freedom, the activity, the perpetual chango
and variety of life, and in which the first principle is
for ever manifesting itself, with the spontaneity and in-
exhaustible productiveness of wrt, in the forms and
aspects of the world? Yet pmlmp% a closer examination
may_lead to the conclusion that, with many apparent
'and some real differences between the two systems, in
their essential principle and in the. vesults to which it
[eads, thero is a real affinity hetween them.  Both seek
o"]ustlfy for thoucvht that idea of the absolute unity of
11‘011%111@ is ‘ohe 1»1'osuppomt10n of all seience and
osdlihy Both seck to explain the universe
rom itself, to the exelusion of any cxternal or arbitrary
cause, as implying a virtual abandonment of the problem
to be solved. In the idea of God both endeavour
to find, not an inexplicable supramundane Croator, bu
the immanent cause or principle of the world. In hoth
{there is a sense 1. which the words ““ God ”” and “ Naturo”
are interchangeable. In Bruno, the first principle is the
union. of potentiality and actuality ; and whether you
consider it as a principle which realises itself in the
actual, and call it God, or as all actuality in relation to
its principle, and call it Nuture, it is only one and the
semme thing contemplated from different sides. In Spinoza,
bstance is that beyond which nothing exists or can ho
j eived, and Nature—understood as tho whole finite

world, including all possible modifications of an intinito
umber of infinite attributes in their relation to Substance,
or in so far as they are expressions of it—is only another
for the same universe regarded from a different
iew... Finally, in both systems the logical re-

f:;
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sult falls short of the aim and intention of the author,:
and the failure in both cases arises, to somo extent at’
least, from the same cause—rviz., the attempt to reach a;_ .
concrete, by a method,t\hat can yield only an ab_:ﬁ‘g?_@t:j;; :
unity. We have secen how in Bruno the infinite living 7-°
organism, which was his ideal of the universe, roduces
itself to a God who is only a bare self-identical abstrac-
tion, in which the finite is lost or annulled. And in the
sequel wo shall find that Spinozism is, from one point of
view, the ambiguous result of two conflicting clements—
a self-identical, undetermined substance which is all in
one, and a world of finite individualities, cach of which -
has a being and reality of its J‘\Tnfﬁi'ﬁ is tho obvious in-y¥
tention of the author to hring these two clements into the}
unity of a perfect system—rto find in Substance the origin,
and explanation of finite existences, and also to brin
back all the individualities of the finite world into unit,
in their relation to the one infinite substance. But the
relation between the two clements is only asscrted, never ,
’deemonstmted. The absolutely undetexmined is, by its A{‘;Y A

very definition, precluded from going forth out of itself}.s
into a world of finite determinations; and if we startjes
_from the latter, they can only be brought back to the) m) ) e
former by the destruction of their finitude, and their
absorption in the infinite all

From these considerations it scems to follow that,
whatever weight wo attach to tho external cvidence of/
Spinoza’s indebtedness to Bruno, in the movement ‘of
thought in both writers, in the principle from. ¥
they start, the end at which they aim, thei
cess, and the reason of their failure, 4 clo
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may be traced. Whether, in point of fact, we can aftili-
ate Spinoza’s system to the speculations of lis predecos-
sor is doubtful, but it must at least be conceded that
the philosophy of the former betrays tendencies which,
had he been acquainted with Bruno’s writings, would
have led him to recognise in the latter a spirit akin to
his own.
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CHAPTER V.
DESCARTES.

Tue philosophy and the theology of modern times
start from a common origin, and a certain_apalog
may be traced, at least in fheir earlier stages, ir
the course of development through which they passed
‘What first strikes us in studying that development is its
apgarent inconsistency with its origin.  The principle of
freédom is the common sourco of hoth, yet in both if

speedily passes into a doctrine of abgolutism which scemg
to be the complete negation of freedom. From a movey
ment in which everything seems to be grounded on thg
individual consciousness, we are brought almost imme
diately to a theory of the universe in which God is &d
conceived of as to leave to the world and man no inde
pendence or reality. In religion, the assertion of thé
right of private judgment gives rise to a theology off
absolute predestination and “irresistible grace.” ‘
philosophy the principle of self-consciousness, as |
source of all knowledge and the criterion of: ¢t
develops into a system of uncompromisi:

Yef, a little reflection will show tha
thus inditated involves
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ciple of the Protestant Reformation was, indeed, the
assertion of spiritual freedom. It expressed the revolt
of the reawakening religious consciousness agninst exe
ternal mediation or authority in matters of faith, It
is implied in the very iden of religion that the human
spirit is essentially related to the divine, and that in
seeking to realise that relation it is attaining to a deopor
consciousness of itself. Iy whatever outward menns
the knowledge of God and of divine things may be con-
veyed to us, it is not religious knowledge until it hus
been grasped by the spiritual consciousness amd has
ound its witness therein, The ultimate criterion of
ruth must lie not without, hut within, the spirit. llm
oice of (;od must find 1ta response in tho heart and
conscienco of him to whom it speaks, and’ nnt.hmg enn
hold good for him as true or divine which has not ro-
ceived its authentication in the  assurance of faith.,” But
whilst nothing, it would seem, can be mors thorough-
going than this assertion of spiritual froedom, it involves
and directly leads to what might easily bo regardud as
the negation of such freedom. Religious knowledgo is
he revelation to man at once of freeom and of absolute
lependence,; of freedom, because it is to consciousnoss
that truth appeals, and by the activity of consciousnoss
hat truth is apprehended—of absolute dependence, bu-
] at; the very first step of our entrance into the king-
dox of truth, we find ourselves in a region where nothing
fan be made or unmade by us, in the presence of an author-
Yty which dominates our will and claims the complote
ubmission of our thoughts. The very act of entering
# involves the renunciation of all individual opin-

bions; preguchoes, of everything that pemins
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- to me morely as this individual self. It implies, more
over, the recognition by the individual self, not merel
of its finitude and dependence, butb of its moral blindnes
and weakness. Truth must find its witness in the con-
sciousness ; but the consciousness to which it appeals is:
that not of the natural man, hut of the spiritual. The"
response which it awakens is that not of the md.w:.dual
Sself, but of a higher or universal self, with which the
Former is not in lmrmony Tt is therefore the revelation,
to me not merely of a universal reason to which the i ind
chvnlual consciousness must subject itself, hut of aw
'_Ll)_ggl,};te moral_authority, an infinite will at once in md

ve me, hefore w]uch I am solf—condemne(f?m
1319135§ R&l}g}en I)_ngg with th i /

and_impotence; but the presupposition which this in

volves is that of an infinite will with which my finitd
will is not in harmony, and to which it ix_only by th
absolufe.senmnciation of any individual indepoudence

that I gan ever be reconciled. It is from this point o

view that we can understand how, from the principle o

Protestantism, the early Reformers should be led to tha

idea of God which constitutes the primary doctrine of

their theological system.

The principle which was at the root of the Protestant
Reformation found thus its first expression in the sphere
of religion, and it was here that the human spivit first
attained emancipation from that bondage to authorlty in Sniehuatoy
which it had been huld But the centur ' :

s

g_Qplu[ and both in 1ts origin and developmen@ y ologel
analogy can be traced between the philosophical and the
religious movement. Speculative thought felt the _&&mh
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tmpulse with religion to liberate itself from the presup-
Positions which had hitherto fettered it, and to assort itg
autonomy in its own sphere, Ang here, too, the individual
consclousness seemed to employ its regained froedom only
in subjecting itself to & new and more absolute limita-
tion.  In this point of view the pluilogaply of Descartos
may he compared to the first assertion of religious iberty
by the Reformers, and. the philosophy of Spinogs ;ysLngﬂ
from it by the SEE0_Movement of thought which gavo
birth to the_predestinarion thoorics of Luther_and

Calvip,

In general, the philosophy of Descartos expresses tlio
effort of intelligence to bring al things within ite own
sphere, to find Within thought @gg_&;}gnggiw of all the
problems of thought, Formally stated, Descartos’ search
after an ultimate criterion of certitude was the endeavoyp
to give to all that claims to be knowledge the fo
. Self-consciousness, The brocess by which he represonts
- himself ag reaching this eriterion ig indeed, when closely
examined, one whicl alteady virtually Implies it, In
the search for intellectual satisfaction he beying by re-

Ivine ; hi ich it ig pos\slm's*&“

.

ther.  They have
tradition, they
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none of them which it cannot doubt, and, at least pro-
visionally, reject ;—not authoritative dogmas and beliefs,
for these by their very definition have no inherent cer-
tainty ; not things we seem to perceive by the senses,
for the senses often deceive us, and once deceives
may dg _so always ; not even mathematical propositions,
for, as we are not the makers of our own minds, it is at
least conceivable that they are the creation of some
malicious or mocking spirit who has so constructed them
as, even in their seemingly demonstrative certainties, to
be mistaking error for truth. But when, by this process
of elimination, I have got rid of or provisionally rejected|
one after another of the elements of that accidental con-
glomerate of beliefs which I have hitherto accepted, is
there nothing that remains, no primeval rock of certltude
or fundam’ental baSIS of kn knowledge unassailable by doubt ¢{,
And the answer is, that when everything else has “been ;
doubted, there is one thing which lies beyond the reach
of doubt, which in the very process of doubtmc I tac1tly
affirm. I cannot doubt the doubter. Doubt is thought
and in thinking I cannot but affirm the existence of the
thinker. From everything else I can abstract, but I
cannot abstract from myself who performs the ; process of
abstraction. Cogito, eryo sum. —

In this account which Descartes gwes of the way in
which he seemed to himself to have reached an ultimate

When he sets out by saying, “I will question every
which I can doubt,” he virtually posits the “¥? as thef§
umpire by whose verdict everything is to be decided.” In ]

this, as in every other possible mvest:gahon which it can¥
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undertake, thought presupposes itsclf. In bringing any-
thing to the bar of consciousness, cnmunuqnesq prosumes
its own wnhty Nay, we can go further, and sy y that
in every act of intelligence, in the most rudimentary
exercise of thought hy which I bring any objeet hefore
me, | presuppose mysclf ast the thinking subject to whiclh
Kﬂmt ohject is referred. And this, further, enablos us to
éseo what is the real significance of Descartes’” fundamental
principle. As has heen often pointed out, the propfmxtlun,
I think, therefore Tam,” s only in form syllogistic.” As
}tq author huu%lf oxprmsly sm.ya it i not_ an mgumont

fm' ]w Tterms of that ]nmmw wnul(l hxwo 10 mmmmg
2 v sove what is derived from the prior intuition of the unity
f Deing and thought.  Chgito erqo_sum is, therefore,
Mly tho m%g}QALQf that unity s s the ultimate datum
f consciousnoss.  In saying “I am conscious,” Fho « 17
nd the conseiousness predicated of it cannot bo separated,
In affirming the conseiousness wo afliem the T Doscartes’
iproposition, therefore, is the_assertion of the indissoluble
unity of thought and reality in sell-conseionsness us the
ntal principle on whicl all I\unwludge rests,
Doscartes had now abtuined thmmplu of which ha
was in quest ; bub the inquiry would have boen fruitless
unloss in that principle ho had found not only that which
s abgolutely cortain in itself, but that which is the goypce
of ull other certaintios, tho iden by moeans of wlm,h L Wo
can advance to whaluhmtc _the world which dnubt hus
destroyod.  If this prmuplo is not to remain o mere
“barren n,bntrswtmn, a formn of knowledgoe without coutent,
it must enable us to recover, as objeets of rational and
“gertain knowledge what had been rojected as o congeries




On the other hand, the principle of self-consciousnessy ¥
“may be s0 co ed as To _become in itself the fruitful

_%»
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of unsifted beliefs. How, then, asks Descartes, shall w ]
find in self—copsciousne?%‘?ﬁé%éy to all know. mq

the Tailure or Sticcess of any atbempt to answer this ques
tion must, it is easy to see, turn upon the sense in which!
‘the principle itself is understood. Whether the proposi-
tion, “I in thinking am,” or more briefly, “I think,” is to
be fruitful or barren, depends on the part of it on which the
emphasis is thrown.  If the latter term be limited by the
former, if, in other words, the thought or self-conscious-
ness here affirmed be taken as merely subjective and
individual, the proposition contains in it the beginning!
and end of all knowledge. In the empirical fact of his !
own_self-consciousness there is nothing which enables
the individual to transcend his own 1;191%1_.3_11ty
Thought that is purelyAnline can build for itself nol
bridge by which it can pass to a world that lies, by
supposition, wholly beyond it. The future history of
philosophy was to show, in the vain endeavours of the
empirical psychologists, from Locke downwards, to solvej .
this problem, that individualism imprisons the mind in
Jts.own isolated consciousness, and can never attain to
the legitimate knowledge of the nature or even of the
oxistence of an§ reality beyond it. ’

source Of knowledge, 3W~~ all know-
W What it may be understood &
N . g p “"”’"“““‘\--vf—f/
mean is, that beyond all difference of thought and being
“of thought and its object, there is a unity which alone
makes this difference intelligible, a unify which is the

first presupposition of all affirmation about the particula
subject -and the particular object. @}‘to state it differ-

P.—XIL : o el
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ently, it may mean that whilst I can abstract from every-
fhing else, I can stract from the being which i is iden-
ical with thought. That being is 1ot bhe Deing of my
particular self ; for that too, like every other particular
bontingent existence, I can in one sense abstract from.
[ can make it an object of observation, I can think of it,
ind I can think it away, as that which was not and
ight not be. But the self from which I cannot ab-
t, the self which is identical with thought, Is that
or wmmz I, t}}_'_ y Q@g@jgtdarﬂ'm«iilri@al, am, bub
or which and in which I and all things are. So far
rom shutting me up in a mere subJectfv: experience,
ith a world of realities lying beyond and inaccessible,
If-conscxousness thus understood, is that which contains

in it 7 it the poss1b1hty of all knowledwm

In which of these senses did Descartes understand his
own _fandamental principle? In his endeavour to re-
construct the world by means of it, did he employ it in
the sense in which it is altogether inadequate for the
task, or in the sense in which a system of knowledge
»}; can legitimately be based on it? The answer is, that
i¢ did neither, but_wavered between the two radlcally
b inferpretations, and whilst his system con-

bat implies or points towards the higher
! ﬁamﬁh&r grasps it firmly nor carries it out to
logical resulis. - Yef even the arbitrary expedients
emp&oys 10 extmt more from h1s ﬁrst prin-




3]

P

.(.

Mind and Matter. ;. ,- 5, 99

L

. M »‘.,//
other and more consequent thinkers to discern its full
significance. s

To say that self-consciousness is that to which ally- 7., ,
things are relative, is to say that the world is an in§ -
telligible world, and that butwu{t mind_apd-mattery .-
thought and being, there is no essential division, anc e
116 Tiecessity, therefote, to go in search of some third
principle to mediate between them. Such a necessity
however, Descartes creates for himself. The doubt or
provisional negation of external things by which the
affirmation of a” conscious self had been reached, he
speedily hardens into an absolute negation. It is.through
the opposition ¢ of @3}0} s‘glf that_mind 1eah§c§ _itself.
How then can that conscious self which exists only as it
opposes itself to that which is not-self, which knows itself
only in abstracting from a world without, hold any in-
telligent converse therewith? In attempting to know
anything beyond itself, is not consciousness committing
a virtually suicidal act? This difficulty was rendered

W.aw? 4 A
moge formidable for Doscartes by the view he i’ca,kes of & :

L

{:7”. is)

. ostotede i A A

‘&139_ essentially distinctive nature of mind and matter. ’y
Mind and matter are 1ndependent substances, each having 4’ Gdiidangt
its own determmml or characteristic attribute. The
characteristic attribute of mind is thought or self- -
consciousness, that of matter is extension, and these two T
can only be understood in a sense which renders them  --— ‘
reciprocally contradictory. Thought or self-consciousness ,L,\p-”

is that which is absolutely self-included and indivisible. Pﬁv e
We can ideally distinguish in it that which thinks an Q T
that which is object of thought ; but they do not lie outf} <~ >
side of each other, they are W@ﬂm o8
unity of self-consciousness. But if this sntensiveness i
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‘thé essence of mind, that of matter is the very opposite
or contradiction of this—enrtension, self-externality, ex-
istence which consists of parts outside of parts, without
{any centre of unity. Miud is self-consciousness ; mat-
jter, on the other hand, is absolute sclflessness. Now
then, between things which by their very definition are
reciprocally exclusive, can there be any communiont
How can_that whose very being is to be selfless become
related %3: t_tyigj}_ngmygry_},)(;_ing_ is 1o be a conscious
selft In_passing into mind, matter must cease to ho
atter ; in going forth to apprehend matter, mind must
ease to be mind.

The expedient by which ultimately Descartes en-
deavours to overcome this difficulty is, as wo shall sce,
r, that of arbitrarily depriving the two iudependent sub-
\'_}‘ .stances of their independence and reciprocal cxclusive-

ness by reducing them to moments of a third and higher
~substance. Whilst the distinctive attribute which makes
each a substance with refercnce to the other remains,

Y their opposition is mediated by the absolute substance,
4 =God, on whom the existence of both depends. By this
attempt to overcome the dualism of mind and FHtattor
presents itself first in a somewhat cruder and moro
.zgnecha,nica.l form. Mind and matter are essentially op-

sed ;. but God becomes the guarantee to mind of the
of its ideas of matter. Mind has no jm-
- certainty 'of the truth of these ideas; it simply

nds them in"ifself. - They convey no assurance of any
ctive reality corresponding to them. It is conceiv-
as_formerly supposed, that our notions of
gs; or even of the existence of an external
usi But our idea of God is that

W
a
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of an all-perfect Being, one of whose p(,rf(,ctlunb 18 ahs
solute veracity or truthfulness. If, therefore, in the
mind which owes to Him its existence we find certain’
clear and distinct ideas of matter or of external realities,
the veracity of God is the unquestionable security that}
these ideas are true. Ideas of things which we could
not otherwise trust, we can trust as implanted in us by(
a God that cannot lie.

Aﬂ)itfary and forced as this method of solving the
problem before him scems to ' De, what 1t really mdlmtes
is, that Descartes ~1ﬂ1*a_<_1 dleblllOd tho _inadequacy of a
th Lnncu}le of k _gg_wledrre, and_he had

egun to me _consciousness of the individual is
mplicated with a consciousness ly}}lel and mgwbse-
lute than itself. And this becomes more obvious when
we go on to consider how Descartes contrives, without/
any conscious dcjiuturu from his fundamental principlef
to_extract from it the idea of God and the proof of Hls
objective ex1steng;e. Im;fs consciousness seems

Jto him to testify to something more absolute than

self. In_the first place, he finds in it an id
hich, from its very nature, Man

nite source, and wl Whlch therefore witnesses to an

)_Efiﬁw as 1ts causo or archet ‘Whatever rea.
ity, he argues, any thing or idea contams at least as~
much must be contained in its cause. If I find in
myself an idea which containg more reality than is
contained in my own nature or could be derived or
collected from other finite natures, I may conclude
that there is a being containing in himself an amount
of reality transcending that of all finite existence.
Such an idea is that of God, the infinite substance,
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and it could only have bheen implanted in me by an
actually existing God.

. To this argument it is casy to take exception, on the

i obvious ground that it presupposes the thing which it is

intended to prove—that it secks to deduce from conscious-

ness, or one of the ideas of consciousness, a heing who

is to guarantec the veracity of consciousness ; and further,

that it attempts to find /n thought the proof of some-

thing outside of thought or unthinkablo—in other words,

oo to make thought transcend. itself. Vet the flaw is only
?‘*‘: in g\;m, not in the real though i nplicit swmfmm\us
A of the Zroument. The being who contains in himself
N 3/ o dainbediisurd = Iy &

1 perfections is still & being thought of in a most defi-
lite way. Sceming to himself to have forced a path
outward to a region heyond consciousneqs I)oscnrtos is
Astill wi -__, i

t ually %

8ciousness of the individual, when closcly examined, is
feen to be imph’cated with or dominated by a universal

ce
of God. Amongst
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absolutely perfect ; and we perceive that this idea, unlike
others, contains in it the characteristic, not of possible
or contingent, but of absolutely necessary existence. In
the same way, thevefore, as from the fact that the idea
of a triangle necessarily involves that its angles should
be equal to two right angles, we conclude that every
triangle must have this property ; so from the fact that
the idea of an absolutely perfect being includes in i
that of existence, we conclude that such a being mus
necessarily cxist.  Here again the argument, though
faulty in the form in vhu,h Descartes 1)1’esents 1’0 is
feﬁ)le as m"(Ifc?{tm le

nal standpoint, and thc, “inevitable tendcncy to read into

it a new and deoper meaning.  If self-consciousness

is only individual, and we suppose a world of realities

lying outside of it, it is impossible to conclude from self-
cxistence or any other clement of an idea in us that

there is any actual reality corresponding to it —any &
more than, according to Kant's familiar illustration, I s
can infer from the idea of a_hundred dol dolla.rs in my mind
that I have them in my purse. — That equality of its
angles to two nvht angles is a necessary element of the
idea of a triangle, proves no more than that ¢f any actual
triangle exists, it will possess this 1)r01)eriy<, and that
necessary existence belongs to the idea of God, merely
proves that 4 there is a being corvesponding to the idea,

"he exists necessarily. 1y no straining, therefore, could

the principle of self-consciousness, if regarded as.merely
md1v1duahst1c, break dowmn, in this case any more .’ .
in any other, the barrier between the subjective self and
the world of realities opposed to lbz But what D'

was really aiming at was a self—conac, ugness Sk
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not individual but universal, or the principle that the
real presupposition of knowledge is not the individual’s
consciousness of himself as an individual, but the thought
or consciousness of a self which is beyond all individual
selves and their objects—that, viz., of universal or abso-
lute {‘Q@H}gence Other existences may be contingent,
other things may or may not be; but behind all our
ideas there is one which, whether we are explicitly or
only 1mphcxtly conscxous of i, so proves its reahtv f:om

Its absolutmw is so fundamental to thoucrht ’lggt/m
doubt it is to_doubt reason itself. This was the goal to
which Descartes was tending. Had he reached it, the
principle of individual freedom with which he started
would have converted itself into another form, which is
either the pantheistic suppression of freedom, or the re-
establishment of it on a deeper ba.si_s.%‘In his own hands,
however, it remained in the imperfect form in which it
served only to introduce into his system a new element
absolutely inconsistent with the principle from which he
started.

The foregoing view of the tendency and results of the
Cartesian philosophy will be borne out if we consider,
further, how near Descartes comegs to the abandonment
in express terms of his origirfal for a different stand-
point; in other words, to $he recognition of the truth
that it is not the consciousness of Self bub the con-

iousness of God which is the first principle of know-

edge. What he had represented to himself as the ori-
ginal certainty of self had been reached by doubting
verything else; but it was not the doubt that had
ar%ted the certltude but the certitude that had cre-
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ated the doubt. It was the implicit presence of a-

standard of reality that had led him to pronounce his -

first notions of things illusory and uureal. The idea

that was the prius in the process of doubt was not

that of the things doubted, but the idea or conscious-/

ness of self. In like manner when he comes to con-

sider the relation of the idea of God to other ideas,

or of the idea of the infinite to that of the finite, he

expressly maintains that the idea of infinite and neces-

sary being does not arise by abstraction or negation ]

from that of finite, contingent being, but conversely,

that it is the presence in the mind of the idea of in- '

finite and necessary being that enables us to pronounge

any other existences to be ﬁplte and contmgent “I

ought not to think,” says he, “that I perceive the in-

finite only by mnegation of the finite, as I perceive rest

and darkness by negation of motion and light ; on the

contrary, I clearly perceive that there is more of reality

in infinite substance than in finite, and therefore that, in

a certain sense, the idea of the infinite is prior in me to

that of the finite.” In other words, the idea of the infi-

nite is presupposed in that of the finite ; the former is

the positive idea, the latter produced merely by rega-

tion or limitation of it. It is really, g

sciously, the idea of God from whic we  start, 9@

from which our ideas of other existences as finite “are
d.  But 1f THIS be so, 1t 15 to be observed &

we have here the complete subversion: of

original principle of knowledge. For, in

amongst the ideas of finite things to W,

infinite is now pronounced thi

the idea of the finite indi

I 3 x ¥

> 3 Ay
3
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second place, the cogito cryo sum was, as we can now
see, only his proof of God in another form. In the
latter, he finds in his mind an idea which, in contrast
with all ideas of merely finite, contingent existences, is
that of infinite or necessary existence. In the former
he found in his mind an idea which, in contrast with
all ideas he could doubt or deny, was absolutely certain.
- The starting-point and the process are in both cases the
same. What he denies or reduces to negativity and
contingency in contrast with the idea of God, is pre-
cisely the same with what he denied or reduced to
illusion and nullity in contrast with the idea of self.
The conclusion he reaches must be in both cases the
same. And that the self of the one process is really
identical with the God of the other, is further obvious
from this, that doubt is possible, not through the cer-
tainty of self, but throuah the certainty of absolute

},mve rea.ht) The self of the (oqzz‘o ergo sum was there-
 fore not really the individual . self, but that infinite which

e h/namlo_]&unces to be the pnus in thought of all
/ finite existences.
[ But though 1ogxcally Descartes’ own express admis-
sion. implied the abandonment of his former for a new
rinciple of knowledge, he did not h1mself“recogmse or

~{|admit the implication. To save his own consistency he

has secourse to & distinction which is simply the ac-
knowledgment of the unresolved dualism which charac-
 ‘terises his system. In order o retain the comta ergo sum
- -as a first_principle, whilst yet asserting that God or the
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infinite is in thought the pnius of the finite, he distin-
guishes between the principle of knowledge (principium
cognoscendi) and the principle of being (principium
essenclt), assigning the former 76le to the Ego, the latter
to God. But a philosophical system fails by its own
showing, if Tt does mot give to all \Wﬂs
my o knowledge Je.'wmfmmt as a philogophy, it
undertakes to do, is to explain the world a§ an intel-
ligible world—to trace rational relations between all
existences and orders of 1 eing, to make them mem-
bers of one system by showing how all are expressions
of one Brm(nple to Wﬁl’cil all. then' dlffere_ 1ces can be 3

brought back. To make Being, therefore, somethmg
apart from and irreducible to the principle of know-
ledge, is virtually to confess the inadequacy of the
system and of the principle on which it is based—to
save that principle by admitting that there is,something E
it cannot explain. Fo/r]@gtes the true escape from
his dilemma would have been by admitting the comclu-
'=1on to which his own hesitating language logically
,Lg‘tgd—that the infinite i t_in _knowl
as well as first in being. 10 separate the existence o:
6 Trom the idga of God, and make the latter only the
proof of the former, was the impossible attempt to go
outside of knowledge for the explanation of know-
ledge ; and it was an attempt which his own account
of that idea rendered wholly arbitrary and self-confia-
dmtory For What alone can be meant b '
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God from itself. There is no advance to something new ;)
/in thinking of the existence of God when in thought I - ‘.,fll
[ B S ——— £
‘have already His necesszuy enstence " The ldeva is-
a.lready the ,_WM «T think Gog, there-

ore God is,” is no more a syllogism in which exist-

.ence is inferred from thought than cogito ergo sum is

such a syllorrlsm The existence and the thoyghl ar

duahstlc _glg}nent
“Fimn ¥, it is to be remarked that the dualism which
remains unresolved in Descartes’ view of the relation of
God and the world, continues of necessity unresolved in
his conception of the relation of mind and matter, of soul _
and body. If the infirite be arbitrarily separated from
the finite, the latter necessarily breaks into irreconcilable

{ oppositions. Thought and being divided at the source
cannot be united in the streams Accordingly, mmd and
matt-er, the Woﬂd. _within and the w orld Wlthout rema.m,
in_ Descartes view, mdependent enmtxes tied d together

nly by an : arbltrary bond They are, as we have seen,
'so defined as to be each the absolute negation of the
other. The two are conceived of only as substances recip-
rocally exclusive, and their very nature consists in einy
reciprocally exclusive. It would seem, therefore, impos-
sible that two substances so defined should be united in
one system or brought into any real relation to each
other. To be so would imply that mind should cease
to be mind, or matter matter—that mind should become
extended, or matter think. All the devices, therefore,
by which Descartes endeavours to include them in one
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system, are expedients to knit together what has been |

irreparably rent asunder. Mind has in it ideas of cor-

poreal things; but these ideas have no real but only a

representative relation to external objects, and they are

not the mind’s own, but due to an outside power who

mechanically inserts or infuses them and vouches for

their truth. Body and soul are not in themselves re-

lated to each other; they are not correlative factors of

a whole which explains at once their difference and

their unity, but independent substances brought and

kept together by an external and unintelligible force. Q

Thus matter and mind fall asunder, and that which is

supposed to unite them does not unite them for thought.

There being nothing in their own nature which unites .

them, an arbitrary act of power, even when it is des-

ignated omnipotent, explains nothing, but is merely

another way of saying that somehow or another they

are united. _
There is_indeed one form of explanation to WhiCh,g

with marks of hesitation, Descartes’ language seems
nally to point, aid which, in 5o far as it is a conceiv-

able explanation, indicates the nltimate goal to which}
his ghﬂosgp}gx_lggds The dualism which is only verb-
ally solved by reference to an inexplicable act of power,)-
finds at least a possible solution when the extended and
thinking substances are subordinated to an absolute or|
infinite substance in which their differences are. losh
But in order to this solution two things are
in the first place, the subordinate subsbanees
deprived of their substantial character :
attributes or accidents ;. and
common substance in W]
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conceived of as something underlying yet different from
both. And this, accordingly, is the process by which
Descartes effected his final solution of the problem be-
fore him, the restoring to unity of his disintegrated
universe. Substance, he tells us, is “that which so
exists that it needs nothing else in order to its exist-
ence.” But in this sense the notion cannot be applied
to finite, created existences. Mind and matter retain,
indeed, each its substantial character and distinguishing
attribute with reference to the other ; but with reference
to God they lose their independence and exclusiveness,
and become, as absolutely dependent, moments or acci-
dents of His being. Further, the supreme or absolute
substance in which mind and matter find their reality
must be something in which their distinctive charae-
teristics no longer exist, a unity which is different
from both. Though elsewhere, therefore, Descartes
speaks of the nature of God as having a nearer affinity
to mind than to matter, yet, contemplated as substance,
lie expressly declares that nothing can be predicated in
the same sense of God and finite creatures. The quali-
ties of matter He cannot have, for matter is divisible
and imperfect ; and if thought can be ascribed to Him,
it is in Him something essentially different from thought
in man. God is therefore for us simply the unknown
something which remains when we abstract from nature
and man their distinctive attributes. He is neither
- matter nor thought, and if He can be conceived at all, it
is only as the bare abstraction of Being which is common
to both.

It is little wonder that Descartes’ language should
become hesitating and ambiguous when he seems to be
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led by his own logic to a conception which, instead of .
explaining the differences of the finite world, seems to
suppress or annul them—which, having absorbed nature
and man in God, reduces God Himself to a lifeless
abstraction of which we can say nothing but that it <.
But whilst Descartes, recoiling from the pantheistic
abyss to the brink of which he had been led, refuses to
commit himself in definite terms to this result, it was
left for another and more resolute thinker to follow out

his principles to their legitimate conclusion.
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NOTE.

The treatise ¢ De Deo et Homine,” which has been brought
to light in recent times, may be regarded as a kind of study
for Spinoza’s greater and more systematic work, the ¢ Ethics.”
For the student of his philosophy its chief interest lies in
the fact that the ideas of the later work are here presented
to us in an inchoate and cruder form. As the title indi-
cates, the subject of the earlier work is the same as that of
the Jater; the succession of topics s the same in both,
and we find in them many coincidences both of thought
and expression. But the earlier treatise is less coherent and
complete. There is much in it—conceptions, definitions,
phrases, scholastic and theological formulee—which’are not
found in the ¢ Ethics,’ and which can only be regarded as
survivals from a more immature stage of thought. At the -
outset Spinoza seems to be hesitating between different start-
ing - points, and making trials of fundamental principles
which are essentially inconsistent. There are many gaps in
the logical sequence of -thought, dialogues are interposed
which interrupt the main .argument; and an gppendix is
added in which the doctrines of the work are re-discussed

rom a different point of view. But.with all these differ-
mnces the general character of the two works is the same.
! They bear the stamp of the same mind, only of the same -
mind at an earlier and a later stage of ‘its philosophical de-
velopment. In the former we see the writer feeling his way
to ideas concerning God and man which reappear in' the
latter,  freed from irrelevances and inconsequences, as the
final result. of his spgeulations.
/"It was my intention, as formerly indicated, to prepare forf .
the critieism and interpretation of the ¢ Ethws by a care-
ful examination of the treatise ¢ De Deo et Homine. Such
an examination, however, would have extended this book
| greatly beyond the limits assigned. to it. I have there-
/ fore been compelled to omit this part of my general plan,




CHAPTER VL
THE °ETHICS —ITS METHOD.

TaE point of view of a philosophical writer reflects itself,
not only in the subs‘cance of his teaching, but in the
form in which it is cast.  Clear speculative insight may
rise above the restraints of a false or defective method,
but cannot altogether withstand its influence. Form
inevitably reacts on matter, method unconsciously modi-
fies ideas or hinders their full expression and develop-
ment. From the form, therefore, of Spinoza’s system
we may derive some help in the endeavour to apprehend
its general bearing and to discover the reasons both of
its success and of its failure, of what it does and of
what it leaves undone.

‘What Spinoza aimed at was a system of knowledge in
which. evmould follow by s stmct necessmy___aof)

~ Jsstoiobeibutucb-tat bl

thou ngt from the first ‘erclple Wlth wh;g;h it ~starts
It is the function of reason to rise above the mﬁuence\

. of the senses, to strip away from the objects it contem-
plates the guise of contingency and independence with
which ordinary observation clothes them, and fo see all
things related to each other under the form of absolute

necessity. To this end 1t seeks to penetrate to the first
P.—XII, ‘ "
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ground or presupposition of all thought and being, to
grasp * that idea which represents the origin and sum of
nature, and so to develop all our ideas from it that it
shall appear as the source of all other ideas.”

‘With such a conception of the nature of knowledge it
lis easy to see how Spinoza should regard the science of
mathematics as affording the purest type of method, and
should endeavour, as he has done, to cast hlS system 1n
geometrical form. In geometry everythmn is based on
the fundamental conception of space or quantity, and
the whole content of the science seems to follow by
rigid logical necessity from definitions and axioms re-
lating to that conception. Might not the same exactitude,
certainty, necessity of sequence be obtained for the
truths of philosophy as for the truths of mathematics by
following the same method ¢ It was probably some such
anticipation that led Spinoza to give to his %reat work
the form which is indicated by its title, *Iithics de-
monstrated in Geometrical Order, M nd ‘50» Set Torth his
ideas, after the manner of Euclid, in a series of defini-
tions, axioms, postulates, and of propositions and corol-
laries flowing from these by strict logical deduction.

To what extent the defects of Spinoza’s system are
to be traced to his method will perhaps appear in the
sequel ; but it may be pointed out here that, from the
very nature of the thing, a purely geometrical method 18
inadequate to the treatment of philosophical truth.

1. For one thing, philosophy must go further back
than either mathematics or the sciences that treat of

: outwargna,ture These sciences may and do take much’
fQ gﬁa.nted phllosophy admits of no unexamined pre-

: ons, The former not only de&l “with }meed,
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departments of knowledge, and with things the existence
of which is regarded as already known, without asking
how they come to be known, but they employ categories
and forms of thought which they do not investigate, and
presuppositions which they do not pretend to do more
than verbally define. Even geometry may, in this point
of view, be called a hy:pgthetlcal science. It presupposcs
the obJecti‘fé existence of space, and employs, without
inquiry into its validity, the category of quantity. It
begins with certain definitions, e.¢., of a point, a line, a
surface, without examining into their origin or asking
whether they are mere arbitrary conceptions, or express
what is absolutely true and real. Thilosophy cannot
content itself with such a method. It canmot Tollow
fhe example of mathematics and “start with defini-
tions and axioms, or employ in an uncritical way,
like the physical sciences, such categories as being,
substance, causality, &c. It must go back to the very
beginning, and, in a sense, create the matter with which
it deals. It must entitle itself to the use of its cate-\
gories by tracing their origin and development, see them
coming to the birth in the pure medium of thought, and
evolving themselves in the necessary movement or pro-
cess of reason. The special sciences may content them-
selves, each with its own provisional view of things, and
may relegate to philosophy the task of explaining and
verifying it. A philosophy which did so would need
another philosophy to examine and criticise it.
2. The geometrical method, when closely exam
fails in that quality which constitutes, at first s1ght
peculiar attraction. It does not furnish to philosophy the
paradigmof a science in which everything follows by strict
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necessity from its fundamenta] principle. In g philo-
sophical system, according to Spinoza’s favourite illustra-
tion, everything should follow from the primary idea by
the same necessity with which the Properties of g triangle
fow from itg definition, And it is true that, if we look
only to the figures or ideal constructions represented in
the diagrams of the mathematician, it is Possible to draw
outb a series of propositions which follow by rigid deduc-
tion from the definitions of the figures. But if we_test
the value of geometrical science, not by wha¥ can be
Iogicglz deduced from given remisses (and the illustra-

philosop, Y idea of space does
not evolve from itself g system of geometnc% truth,
There is no reason simply in the ides of space why

triangles, circles, Squares, &c., should arise in it, Such
constructions are conditioned by and Presuppose that

idea, but are not produced by it. Sgace does not pro-
duce or evolve anxthipwg“unless,_ygg, ihe. geometrician,

arbitrarily create or imagine 10 it lines, surfaces, solids,
figured constructions of whatever kind. Being produced,
they must relate themselves to each other according to

ns which the conception of space involyes ;
n these ideal constructions g
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If thelefore phﬂosophlcal truth is to be not a system
in which by arbitrary synthesis you force its first prin-
ciple to become fertile, but one in which that principle,y,
by its own genetic power, necessanwy_*determmes or,
differentiates itself to all particular truths, then obvi-/
ously 1t is itisa mlsconcgﬁi_p_ﬁ'fd‘ seek t M
system in the province of the mathematician.

3. The main objection to the employment in philos-
ophy of the geometrical method is that the categorz o
Wthh it is based is queqm ite to the treatment of spir-

things, Inevitable confusion and error arise Trom
ying to one order of things conceptions or cate-

 gories which are strietly applicable only to another and

lower order of things, or in leaving out of account in
the higher and more complex sphere all conditions and
relations save those which pertain to thelower. Now the
conceptions of space and quantity have their proper and
exclusive application only to objects which can be con-
ceived of as occupying extension or lying outside of each
other ; whilst philosophy, in so far as it deals with thing
spiritual, has to do with a sphere where purely extern:
or special relations vanish. In formal language, math
matical method is applicable only to the sphere of se
externality, but is incapable of dealing with though

or self-consciousness, which is the sphere of immanenc

or §glf-?' Eernality._ )
Matlematical science recommends itself by the cleax-

ness anmcity of its conceptions and the .demOn—
strative certainty of its results. Bus, however Yaluable
within its own sphere, as compared with other sciences
it may be said that its simplicity arises from its shallow-
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i yess or abstractness, and its certainty from its ignoring
3 of the very elements which, in the case of these sciences,
| complicate the problems to be solved. Geometry, as we
have said, is based on the conception of f_space, and. on
Egmstructmns or. ﬁrrures in space. It abstracts from
all relations of actual objects, save those which arise
from their being extended—from all conditions save
that of not occupying the same parts of space with each
other. But this obviously is a way of looking at things
which is purely abstract ; and conclusions reached with

ot mhiovt

reference to such a,]?i%p'{ons do not apply, strictly speak-
ing, to anything Peyond the abstraction itself. Even
FETTT T

.inorganic objects are mcmpmble of being reasoned about

= ﬁ conclusions which are true of space and its parts
eld good with respect to them. In the material world
there are indeed unities which are unities merely of aggre-
ation—made up, that is, of parts which seem to be only
externally related to each other, and to be connected with
other unities only externally. But there are no mate-
rial tealities which are absolutely continuous or which
can be thought of as if their component parts were re-
lated to each other as the ideal parts of pure space, or
as if propositions with reference to lines, surfaces, solids
" | were unconditionally applicable to them. Nor, again,
| are.there any material realities which are not related to
"} each ‘ofher in other ways than can be embraced under
‘f the conception of spatial extension. Inorganic sub-
stances undergo chemical changes which do notjadmit of
j "bemg expressed sifply in te@gs of guanﬁm,
ot space does not, and the rusting is something more
'a-change of spatial relations. Chemical changes,

c»xds, involve other conditions .3, those

IR VA A S RS R S
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spage. In a chemical compound the unity is one
of“Which the elements have lost their independent
quantitative existence; their spatial individuality has o
vanished in the neutral product. Still less do o =
anic_existences admit of being adequately dealt with
Gnder the category of quantity. A living being is not
composed of parts which exist simply outside of each
other, and have only external or spatial relations to
each other. There is a sense in which in an organism
the whole is in_cicry part, and The parts oxisPOTTy Ty |
the whole. In a mere material aggregate the whole i
simply the sum of the parts ; but in a livipg unity, when
you have summed up all the parts, you have left out
something which escapes spatial measurement, and ye
which constitutes the very essence of the thing. /I_Ll
only when it ceases to be living that an organism de
scends into the sphere to which quantitative mea:s‘trgz
P, TN ~— . . .. U
Pelong. ~ Antthe reason is that its unity is not of parts
“external to parts, but of parts which have their being ix
and through each other—mngt .external but an im
manent” or self-internal unity. Least of all, when w
rise o the sphere of ;giritual things,—when we propos y
to consider the relations of od’cand man, to treat o
such things as intelligence, freedom, duty, immortality,
can we adequately apprehend them by a method which
turns on cmamf/__tj_@ve relations. Organisms, whatever
else they are, are things which still occupy space, and
may therefore partially be apprehended by means of a,
category which deals with objects externally related
each other. But in the sphere of thought or'self-con
sciousness we have absolutely transcended that of spati

outwardness. The indivisible unity of self-consciousness

T

¥

\

w8,
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transcends all external difference. No thought or feel.
o ing s deside another. The self that thinKS I8 00t some-

hing outside of its thoughiis. It is by a false abstraction
ﬁx o hat we talk of one faculty of consciousness ag if it were
@ Wﬁ Part or bit of mind separated by spatial division from

other faculties. In every part of consciousness the whole
is present.  Nor, whatever we mean by speaking of one
ind as greater than another, can we determine the
greatness or littleness ag quantitative magnitudes, We
annot conceive of Infinite Min something existing
above or beyond finite minds ; and if we say that Infin-
ite Mind or Intelligence comprehends and transcends all
finite minds, we cannot represent this relation as idey-
tical with that of g bigger circle or sphere to the smaller
circle or sphere that is contained in it, We may speak
in a figure of « larger, other minds than ours,” but if the
figure becomes more than a figure, if we let it govern or
guide our ideas as to the nature of spiritual things, it will
- betray us into confusion and erroy,

Spinoza is often greater than his method, There are

parts of his system which it is impossible to reconcile

_with the categories that in general seem to guide him.
In the last Book of the ‘Ethics,” especially, he seems to

& Measure the very ideas, such as those of
om and individuality and of fina] causality,

i earlier Books, he most strenuously:. .

le part of his philog.
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ideas, and the explanation of the errors into which he is
betrayed ; and the general bearing of his system becomes
more intelligible when we consider it in the light of that
method, as a brief glance at some of its leading points
may suffice to show. T
1. One of these points is his identification of tho
infinite with the purely affirmative, of the finite or
determined with the negative. In one of his letters !
occurs the followmrr passage: “As to the doctrine#
that figure is negation and not anything positive,*
it is plain that the whole of matter, considered in-+
definitely, can have no figure, and that figure can only «
exist in finite and determinate bodies. He who says 4
that he perceives a figure, merely says that he has before 4
his mind a limited thing. But this limitation does not ~
perfain to the thing in respect of its being, but, on the -
contrary, of its mon-being. As, then, ﬁg}lle is nothing ~
but limitation, and limitation is negation, i_g_u_l_‘e, as T 2
have sald can be mothing bub negation.”  The same* ==
principle is expressed in moibwggﬁfﬁil terms in another
letter,2 where he writes: “It is a contradiction to con- 7
ceive anything whose definition involves existence, or, 1
which is the same thing, affirms existence, under nega- 4
A
“

tion of existence. And since determination indicates
nothing positive, but only a privation of existence in the
nature conceived as determinate, it follows that that of «

whlch the definition affirms existence cannot be con- A
cemed-a‘s_,dﬁtermmaiie. Applying the principie. h
enunciated, he in the same letter identifies the.]
God, or of “a Bemsz absolutely perfeﬁd
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“since the nature of God does not consist in a certain
kind of being, but in being which is absolutely indeter-
minate, His nature demands everything which perfectly
expresses being, otherwise it would be determinate and
defective.” And the same doctrine, that ¢ finite being is
negation, infinite being absolute affirmation,” is laid down
n the ¢ Ethies.”? 3
In these passages the influence of what may be termed

a ggomgj;mal concepmon of the universe is obvmus ‘
‘WheilWwe Tepresent to ourselves the relation of infinite
and finite by that of space and its determinations, the
idea of the finite becomes that simply of privation or
egation. A figure in space has no individual reality ;
n so far as it has any positive reality, it is only the
reality that belongs to the part of infinite space which
ts periphery cuts off ; and in so far as it can be said to
ave any individual existence in distinction from infinite
space, that existence is not positive but negative, it is
created solely by cutting off or negating all of space that
is outside of it. Its very essence,“tyherefore, is p‘_ﬁvation,
negation, want of being. Its sole being is non-being.
And this fqoncepfaon Spmoza applies to all finite or
PEI.EQ}Q@.QE%@Q%S. Tn so far as they have any reality,
it is not their own, but that which pertains to them as
arts of the being of the infinite; and any apparent
dividuality in them is not positive but n “g__"tlve—-qt eX-
resses, not what they are, but what they a It is
true that we can pictorially represent to ourselves figured
. portions of space; but these constructions are purely.
" ideal, entia rationis, fictions of the mind. Space itself
‘hag no parts; it overflows, so to speak, these arhitrary

1 Eth. i. 8, schol.
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divisions and annuls them.  And in like manner, it is
possible for imagination to lend to particular finite beings,
material or spiritual, an apparent independence or in- ;
dividuality. But this m(11v1duahty is purely fictitious.
It exists only for ordmfu) e*:pemence, which is under the
control of appearapces ; or for imagination, which regards
as real auytflnv that can be pictured. When thou_ght
penetrates to the reality of things, it discerns their in-
dividual m(féiéend(an@@ to be ani 111us1on it breaks down
the false abstraction, and perceives s the Onlz reality to b
that, not. of the part but of the whole, not ~of the finite
M Tt is obvious also wha.t from this
point of view, is the only conception that can he formed
of “a Being absolutely perfect.” When we withdraw
the arbitrary limits which distinguish the finite from the
infinite, what we reach is simply that which is free from!
all limits or determinations, the ahsolutely indeterminate ;
and as determinations arec merely negations, the removal
of all negations leaves us in the presence of non-negation,
or of pure, ahsolute afﬁrma.tlon. As the very essence of

Determination and Negation.—~ é23 e
by ’f or

il
|
i
|

the essence of the mﬁmte is simply pure Being, that
which s, or that which cannot be conceived save as
existing, seeing its very nature is one with existence.

We see, therefore, in so far as this part of his system
is concerned, the narrowing influence of Spinoza’
method. The conception of things on which thab
method is based excludes any other alternative
of determination or indetermination. It e
other words, another possible altern

self-determination, that is, of-
/at,-xmly annul, but_subg
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Yet the way to this alternative lay open to Spinoza
when he had reached the last result which his method
could yield. For an affirmation which is reached by
negafion, cannot 1frnore it A}gar’u f1 1 negatlon pure
afﬁrmatlon has no meaning. A nevatwe element enters
into its very essence. In itself, like the conception of
pure space on which it is based, it is a mere abstraction ;
it needs the negative or determinate as its Eg’w

And when we have reached this point, we have got
eyond the contradictory elements of negation and affir-

ation to an idea which includes both. Thus the in-
mte, 1n the hlﬂhest sense of the ‘word, mus‘b be con-
hat Wthh at once denies ’md aﬁums it, Wha’;thls
iew further implies—what fsinvolved in the notion of
an infinite which does not annul, but realises 1tself 111

step, it would have 1mp11ed the reconstruction of his
whole system. As it is, the idea of a purely affirmative
infinite, or of a finite which is merely the illusory sub-
stantiation of imaginary distinctions in the infinite, had
it_not been accompanied by other ideas, which, how-
ever illogically associated with it, modify or correct i,

. W‘gul_nghg,ye left his system one Qf uncompromising

2. Connected with the foregoing, and in furbher
illustration of the relation of Spinoza’s thought to his
method, we have to notice his denial of hum. eedom
and his rejection of any other criteriorﬁ%{gg
than that of amount or quantity of being.

In a system in which all things follow from the first
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Freedom and Perfection.

principle with the same necessity as the properties of a
geometrical figure from its definition, or a k)_gical con-
clusion from its premisses, individual freedom is, of |
course, an nnposs1b1e conception.  The illusion of free- )
dom, according to Spinoza, arises from the tendency \
already notmed as ’belonmmor to ordinary thinking—the
tendency to see things abstractly or with the eyes of |
imagination. The individual thinks himself free becausey /
he is conscious of his desires and actions, but not ofﬂth
c_o_:lcil_j@gy “that_ determiné them. He can 1mu01ngwh1m
self to have acted otherwise than he has done, and can
ascribe to himself a capacity of so acting, for the same ,
reason that he can picture himself as an isolated and ]
independent being in the universe. But when he looks ‘
at himself with the eye of reason rather than of imagina-
tion, he can no more think himself acting otherwise than
he has acted, than a triangle, if it were conscious, could
think its angles equal to three or four right angles or any
other number of right angles than two. For the same
reason the terms good and evil, virtue and vmem;m
"'E["’ l)erfqgmgy,, have, from om_Spinoza’s point of v;gw,

e1ther 1o meaning or a meaning different from that

ordma,rz thou,,h’qﬂa,ttaghes to them. “Were men bo

free,” says he—¢“that is, were ’ohey led by reason alone,
or possessed of adequate ideas of things—they could form
no idea of good and evil.” We may create for ourselves
by the abstracting power of imagination Afetitious
standaxds of human perfection, and judge men @cccrd.-
ing as they fulfil or fall short of them ;
merely a human way of looking at thi

divine intelligence what we call good,
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the infinite, have no existence. We compare men with
each other in view of this arbitrary standard, and regard
i one as more imperfect than another ; but what separates
"man from God, the absolutely perfect Being, is simply
' his finitude, and no one finite being can be nearer to the
infinite than another.
i There is, indeed, another side of Spinoza’s. teacll]}:lﬁ
gaccordmcr to which, as we shall see, a certain mdeRc:,n-
tlence or self-assertion, a tendency to ‘maintain itself or
bersist in its own being, is ascribed to each individual
existence. But even here we find that the guas? moral
dlstmctlons which this prmclple introduces, do not turn
on any conception of a universal element in man’s nature,
a self deeper than the mnatural self, to which merely
quantitative measures will not apply. On the contrary,
what this supposed tendency or impulse points to is
simply the maintaining and increasing by each individual
of the amount of its being. “Perfection and reality,”
says he, “mean the same thing.”! It is the possession
of more or less of this “reality ” that distinguishes one
individual from another. The more rcality, the more
power of thinking and acting an intelligent heing
possesses, so much the more perfect or virtuous he is.

w “When I say that an individual passes from a less to a
w greater perfection and wvice versd, I understand by this,
~ that we conceive that his power of action, in so far
» as it is ‘understood from his own natuve, is increased
w~or diminished.”? The great principle of all spiritual

activity is thus simply the working out and enlargement
of our own individual nature. Even if apparently un-
selﬁsh motives, such as sympathy with and participation

2 Ibid. iv., Pref,-
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in the good of others, are admitted as possible principles
of action, the ground of this possibility is that the
happiness of the object of such affections contributes to
the increase or expansion of our own individual being. )

3. The influence of Spinoza’s method betrays itself /. .«wi(?"
again in his rejection of a teleological conception of the §u¢: 3“,",'
relation of God to the world. wied !

A philosophy which regards all things as following -
by logical sequence from the first principle, obviously
excludes any question of the end or final cause of
things. Such a principle does not aim at its xesults, or
employ means to reach them. These results simply are,
and cannot be conceived to he other than they are;
they do not arise as matters of foreseen design, but are
absolutely determined by the nature of the principle
with which we start. We may not ask, with respect,
to finite things or beings, why or for what end they|
ex1st _any more than we asgk for what end the proper-\
tleg Agf a triangle exist. Of these we can only say that
they are, or that they are because they are given along
with the definition of the thing itself. And in like
manner, of all finite existences we can only say, not that
they point to or are explained hy any ulterior end, but /
that they are because God is, or because they are the -
necessary determinate expressions of Iis being.

Spinoza’s condemmnation of a teleological view of the
world is directed mainly against that kind of te]eology
which constitutes the so-called g ent from’ i
To view the world teleologically would, he urges; iy
imperfection in God by conceiving of Him
an end outside of Himself. It Would
after the analogy of finite bem
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to their unrealised conceptions, or are impelled by the
consciousness of wants to aim at objects which will
“ satisfy them. “If God,” says he, “works for the sake
“of an end, He necesszmly seeks somethlnor of which He
**sta.nds in need. . Theologians maintain that God
“Thas done all Lhmos for His own sake, . . . and there-
“ifore they are necessarily compelled to admit that God
».stood in need of and desired those things for which He
™ determined to prepare the means.”? But though a tele-
~ological view of the world, rightly apprehended, does
not thus separate the end from the beginning, and there-
fore may be freed from the objection that it implies
original imperfection in the author of it, it is obvious
that in no sense can such a view be expressed in terms
of quantity, or under that category on which the geo-
"rmetncal method is based. The idea of Final Cause is g
that of a unity which realises itself in differences, which,
by its own inner impulse, gives rise to differences, yet ever
maintains itself in them, and through these differences
returns upon itself. It implies an organic process, in
which neither the unity is lost in the differences nor the
differences in the unity, but in which, the further the
differentiation is carried, so much the richer does the
original unity become. But, as we have already seen,
" a geometrical method is incapable of expressing any such
*: living, self-differentiating, self-integrating unity. Space
c’l”z'é}}'s%ot determme itself %o 1ts own d?vi?i&xs, or I;rive
" rise to the determinate objects conceived as existing in
it. "Nor does space refract these arbitrary differences
_any more than it produces them; and when we have
withdrawn them and restored the original unity and
; i 1 Eth. i., Append,

3
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continuity of space, it has not become any richer by the
process. The unity prior to the finite was complete in
itself, and the arbitrary differentiation and reintegration
has not increased its wealth. The differences are not
preserved but annulled in the final unity, and it is the
same self-identical unity at the end as at the beginning.

P,~—XII, . : ; PR




CHAPTER VIL
SPINOZA’S STARTING-POINT—SUBSTANCE.

T starting-point of Spinoza’s system is the idea of
« Substance,” which he deﬁnes ag « tl_.@h.:&hich__'_s_jn
s AP

ceptlon Whlch does ,01; need the QQpQ__p_ ml_’o_g_gf”_@mm
tlfig i to its “Formation.” ! This substance he
e A i g

characterises as 1nﬁn1te, indivisible, unique, free, eter-
nal, as the cause of itself and of all things, and as con-
sisting of an_infinite number of infinite_attributes, two
only of which, thought ¢ a,nd .extension, are cotrmsaﬁ
by human intelligence ; and he estsly 1(121331_@33135_
substance with Whom he defines as “a Being ab-
solutely infinite = at is, substance consisting of infinite
attributes, of which each expresses an eternal and infinite
essence.” 2

In beginning with this idea Spinoza is attempting
to realise his own theory of knowledge—rviz., that “in
order that our mind may correspond to the exemplar of
nature, it must develop all its ideas from the idea which
represents the origin and sum of nature, so that that®
idea may appear as the source of all other’ideas.” 3

1Bth. i, def.3.  2Ibid,def. 6. % De Emend., vil. 42.
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PR I ALY Oy
Pllﬂgggplly, according to this view, bewms Wlth the:
upi yelsg,l not. the E'Lrtwular it "does ot ploceed byt
induction or cenerahsa,tlon from the facts of observation
and experience, but it seeks fo grasp the ultimate unity,
the highest principle of things, and to to derlve or develgp
from it all particular existences. “Tts mothod i is, not to
reach the “universal from the particular, but to know the

piu;/mulal through the universal.

But in thus endeavouring to find a first principle

from which all things are to he evolved, does not

Spinoza lay himself open to the charge often brought
against philosophy, of neglecting or anticipating ox-
per1ence and attempting to explain the world by «f!
prior: notions? Is nob _—_l_llms system a ﬂa(rmnt instance
of the unsclentlﬁc method of metaphysmmns ‘who in-
terplet “nature by 5111)Ject1ve theoucs instead of, b
mbservatmn and_gencralisabion of facts, lettm
nature be her own 1nterpreter? Suppose we could evel
apprehend the unity with which he starts, would it not
be the end rather than the beginning of knowledge?
Science is ever seeking to embrace lower in higher and
more comprehensive generalisations, and the ultimate
goal to which the scientific impulse points may be a law
which would comprehend all laws, a final principle
which would transcend the inadequate and partial ex-
planations of the world which particular sciences give,
and achieve for them what they, each in its own pro-
vince, attempt to do for the special phenomena with
which they deal. But even if such a goal were actu-
ally attainable, would it not be so only as th@ last
result of the- long labour of science; “and’ must not
the hasty attempt to snatch at this unity by a mere

0.
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effort of abstract thought be regarded as vain and
futile ?
The answer in the case of Spmoza, as in that of all

 examine and cr1tlclse the

o ul’gg;_@tg gr_qurx_l@”the Ap;',m‘mples on Whlch unconsclously,
ordinary and scientific thought proceeds; and then to
einterpret experience—or, in one sense, to re- -create it—
the light of the results thus reached. This account
of its work implies that philosophy must, in a sense,
reverse the order of ordinary and even of scientific ex-
perience, and beginning with the highest universal
which thought involves, show how from it all lower
universalities take their rise, and how the whole world
of finite particular existences is transformed for thought
by becoming linked in bonds of rational necessity to the
“first principle of all things.
't The progressive method of kuowledge then is, in
one sense, based on and presupposes the retrogresswe
Metaph sic does not pretend to create the world out of
its own categories, still less to supersede the special
work of science. On the contrary, it is through the
discovery of the partial and inadequate explanation of
{things which the categories of science furnish that it is
' led o seek after a deeper satisfaction for thought, an
Jinterpretation of the world by higher principles, till it
ttains that final interpretation which is given by a
principle that rests on no higher, but is seen by its own
light., Reversing the process, it then seeks to show how
the previous stages of knowledge, from the highest
‘become transformed in the light of the
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first principle of knowledge, or how all things are seen
in their reality only when regarded as its expressions or
manifestations.

Spinoza’s method, then, is not justly chargeable with
reversing the _true. ordqwmmwedve If his phil-
osophy be found defective, the defect will lie not in his
beginning where he did, but in the nature of the idea
with which he began ; not in his attempt to start with
a first principle from which all things might be derived,
but in the idea with which he started being incapable
of fulfilling the function assigned to it, and in his
attempting to explain all things from this principle
simply by analytic deduction. If modern philosoph
has had more success in dealing with the problem, per
haps the reason may, in some measure, be that science
by its marvellous progress, has worked into the hand
of philosophy in our day as it did not and could no
do in his. The inadequacy of Spinoza’s first principle
s, in part ab least, traceable to the fact that he found
it possible, so to speak, to reach the infinite by a short
cut ; whilst modern ‘thought, in some measure, owes the
greaterMy of the idea which consti-
tutes #fs starting-point, to the fact that it has had to
attain that idea by a slower and severer process. The
problem for Spingza, by his own showing, was to find

p—— .

a first prineiplé which Would e*{plain the univelse, after
s1mplest of categories. The problem which modern
philosgphy has had to face is that of finding & final
interpretation of nature which must presuppose the
previous interpretations of it by the whole range of
the physical and biological seiences; and which must




134 Spinoza.

supply a principle of criticism of the categories on
which these sciences are based, and itself at once com-
prehend and transcend them.

SUBSTANCE.

Spinoza’s starting-point, the idea which is to be the
source of all other ideas,” that which explains all else
but needs no other idea to explain it, is “ Substance,”
which, as already said, he defines as “ that which is in
itself and is conceived through itself.” When we ask
what Spinoza means by substance, we seem precluded
by the very terms of the definition from all ordinary
methods of explanation. The question what it is,
seems to be answered simply by the affirmation that it
is ; the question how we are to conceive of it, by what
other ideas we are to be enabled to apprehend its mean-
ing, seems to be met by the affirmation that it is that
which can be conceived only through itself: we may
understand all other ideas by means of it, not it by
means of them.
But whilst thus we secem debarred from any direct
explanation of the nature of substance, we may come
at the answer indirectly if we consider, in the light of
Spinoza’s theory of knowledge,- what is the point of
_view which this term is in tended to express. We can
., understand the world, or bring our thoughts “into cor-
‘respondence with the exemplar of nature,” he tells us,
as we have seen, only by ¢“developing all our ideas
-from the idea which represents the origin and source of
wnature ;7 and the idea which constitutes the “origin of
nabure,” he elsewhere defines as that of ““a Being, single,

finite, which is the totality of being, and beyond
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Idea of the Whole.

which there is no being.”! Trom this we gather that,
according to Spinoza’s conception of it, true or adequat
Lnowledde is_that which starts _ggy_,,ﬂz‘gﬁz,d_gﬁ of th
1071079, and for which all other ideas have a meaning an
reahtx only as they are determined by Wﬂl
light of the 1dea of the whole. Whatever else sub
stance means, therefore, by this term we are to under
stand this much at least—that idea of the whole or|
totality of being, in the light of which only can all in
dividual things and thoughts be understood. This ma
be further illustrated by considering the contrast whic
elsewhere Spinoza draws between that vague expe
rience ¥ of which popular knowledge consists, and tha
scientia intwitiva which is the highest and only re
kind of knowledge. The separate,.independent exis

a smcrle 1solated thmg Ilach obJect is whafo 1t is only
in v1rtu<> we of its relations to other objects, and ultimately
to the whole system of being. Ordinary observation

looks at things superficially, or as to the outward eye}

they seem to exist, eachtapart from or side by side with
the rest. Judging merely by the senses, it confounds
externality in space with independent existence, and,
leaving out of view all deeper relations, it represents t
itself the spatial separation of stones, plants, animals, a
equivalent to an isolated or absolute reality. But when
we cease to look at things after the outward appearance,
and penetrate to their real nature, their isolated sub-
stantiality vanishes; we perceive them to be linked to
each other the inner bond of causality. Each in-

1 De Bmend. ix.
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dividual thing forms part of an infinite series of causes
and effects; its place, form, functions, activities, are
Wmﬁg); are, not through itself alone, but through its
connection with other beings, and ultimately with the
whole universe of being. Not an atom of matter could
be other than it is without supposing the whole material
world to be other than it is ; and to understand a single
! aterial substance, we must take into. account -not
erely its immediate environment, but_the causes_or
onditions ‘which have created that enwronmerggl_@.d 0
n_ad m@mtum And the same . principle applies to
intelligent or spmtual bemgs they, too, are successive
xistences which have only a semblance of individuality.
By a trick of the imagination, we Took upon ourselves
independent, self - determined individuals; but ou
hole spiritual life is involved in our relati _n_g__t)_gfhj
ntelligences, as theirs again in that of those who sur-
ound or precede them. 1<rht1y v1ewed each so-called
ndividual is only a transition-point in a mf
Eou,jt thﬁ_wvh the Thtemmimable
past_and onwards through the 1nteﬂ§1Me.
Nlhus the substantial reality of individual existences
vanishes, and we can apply the des1gnat10n “ substance ”
only to the whole, the totality of being which includes
and determines them. That whole is the only trle in-
Hilividual, the only being which “is in itself and is con-
eived through itself.”

“All bodies,” writes Spinoza in one of his letters,! “are
styrounded by other bodies, and reciprocally determine and
etermined by them to exist and act in a fixed and defi-
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nite way. Hence it follows that every body, in so far as it
exists under a certain definite modification, ought to be con-
«¢ sidered as merely a part of the whole universe, which agrees
! with its whole, and thereby is in intimate union with :
other parts ; and since the nature of the universe is no lim-
1ted but absolutely infinite, it is clear that by this nature,
with its infinite powers, the parts are modified in an infinite

of varjations. Moreover, when 1 think of the universe as o
- subsydnee, I conceive of a yef cl nion of each part wigh

whole ; for, as T have clsewhere shown, it is the nature
substance to be infinite, and therefore each single part
elongs to the nature of corporeal substance, so that apart
therefrom it can neither exist nor be conceived. And as to
the human mind, T conceive of it also as a part of nature, as
haw_r_x_&m it an infinite power.of thinking, which, as infinite,
contains in it the idea of all nature, and whose thoughts run
parallel with existence.”

M ‘ By “substance,” therefore, we are to understand, in

the first piace, the idea of thegﬁmm of being or the
1

m:-ilzerse as a whole Further, this substance is by its
nature It_would be self-contradictory . to
suppose that any finite thing could be determined
merely by a'series of Anite causes. ‘We may trace back
step by step the regress of causes by which each par-
ticular existence, material or spiritual, is determined
to be what it is. But, however far back we go, we
are dealing still with the particular or finite, which
needs as much to be determined as the initial member

that we concelved of the latter as an mde

numbersof ways, and compelled to pass through an infinity gu(//

of the series. If it was only by an illusory abstracmon ;

'(0//'1%0
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part, but that larger whole is itself but a fragment—*an

individual of the second order, but still an individual.”

And though we may proceed in the same way by a

process of successive inclusions, correcting the con-
‘ ception of each lower unity by a higher, we_can never
f by any such ascending movement reach that of Whlch
} we are in wguest——the mﬁmte whole thc rLbsolute un1ty

by Whlch all finite things are determined to be what
thex are.

But if we cannot reach the infinite, the substance of
11 things, by seeking it through a receding series of
ite causes and effects, are we to conclude that the
nest is vain, that the obJect of inquiry is a_chimera ;
or if Tot, how is 1t to be attained? The answer of
Spinoza virtually is, that we need not ascend fo heaven
to bring it down from above, for it is already in our
hands and in our mouths. “Every idea of any body
or existing thing necessarily involves the eternal

o~ and infinite essence.”! Our ordlnaly consciousness is

indeed, as we have seen, in one point of view, arbitrary
and illusory; but we have only to examine what is its
real content and meaning to perceive that it involves
hat is virtually the consciousness of the infinite. All
wledge of what is limited rests on an implicit
ference to what is unlimited. Every conception of a
articular space or body presupposes the idea of infinite
pace or extension. Every particular idea implies a
irtual reference to an infinite thought. And the dis-
ction of mind and matter, of ideas and things, would
& tself lmposslble save by a tamt appeal to the idea of

PR 18

particular thing into a larger whole of which it forms a
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an infinite unity which lies beyond their difference. Al /
finite thought and being, therefore, rests on the idea of|
Infinite Substance. And of this ultimate idea, this}
prius of all thought and being, it must be affirmed that}
whilst other ideas rest on it, it rests itself on no ,other.i
It cannot be proved by anything outside of itself, for
no thing or thought could be or be conceived save oy
the assumption of it. It is beyond demonstration and
inaccessible to doubt, for demonstration and doubt alik
depend on_and indirectly affimm it. It can only I
defined as “that which is in itself and is conceived
through itself.”

What is to be said in criticism of Spinoza’s funda-
mental principle has been already anticipated. That
the individual can only be understood in the light of
the whole system of being to which he belongs, that al
the differences of the finite world presuppose and resf
on an ultimate unity which is itself beyond demonstra
tion or doubt, are propositions the soundness of whicli
cannot be questioned. The weakness of Spinoza’s
doctrine may be said to_lie EM&%
mich all things rest is not organi
but _abstract. It may be true to say that substance is
that Which 1s in itself and conceived through itself, or,
otherwise expressed, that the thought or idea of God
proves His being. But the significance and force of the
so-called “onfological argument” lies in this, that the
unity of thought and being to which it concludes is no
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implied in it, thought in thinking it has already tran-
scended. But the unity thus reached is the wmity of
the related elements, not something whlch melely lies
beybnd them ; it explains and reconcﬂes but_does not

fannul them. ‘What it expresses is, ‘that thought and e

ing, though distinguishable, are correlated elements in that
Itimate unity of self-consciousness which all knowledge
resupposes as its beginning and seeks as its goal. The
Spinozistic substance, on the other hand, is reached, as
i we have seen, , not by the reconciliation of opposed but
;related elements in a higher unity, but simply by
;abstracting from the difference of these elements. It is
‘not the reason of these differences but the unity that is
got by obliterating them. And as all differences vanish
in it, so no differences can proceed from or be predicated
of it. It not only contains in it no principle of self-
determination, but it is itself the negation of all deter-

mingtions. How then can Spinoza find in his infinite
substance the source and explanatmn of the variety
and_ multlphclty of ex1stence’l The answer to_ this

\x\‘ questlon is contamed. in hls doctrine of “ attributes ”

and « modes” /g, /‘,ﬁ(\. warl™ e tbonT -
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CHAPTER VIIL

SUBSTANCE AND ATTRIBUTES.

RicHTLY to fulfil the function assigned to it as the first -
principle of knowledge, Spinoza’s ¢ substance” must
be so conceived as to be, not only the presupposition,
but the productive source of all finite being. It must
be the ideal origin and explanation of things as well as
that which transcends them. We must not merely be
forced back to it as the unity which is above all differ-
ences, but also find in it that from which all differ-
ences are evolved. The transition, in other words, to the
finite world must lie in the very nature of substance.
Does Spinoza’s substance answer to this conception ?
That he deemed it capable of doing so is obvious.
Substance is not merely causw sui, but causa ommium
rerum. It is a unity which differentiates itself, first
into “infinite attributes,” then into *infinite modes,”
and these last again are niodified by an infinite numbesr .
of “finite modes.” The world which is meani
apart from it, the individualities which are
and unrealities looked at in themselv
from non-entity by the intuitive
which sees them instinet with
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of “substance.” All things are unreal viewed as inde-
pendent or distinet from God ; all things become real
in so far as we can discern in them the self-affirmation
of the divine nature. All thinking things, all objects
of all thought, as Spinoza regards them, throb with the
vital pulse of the umiversal life. The dead world
becomes alive in God.

But though there can be no doubt as to the part
which Spinoza intended his first principle to play, the first
step he takes raises the question whether it is inherently
capable of the function assigned to it—whether sub-
. &”,L;-j- stance,.as he defines it, is not so concelve& as to M—

! capable, W1’chout giving up.its, eswn’glal mtule, of { passing
; fmm;m& self-involved unity or identity into difference.

This first step is that which consists in the ascrip-
tion of ¢ infinite attributes” to the infinite substance.
“Substance ” or “God” “consists of infinite attributes
of which each expresses the eternal and mﬁmte
essence.” ! But of these infinite attributes, whilst we
know that their number is infinite, only two,  thought ”
and “extension,” are cognisable by human intelligence.
‘What, then, is the ground or reason of this differentiation
of the absolute unity? How does Spinoza find the
attributes in his substance? To this question the
answer seems to be, that whilst (1) there is nothing in
‘the nature of substance, as Spinoza conceives it, which
can logically yield, but everything to preclude any such
element of difference, (2) failing such logical ground, he
simply asserts without proof the-differentiation of suhb-
stance into attributes which he has empirically reached..
" In other words, the attributes are mot differences to

1 Eth. i, def. 6.
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which substance determines itself, but to whicl it is
determined by wus.

(1.) Aswe have already seen, Spinoza’s process to the
infinite, the regressive movement by which he reaches
substance as the ultimate unity of knowing and being,
"is simply the removal of the limit by which finite things
are supposed to be quantitatively distinguished from the
infinite. Number and measure are nothing but fictitious
instruments of the imagination by which we break up
the indivisible into parts. Space in itself is one and
continuous, not made up of discrete parts. You cannot
take one portion of space and isolate it from the rest, or
say that one portion is here and the next there. Tart
runs into part, and it is only by a false abstraction
that you can view them as separate from each other.
“ Figure,” therefore, is ““nothing positive.” ! And the
same principle applies to all finite existences. The
positive existence we ascribe to them is, when closely
viewed, only negation or non-existence. To get to real
or affirmative being we must negate the negation, with-
draw the fictitious limif, and what we get as the real is
simply the absolutely indeterminate, the logical abstrac-3#
tion of Being. To prechcate differences of this colourl
entity would be to “Introduce into it non—eni;;j;y A de-
termined absolute would be a partly non-existing ab-
solute. From this point of view, therefore, it woul
seem that Spinoza is precluded from attaching an
cates_or ascribing.any attributes to his absolute -
%g. To do so would be, as he himself says® ‘to
conceive under the category of non—exmtemse 'E;ha,t Whose.
definition affirms existence.” ‘

1 Ep.50. | A ;RsEp.51'.'
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(2.) Yet whilst by the very idea of substance Spinoza
would seem to be precluded from giving to it any deter-
minations, we find him passing at once from the notion
of substance as the negation, to that of substance as the
affirmation, of all possible determinations. The colour-
less blank becomes at a stroke filled up with a rich and

| varied content. The unity which was reached by ab-
straction from differences seems to be identified with a
unity which contains all differences. Thought. seems
to re-enact the part for which imagination was con-
demned—that of dividing the indivisible, of introducing
number and measure into the absolute. St}}_)_gﬁmﬁ
which, logically, is the purely indeterminate, passes into,
substa.nce ‘which consxsts of 1nﬁmte attmfrtes m:ﬁmtely
modified.
"TTE is easier to discern the motive than to understand
the logic of this transformation. Had Spinoza- not -
;gﬁ;ujﬁd.m.b,@__led by his own logic, bis s s system would
have ended where : began. Philosophy, along with
other things, comes to an end, in a principle which
reduces all thought and being to nothingness. More-
over, it is not difficult to understand how Spinoza should
seem to see more in the idea of substance than it legiti-
ymately contained. While he ostensibly rejected all
cterminations from it, in his thought an element of

-2 .}v';‘ \wounw }Miuww
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denies it. It is impossible really to think an affirmative

which affirms nothing in particular, or which is pure, X

blank affirmation devoid of all negation. When the
particular vanishes from thought, the universal vanishe
with it. Unity which carries with it mo _implication o
diversity, becomes,&s,meamncrless a conceptlon as that o
a whole without parts, or a q_a,usegylthout “effect. When
therefore, Spinoza beora.n by rightly denying, or pro-
nouncing to be non esse, the particular existences of the
finite world apart from their unity, that to which his
thought pointed was the assertion, not of pure abstract
unity, but of the reality of these particulars ¢n relation
to their unity. The converse of the nothingness of the
particular independent of the universal was, not the
reality of the abstract universal, but the reality of the
particular é» the universal. From the negation of acci-
dents without substance what thought sought after was,
not the assertion of substance without accidents, but
the assertion of accidents transformed into the necessary
moments or attributes of substance, of substance real-
ising itself in and through accidents. Though, there]
fore, the former of these alternatives—pure, abstract,
indeterminate substance—was the logical result of hi
method, the latter was the real result to which th
hidden, unconscious logic of his thot;ght pointed. It
Was natural for him, therefore, tacitly to substitute the
latter for the former, and so to pass, apparently by a
leap, from the notion of God or Substance as ‘bhe o
tion, to that of God or Substance as the a., "mabi
all possible determinations. AL
But though it is possible thus to trace the reerl move-
ment of Spinoza’s thought t}mt movement was. not a
P,—XIL :
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conscious one, and it was not thus that he justified his
own conclusmn ‘What he seemed to himself to have
reached as the presx@w-ﬁggitmn of all things was the
purely indeterminate self-identical infinite ; and the
problem immediately arose, how to conceive of this
infinite unity as, without abandoning its essentml nature,
W g into_ dlffe};gnce,—how to_ ﬁnd in thls moveless
Absolute the explanation of the di
qulness of 1 the ﬁmte world. ‘The device which Spmoza.
falls g upon on to reach the ¢ dxversmy without tampering with
pe’_“t};e unity, is to regaxd the former as differences, not in
S the substance itself, but in substance in relation to_the
! . Jinite intelligence which, con emplaz‘es it « By attribute,”
i rfrk says he 1 «T understand that which the 1nte11ec§ per-
ceives of substance as constituting its essence.” It is,
’x in other words, not the essence itself of substance, but

¥ é\ \* that essence relatively to our intelligence. In one of
: ,g/g‘ohis letters,® after defining substance, he adds,—“ By
i - attribute I understand the same thing, only that it is
/‘&'& called attribute with reference to the understanding
i \ attributing a certain nature to substance.” The relative
or subjective character of the element of difference ex-
pressed by attributes is further explained by various
,illustrations. He compares substance, e.g.,% to c
! reﬂe%tmg the rays of light, which, regarded objectively,
; ed ¢ a plane,” but with reference to the observer
is described as ‘ white.” “By a plane,” says he, “I
‘mean a surface which reflects all rays of light without
altering them ; by a whife surface I mean the same,
. with this difference, that a surface is called white with
reference to a man looking at it.” The same distinction

iE ; 2 Ep. 27. 8 Thid,




elativity of Attributces. 147

is illustrated by the different names of the third patriarch,
who in his proper character called Israel, is in one special
relation called Jacob. Finally, in the following and
other passages of his writings Spinoza expressly teaches
that the true or absolute nature of God.. 15_50muthm<r
E@Ebﬁymi_mﬂ conceptions formed of Him by finite
intelligence : “If the will be supposed 1nﬁn1te it must
be determined to exist and act by God, not in so far as
He is absolutely infinite substance, but in so far as He
has an attribute which expresses the infinite and eternal
essence of thought.”! ¢ Being as being, by itself alone
as substance, does not affect us, and therefore it is t
be explained by some atfribute, from which yet it is no
distinguished save ideally.”# To the same effect, in th
¢ Theologico-political Treatise,”® speaking of the various
titles of God in the Hebrew Scriptures, he says that the
name “Jehovah” points to “ the absolute essence of
God without relation to created things;” whilst on the ,
other hand “El Saddai” and other names express|
““attributes of God, and pertain to Him in so far as
He is considered with relation to created things or is
manifested by them.”

Thus the ascription of attributes to God does mo
imply any tampennGMSolutely indeterminat
_unity of the divine nature, inasmuch as they do no
“characterise that natule in iﬁ;&ﬁlﬂ_buﬁ only as reflecte
in_the ﬁlte mtelhcence inite intelligence canno
rise above itself, or see thmors otherwise than under the
conditions that arise from its own nature. As man is him-
self a being at once spiritual and corporeal—in Spinoza’s
language, a “mode” or modification of . thought and

1 Bth.i.82. - 2 Cogitat. Metaph. 1.8: - #xif, 11, 12,
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extension—he can know God only under these two
pects or attributes. But we cannot conceive of the
infinite nature as exhausted by our ways of awehegd—
ing it. “ The more reality or bemg anytlnng has, the
more attributes belong to it.”* ¢ A being absolutely -
infinite, therefore, is necessarily defined as being which
onsists of infinite attributes, each one of which ex-
resses a certain essence eternal and infinite.” Though,
therefore, to us God is expressed only under the two
attributes of “thought” and * extension,” to minds
differently constituted from ours the divine nature would
reveal itself in different ways, and to an infinite number
of minds or to an infinite understanding in an infinite
number of ways or by an infinite diversity of aftributes.
“The infinite ways whereby each particular thing is
expressed in the infinite understanding cannot constitute
one and the same mind of a singular thing, but infinite
minds, seeing that each of these infinite ideas has no
connection with the rest.” 2
By yet another expedient does Spinoza find it pos-
sible to ascribe attributes to the infinite substance with-
out infringing its purely indeterminate nature—wviz., by
means of the distinction betwee what is ‘‘absolutely
jgﬁ;ma and what is onlx “infinite in its own kind”
(in suo_genere). To avoid the implication that by at-
: ,‘ha.chmg predicates to substance we necessarily introduce
~anelement of finiteness or negation into it, he tries to
‘ conceive of predicates which express something not neg-
~afive but positive, not finite but infinite, and which
erefore hrmt ne1ther the mﬁmte substa.noe nor each




Plurality of Infinites.

God. All finite distinctions d1sappea.r in the mﬁmte, '

but we can conceive of distinctions which are not finite,
in this sense that no one of them is limited either by

the rest or by anything within its own sphere. We call
a thing finite when it is bounded by another thing of the :
same kind, as one piece of matter by another ; but things fy
of different kinds do not limit each othe other Mental *

things are not Timited b N matena,l nor wice versd. Ideas
do not oc al’l space. Bodies are nelther inside Doz out
side of minds. If therefore we can think of the attri-
bute of extension as that which has no limit within its
own sphere, its infinitude is not infringed by the exist-
ence of another attribute of a wholly different kind,
such as thought. It is no limitation of infinite exten-
sion that it cannot think, nor of infinite thought that it
is not extended. 'We may conceive an infinite number
of such attributes, each infinite in its own kind, and
yet their infinite diversity implying no reciprocal limi-
tation. It may be said that if we conceive of an infinite
number of such attributes as together constituting the
nature of a being, each of them can express only a part
of that nature, and therefore each must be regarded as

a limitation of its infinitude. But Spinoza’s answer toy

this objection virtually is, that it would be a valid ob-
jection if we conceived of infinite substance as made up
of thought, extension, and other attributes. When we
think of a thing as an aggregate or combination of quali-
ties, each of them is less than the whole, and expresses

a limitation of nature. Bub the absolutely infinite sub-

stance is not the sum or totality of its attribubes. Ac-
cording to Spinoza’s peculiar conception, each of the

different attributes expresses the same infinite- reality




complementary properties, the omission of any one of
which leaves the whole imperfect, but each the same
perfect whole contemplated in a different aspect. They
are not correlative members of an organic unity which
have no independent reality apart from each other, but
parallel _independent, equivalent x manifestations of the
same. 1nﬁ111t§£bgiact Thought does not contain more or
‘less of God than extension, but the content of both and
of an infinite number of other attributes is absolutely
the same. “Each attribute,” says he,! “of one sub-
stance must be conceived through itself.” «It is ob-
vious,” he adds,? “that though two attributes are con-
ceived as distinct—that is, the one without the aid of
the other—yet we cannot_therefore conclude that they
constitute two diffe entities or substances For it
is"of the nature of substance that each of its attributes
is conceived through itself (since all the attributes which
it has have. existed simultaneously in it), nor could one
e produced by another; but each expresses the real-
ty or being of substance. It is therefore by no means_
absurd to_ascribe a plurality of attributes to Qne.sub-
tance.”  From this point of view, therefors, Spinoza
is enabled to combine the notions of absolute indeter-
. minate unity with endless difference, or to conceive of
an infinite multiplicity of attributes without tampering
. with the unconditioned unity of substance. The two
expedients, however, by which he accomplishes this Te-
 sult, virtually resolve thémselves into one. The attri-
butes, though said to be infinite each in its own. kind, are
different in kmd from: each . other. -The con-

150 Sprnoza,
and the whole of that reality. The attrlbu’ces are 1of
|
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tent of each is precisely the same as that of any other,
and the difference is only a difference in our way of
looking at it. The difference in kind is néthing more
than a difference of aspect. Spinoza’s Teconciliation,
thelefore Tof diversity of attributes with absolute self-
identical unity of substance, is simply that the diver-
sity is a purely subjective one.

1. One obvious criticism on Spinoza’s doctrine of
attributes is that i it_presupposes ‘what 3 is_intended to

'{%Q' The definition of attribute is ‘that which in-
Te

ligence perceives in substance as constituting its
essence.” DBut finite intelligence is itself only a “mode ”
or modification of one of the attributes of substance.
The attributes, therefore, exist only through that which
is simply a modification of one of them. The thought
or intelligence which is the product of an attribute,
is surreptitiously introduced to create the attributes.
Thought, indeed, thinks itself and everything else ; and
if the intelligence which differentiates the infinite sub-
stance were its own, there would be no paralogism in
supposing infinite intelligence or self-consciousness to be
the source or origin of the finite intelligence which knows
it. But in the case before us, the absolutely infinite sub-
stance, as we have seen, is expressly distinguished from,
or logically prior to, the attributes—that of thought as
well as every other. Thought is only one of the aspects
into which the absolute unity is diffracted by finite in-
telligence. Finite intelligence, therefore, is supposed to/
create that by which it is itself created.

2. The attributes are not derived from, but brought

from VM’GO, substance. - To render the system co-

herent, the existence and distinctive character of the

(' LLN g W
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attributes should arise out of the essential naturve of
substance. In the very nature or idea of substance
an element of self-differentiation must be shown to ex-
ist, and ¢hat an element which does not tamper with its
unity. In other words, substance must be conceived
. as_a unity which has in T an impuls _w_td wo forth out
of it itself, to realise itself in the infinite detemunatlom
expressed me attnbutes and then' modlﬁca,tlons, a.n_(l
W yet in so <ro1ngworth as 1ema1mng m unbloken }dentlg'
gif' T with 1tself Spmozas substance, however, as we have
o S Just seen, not only does not contain, but is exclusive of,
4 o .. onysuch element of self-determination, and the deter-
‘v){} by mination expressed by the attributes are ascribed to a
1 4 purely empirical origin. “We feel and perceive,” says
he,! “no particular things save bodies and modes of
thought,” and therefore we conclude that thought and
extension are attributes of God. We represent to
ourselves God as a “thinking thing” or an “extended
thing.” Tt is we who ascribe or bring the attributes to
1 the substance, and the we has not been accounted for.
1 N 3. The accidental character of the attributes is indi-
| ' cated, not only in the origin ascribed to them, but also
in their number and relation to each other. If sub-
stance is to have the character of a principle from which
everything in the system is to be logically deduced, it
should contain in itself the reason why such and no
other determinations belong to it; it should determine
the order of their sequence, and show how each involves
or is involved in all the rest. To say simply that a
 number of attributes cohere in one substance, is not to
explain or ‘give any rational idea of their umity, but
: 1 Eth. ii., ax. 5.
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merely to affirm that they are united. In the Spinozistic
system extension, thought, and the other attributes are

not organically related to each other. Each is absolutely

independent of the rest—forms, so to speak, a com-
pleted whole in itself, and is to be conceived in and

through itself. One attribute can 1o more be related to wﬂl‘f

another than an object seen through a glass of one colour
can he related to the same object seen through a glass
of a different colour, or than an idea expressed in one
language can be related to precisely the same idea ex-
pressed in another language. As it is perfectly indiffer-
ent to the object itself through how many differently
coloured glasses it is seen, so it is perfectly indiffer-
ent to the nature of substance by what or how many
attributes it is manifested. -If Spinoza speaks of the
diversity of attributes as_ infinite, _the infinitude is not
that which arises out of the essence of substance, ut is
only a numeucal 1nﬁn1tude—the false infinite o of endlgﬁs—
ness or mdeﬁmteness In prudlea,tuw of substance an
‘infinite number of attnbutes Spinoza relapses into the
ambiguity which he himself had censured in a remark-

" able letter already quoted—the ambiguity, viz., of the

term “infinite” as denoting esther that which by -its
very nature is incapable of limitation, or that which
exceeds every assignable limit. The infinitude which
he ascribes to substance is of the former kind, and
there is no legitimate connection between such an infini-
tude and the merely quantitative infinitude of attribub
the number of which exceeds any given
number.

4. In the letters which pagse
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feets and inconsistencies in his doctrine of the attri- :
butes are brought to light. Amongst other pertinent
questions, Tschirnhausen asks these ’gwo First, whether
it can be pmved “that we cannot know aﬁ; attributes
of God other than thought and extension;”?! or, more
fully expressed, “why my mind, which represents a ccr-
tain modification (of absolute substance), a modification
which is expressed not ouly by extension, but in an
infinite variety of ways, perceives only that modifica-
tion as expressed by extension, and not as expressed
through the other attributes?”? Secondly, whether,
though it is laid down that every attribute is of equal
content and significance with every other, “the atixribute
of thought is not really (as Spinoza defines it) of wider
extent than any of the other attributes” 3
To the foxmer of these guestions Spinoza answers that
" “the power of a thing is defined solely by its essence,
and that the essence of the mind is the idea of the body,
which idea does mot involve or express any of God’s
attributes save extension and thought.* Of this answer
it may be said that, though from Spinoza’s point of view
it is no doubt conclusive, yet it hetrays in some measure
the insufficiency and even inconsistency of the principles
on which it is based. In a philosophy in which thought
. is related to extension, mind to matter, as the con-
/ scious subject to its own object, Tschirnhausen’s ob-
jection would, in one point of view, be unanswerable.
For in such a philosophy there is nothing which lies out- =
side the realm of intelligence, nothing which is not either
own or knowable. If thought can apprehend exten-
iom,., there is nothing which it cannot apprehend.. - If

9Fp67 3 Bp. 68. « Bp. 66.
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human intelligence can transcend the distinction between ;
itself and one attribute or manifestation of God, it there-
by proves its capacity to transcend the same distinction
in the case of every other attribute. Mind cannot be!
capable of apprehending its object in one aspect or two
aspects and not in every other aspect. But, on the
other hand, in a philosophy in which thought and ex-
tension, though regarded as attributes of one substance,
are still conceived of as wholly independent of each
other—as simply two parallel but unconnected expres-
sions, amongst many others, of the divine essence—there
is no reason in the nature of thought why, knowing one
such attribute or expression, it should also know any
other. The relation of parallelism does not carry with
it what is involved in the deeper relation of conscious-
ness to its object. An arbitrary connection does not
imply the universal results of a necessary relation. In!
fact, the difficulty here is, not why, knowing extension,
thought should not know everything else, but why it
should transcend the gulf between itself and what is }
outside of it at all In ﬂs_p;_ngzahs.,pllllﬁgph , that
thought should overleap this gulf even in the one case
of extension is an inconsistency ; but it is one of those
h mconsmtencles which render it sohfrult__“l,__a.nd
suggestive. It must be added, however, that from an-
other point of view a philosophy which is based on the
prineiple of self-consciousness would, though on different
grounds, accept Spinoza’s limitation of knowledge to ex-
tension and thought. For to such a philosophy exten-
sion is not, as Spinoza conceives, simply one amongst a
multiplicity of attributes which intelligence in man
happens to know, but it is the essential correlative of ]




{

i
P
g

156 Spinoza.

thought. It is not one amongst many things which
thought can apprehend, but it is the necessary for
the object in its opposition to the thought for which 3
it is. Extension and thought, in other words, are
ot o duahty of attmbutes but #le dualism which con-
bitutes the very essence of mind. If we conceive of
'od as Infinite Mind or Spirit, extension, instead of
eing one amongst an infinite number of attributes, is
imply the form of objectivity through which alone is
elf-conseiousness possible.
~ As to the second question, which does nof seem to
bave been answered by Spinoza, it may be remarked that
whilst, according to Spinoza’s doctrine, every attribute
expresses the whole of substance, and is of precisely the
same value with every other, yet, inasmuch as all the
attributes alike are relative to thought, or are “what
intelligence perceives of substance as constituting its
essence,” thought has obviously in }il_swgystem a wider
function. than any of the other attribufes. In the case of
man it knows the two attributes of which his mind
and body are modifications, but it also, in the case of all
other possible intelligences, knows the other attributes of
which #heir natures are the modifications. If we conceive
the attributes as running in pairs, thought will always
be one of them. Each finite nature will be a modifica-
tion of thought and of some other attribute which plays
“a corresponding part to extension in the nature of man. ‘
Thought has therefore a purely exceptional place in.the
cheme ; it is the correlate of all the other attributes. Tt
not simply one of the two attributes which human in-
elligence kmows, but it is a universal factor in tha know-
ge of God which is possi nité intellicences.
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CHAPTER IX.

MODES.

Tﬂw in the process by which Spinoza a.i;tempteﬂ
to _find in | substance the first pnnclple of all thmg«Lm.
that..whieh, is expressed in his doctrme of “ Modes.”;

The aﬁ;gbﬁes even if levltlmately deduced leave us
still in the Tegion of the infinite, and furnish no transit
tion to a finite World Though thought and extensmn{
are only expressions “of substance, each in a certain|

definite manner, they are still infinite. The character-) {

istic of being conceived through itself (per se coneipr)
belongs to the idea of attribute as well as to that of
substance ; there is nothing in it which points to any-
thing beyond itself; it contains no element of self-!
differentiation by - Whlch the pmcess to the finite might

be mediated. The a.ttnbutes, like the substance, are!
pure self-identical unities, and if they presuppose finite
intelligence as the medium through which the colour-
less unity of substance is refracted, they only tagcitly .

presuppose but do not prove it. s
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of its relation to the infinite. By mode,” says he,! I
understand affections of substance, or that which is in
another, through which also it is conceived.” ¢ Modes
can neither exist nor be conceived without substance;
therefore they can exist only in the divine nature, and
can be conceived only through it.” 2 ¢ Besides substance
and modes nothing exists, and modes are nothing but
affections of the attributes of God.”* Finite modes are,
further, identified with individual things (res particu-
lares), and of these it is said * that *they are nothing but
affections of the attributes of God, or modes by which
the attributes of God are expressed in a certain definite
manner.”

‘What we gather from these various forms of state-
ment is, that, in contrast with Substance or God, who
alone is self-existent, all finite things have only an ex-
istence that is de}gendent on_or derived from.  Him,
Their being is a being which is not in thelmglms
but ‘‘in another "—that is, “ in God.’ What is meant
by the phrase “in ‘another,” or “in God,” the following
passages may help us to understand :(—

“Whatever is, isin God, and without God nothing can be
or be FOBITELE  “ From the necessity of the dix vm%‘xm
an infinite number of things follows in infinite ways, as will
besevident if we reflect that from the definition of a thing

*'the pnderstanding infers many properties which necessarily

follow from it — that is, from the very essence of the thing
defined.”® ¢“The modes of the divine nature follow there-

~from necessarily and not contingently, and that, whether we

CVERY e 5 L 2 Bth. i. 15, dem.
3Eﬁh1.28 demm - 4Eth 1.25 cor.
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consider the divine nature absolutely, or as determined to
act in a certain manner. Further, God is the canse of these ‘
modes not only in so far as they simply exist, but in so far 1
as they are considered as determined to any action”? '

In these passages the relation of modes or finite things

to God is represented by the equivalent forms of expres-

sion “following from God ” and “caused by God” ; and

it is to be observed that in the last-quoted passage the " .,

causa,lity of God with regard to modes is spoken of as of | <
fold chamcter—-vu that of the divine nature “con-

sldei.éf absolutely, and that of the divine nature “in

so far as it is determined to act in a certain manner.”

This distinction, to which Spinoza frequently recurs,

. and on the tenableness of which the coherence of his ™
system may be said to turn, is more fully expressed in
the following passages :—

“That which is finite and has a determinate existence can-
not be produced by the absolute nature of any attribute of
God ; for whatever follows from the absolute nature of any
attribute of God is infinite and eternal. It must therefore fol-
low from God or from some attribute of God, in-so far as He
is considered as affected by some mode, . . . (or) in so far as
He is modified by a modification which is finite and has a
determined existence. This mode again must in turn be
determined by another which also is finite, and this last again
by another, &c., ad infinitum.”? Yet “it cannot be said that
God is only the remote and not the proximate cause of indi-
vidual things, except to distinguish them from those . . ..
which follow from His absolute nature.” 3 A

Thus the causality of finite things, considersd as 2 eleg ;
of God, is not the nature of God wewed absg
that nature as modified by,

1 Eth. i. 29, dem. - - ?El;h.!._v
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regress of finite causes, or what Spinoza elsewhere calls

¢ the common order of nature and constitution of things,”

or the “connection of causes.”? This idea reappears
‘itlnouOhout the whole system as a solvent of the diffi-

pl fcultles involved in the relation of the purely mdeter—
- [ ‘minate God to a world of finite individualities in time
tand ‘space. “The idea of an individual thing actually
‘oxisting is an individual mode of thinking distinct from -
other modes,” and is caused by God “not in so far as
He is a thinking thing absolutely, but in so far as He is
considered as affected by another mode of thinking, of
which again He is the cause as affected by another, and
0 on to infinity.” 2 ¢ The human mind is part of the
infinite intellect of God ; and when we say that the
human mind perceives this or that, we affirm that God
has this or that idea, not in so far as He is infinite, but
in so far as He is expressed by the nature of the human
: mind, or constitutes the essence of the human mind.”3
. fOn the other hand, though the causality of 1nd1v1dua1
E thmgs is thus ascribed to God not as He exists absolutely

s or mﬁmtely, we find from other passages that there is

e sense in which they can be referred to the absolute or

et_gna} nature of God as their cause—c.g. -

".,

-1t is the nature of reason to regard things not as contin-

¥ but as necessary. But this necessity of things is the

yery necessity of the eternal nature of God, and therefore it

is'the nature of reason to regard things under this form of

etemity ? ¢« Every ideaof eyvery particular thing actually
_necessarily involves the eternal and” infinite essence

of.God” “By existence (of individual things), I do not mean .

exustence mso fa,r ag it is conoelved abstractly and as a cermm

2 Bth, i, 9, dgm.
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form of quantity ; I speak of the very nature of existence
which is ascribed to individual things, because an infinite"
number of things follows in infinite ways from the eterns.l ;
necessity of God’s nature—of the existence of individual tlnncrs gy
as they are in God. = For, although each individual thing is
determined by another individual thing to exist in a certain
manner, yet the force whereby each individual thing per-
severes in existing, follows from the eternal necessity of the
nature of God.”?

Further, the two kinds of existence of individual things
—that in which they are viewed as a series of causes
and effects in time and space, and that in which they are
viewed “under the form of eternity “—are expressly
contrasted as follows: “Things are conceived as actua.l,
in two ways—either in so far as they exist in relation to:
a certain time and place, or in so far as we conceive them
as contained in God and following from the necessity of
the divine nature. When in this second way we con—
ceive things as true and real, we conceive them under|
the form of eternity, and the ideas of them involve the
eternal and infinite essence of God.” 2

In the light of these and other passw_e
shdll Tefer in the sequel, we_are prepared to_examine
what is Spinoza’s conception of the relation of infinite o e o1
absolute subgtamge to its “modes.” When we ask what
" Tn his system is the Telation of the finite world and in-
dividual finite things to God, the question is not settled
simply by referring to his doctrine that all things exist
in God, and that modes or finite things have no existence
or operation independently of the infinite substance.

1 Eth. ii. 44, cor., ii. 45, and ibid:, schol. ‘ »
2 Eth. v. 29, schoL . :
P.—XIIL L
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Spinozism is not at once proved to be pantheistic by
such expressions as these. For every system that is not
dualistic, and for which the terms infinite and finite
have any meaning, is pantheistic to the extent of hold-
ing that the world has no aBsolute or mdependent ex-
1st§;1ce, and that the ultlmate explanation of all thmgs
is to be found in God. Before pronouncing Spinoza a
pantheist, therefore, the point to be determined is not
whether he ascribes independent reality to finite things,
but whether he ascribes to them any reality at all—
whether his modes have any existence d1st1ngulsha,ble
from that of substance, and such that we can speak of
an actual relation between the two. If, on the one hand,
it can be shown that the existence he ascribes to modes
is only a fictitious or fugitive semblance of existence, if
the distinetion of modes from substance is a distinction
which is created by the imagination and has no objective
reality, and if the unity into which all individual things
are resolved is one which does mnot maintain but sup-
presses or annuls that distinction, then indeed his philo-
sophy may justly be characterised as pantheistic. But,
on the other hand, since real distinctions do not exclude

ut imply a unity which transcends them, if Spinoza’s
substance is a principle which subordinates but does not
suppress differences, if his modes are the expression for a
finite world which does not vanish, but constitutes a

ecessary and permanent moment in the unity of the
infinite, then it is no proof of Spinoza’s pantheism that
he affirms that “whatever is is in God,” and. that modes
are things that “exist only in God, and only through
God ‘can be conceived.” In the passages quoted above,

_when read in the light of his general principles, there
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¥

is much to favour the former of these two construc-
tions of his system ; but in these, as elsewhere, there
are expressions which refuse to lend themselves to a
purely pantheistic view of the relation of God to the
world.

1. The cons1derat10ns that favour the former or pan-
theistic mterpretatlon have already been adduced, .emd1
need not here be repeated. They amount to this, that!
individual finite things have no. real ex1sten<_:g,dls-;
tmomsha,ble from that of. absolute substance, but_are '
merely creations of the,abstrnct;nc_;1);@g;n@§;@11

¢“Tt is mere folly or insanity,” he writes,! “to suppose that
extended substance is made up of parts or bodies really dis-
tinet from each other. . . . If you ask why we are by nature
so prone to attempt to divide extended substance, I answer
that quantity is conceived by us in two ways : viz., abstractly,
superficially, as we imagine it by aid of the senses; or as
substance, which can only be done by the understanding.
So that if we attend to quantity, as it is in the imagination,
it will be found to be divisible, finite, made up of parts, and
manifold. ~ Again, from the fact that we can limit duration
and quantity at our pleasure, when we conceive the latter in
abstraction from substance, and separate the former from the
way in which it flows from things eternal, there arise time
and measure—time for the purpose of limiting duration,
measure for the purpose of determining quantity—so that we
may, as far as possible, imagine them. Further, inasmuch
as we separate the modifications of substance from substance
itself, and reduce them to classes in order, as far as possible;
to imagine them, there arises number, whereby we limit
them. . . . Whence it is clear that measure, time, and num-
ber are nothing but modes of thinking, or rather of imagin-
ing. But,” he adds, “there are many things which ‘cannot

LHp. 29
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'f; ) be conceived by the imagination, but only by the under-
i standing—e.g., substance, eternity, and the like. Thus, if
4 any one tries to explain these things by means of conceptions,
which are mere aids to the imagination, he is simply trying
to let his imagination run away with him.”

The drift of these and other passages which might be
quoted is, not simply that modes, or individual finite
things, have no existence independent of substance, but
that they have mo existence at all, save for a faculty
which mistakes abstractions for realities. It is possible
for the unreflecting mind to suppose itself capable of
thinking the separate halves or minuter isolated parts of
a line, but intelligence corrects the illusion. A line, it
discerns, could as easily be made up of points lying miles
apart as of points contiguous yet really isolated. The
point it perceives to be a mere fictitious abstraction, an
unreality, a thing which has no existence apart from the
line, and when we think the line the point ceases to

e o
-

‘l have any existence at all. And the same is true of lines

in relation to surfaces, of surfaces in relation to solids,
% l and of all existences in space in relation to space itself,
i85 1

which is the one infinite, indivisible reality. In like
manner, when we regard the modes in relation to the
infinite substance, we see that they are mere creatures
of the imagination; when we contemplate individual
things from the point of view of intelligence, or as they
really are, their illusory individuality vanishes, and the
only reality left, the only being in the universe, is God,
or Infinite Substance. And indeed it is only, Spinoza .
expressly affirms, when we leave out of view the fictitious
rences which modes introduce into substance that
latter can. be truly contemplated. ‘Substance is
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considered in itsel truly—when we set aside
all its modifications” (depositis ajfectionibus).

It is true that whilst Spinoza not only concedes but
expressly teaches that modes or individual finite things
have no reality in relation to the absolité Tatute of God,
he yet contrives to ascribe to them, in a certain indirect
wa¥, a_divine origin. “That which is finite,” says he,
in" a passage above quoted, “and has a determined ex-
istence, cannot be produced or follow from the absolute
nature of any attribute of God,” for “whatever does so
follow is infinite and eternal.” And “every individual
thing, or everything which is finite and has a determined
existence, can only exist or be determined to act by
another thing which is also finite, and this again only
by another which also is finite, and so on indefinitely.”
‘Only the infinite can follow from the infinite, the finite
can follow only from the finite.” How, then, does Spinoz
reconcile these propositions with the . assertmn that mode,
“are concelveﬂhrourvh the divine _nature, follo
ngcessarily from it ”Z The answer is, that e simpl
begs the question. “That which is finite,” he tells us} =
‘mduced by the absolute nature of God or*
of any of His attributes; . . . it must therefore follow °
from God, or some attribute of God, in so far as (qua-*
tenus) He is modified by a modification which is finite -
and has a determined existence, and this mode or cause "
must in turn be modified by another, &c.” The only"
construction of which this proposition, taken in con-
nection with what precedes it, is capable, is that it simpl
assumes without proof what has been already denied—
viz., that individual finite things can be derived from
God. The nature of God is such that it does not admit
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of modification, but finite things follow from. it in so far
as it 4s modified. Or, otherwise expressed, Spinoza pre-
supposes the existence of finite things in order to prove
it, or virtually makes God finite in order to express
Himself in the finite. Finite things follow from God
in so far as He is (alreacfﬁ’ modified by finite things.
Every reader of Spinoza knows what an important rdle
is assigned to this guatenus, and how often, by means of
what is nothing more than a tautological phrase, he con-
trives to escape from difficulties and inconsistencies
otherwise insuperable.
It may be said that Spinoza’s reasoning here is not
i the Dbare pefitio principii involved in the assertion that
finite things follow from God in so far as they already
follow from Him ; but that what he affirins is that they
follow, not from individual finite things, but from the
interminable series or connection of finite things, which
is mnot finite but relatively infinite. But to this the
' ., answer is what, as we have secn, Spinoza has himself
taught us, that by the spurious infinite of mere endless-
ness we do not rise above the region of the finite. An
infinite quantity is a contradiction in terms, a phrase in
which the predicate denies the subject. By no indefinite
addition or aggregation of finites can we reach the essen-
tially or absolutely infinite—that infinite from which
Spinoza asserts that the finite can not be derived.
In the foregoing view of Spinoza’s doctrine as to the
relation of God to the world, we have considered it
simply as a relation of the absolutely indetermined infi-
/nite to determined or finite things. But in some of the
ve-quoted passages, and elsewhere, we find him ex-
this relation in terms of another category—rviz.,
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that of causality. “God is the efficient cause of all things
that canhﬁ;i'nder an mﬁqll;q intellect.” 1« God i is the
cfficient,_cause not only‘df ﬁhe existence of things. but
also of 1 the1r essence.” 2 “The modes of any given
attribute have God for their cause, &c.” 8 Of things as
they are in themselves God is really the cause, &e.” 4
Now, as the relation of cause and effect is one in which
we ordinarily think of the effect as something which,
though dependent on the cause, actually emerges out of
it into an existence of its own, the application of thi
category to the relation of God and the. world woul
seem to give to finite thmcs a reality which is no
illusory or imaginative, a bemcr Whn,h is not, .absorbe
in that of L@E@ﬁﬁ_ﬁ&hﬁ@“ But it is to be considere
that, in its proper sense, causality is not a category,
whmh is apphcable to ’she relation of the mﬁmte to_th
xBresse
mt the r_g_lﬂx of the ﬁmte but elthel th 11m1t§;,mo
or the non- reality of the infinite. )
Causality is a category only of the finite. The rela-
tion of cause and effect 1s one which implies the succes-
sion or (though not with strict accuracy) the coexistence
of its members. In the latter case it presupposes the

* existence of things external to, and affecting and being .

affected by each other. In the former, it is a relation in
which the first member is conceived of as passing into the
second ; the cause, or the sum of conditions which con-
stitute it, lpg@s its existence in the effect or in the sum of
the new conditions to which it has given rise. The cause,

in other words, is only cause in and through the con-.

1 Eth. i. 18, cor. : 2 Bth. i. 25.
3 Eith. ii. 6. i ol o Et‘by i 7, 5017@1-

Cé«—;’D
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summated result which we call effect, and the very
reality or realisation of the former implies, in a sense,
its own extinction. In the impact of two balls the
motion of the first becomes the cause of the motion of
the second only when it has ceased to exist in the
former ; the force which has existed as heat becomes
the cause of motion only when it has exhausted itself of
its existence in the one form and become converted into
the other. But, obviously, in neither of these senses
can we embrace the rela.tion of the inﬁnite and the finite
conceived of as external to, @gﬁm@%ﬂl&«ﬁwe,.@
one finite body m@e of, and acts on, another; in
such a relation it would cease to be infinite. “God,”
says Spinoza, ““is omne esse.” Beyond substance there
is nothing real. Substance and its affections con-
stitube the totality of existence, and is absolutely in-
finite. But this it could not be if its affections, instead
of existing only in it and being conceivable only through
it, had an existence capable of being acted on by it.
Nor, again, can you speak of the infinite as a cause
which, in producing the finite, passes wholly into it
and becomes lost in it; for, in that case, the existence
of the finite would be conditioned by the non-existence
or extinction of the infinite.

‘The inapplicability of the category of caugality to the
re,ladnon of infinite and finite is thus so obvious that
Spinoza can only give a colour of relevancy to it by
quallfymo the term “cause” when applied to God so as
tually to destroy its meanmg “ God,” he tells us,*
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world.” He can only be designated cause of all things
in the same sense in which He is cause of Himself
(causa sui).r  In other words, to obviate the contradic-
tion involved in the idea of an infinite which is exter-
nal to the finite, he modifies the riotion of cause so as to
conceive of it as existing, not outside of, but wholly
within, the things which are said to be its effects; and
to obviate the further difficulty which thus arises, of
conceiving an infinite which passes away into the finite,
he again modifies the notion of cause so as to conceive
of it as mainfaining its own independent existence at

the same time that it loses itself in the effect. Bu

though in the conception of a causa omnium rerus
which is at the same time causa sus, what Spinoza i
aiming at is the idea of a Being which remains on
with itself in all its changes, or of a self-differentiating
which is at the same time a sel_ffigtgg‘ygtiﬁg?:iﬁﬁniteﬁhi

g

idea is one which in vain é’éiémpti bo_express_itsel
under the category of causality. The att?éﬁﬁit so to
express it may be rega,rmv one of those indications
in Spinoza of the consciousness of another than the
purely negative relation of the finite to the infinite
which his own inadequate logic forced him to maintain.

2. The foregoing considerations seem almost conclu-
sively to favour that view of Spinoza’s doctrine of modes
which denies to individual finite things any existence
that is not fictitious and illusory. His derivation of
modes from substance would seem to be nothing more
than a reversal of the process of abstraction by W
the idea of substance was reached. It is not
which determines itself to modes, but we whi

1 Eth. i. 25, dem.

b
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show of logic, reintroduce into it the fictitious distine-
tions which the same logic had abolished.

But this account of Spinoza’s doctrine would be in-
| complete if we did not point out that, however incon-
i sistently they enter into it, there are elements of his

system which refuse to lend themselves to the notion
Modes are not
mvarmbly rupresen’ce as melely transient creations of
the abstracting imagination. They have in them a
positive element which remains even when on the
negative side they have been resolved into the unity of
substance.

Besides the tacit implication of another doctrine in
the idea of a cuwsa swi which is at the same time causs
omnium rerwm, the following considerations seem to
point in the same direction : —

(1) Even if modes are only transient forms, there
nust_be a reason in the nature of substance for their
existence as such. Though everything else in the finite

vorld is resolved into megation, the negation itself is

R

.._.. b oy m-world cannot belong to that world.
‘ l- ascnmo to intelligence the gunctlon of rising above
and abolishing the distinction from substance of finite

th_mgs Spmoza virtually exempts intelligence itself from

e process of abohtlon. The W
Je. If ‘théréfore, as Spinoza

Inch is ﬁmte and lm a de’oermmahe
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nature cannot follow from the absolute nature of God,
for whatever does so follow is infinite and eternal,”
what this involves as to that intelligence which discerns
the nothingness of finite things is, not that it does not
follow from the absolute nature of God, but that it has
in it, in its very discernment of its distinction from God,

a‘lll_m_xg}t of Wha,t 1s ‘infinite and eternal,

(2.) That Spmoza himself, despite of his own princi-
ple that “all determination is negation,” recognises in
modes something that is not mere negation, is indirectly
indicated by the qualified form in which in the ¢ Ethics’
that principle is stated. “The finite,” says he,' “is in e Y
partnegation.” (ex parte negatio). The negation implied M/@g
in finitude is not complete but partial. There is, i arh
other words, a_positive element in finite things, whic '
is not annulled when the fictitious distinction from th
infinite is taken away. There is an individuality which
survives the extinction of the false or spurious mdlv1du-
ﬁh__"l Nor is this implied only in the phrase “partlal
negation.” Besides the idea of God as the negation of
all determinations there are traces of another and oppo-
site idea—that of the affirmation of all determinations.
For the indivisible unity in which all differences vanish,
Spinoza seems often, without consciousness of inconsis-
tency, to substitute the infinite unity which comprehends
in it all possible differences. '

/2

“From the necessity of the divine nature,”
“must follow an infinite number of things in mﬁn:xte
“ There is not wanting to God materials for the:

“all things from the highest to the lowe:st I

1Eth. i 8, s’choL T
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tion—for the producing of all things which can be conceived
by-an infinite intellect.”! ¢ There are two ways,” says he
in a passage already quoted, “in which things are conceived
by us as actual—viz, either as existing in relation to a
certain time and place, or as contained in Gtod and following
from the necessity of the divine nature. In the second way
we conceive them as true and real, under the form of eter-

. nity, and the ideas of them involve the eternal and infinite
‘ , essence of God.” 2

And when we have reached the latter point of view,
what we have ceased to see in finite things is not their
individuality, but their finitude. Their true individu-

¥ Fality is not lost, for “every idea of ammMETITg
y‘?"’ actually existing necessarily involves the idea ol the

il eternal and infinite essence of God; . . . for the force
| v Iby which each individual thing perseveres in its own

W\f v~ Rexistence follows from the eternal necessity of the divine
b Y v/ = ‘nature.”® “In God there is necessarily an idea which

‘\ ., o CXpresses the essence of this or that body under the form
4/ of eternity,”  and this idea is a certain mode of thinking
which is necessarily eternal® What 7s lost, what of
our former unreal view of things disappears, is their con-
ingency, their transient, fugitive being as things of time
d sense, for “it is of the nature of reason to contem-
late things as they are in themselves—.e., not as con-
ingent but as necessary,” ¢ not “as determined each by
r other finite thing, but as following from the eternal
ecessity of the nature of God.””

1 Eth. i., Append. 2 Eth. v. 29, schol.
Eth. ii. 45, dem. and schol. - 4 Eth. v. 22.

6 Eth. ii. 44, cor. 2.

That there is, in Spinoza’s view, an affirmative ele-
A T PSP
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ment which remains to_finite things when the negative
element which seemed to distinguish them from the in-
finite is obliterated, an individuality which, taken up into
the infinite, still exists and can be known through the in-
finite, these passages seem clearly to teach. w
further and more definitely W, and how
if ““follows from the infinite nature of God,” the

is by no means satisfactory. As to the first question,
that element in the finite which lifts it out of the sphere
of time into *the form of eternity ” is, Spinoza tells u
the inherent impulse or endeavour of each individu
thing to maintain itself or persevere in its own being
“No individual thing has in it anything by which it can
be destroyed or which can deprive it of its existence;
but, on the contrary, it is opposed to all that could de-
prive it of its existence.”! There is in each thing an
“ endeavour (conafus) by which it seeks to persevere i
its own bemg, and this endeavour “is nothing but. th
actual essence of the thing itself,” 2 and it is therefor
égﬂlethlnv not conditioned by time, “it involves no
finite but an indefinite time.” But is not this con-
ception of the self-maintenance or persevering in exist-
ence of an individual thing a simple tautology ¢ Does’
it mean any more than this, that when we think of it as
an existing thing, we cannot think of it as a non-existing
thing? Is not the inherent capacity to persevere in
existing simply the incapacity of the mind to predicat
of a thing at once existence and non-existence? Wher
we say that a thmor necessarily perseveres in exmsteMGe,_ ;
do we say any more than that, so long as we thi
we think of it as existing, or that the concept

1 Bth. iii. 6, dem. / ’Iblﬁ-v 7.
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existence excludes or contradicts the conception of

~non-existence ? Moreover, is not this perseverance in

existing which is supposed to pertain to a thing as seen

v“under the form of eternity,” a conception which is

{still conditioned by time? We do not escape from

the quantitative idea of duration merely by making it

indefinite.  Indefinite or endless duration is a form

of time and mnot of eternity. As to the second ques:

‘:r“:jg_'_gn_,—m as to the relation of this’ self-mamta.mum

element in the finite to God—all that Spinoza says

amounts simply to the affirmation that it has its ori-

gin in the absolute nature of God, and is a determi-

nate expression of that nature. ¢ Although each in-

dividual thing,” says he,! “is determined to exist in a

# certain way by another individual thing, yet the force

by which each thing perseveres in existing follows from

‘the eternal necessity of the nature of God.” ¢ Individ-

ual things are modes by which the attributes of God are

[expressed in a certain definite manner, &c.” 2 How

finite things can have in them a power of self-mainten-

ance, a capacity of continuous existence flowing from

their own nature, and yet have nothing in them which

. does not follow from the nature of God, is the problem

to be solved, and Spinoza’s only solution is simply to
affirm that both propositions are true.

. As the zesult of our inquiry we seem to have found in

Spinoza’s account of the mature of modes statements

to_reconcile. In accordance with the principle which
A s am et 8 . .

‘generally governs his reasoning, the very essence of
finite: things is identified with negation or non-being ;
¥ Eth. ii, 45, schol. 2 Bth. ifi, 6, dem.

which, if not irreconcilable, he has made no attempt

N e

.
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they not merely have no real existence apart from God,
but existence in God is for them equivalent to extinction
of existence. Yet, on the other hand, as we have just
seen, to these same finite things Spinoza ascribes a posi-
tive, self-affirmative nature, an individuality which is
inherent and essential, and which is not extinguished
when the limits that divide the finite from the infinite
are removed. And if thus Spinoza’s two representa,tlonsf‘
of the nature of finite things seem to conflict, e %lly(
conflicting are the corresponding representations of theg
nature of Go& To the former representation of the
finite corresponds the notion of a purely indeterminate,

to the latter that of a self-determining Infinite. In th

one case the world is nothing and God is all; in the
other, the world is the manifold expression of the naturef. ¥
of God, and God the Being whose nature unfolds with.
out losing itself in the innumerable individualities o
the finite world. If Spinozism contained no other con -/~
ception of the relation of God to the world than th 'j
first, we should be compelled to pronounce it a purel
pantheistic system. Perhaps the second conception ma;
be regarded as the expression on Spinoza’s part of an:
unconscious endeavour to correct the inadequacy of the
first. But the correction, whilst it obviates the impu-
tation of thorough -going pantheism, and elevates hig
system above all other pantheistic philosophies, is still’
imperfect in this respect, that it implies a princip'lt—a_gf \
self-determination in God which is withous any specula- ]
tive ground in his idea of the divine nature. At best, it W
only creates the demand for a more comple’be md sel-

consistent philosophy, and mdlcates the dlrectmn in
which it lies,
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CHAPTER X
INFINITE MODES.

Speivoza’s system, so far as we have traced its develop-
ment in the foregoing pages, leaves us still without any
principle of mediation between God and the world. If,
as we have just seen, it sometimes represents finite
things as possessing an element of individuality which,
taken up into the infinite, still remains, and therefore
seems to imply a principle of self-determination in the
divine nature, so far as we have gone this principle is
simply affirmed, not proved; the gap between the infinite
and finite remains unbridged. But there are certain
passages in the ‘Ethics’in which we meet with a concep-
tion not yet referred to, that of ¢“Infinite Modes,”—
a conception which may be regarded as an attempt
to fill up the gap. As the very phrase indicates,
“infinite modes” point to something which constitutes
a link between the two worlds. As “modes,” they
belong to the sphere of the finite; as ‘ infinite ” modes,
to that of the infinite. Despite of Spinoza’s own asser-
tion, that the finite can only follow from the finite,
we have here a conception in which the ideas of in-
1d finite are combined. The following are the




Y R

Enamples of Infinite Modes. 177

passages in which the doctrine of infinite modes is
most fully expressed : ¢ Whatever follows from any at-
tribute of God, in so far as it is modified by a modifica-
tion which exists necessarily and as infinite through the
said attribute, must also exist necessarily and infinitely;”?!
and conversely, ¢ Every mode which exists both neces-
sarily and as infinite, must necessarily follow, ezther from
the absolute nature of some attribute of God, or from an
attribute modified by a modification which exists neces-
sarily and as infinite.”2 Spinoza here speaks of certain
modes or modifications of divine attributes, differing
therefore from the atfributes in this respect, that the
latter are conceived through themselves, the former only
through the attributes. Further, of these modes he
specifies two classes or grades: first, those which follow
immediately from attributes; and secondly, those which
follow from attributes already modified : but to both the
predicate “infinite” is applied. One of Spinoza’s cor-
respondents® asks for examples of these two classes of
modes, and conjectures that thought and extension
may belong to the first, * the intellect in thought” and
“motion in extension” to the second. Spinoza, with-
out waiting to correct the obvious error of finding
in thought and extension, which are themselves attri-
butes, examples of modifications of attributes, answers
thus:# “Examples which you ask are, of the first class,
in thought, the absolutely infinite intellect (intellectus
absolute infinitus), in extension, motion, and rest; of
the second class, the form of the whole universe (famas

- totius universi), which, a.lthough it varies in infinite

ways, remains always the same.”
1 Eth. i, 22. 2 Eth. i 23. 3:Ep. 65. 4 Ep. 66.
P.—XIL area M
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At first sight, Spinoza seems to be here attempting to
combine ideas which are reciprocally exclusive. Sub-
stance and modes, he himself affirms, include all being,
But in infinite modes we have a third something which
belongs to neither category—which is neither « in itself”
nor ““in another,” neither infinite nor finite, hut both at
once. If the absolutely infinite is “that which contains
in its essence whatever expresses reality and involves no
negation,” is not an infinite mode as self-contradictory as
a round square or a rectangular circle? ¢ Intellect,” he
tells us,* “whether finite or énfinite” (and the same is
true of the other infinite modes),"belongs to the sphere of
nature noturata—that is, to the order of things which
exist only for the imagination and its quantifying forms
of time and measure; yet, at the same time, these infi-
nite modes are things which “cannot have a limited
duration,” but “must exist always and infinitely,” or to
which pertains the timeless immanent unity of the na-
ture of God.? In this conception of infinite modes there
seems thus to be involved the same apparent contradic-
tion with which theological controverslwhms magde.us

amiliar in_the doctrine of the™ f
in which We meet with the same seemingl
o_elements of subordination and_equality with
5 of that which is “begotten,” and therefore finite,
‘that which is consubstantial with God, and therefore
te ;- of that which is described as “eternally begot-
ten,” and therefore as belonging at once to the sphere of
the temporal and to that of the eternal. And that this
~not a merely fanciful analogy, but .one which was
t to Spinoza’s own mind, we learn from his earlier
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treatise ¢ Concerning God and Man,” in which, with ex-
press reference to the subject before us, we find him thus
writing :—

“ As to the modes or creatures which immediately depend
on God, of these we know only {yo—viz., motign.in matter,

and intellect in thought—of which we affirm that they have »_

been from all eternity, and will be unchangeably to all eter-
nity. . . . As to motion, therefore, that it is that which is in
its nature infinite, and that it can neither exist nor be con-
ceived thr01wh itself, but only by means of extension, . . .

work or effect 1mmechat§1y created by God "As to mtellect
in_thought, this~ also, like the" former, is a_son of God, .

e’sermty Tts sole function is that of clearly and dlstmctly
understanding all things in all times.”?

Can the conception of infinite modes be freed from
the contradiction which it thus seems to involve? The
answer is, that thoucfh on Spmozas principles the con-
tradiction is really insoluble, yet in this conception we
have an elaborate attempt to solye it. Infinitude and
finite individuality express ideas which, as Spinoza de-
fines them, are reciprocally exclusive; but when we
examine what is meant by the phrase *infinite modes,”
we find that it involves, in opposite directions, an en-
deavour so to modify these ideas as to bring them into
coherence. On the one hand it introduces, at & lower
stage, into the idea of the infinite, that element of
activity or self-determination which is lacking t6the,
higher ideas of substance and attributes. On the other
hand, it attempts to raise the finite world . to a- quass

1 De Deo, i. cap. 9.
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infinitude which is denied to the separate individualities
that compose it. The barren infinitude is thus rendered
fertile, and then finite things are so ennobled as to make
it possible to claim for them an infinite origin. The
former side of this modifying process is expressed by
that class or grade of infinite modes which are ““imme-
diate modifications” of the attributes of thought and
extension ; the latter, by those which are modifications
of the second degree, of which Spinoza adduces only one
example, the facies totius universi. '

1. Of the infinite modes which are immediate modi-
fications of attributes, two are specified—viz., ““motion
and 1est as modifications of extension, and ¢ the abso-
lutely infinite intellect” as the modification of thought.
Now, if we examine the function assigned to these
“ immediate modes,” we shall find that they are simply
the attributes of extension and thought, plus that element
of activity or self-determination which these attributes
lack, and yet which is necessary to make them the pro-
ductive sources of finite things. The very designation
“infinite mode” shows that Spinoza is here uncon-
sciously seeking to introduce into his system the element
of difference or finitude which is excluded from the
abstract unity of substance. From such an abstract
infinite, the purity of which can be maintained only by
the ehmmamon of all distinctions (depositis affectionibus),
it is impossible to find any way back to the finite. Nor
could it legitimately be made the living source of finite
existences save by transforming it from the abstract
‘unity whieh- extinguishes difference into the concrete

'of a principle in which all differences are at-once -
ed and subordinated. But whilst Spmoza.s loo-w ;




debarred him from any such introduction of a negative
or finite element into the purely affirmative unity of
substance, or even into the infinitude i suo gemere
which is the conception of attribute, the need for such
an element, if he would not arrest the descending move-
ment of thought, asserts itself at the stage we have now
reached, and finds its expression in the conception of
" infinite modes, or of an infinite which contains in it the
element of negation or finitude. With such a conceptiony
a new_principle of self-development is introduced in into’,
his system. The barren self-identical infinite becomes) e e
now an infinite 'Whlch has in 1t the 1mpulse to. reahs SR

_world. That it is this pnnmple “of _activity or self-
development which Spinoza is aiming at in the Gon
ception of infinite modes, becomes clear from the
examples he gives of these modes, and from what he
says as to their nature and function. Of extension the
.infinite modification is “motion and rest”; and of
what he conceived to be the relation in this case of .the
mode to the attribute, we have a clear indication in his
answer to inquiries on this point from his acute corre-
spondent Tschirnhausen.! ¢ It is very difficult,” writes
the latter, ““to conceive how the existence of bodies which
have motion and figure can be demonstrated a prior,
since in extension, considered absolutely, nothing of the
kind occurs.” To this Spinoza answers by distinguish-
ing his own from the Cartesian notion of extension.”
¢ From extension, as Cartesius conceives 1t—th&ﬁis,asa -
mere inert mass—it is not only difficult, as you say, but *
altogether impossible, to demonstrate the existence of "
1Epp 6972
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7 bodies. For inert matter, as it is in itself, will persevere
« in its rest, and will not be excited to motion save by a
« more powerful external cause. And on this account I 1
= have not hesitated formerly to affirm that the Cartesian '
« principles of mnatural things are useless, not to say
*absurd.” In a subsequent letter, i1 answer to further
difficulties propounded by his correspondent, Spinoza
points out that Descartes’ notion of extension breaks
down by his own showing, seeing that he can only
1deduce the variety of things from extension by supposing
fit to be set in motion by God. Matter, therefore, cannot
e explained DLy extension as Descartes defines it, ¢ but
must necessarily be explained by an attribute which
expresses eternal and infinite essence.” The further
elucidation of this answer which Spinoza promises is not
given, but his meaning is obvious. An attribute of God
which explains the manifoldness of things only by call-
ing in the co-operation of an arbitrary external force,
is not what it pretends to be———viz, “that which ex-
presses an eternal and infinite essence.” It must not be
supplemented by an outside mover, but must contain in
itself implicitly the element of motion or activity. And
this idea Spinoza conceives himself to have attained
for his own attribute of extension by the proposition
that motion and rest constitute its immediate infinite
mode. - In other words, extension, or what is here the
same thing, ma,tterL is not a mere passive inert mass,

but contams in if, gguallx essep,,tlal moments, both
d
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mgtion is a gnotiggwl;i@ is se self termina’cud or which is|

rest of that which is in mtense "and unchanfreable activity.
In other words, his first infinite mode is simply self
determined extension, or extension with the element o
.actmty or_self-determination in it.

From 1 purely infinite or indeterminate thought it is
as impossible to derive the manifold world of finite in-
telligences as from extension, considered as a mere inert
mass, to demonstrate the existence of bodies. Blank
self-identical thought remains one with itself. It is the
form of all ideas without the possibility of the actual
existence of any. Implicitly the whole wealth of the
world of intelligence is contained in it ; but it can never
realise that wealth, or become conscious of its own con-
tent, because to do so would be to introduce distinction
into that the very nature of which is to transcend all
distinctions. But what Spinoza wants is an infinit
thought which, while it remains one with itself, is is ye
the mduc’mve source of an actual world of ideas S ap
mteﬂ;gences “The only legitimate way in which thi
could be achieved would be by transforming the idea o
God as Substance, with thought for its attribute, inf
that of self-conscious Spirit or Mind. From this, ho
ever, which would have implied the reconstruction o
his whole philosophy, Spinoza was precluded, and the
expedient to which he had recourse was to irtroduce th
element of self-determination into thought under fhe /
guise of an “infinite mode.” ¢ Intellect,” thoug ~

it bﬁ*z

solutely infinite,” is not absolute thought ( :
soluta), but only a certain mode of thinking; and ther&u
fore . . . must be referred not.to natura mi‘wrmw, but
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to natura noturata.”’l By this means, without intro-
ducing difference into that which is “ ahsolutely perfect
—that is, absolutely indeterminate "—Spinoza can claim
for the whole finite realm of thought a necessary deriva-
{tion from the divine nature. “ Infinite intellect ” is not
isimply infinite thought, but that which Anows infinite
gthought and all that is contained in it.  “From the
necessity of the divine nature must follow an infinitude
of things in infinite ways—rthat is, all things that can fall
under an infinite intellect.”? ‘¢ Active intellect, finite
- or.infinite, must comprehend the attrlbutes and aifectwns
- of God.” 73" &The ideas of (even) non-existent individual
things or modes must be comprehended in the infinite
idea of God.”* Thus to “intellect,” as an immediate
mode of thought, though it is said to belong to the
sphere of the finite (nutura naturaiw), the predicate
- “absolutely infinite ” may be applied, inasmuch as there
is mothing in the realm of thought which it does not
comprehend. Though it contains an infinite number of
determinations, they are, from first to last, self-deter-
minations.  Though, as the productive source of all
ideas, it is intensely and unceasingly active, yet, like the
parallel mode of extension, its activity is a motion
which is never moved. As motion, which is at the
same time rest, is infinite, because it is motion which is
terminated only by itself, so intellect is infinite, because
its a.cﬁlwtynknows no limit that does mot fall within its

| own domain. ‘What, in short, Spinoza_is aiming at by
he conception of “intellect” as an “infinite mode” of

‘&%ht is the virtual introduction into his szst% g

2 Bth. i. 16."
“Bth §.8.
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" At
what he had actually! xcluded fi’o L his idea of God—

viz., the principle of self-consciousness or of thought as
an_active, self-determining principle which, in_all its
determinations, remains one with itself.

2. I have said that the conception of infinite modes is
an attempt to bring into unjon the irreconcilable ideas
of infinitude and finite individuality, not oxly in th
way we have just considered—viz.,, by introducing th
element of self-determination into the idea of the infi
nite—but also, from an opposite direction, by elevatin
the finite world into a guasi infinitude. Spinoza ha
Aaid down the principle that nothing can follow from
the infinite save that which is itself infinite and eternal,
and conversely, that ‘“that which is finite and has a
determined existence cannot be produced by the abso-
lute nature of God.” The world of finite individualities,
therefore, can never be connected by necessary derivation
with the first principle of his system, the absolute
nature of God or an attribute of God, unless he can con-
trive to lend to that world such a guise of infinitude as
will make it homogeneous with its origin. This he
attempts to do by the second order of infinite modes or
modifications of divine attributes in the second degree,
the nature of which he exemplifies in the phrase *form
of the whole universe.” And the way in which he finds
it possible to conmect this totality of things with th
absolute nature of God, is by ascribing to it," as a whole,
a kind of infinitude and unchangeableness which does !
not pertain to the parts of which it is composed, taken
individually. For this “form of the whole universe,”
“though it varies in infinite -ways,”. though its con-
stituent finite parts are determined each only by other
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finite parts, and may be conceived to be endlessly diver-
sified in their particular movements, yet taken as a
whole, or as one composite individml remains ever the
same.!

but as cons’mtutm(r tog(,ther thc Wholo umvcrse, outsmle
of Whl(,h there is nothing to determine them, thcy are
31 J;;uhe Here, therefore, we have an. aspect of the
“finite world in which, in a being derived from the abso-
lute nature of God, it fulfils the condition that nothing
can be so derived which is not infinite and eternal. Un-
der whatever attribute we contemplate this totality of
things—whether as the aggregate of all corporeal things,
or as the sum of all ideas—nothing is presupposed to
it save ‘“the absolute nature of some attribute of
God, or of such an attribute modified by a modification
which is necessary and infinite.” The sole presupposi-
tion of the totality of finite bodies is the attribute of
extension, conceived as self-determining, or under the
infinite mode of motion ; the sole presupposition of the
totality of ideas is the attribute of thought conceived of
under the infinite mode of intellect. If the phrase
“ fucies totius universi” be regarded as embracing both
the world of thought and the world of things, then we
have here a point of view from which we can contem-
plate it as an infinite and eternal expression of the abso-
«'lﬁi@“mme«of God.

- Tf we ask what is the value of this attempt to mediate
betWeen the infinite or absolute nature of God and the
tinite world by the conception of *infinite modes,” the

~amswer can only be that Spinoza himself has furnighed
proof of its inconclusiveness. The sum or aggregate
; ons is not equivalent to the unmod.lﬁed by_‘ ‘
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endless additions of finites we do not reach the true
infinite; the totality of relative, changeable things is
o nearer than any one of them to the unchangeable abso-
lute.  Spinoza’s finite modes, even when, by a petitio
principii, he speaks of each mode as determined by God
in so far as He is expressed by another finite mode, and
that by others in endless series, are only contiguous, not
essentially related, to each other. The whole finite
world, in so far as we can conceive it at all, is broken
up into an endless multiplicity of isolated atoms, and
the attempt to sum them gives us only the false infinite
of indefinite number, which leaves us no nearer the true
infinite at the end than at the beginning.

It may be possible, indeed, in another way to discern
a real mfinitude in the multiplicity of finite things. As
a liying organism is a unity which is not the sum of its
parts, but prior to yet expressing itself in each and all
of them, so it may be possible to conceive of the jfucies
totius universt as an infinite organic whole, every infi-
nitesimaLgmtiQQ&imiuWWl
life, every part of which lives in and through the rest,
and all together constitute, not an aggregate outwardly
related to, but a corporate unity Wh1ch is_the living
eWof its i_:{ﬁéf%&,;mhgr But though SQ_"noza
undoubtedly aimed at a view of the universe in which
all finite things shofild be seen to follow from, and
constitute a necessary expression of, the absolute nature
of God, we seek in vain in his dialectic for any
principle of organic coherence between the individu
of the finite world and the infinite sub%té,ﬁde By

o




CHAPTER XIL
THE NATURE AND ORIGIN OF THE MIND.

Tae Second Book of the ¢ Ethics,’ to which the above
title is prefixed, opens with the following words: “I
will now explain the results which must necessarily fol-
low from the nature of God, or of the Being eternal and
infinite ; not, indeed, all these results, . . . but only those
which can lead us to the knowledge of the human mind
and of its highest blessedness.” In these words we have
the key to the subsequent course of Spinoza’s speculations
with respect both to the intellectual and the moral
nature of man. Here, as in his former work on ¢ The
Improvement of the Human Understanding,” his aim is
not a theoretical but a practical one—mnot primarily the
search for intellectual satisfaction, but the discovery of

the way to spiritual r!;erfection and blessegness. But as,
in his view, advancement rests on and is in

~one sense identical with intelligence, the true way to
- perfection is to disabuse our minds of error and illusion,
and to gain a point of view from which we shall see
things-as they really are. His inquiry into the nature
¢ human mind, therefore, resolves. itself into the
; om its very nature, human intelli-
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gence is capable of adequate, or only of inadequate or
imperfect _knowledge.  Spinoza’s doctrine of  finite

modes” contains two different and apparently irrecon-
cilable views of the nature of individual finite things—
that in which the finite is represented as destitute of
any positive reality, and that, on the other hand, in
" which the negation involved in the notion of the finite
is only a partial negation, leaving to it still a positive
element, “a force by which each individual thing
perseveres in existence, and which follows from the
eternal necessity of the divine nature.” And what is
true of finite things is equally true of our knowledge
of them. The finite mind, like all other finite things|
has, on the one hand, an existence that is merel;ﬁ /m«)m
negative and illusory; the idea of the finité is itselff wies?
finite, limited and determined by other finites, and in-f
capable of rising above itself. On the other hand, it<
has in it an element which is not mere negation, which ’
transcends the limits of the finite and relates it to the L"rf»;'f'
absolute nature of God. In the former aspect, in its
actual, empirical reality, it contemplates all things only
under the form of time ; it looks on the world from the
point of view of sense and imagination, broken up into
fictitious individualities, or into things which have only| /
accidental relations to each other in time and space. 7
In the latter aspect, it sees all things from the pgint [/
of view of reason or inmgmm a f :
- : e
nature that 15"7ot unreal and relations that are mot
accidental, but which ¢ involve the eternal.an B
necessity of the nature of God;” it sees the
the eternity.” ‘

Now whether this twofold existence and

et g

AU
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which Spinoza ascribes to the human mind is not,
when closely examined, an impossible and self-con-
- tradictory notion, need not here be considered; what
‘we ave at present concerned to notice is, that it is
. obviously Spinoza’s aim, both here and in the more
. strictly ethical part of his system, to represent the lower
" or finite aspect of human nature as an imperfect stage
- of man’s being, and the higher or infinite aspect as the
~goal of perfection to which, by its very essence, it is
capable of attaining.

The human mind, as we __153 contemplate it, is im-
prisoned in the finite. It is an individual amongst
other individuals, a link in the endless series of exist-
ences, to parts of which only it stands in immediate
relation. Its knowledge is only of the particular; it
is a finite mode which has for its object only another
finite mode ; and it has no knowledge of other things
save in their accidental relation to its own particular

being—no knowledge, therefore, which is not at once -

fragmentary and confused. The mind is thus in its
origin simply “the idea of an individual thing actually
existing, or an individual mode of thinking;” and its
whole conception of things is determined by this indi-
yidual reference.

But though it would seem to be impossible, on

SPmcaéiLwlples, that the individual finite mind
should, without ceasing to be finite or losing its in- -

dividuality, attain to any higher knowledge, it is

* timplied in his whole treatment of the subject, that th the
‘mind is capable o eman ipating itself from tgg p ar-
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intelligence in which it has hecome liberated from
accidental associations and can contemplate things not
as they are merely in relation to our own individuality,
but as they are in their own mnature and in their
necessary relations to cach other. At this stage o? A"*‘}’!‘"“/
knowledge the mind has ceased to be domibated b
tmensqsi“ and_the imaginafion ; its objects are noj
mere transient phenomena, but permanent laws. Bu
beyond this there is a yet higher stage. TEven the
second stage of knowledge, in which we conneet things
under necessary principles and laws, rests on and
involves the highest principle of all, ““the very necessity
of the nature of God.” But there is a form of knowi L
ledge of which this principle is not merely the implieq /J1£u3t”~' o3
basis but the very essence—that which Spinoza def o /K
swnates « mtu1t1ve knowledge,” “which proceeds from]
an adequate & idea of the absolute essence of certain
attributes of God to the adequate knowledge of thd
essence of thmors When it has reached this, hlghgsj
stage of intelligence, the mind, starting with the unit
which 1s present 1n all kn'—“fedc'e, sees all things in thef
hghﬁ of it ; 1t discerns the Jm%anence of the infinife i
the finite, and 1 recrards _the fimiite as redl only in so fa
as it has the infinite in 1t Thys Spn/mza s inquiry into
the nakure of the human mmﬁ:‘gms swith the definition
of the mind as “the knowledge of the e body,” and_ends
virtually with deﬁnm«r it as the kncvwledcre of God and
3f7 all things in God. Its first condciousness of thing
is from a purely individual, but it/ is capable of rising
to a u.nivers’fa‘.'I—Ef‘Enﬁ'];gEi;~ Lost at; first in the confused}
and inadequate ideas of sense and Jmagma,tlon, human{
intelligence has in it the f nsmg above 1tse}£.
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of seeing things no longer in ordine ad individuum, but
in their objective reality and necessary relations; and
+  finally, it is capable of reaching a point from which
by the mtmtlve grasp of reason it_can discern all
1c11v1du11 thmvfs, and all relatlons of 1 thmcrs in thg;r
;bsolute unity, as expressions of ,v‘fjgl”;g;ﬂ gpg_r_y_g,l»qgg_g_smmjy

of the divine nature.”

I. If now we examine a little more closely the course
of thought of which the foregoing is an outline, the first
important proposition in Spinoza’s account of the nature
of the mind is that the human mind is ¢ the idea of the .
w;” «“The first,” says he, “which constitutes the
actual being of the human mind is nothing else than
the idea of an actually existing individual thing,” and
“the object of the idea which constitutes the human
mind is the body—that is, a definite actually ex1st1n0'
mode of extension and nothing else.” !

The proof that the mind is the idea of the body is
simply an application to the nature of man of Spino-
za’s general doctrine of the attributes of thought and
extension, and’ of the modes as parallel expressions of
these attributes. Substance is both a “thinking thing”
and an “extended thing” ; but thought and extension,
and their respec{live modes, are not essentially different,
but only different expressions of one and the same
To every jnode of thought a mode of extension
, the orider or series of thoughts is the same
ler or séries of things, and every actually
thmg may\be regarded as a modification both
on.” "'We say of man that he is
1d,? but the body and the

2 ii, 18, cor.




S
Mind is the Idea of the Body. . %@4

s . 4
idea of the body are one and the same thing, contem-

plated, now under one attribute, now under another.
The two Woﬂds of mind and mmttel thoucrhtsm 'jmd

thmcs are thus a.bsolutely sep_ated from_each_other.
Though completely correspondent, they are absolutely

independent, and idealistic explanations of physical,”

and materialistic explanations of mental phenomena,
are equally precluded. In Spinoza’s theory there is as
little room for the deus ex machina of Descartes as for
the ¢ occasional causes” of Geulinx or the  pre-estab-
lished harmony ” of Leibnitz, to explain the relation of
body and mind and the correspondence of bodily and
mental acts ; for relation implies difference, and in this
casc there is no difference, but only one and the same
thing contemplated in different aspects. We may,
indeed, refer both mental and material phenomena to God
as tHir cause, but we can refer the former only to God
or Substance as thinking thing, the latter to God or
Substance as extended thing.. To trace the existence of
any material object to the “will of God” would be to
explain by the attribute of thought what can only be
explained by the attribute of extension. A circle and the
idea of a circle are onc and the same thing, conceived
now under the attribute of extension, now under the
attribute of thought ; but we cannot explain the ideal
circle by the actual or by any mode of extension, but
only by thought and modes of thought, and wice versd.
Body and mind, in like manner, are to be conceived
each as a mode of its own attribute ; and the only union
of the two of which we can speak, is involved: in ‘the

proposition that for everything that exists “forma.lly i

—.6., as a modification of exbenmon—-there exists some-
P.—XIL n S N
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thing exactly parallel ““objectively "—i.c., as a modifica-
tion of thought.

What then, from this view of the mature of things,

D) are we e to understand by Spinoza’s definition of mind as

“the of the body”? In the first place, it nnght

‘seem that there is much in man’s spiritual nature which

this definition does not embrace. By defining it as an

¢“jdea” or mode of thought, does not Spinoza leave out

of sight such essential elements of that nature as feel-

ing, desire, will, &c., and reduce it to something purely

fonn, intellectual ¥ The answer is, that, in Spinoza’s view,

knowledcre, the o\S“f ctive, knowledﬂe of the human hody,

E}g_q__des all oth orms of consuous ss_afndv(;ox‘lysj_;‘l:cyutes

the fu.ndamental essence of man No

emotional or volitional element can exist without pre-

supposing thought, and the latter can exist without the

former. Thought is not one among many co-ordinate

faculties, each having its own peculiar function, its own

time and mode of action; it is the principle which

underlies all the many-sided aspects of our spiritual

life, and of which these are but various specifications.

“Modes of thinking, such as love, desire, or affections of

the mind, by whatever name they are designated, do not

exist unless there exists in the same individual an idea

of the thing loved, desired, &c. But the idea may exist

" without any other mode of thinking.”! ¢The essence

- of 'man is constituted by modes of thinking, to all of

whlch the idea is by hature prior, and it is only when

‘that exists that the other modes can exist in the same

ndividual. Therefore the idea is the first thi

2 Bk, it. 11, dem.
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But, secondly, even if we accept the doctrine that the
ideal element is that to which all other elements of man’s
spiritual nature may be reduced, this doctrine, it may be
said, does not to the modern ear seem to be expressed
by the proposition, “the mind is the idea of the body.”
Modern thought conceives of mind as the conscious, |

thinking self to which ideas are referreg the ratloual
nature, which is notv one idea but the Vsqufié‘q;’ subject,
at_lowest, “the permanent possibility,” of all ideas.|
But the explanation of Spimoza’s phraseology lies in
this, that mind, as anything more than the idea of the
body (or of “affections” of the body), is for him a mere
abstraction. It is only by a fictitious, imaginative gen-
eralisation that we conceive of any abstract faculty of
thinking, feeling, willing, apart from particular thoughts,
feelings, volitions ; so it is only by carrying the same
fictitious generalisation still further that we conceive of
an abstract entity called “mind,” which is no particular
mental activity, but a capacity of all activities. Such a
conception belongs to the same fictitious region with the
conception of “lapidity ” in relation to stones, or *“aquos-
ity” to streams. “There is,” says he,! “in the mind 4
no absolute faculty of understanding, desiring, loving,«~
&c. These and similar faculties are either entirely*
fictitious or merely metaphysical entities or universals, &
such as we are accustomed to create from particular ~
things. Thus the intellect and the will stand in the&
same relation to this or that idea or this or that volition, &
as lapidity to this or that stone, or man to Peter and =
Paul.” “The mind is a fixed and definite mode of
thought, and not the free cause of its actions.”® Mind

1 Eth. ii, 48, schol. © o 3Tbid., dem.
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. is for’ Spinoza, not a general capacity of knowledge
without definite ‘content, but a definite knowledge of
deﬁmte things, an individual mode of thought which
has for its object an individual mode of extension, the
idea of the body or of the ‘affections’ of the body.”
Axe we, then, to understand that for Spinoza there is no
such conception as a conscious self, a &rnlanent ego or
sublgct to which all mental expenences are referred %
Ts the human consciousness nothlng but a succession of
isolated thoughts, feelings, &c., bound together by no
principle of unity? To this question the answer can
only be that, though Spinoza’s philosophy contains
elements which, as we have often seen, are inconsistent
with his fundamental principles, there is for him, ac-
cording to these principles, no unity or unifying prin-
ciple of ideas that stops short of that ultimate unity of
all things which lies in God. We may group a number
of the simplest bodies (corpora simplissima) by aggrega-
tion, or by the constant relation of their motions to each
other, into a combined or corporate individual, and these
again, by a similar process, into larger individuals; in
like manner we may combine the simplest ideas, or ideas
of the simplest bodies, into the more complex idea of an
individual body, which is the aggregate of many such
 simpler elements, and from that again we may rise to
- the idea of a larger and more comprehensive individual.
But all such. unities, the most comprehenswe alike with
the smallest, are artificial creations of the imagination,
- -which can aseribe to the part an independent unity that
ists only in the whole. The unity of all modes of
ught, of .all modes of extension, lies solely .in the
ich each mode expresses in a certain definite
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manner ; and the attributes themselves ave only different
expressions of the one ultimate and only absolute unity,
that of Substance or God. As a mode of a divine attri-
bute, therefore, the human mind has no_independent
individuality or self-conscmusg@ss “. Tt is is,” says Spinoza, &
“part of the infinite intellect of God; and when we «
say that it perceives this or that, what we affirm is that ~
God has this or that idea, not in so far as He is infinite, “
but in so far as He is manifested through the nature of ™
the human mind, or constitutes the essence of the human
mind.” !

By the phrase “idea of the body,” we are thus to
understand that particular mode of thought called the
human mind which corresponds to that particular mode
of extension which we term the human body. Mind,
in other words, is the correlate in thought of body in
extension. It has been alleged that here, as elsewhere,
Spinoza wavers between two entirely different senses of
the word idea ”—that, viz.,, in which it means, as just
explained, the mental correlate of a certain modification
of matter, and that in which it means the conception q
that modification. It is one thing to say that ther
exists in thought an idea which is parallel to the thing
we call body, and another thing to say that the body i
the object of that idea. The relation expressed in th
former phrase is something quite different from the rela
tion of the knower to the known, which is the relatio
expressed in the latter. A constant relation of the mm
to the body does not imply that we are always think
of the body, nor a relation of the mind ‘as & whole T;o the
body as a whole that there is a comple’oe knowledge of

1 Eth. 11.11 cor

-
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the body in every man’s mind, or that every human
being is “ an accomplished physiologist.” Yet a confu-
sion of these two uses of the texm “idea™ is to he
traced, it is averred, in much of Spinoza’s speculations,
and to this cause are to be ascribed some of his gravest
errors.!

If, however, we look to the whole duﬂ; of §£1nozas
doctrlne it must, I think, be acqlutted of lns alleged
mnblomty Thoutrh unquestlona.bly, the idea of the
maccordmg to Spinoza, an idea which has the
body for its object, yet neither directly nor by implica-
tion does Spinoza confound the idea of the body with
the physiologist’s knowledge of it. The human mind is
a mode of thought, but relation to an object is of the
very essence of thought. Spinoza, we have J}gst seen,
‘re.]ects any such notion as that of an emptv, abstract
or subject, a M‘gy of thinking apart from the
ctual thg}_:g‘lgg_“ wg_,fm_a __Partlcular obJect There is mo
thought or idea which is mot the thought or idea of
gsomething. 'What, then, can be the special object of the
idea which is a particular mode of thought if not the
particular mode of extension which corresponds to it}
For man the whole universe of being consists of thought
{and extension, and their modifications. Outside of
itself, therefore, there is nothing for the individual
mm& to think, nothing that for it immediately exists,
|save the individual mode of extension which is the
obverse, so to speak, of itself. In being the mental
“feorrelate of the body the mind #hinks the body. There
' no confusion, therefors, of correlation and relation in

iat the idea that is correlated to the body is the

1 Pollock’s Spinoza, p. 132.
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idea which has the body for its object, or, in brief, that
" the mind is the idea of the body. "

But though the' mind is, primarily, the idea of the
body, Spinoza in so defining it neither identifies, nor is
logically bound to identify, this idea of the body w1th1
the scientific knowledge of it, or to maintain anythmm
so absurd as that “every human being must be an|
‘accomplished physiologist.” As a matter of fact, he
expressly teaches that the knowledge of*the body which
is the content of this “idea” is very imperfect and
inaccurate knowledge. ¢ The human mind,” says he,#
“does not involve an adequate knowledge of the parts *
composing the human body.” ¢ The idea,” again he*
writes, “ of each affection of the human body does not *
involve an adequate knowledge of the human body ”
itself ;7 and again, “The idea of the affections of the<
. human body, in so far as they are related only to the *
human mind, are not clear and distinct, but confused.” 1
Nor does his theory force him to hold any more than
this. The idea of the body and the body correspond ti
each other ; but the correspondence is between the idea;
as this finite mode of thought, dwelling in the region of
imagination or sensuous perception, and the body as this
finite mode of extension apart from its relations to the
Whole system of the physica.l universe. In this point of

its_whole organi
structure and functions as they are contem}gla,ted b

anatomist or the physiologist, than “the idea of th
body ” or the mind includes its whole constitution an
relations as they are contemplated by the psychologi
or the metaphysician. Between the adequate idea o

1 Eth, . 24,27, 28.
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body, indeed, and the body as it really is, there
Ad be a perfect correlation, and the relation in this
case would be that of scientific knowledge ; but the cor-
relation implied in Spinoza’s definition of the mind, is
not between the body as it really is and the scientific
mind, still less between the former and the unscientific
mind, but between body as a finite mode of matter, and
mind in that attitude which is for the ordinary con-

sciousness its first crude conchtlon of things. If it he

isaid that, after all, the boa} is as it is to the perfect
physiologist, the answer is that the perfect physiologist
is God, who is also the body as it is in reality—i.e., as
letermined in relation to the whole of extension, and
herefore in all its physical relations. Mind is the idea
of the body, and only so as it is the idea of itself ; but
the consciousness is as imperfect in the one case as in
the other. Idea and object, therefore, are here exactly

orrespondent. Relation includes no more than correla-
tion, and there is no confusion between two different
Mgs—between the body as the condition of thought,
and the body ‘as the object of thought. What makes
LA JBaley

our knowledge at this stage superficial and confused, we

e E

u’x/ 8 in the sequel
- II. The first important point in Spinoza’s inquiry into
¢ the nature of the human mind is the definition of the mind
lk«ﬂB the “idea of the body.” The secopd is the further
sterisation .of the mind as th6 1d itself, the*
doctrine oF sdea merndis or tdea idece. is further step
may be expressed by saying that the first determination
that, of nund as oonsclousness of an obwct t}ie_‘_g_gggnd
mind ‘as_self-consciousness. As “the mmd is
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ject, the mmd in the same way as the mind is united ‘bo?
the body;” the only difference being that ““mind and
body are one and the same individual regarded, no
under the_attribute of. t, now under that of ex mder that of exq
tension,” whereas “ the idea, of the w,g;d,m /
are one and the same | thmcr regarded under one and thi
same a,ttmbute, that wQﬁ,_j;h,;;),ught 71

The proof of the doctrine of idea mentis is twofold,
(1) from the nature of God, (2) from the nature of mind
itself as “the idea of the body.” (1.) The human mind,
as we have seen above, is, according to Spinoza, “ part
of the infinite intellect of God.” To say that the mind
perceives anything is to say “that God has this or that
idea, not in so far as He is infinite, but in so far as He
constitutes the essence of the human mind.” But it is
involved in the divine attribute of thought that *there
must necessarily exist in God an idea both of Himself
and of all His affections, and therefore an idea of the
human mind.” 2 “The idea of the mind and the
mind itself exist in God by the same necessity and
the same power of thinking.” 3 The human mind,
therefore (or God as constituting its essenee) has an
idea of itself.

(2.) The same thing is proved from the nature of
mind itself, regarded as “the idea of the body.” ¢ The
tdea of the mind, or the idea of the idea, is simply the
form of the idea considered as a mode of thought with-
out reference to its object. For one who knows any-
thing, in the very act of doing so knows i.'.‘ha.t he knows

1 Eth. ii. 21, dem. and schol.
2 Eth, ii. 20, dem. . o0 3 Fith, §, 21, schol.

ik ‘.&nis hr',
mind, so . ... the idea of the mind is united to-ifs ob=—3g
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it, and knows that he knows that he kuows it, and so
on ad njinitum.”

What it is of most importance to remark as to this
doctnne of nha menm is that, notw1thstandmrr bpmo-
za’s assertion of the absolute independence and equality
of the two parallel series of modes, a richer content is
here aseribed to the mental than to_the corporeal side.
The idea of the body corresponds to the body, but there
is nothing in the latter which corresponds to. the idea’s
consciousness of itself. The body, as a mode of exten-
sion, has relations to other modes of extension, and the
idea which constitutes the mind has relations to other
modes of thou<rht but in the series of ideas there is
interposed a rdfmon which has nothing parallel to it in
the series of material modes—viz., the relation of each
idea to itself. In returning upom itself, mind is not the
correlate in thought of anything that takes place in ex-
tension. It possesses a self-activity, a power of self-
reflection, whmh has mno mm matter. I_n his

and the ma.terml, we ﬁnd an unconseious preponderance
aseribed to the ideal side. In the very definition of
mind as the idea of the body, there seems to be attributed
to it a power to transcend the gulf between thought and
things, which is not ascribed to the latter. Matfer, go
fto speak, becomes idealised, but_mind does not become

mgt%aliseg, It irx-x:oﬁy any influence or impression
ho the body on the mind, but by the mind’s own in-
herent activity, that it knows the body, or has the body
r its object. It would be absurd,” says Spinoza, “to
the idea as something dumb, like a picture in-
: . 1 Eth, i, 21, schol.
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scribed on a tablet, and not as a mode of thinking, as in-
telligence itself.”! By idea,” says he elsewhere? « I} 7
understand a conception of the mind which it forms befj4
cause it is a thinking thing. I say conception ratheff -
than perception, because the word ‘perception’ seemg.
to indicate that the mind is passive to the object, butp
‘ conception’ seems to express the activity of the mind.”{~
In being the idea of the body, mind is ot passive but’
active, and its “activity is the purely internal, self-orig-
inated activity of thought. Moreover, as we have just
seen, its inherent activity manifests itself in a wholly
original manner, to which there is nothing corresponding
in the body—viz., as reflection on itself. It is not
merely the idea of the body, but it makes that idea its
own object ; and in so doing, as Spinoza teaches, 1\1‘.~
its own criterion of cerfitude. In knowing, it know:
that it knows. The truth of its knowledge is self:cer
tified. The content of every true idea carries subjective
certainty with it, and the “form ” or characteristic pro-
perty of the idea is something that pertains to it, “in
so far as it is considered as a mode of thought, without
reference to the object.”® Finally, we shall afterwards
see that Spinoza ascribes to mind not merely an activity

. independent of the body, but a W&
modify the body and its affections. The mind masters
the passions by the very act of thinking them, or by
forming clear and distinet ideas of them ;”* and when
it is thus liberated from passion, it can order and con{
catenate its ideas according to the order of reason. But,
as ideas are ordered and connected in the mind, so are

1 Eth. ii. 43, schol. 2 Eth. 1., def 8.
3 Eth, ii. 21, schol. 4 Eth. v. 3.
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the affections of the body‘ or the images of things in
the body. “So long,” he therefore concludes, ““as we
are not assailed by passions which are contrary to our

. nature, we possess the power of ordering and connecting

the affections of the body according to the order of
reason.” ! N otw1thsbundm therefore, his duml of any
1;cr1b1ncr to. mmd ot only a j)ower over itself and ity
bwn_internal activitios, which the body does not pos-
boss, but _also a power, extending heyond. the sphere of
thought, to_gontrol and regulate the affections of the
IIT. The essence of the mind, as we have seen, is in-,
telligence. It is idea, the idea of the body, and in
being the idea of the body it is the idea of itself. Its
characteristic atfitude towards both the outward and the
inward world is that of knowledge. But if we go on to
ask, What is the nature and value of its knowledge?
Spinoza’s answer is, that in the first exercise of our in-
telligence, its knowledge is ¢ inadequate” — or, more
definitely, it is neither a complete nor a distinct, but
only a fragmentary and confused knowledge of things.

Its point of view is purely individual; it is that of a
being who is only a part of the world, and as such ap-
prebends only the part with which he stands in imme-

diate connection, and even that only partially and

indistinetly ; and as the mind’s knowledge of itself is
relative to its knowledge of the body—as it knows jtself

only in knowing, and in the measure in which it knows,

twa.rd th1ngs——-1ts self-congeiousness is as inadequate s

ngciousness of outward obJects
UBth v. 10,
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.- The proof of the inadequacy of that knowledge which -
pertains to the mind'as the idea of the body, is based on
the proposition that the mind knows the body only by
means of ideas of bodily affections—i.e., of the modifica-
tions which the body experiences in its relations to’ out-
ward objects.) It has been shown? that an indi-
vidual finite thing can exist only as determined by
another finite thing, and that as determined by another
finite thing, &c., ad infinitum ; and as the knowledge
of an effect depends on the knowledge of its cause and
includes it,® an adequate knowledge of any indi:
vidual thing would imply a knowledge of the whole
endless series of causes and effects—in other words,
would imply a knowledge which pertains only to the
infinite intellect of God. But the human mind is only
a part of that infinite intellect. Its knowledge is God’s
knowledge of the body, not in so far as He is infinite,
but in so far as He is regarded as affected by another
idea of a particular thing actually existing, or by many
such ideas.4 In other words, the idea or knowledge o

the body is not the i‘iia«fw but onl;

of the body as determined or affected mer bodies

or the mind knows the body only by means of the ideas
of the affections it experiences. Now, if we consider
what is the value of the knowledge so defined, it is
obvious that it must be both partial and confused. It
is partial ; it apprehends Tt objeats not in the totality of
their nature and relations. Its knowledge of the body,
of outward bodies, and of itself, is a knowledge which
excludes or conceals all but a fragment of what would

1 Bth. ii. 19. _ 2 Bth.i 28 .
3 Eth. i, ax. 4. 4 Eth. ii. 19, dem.
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be necessary to true or perfect knowledge. Knowing
its own body only as it affects and is affected by outward
objects, it knows both only in one relation,—the external
objects only in so far as they influence the human body,
but not in their innumerable other relations ;! the human
body only in that relation in which it has been affected
in a particular way, but not as it is capable of being
affected in a multiplicity of other ways.? Further,
the human body is a highly composite individual
thing, the parts of which belong to its essence only
in so far as they participate in its movements in
definite reciprocal relations; but in so far as they
exist in other relations, or in action and reaction with
other bodies, the knowledge of their existence and
activity is not included in the idea of the body which
constitutes the human mind. Thus the knowledge that
omes through the affections of the body is the know-
edge of outward objects, of the bogl_x_jself and of its
onstituent parts, only in cerfain particular relatmns, and
s therefore imperfect or partial. It is_also, even so
far as it goes, indistinet or confused. Kach affection of
which the mind is conscious is the result of two factors
—the action of the outward object and the susceptibility
of its own body—and it is incapable of determining how
much is merely subjective, how much due to the out-
ward object. ¢ These ideas and affections, therefore, in
so far as they are related to the human mind alone, are
like conclusions without premisses——that is, they are con-
“1sed ideas.” 8 A
.. If the knowledge that comes to the mind through the
affections of the body is thus madequa,te, inad

3 Eth. ii. 28,
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quate must be the self-consciousness that is bound up
WM The idea of the idea must partake of the im-
perfection and indistinctness of its object. “As the
idea of an affection of the body does not involve an
adequate knowledge of the body or adequately express
its nature, so the idea of that idea does not adequately
express the nature of the human mind or involyve an
adequate knowledge of it.”! The self-consciousness, in
other words, which is the consciousness of inadequate
ideas, must be itself an inadequate self-consciousness.
But besides this imperfection and confusion which
characterises our first consciousness of things, or that
knowledge which is mediated by the affections of the
body, there is a further defect which inevitably clings
_toit, Not only at this stage are our particular percep-
tions inadequate, but the same inadequacy attends our
ways of connecting or combining them. A mind which
knows things only through the affections of the body,
or as they present themselves in individual sensible
experience, can have no other notion of the relations
of things than that of arbitrary or accidental association.
The affections of the body, and therefore the ideas of
these affections, vary in each case with the.individual
susceptibility. ~They are limited in number by the
range of individual experience, and they succeed each
other in no rational order, but only in the order in
which the individual chances to be affected by them.
emory,” says Spinoza, “is an association of ideas
which involves the nature of things outside the body;
but it is an association which arises in the mind ac-
i cording to the order and association of the affections

1 Eth, ii. 29, dem. ww
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of the body,” in contradistinction from the order of
intelligence ¢ whereby the mind perceives things through
their primary causes, and which is the same in all men.”?
Thus, so long as our knowledge is derived from mere
caternal experience, Spinoza shows (though by the help
of a somewhat crude physiological explanation, on which
nothing really turns) that it is possible to regard as
actually present, things which are absent or even mnon-
existent,? and to connect things arbitrarily ‘“according’
to the manner in which the mind has been accustomed
to connect and bind together the images of things.”$
Lastly, the inadequacy and arbitrariness which is the
general characteristic of this kind of knowledge finds
another example in the fictitious ¢ universals,” the
general or abstract terms by which we attempt to give
connection and unity to our particular perceptions of
things. Transcendental terms, such as “being,”  thing,”
“something ” ; generic terms, such as “man,” “ horse,”
“dog,” &ec.,—so far from expressing real relations of
things, only intensify the confusion of our individual
perceptions. They are expressions of the mind’s weak-
ness, not of its strength. They arise from the fact that
its capacity of forming even confused images of things
is limited, so that when they exceed a certain number
they run into each other, and our only resource is to
group them indistinetly under some general term. In-
stead, _therefore, of giving unity to the differences of
‘our primary perceptions, they only redouble the onguml
_-indistinctness. And they are as arbitrary as they are
fused. - They do not supply any objective principle
the differences of things are explained and’

8 Thid., 18, schol.
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4

harmonised, but only images or subjective conceptions,
varying with individual temperament, by which we
atbempt to bind together diversities too complicated for
ordinary thought to embrace. “Those who have most
frequently looked with admiration on the stature of men
will understand by the term ‘man’ an animal of erect
stature ; while those who have been in the habit of
fixing their thoughts on something else will form a dif-
ferent general image, as of an animal capable of laughter,
a biped without feathers, a rational animal, &e., each
person forming general images according to the tempera-
ment of his own body.”

The knowledge which is mediated by the ¢ affections

of the body ”—in other words, our first empirical con

sciousness

of things as they are given in immediat

erception—is thus in many ways imperfect and v
The mind, regarded simply as ““the idea of the hody,’

has no adequate knowledge ¢ either of itself or of the
body, or of outward bodies.” It is but an individual
thing in a boundless universe, catching only indistinet.
glimpses of other finite things in their immediate rela-
tion to its own individuality. It is but a transitory
mode of thought, which knows itself only as the reflex
of a transitory mode of matter; and of all that lies be-
yond itself and its immediate object it knows nothing
save through the dim and broken impressions of its
accidental surroundings. To ask whether such a being

13 capable of ‘“adequate ideas” Wouli_w

) eqmvaleﬂf”oo askm

P,—XII,

Whether the a.rtic;ula.r can

e
1 Bth. ii. 40, schol. 1.
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i tive and contingent can find in itself the expression of
that which is obj cctive a,nd neces 2Ce88aLY.

Spinoza’s answer to this question is contained in n his
theory of the development of lxllOW].Gd"G The individual

A

point of view which constitutes the mmd’s fixst attitude
towards the world, is only the beginning of knowledge.
It is possible for man to rise_above himself and the
onditions of his finitude. The human mind has in it,
3 y its essential nature, an element in virtue of which
j N can escape from the narrowness and confusion, the
rhitrariness and contingency of its own subjective
, eelings or affections, or of that knowledge which
f merely genevated from them. It is possible for it,
] n_the process of knowledge, to eliminate its own in-
dividuality, and to attain to a view of things Which is
antroubled by the peculiarities of individual tempera-
. nmdlwdual _experience.  From
conceptions which represent ‘only the relations of its
bwn. body to outward bodies it can rise to the appre-
Y thension of the laws or principles which are common to
'/),)W\ g1l bodies, and which determine, not their accidental,
but their necessary relation to each other. And finally,
beyond even that emancipation from itself which is
mplied in the knowledge of things as determined hy
bniversal laws and rules (per leges et regulas univer-
fales), the mind is capable of attaining that supreme
evation in which all finite things and all laws_and
brinciples of finite things are referred to the ultimgfe
y which is their immanent principle and origip.
b tho light of this higheStWiversality, it contemplates

ll: things as they really are, and not ;a_'mez seem to he, .

1 Eth, iii,, Preef,
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fragmentary aspects, in theiressential relations, an
not in accidental combinations, under the “form o

eternity,” and not er_the conditions ime. In

word, the human mind, when it has realised its inheren

capacity of intelligence, is no longer “the idea of th

body,” but the idea or imtuitive apprehension of God

and of all things in God.

““In the ascending scale of intelligence thus generally

indicated, Spinoza specifies two stages, which he des:

ignates respectively “reason” (ratio) and  intuitive
knowledge ” (seientic intuitiva). In the earlier sketch of

the theory which is given in the treatise on ‘The Im-
provement of the Understanding,’ these two kinds or

stages of knowledge are defined as that “in which the

essence of a thing is inferred from another thing,” and

that “in which a thing is perceived solely from its own

essence, or by the knowledge of its proximate cause.”

In the ¢Ethics’ the distinction is presented in a some- )

what modified form. “Reason” is that knowledge ZJ[i%}}i
which arises “from our possessing common notions and.
adequate ideas of the properties of things,” '—¢ideas
which are common to all men,” of those “things in
which all bodies agree,”? “ which exist equally in the
human body and in external bodies, and equally in the
part énd in the whole of each external body.”® “In
tuitive knowledge,” again, is ‘ that kind of knowin
which procesds from an adequate idea of the formnal
essence of certain attributes of God to the adequate know
ledge of the essence of things.”* And this last kind of

1 Eth. ii, 40, schol 2. . 2 Eth. ii. 38, cor.
3 Eth.ii. 39, dem. ,.% Eth. ii. 40, schol. 2.
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knowledge he further describes as the knowledge of ¢ the
existence of individual things in so far as they are in
God ; for although,” he adds, “each individual thing';;
determined by another individual thing to exist in a
certain way, nevertheless the force by which each thing
perseveres in its existence follows from the eternal
necessity of the nature of God.”?

1. The kind of knowledfre which is designated “rea-

son,” is, as we have just said, in the earlier form of the

theory distinguished from the third or highest kind of
knowledge simply as mediate from immediate, that
which is reached by ratiocination from that which we
obtain by intuitive perception. “Reason,” in other
words, denotes that knowledge of which the object is
not apprehended directly and immediately, but only in-
ferentially, by deduction according to logical principles.
Of this inferential or deductive knowledge Spinoza ad-
duces as examples the conclusion from effect to cause, or
from any umversa,l to ““a property which always accom-
panies it.” In the ‘Ethics’ the explanation of the
matter, though varied in form, is substantially the same.
There are certain common notions or fundamental
principles of reason which enable us to rise above the
merely individual and subjective view of things, and
which form the basis of a real knowledge. Behind the
phenomena of sense, which vary with the individual

_subject, there are cerfain elements or laws which are

common to all things and all parts of things—a universal
nature which each thing has in common with other
things, and in virtue of which it is a member of the
order of nature. Of these universal elements
1 Eth, ii. 45, schol.
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the mind can form adequate ideas; it can apprehend
them in their simplicity and purity underlying the con-
fusion of the sensible world, and so perceive in that
world, not the accidental play of circumstances, but a
real or rational order. These adequate ideas enablei}’sw
to see things in their real agreements, differences, and
oppositions, They form the basis of reason (fundamenta
rationis)' or_of ratiocination (fund@menta ratiocinii),®
inasmuch as ““whatever ideas in the mind follow from
adequate ideas are also themselves adequate,”® and “the
things we clearly and distinctly understand are either the
common properties of things, or things which are deduced
from these.”* “Reason,” in short, is the mind’s power
to form clear and dftinct ideas, and deductions from such
i(i—_ew_:a.,s_."‘ This kind of knowledge, he further points out,
though it raises us above our first crude perceptions of
things, inasmuch as it liberates us from accidental associa-

tions, yet falls short of the highest knowledge,.and par-f-

takes in some meagure of the defects of ordinary know-

or abstract way of looking at things which is the radical
defect of the latter. In our ordinary unséientific attitude W* :
of mind we proceed from part to part: setting out from 7 %‘ £
ourselves and our immediate surroundings, we pass from e 23
object to object, regarding them as isolated, self-identical . A ™ F
things, or only vaguely connecting them with each other T‘Z/QQ
by accidental associations of time and place. Reason s

far corrects this abstract, disintegrated view of things
that it connects and separates them as genera an&@ecz :

1 Eth. ii. 4, cor. dem. 2 Bth. ii. 40, schol. 1.
3 Fth. ii. 40.  #Ethv. 12, dem:
5 Eth. v. 10, dem. AR -
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- according to their likenesses and dissimilavities, or links
them together by necessary laws, such as that of cause
and effect. But in so doing reason only partially over-
comes the crude ‘abstiactions of 01'd1111ry thought. When,
e.q., We reason from effect, to cause, we still conte ..}Bllte
#things as s%mte, self-identical substax&ﬂcﬁs (,onnected
with each wher r only by an external link; and however
ar we carry out the serios of causes and effects, we can
never arrive at any real principle of unity. The utmost
we get by any such method is only an endless or indefinite
succession of objects externally determining and deter-
Ynined. If the real unity of the world is to be discerned,
msﬁ_ﬂamm”ﬁer J)rulmple of knowled"e-——some
wineiple which will not leave the manifold obJ_GtS of
ho finite world lyine still in disintegration, or explain
me finite thing by another which is gtill o m e.of it,

r by an infinite which is only the endless gepetitio of
e finite. What we.want and what “reason” cannot
ive us, is a first or hlg_heqt pnncugle whlch w111 ab once
ranscend and ex )lwl_l}gl_lffewnggg__gf’ jhg_ﬁmj;e_mld,
hich will be scen in its own light, and in the light of

hich the reality and unity of all finite things will be

2. “As all things are in God, and are conceived

hrough God, we can . . . form that third kind of
m . fknowledge of which I have spoken, and of the excel-
ence and utility of which I shall in the fifth part (of
he ¢ Ethics’) have occasion to speak.”® It is thus that
Spinoza describes that scientia intuitiva which forms.
culminating stage of human intelligence, the attitude

'Ech is furthesf Temo ely in-

1 Ef,h il 47, schoL




unity to_difference. It is the realisation of what, else-

of the finite world; but one in which, as by.a single§

Third Stage of Knowledge. 215

dividual point of v1ew, and in which it apprehends all
tflncrs in the light of that first principle in relation
to “which alone they truly are and can bhe known.
“Reason,” as we have seen, so far corrects the arbitrary |
abstractions of sense and imagination, bub its point of
view is still abstract. The link of necessity which con-
nects things with each other is something other than and
external to the things themselves. That which gives
th&?funity is foreign to, not immanent in them. By
means of such general principles as that of causality we
can #nfer or conclude from one thing to another, but we
do not see the unity that runs through them. We per-
ceive the differences of things and that which unites
theiltn,‘ but not unity in difference and_difference in
Now it_is this highest apprehension of things which,
in ““intuitive knowledcre," the mind attains. Wha
Spinoza means by this plnase is a kind of knowledge i
which it no longer proceeds from part to y» L‘trt from dif
ference to unity, but is determined b th
whole, and proceeds from -the whole to the parts,

where, he had laid down as the ideal of true kmowledge
—viz., that the mind must grasp the ideg.schich repre4
sents the origin and sum of nature, and see in that id
the source of all other ideas.” Moregver, this knowledge
i) 1S KTOW.EC
is Dot mediate, but immediate or intuitive. In it the
mﬁfyfls prior to diversity, and the process from unity o
difference is not one which first apprehends the prineiple
or origin of things as an independent, self-contained
reality, and then advances to the manifold exisfences

L 3
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intuitive glance of intelligence, it sees all finite things
X umcaﬂy 1nvolved in their first principle. Tt

he differences. Va, vthe dlﬂerencwy, the unity as
mmanent, in the differences. It sees God in all things,
nd allA_flxlzlgs in God.

That the human mind is capable of this highest kind
of knowledge Spinoza rests on the consideration that all
knowledge virtually Tivolves the idea of God “and that
we have only to evolve its content to bring our know-
ledge into correlation with its first principle or immanent

" gource. “The idea,” says he,! of every individual thing
# actually existing, necessarily involves the eternal and in-
vifinite essence of God.” As all spaces must be known as
in one space, or through the conception of an all-com-
prehending space, so all individual ideas can be known
only through the all-embracing idea of God. Inasmuch
as individual things have God for their cause, in so far
as He is regarded under the attribute of which they are
modes, their ideas must necessarily involve the concep-
tion of the attribute of these ideas—that is, the eternal
and infinite essence of Gtod.”? The he knowledge of God
is_implicated with our Lnowledge of all th~_gs, and
without that knowledge we could know nothing else.

It is true that in our ordinary thinking we do not cleaxly
apprehend that which is really the fundamental element
of our consciousness; but the reason of this is, that the
unreflective mind confounds thought with imagination,

and ‘conceives itself to be incapable of thinking what
it cannot represent to itself by an outward picture or

: “Men have been accustomed to associate the

God with images of things they have been in

R Bt AR IS Ao i
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the hahit of seeing,” and the absence of the image is!
mistaken for unconsciousness of the thing. If they
“could see info their own minds, they would no longer
‘make this mistake,” any more than the man who makes
an error in calculation would ascribe it to an mcapaclty
in the human mind to apprehend the idea of number,
rather than to its unconscious substitution of false num-
bers for true. When we thus “see into o inds,” or
bring, by reflection, their content to cfea.r consciousness,
we discern that our ideas of all things—of ourselves, o
our own bodies, and of external bodies as actually exist-
ing—presuppose and are based on an adequate knowledge
of “the eternal and infinite essence of God.”! Intuitive
knowledge, therefore, is that which interprets gsto our-
selves, and _enables us to transform our conscio
the finite by bringing it into relation with the infinife.
It not only liberates us from the arbitrary abstractions o
. sense and imagination, but it frees us from the abstrac
ness that still clings to the general notions of ratiocinativ
thought. "When we “proceed from the absolute know:
ledge of the essence of.God to the adequate knowl
of the essence of things,” from the idea of an absolute
unity, which is immanent in all diversity, to particular
things as only the expression of that unity in a certain
definite manner, the dualism which is involved in th
notion of causality vanishes. The higher uni ity dis-
solves the difference still leff by the lower. The view
of the world, as a succession of finite things conditioned:
by and conditioning each other in endless series, yields
to the view in which everything is seen in the light of
the infinite unity which is immanentin all. “For, al-
. 1 Eth. ii. 47, schol. -




218 " Spinoza.

ithough each particular thing be conditioned by dnother
particular thing to exist in a given way, yet the force by
vhich each particular thing perseveres in existing” (.c.,
fits inmost essence) “follows” (not from other particular
hings, but) “from the cternal necessity of the natuve of
«\G’Od ?1  The intuition of reason is possible only when
‘divexsity is scen through unity, for till then the special
existence of things and their mediating link arve inde-
pendent. We cannot properly see the whole af once. \
Mediacy thus can become immediacy only at the highest
B?_l}_}t ‘and this explams the difficulty 1 that is mm
in agserting at the same time an intuitive knowledge and
a deduction of ideas from the highest idea. The perfect
collapse into unity is possible for reason only at the
highest point where it returns, so to speak, to the direct-
ness of sense. TFinally, we cannot speak of intuitive
knowledge as a knowledge which is determined by time,
but only as knowledge “under the form of eternity.”
Even ratiocinative knowledge, in so far as it lifts its
objects out of their contingency into a system of unal-
terable relations, may be said to be knowledge of things
“under ¢ certain form of eternity.” (sub quadam specie
wternitatis). Bub it is only intuitive knowledge to
which, in the fullest sense of the words, this description
can be applied. For hege our consciousness of things is
a consciousness which is no longer subjected to finite
itations, but one “which proceeds from the eternal
ecessity of the divine nature,” or which identifie
ith the principle which transcends the sphere of fime
of temporal relations. “Things are conceived by
as actual in two ways—elther as existing in relation

1 Bth. ii. 45, schol, *
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to a given time and place, or .as contained in God and
following from the necessity of the divine nature.”?!
Time and number are only forms of the imagination,
pertaining to the phenomenal unreal aspect of things.
It is only individual things, or things regarded as isolated
individuals, that arise and pass away—in their inner:
essence they neither begin nor cease to be. When we
contemplate them from a universal point of view, we
enter mt0 a region in which duration and succession

have no place, where one thing 1S no_more prior in time
to_another than are the different properties of s circle or

a triangle. As he who grasps the idea of a circle or tri-

angle sees all its properties to be simultaneously present
in it, so- he who intuitively apprehends the natiire- of
things sees all finite existences as eternally involved in
the idea of God—sees them “under th rnity.”
“Here,” says Spinoza, “by existence I do not under-n
stand duration—that is, existence abstractly conceived, %
and as a certain form of quantity. I speak of the very=
nature of existence which is aseribed to individual things =
because of this, that from the eternal mecessity of the &
nature of God an infinitude of things follow in infinite 7
ways.” 2 ' N

It is unnecessary at present to enter into any detailed o_éf;ﬁ.”.
examination of Spinoza’s theory of knowledge. What ,537&,.

we may here point out is, that the ideal at which it aims

it fails to fulfil, Setting out from the purely individual
Mf the ordinary consciousness, it traces the,
rise of the mind through the higher but still imperfect;
universality of reason, to that highest or absolute uni-"
versality which is involved in the apprehension of all

1 Eth. v. 29, schol. 2 Eth, i, 45, schol.
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things in their relation to the idea of God. Expressed
in modern language, the gradual evolution of thought is
that in which the mind, heginning with ordinary unso-
phisticated experience, advances, first to the scientific
attitude, and finally to that of philosophy or speculation.
But whatever may be said as to the transition from the
first to the second stage, the fatal defect of Spinoza’s
scheme of knowledge is, that the final step is, not from a
lower universality to a higher, from a plurality of prin-
ciples or categories to one highest principle which em-
braces and explains them, but simply from the diversity
of the former to a wmere abstract identity which lies be-
yyond them. The principle the intuitive apprebension
jof which is to constitute the ultimate explanation of all
| the differences of the finite world is, when we examine
what it means, nothing more than the common element
which we reach wheén these differences are left out of
sight. The implicit universality of intelligence, as we
may express it, asserts itself, first, in raising us above the
partial, accidental, confused aspect of things as they are
regarded from a merely individual or subjective point of
view, and in apprehending them as related to each other
by universal principles or laws. But the rational or
scientific point of view, though it so far coxrects that of
ordinary experience, leaves the impulse towards univer-
bsality still unsatisfied. The claim of philosophy to be a
higher explanation of the world than that of science is’
based on the fact, not only that science employs categor-
ies, such as substance and qualities, cause and effect, &c.,
hich it does not explain, but that these categories give
s Jprovisional explanation of the world conceived
old of existences outside of each other, and

7
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apart from their relation to the intelligence that knows
them. They connect things indeed by real and objec-
tive, instead of accidental and subjective relations, but
the highest view they reach is that of an aggregate of
finite substances acting and reacting externally on each

gence for which alone they exist. Wha.t Bhllosoghy,
it is to justify its pretensions, must d

other, and contemplated in abstraction from the intel]‘i}<

with a higher principle to which the categories of sciencq
may be carried back as their principle, and at the same
time as the principle of the mind that apgreﬂends them
—an ﬁea, n other words, which will be the on afl

once of the Mex:en s of tE;.: Trom e,a.ch‘other,i and]

is result we need not here inquire.

But this much
at least is obvious, that the ult' mate i

from their difference. If what we are in search of is o
Key to the meaning of nature and man, of mind and
matter, of the manifold differences of the finite world, i
is not supplied by an idea which destroys these diffe
ences, or is itself destroyed when brought into contact
with them.-

oy




CHAPTER XIIL
THE MORAL NATURE OF MAN.

Tur ethical part of Spinoza’s philosophy is based on
the metaphysical, and partakes of the merits and de-
fects of the latter. A thorough-going pantheism knows,
nothing of moral disti s 1t admits of no quali-
tative difference between Tinite things, so it admits of no
better and worse, higher and lower, in man’s nature.
God is not more revealed in what we call the noblest
than in the meanest of finite existences. Iach is but a
mode of the infinite, and none can be more. Nor can
there be any part or element of any individual nature
which is more or less divine than another, or by the
triumph or subjugation of which that nature can elevate
itself to a higher or degencrate to a lower stage of being.
In such a system the terms “good” and “evil” must be
meaningless, or at most, expressions of facts of the same
order with the terms heat and cold, motion and rest, or
(in the case of sensitive beings) pleasure and pain. Fi-
nally, as in such a system the independent existence of
| finite things is an illusion, and their only distinction
‘Afrom. the infinite a distinction which vanishes with the
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that of aspiration, self-devotion, union with God—any
such notions as form the basis of the religious life ar
equally excluded with those of freedom, responsibility,
duty, &ec., which form the basis of the moral.

But whilst, in one point of view, the metaphysic of
Spinozism, as of all pantheistic systems, is subversive of
what we commonly understand by ¢ ethics,” it is mot
the less true that the ethical in Spinoza’s aim and inten-
tion was the goalﬁ) which the metaphysical part of hi
philosophy pointed. And even in his metaphysic itsel
there are ideas and principles which are incongruous
with its pantheistic side, and of which his elabo-
rate ethical theory is the logical result. The origin

and explanation of all moral activity he finds in_a Qr 9_:51“'

ta,m self- mamtammg or self-realising impulse, which is
Identicar Wi the e very essence of each finite individual
—“the effort by which it endeavours to persevere in
its own being.” ! Feeling or emotion (affectus) is the
expression of this impulse, and modifications of feel-
ing a.nse"fi:om its satisfaction or repression. When the
self-maintaining impulse is satisfied, or when the mind
is conscious of an increase of power, the feeling is
that of pleasure or some modification of pleasure ; in the
opposite case the feeling is that of pain or a modification
of pain. 'When the individual is himself the adequate
cause of such increased power, the emotion is termed an
“activity ” ; when the diminution or increase of power
folB-’%rom something external, and of which the’
individual is only the partial cause, the emotion is
termed a ‘ passion,” or passive state. From this ac-
count of tlie nature and origin of human emotion we

1 Eth, iii. 6 and 7.

oty
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are enabled to understand the relation of the intellectual
to the ethical part of Spinoza’s philosophy, and the close
correspondence which he traces between the successive
stages of knowledge and the successive stages of man’s
moral life. Through all the stages of knowledge runs
the sclf-realising impulse, taking its complexion and
content from each in succession, expanding and en-
larging itself with the widening sphere of intelligence,
and expressing itsclf in emotions coloured by the intel-
lectual atmosphere in which it breathes. At the lowest
- stage, corresponding to that of “vague experience,””
where intelligence is governed by accidental and sub-
jective associations, the self which seeks realisation is
the purely individual self, varying with individual
temperament and the accidental relations of time and
place. Its good and evil are nothing absolute, but
only that in which a purely individual nature can ex-
perience the feeling of enlargement or repression—viz.,”
pleasure and pain ; and as its whole experience, all that-
moves or affects it, arises not from the mind’s own
activity, but from that which is external or foreign to it
—as, in other words, it is at best only the partial cause
of its own emotions, and ¢ the force whereby it perse-
veres in its being is infinitely surpassed by the power of
exbemal causes "—at this t this stage of the moral life man is

simply “a part of nature,” and the creneral “condition of

human nature can only be described as that of unpotence
r ¢ bondage.”
. But whilst, regarded simply as an individual amongsﬁw

; ther . individuals, man is not, and never can be, free,

T ———
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self is repressed by what is foreign to it. The fun-
damental impulse of self-maintenance, which is our
very essence, has here not free play; it is in con-
tradiction with the conditions under which it exists,
and the effort to rise above these conditions is the ex-
pression of our deepest nature. All the force of that
nature goes with the effort to throw off the yoke of
imagination and passion, and to rise to rational freedom.
Corresponding, therefore, to the stage of intelligence 2
which Spinoza designates “reason,” in which the mind
passes from the sphere of inadequate to that of adequate
1deas, there is a stage of moral activity, in which the
universal element in man’s nafure asserts itself, and the
mind ceasing to be the slave of external and accidental
impulse, 113_5‘_3__:52enenc becomes the expression of its
own self-originated energy. "On the 1ntellectua.1 side of
our nature, reason, as we have seen, is the sphere of
freedom ; it liberates from the confusion and contin-
gency of the senses and the imagination, and is itself
the pure activity of the mind, all the operations of
which can be “understood from our own nature as their
adequate cause.” But it is the sphere of freedom _aj_gol
as regards the moral life.” To live according to reason

is To Tive accor&mg to ourselves, to make our life the
expression of our frue npature. We cannot, indeed,
cease to be creatures of sense and imagination, or, so
long as the body exists, to have a consciousness which
consists of ideas of bodily affections. But reason
thouorh it cannot annul the conditions from which st
and_passions arise, can, to a great extent, elevate
above their con’r,rol. It can make us mclepgn ent of

Po—xIL : S
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hy passion, where the mind is passive, we can be deter-
mined by reason without passion.”! And it has in it,
by its very nature, a power to abate the control of
P.‘.‘i‘on for, in one sensc, the activity of thought kills
passion ; Ly #hinking a passion, we make it cease to bo
a passion.  The particular objects of our desire or aver-
sion, love or hatred, lose their power over us when the
bodily affections we ascribed to them are referred to
their true origin—viz., the whole order and complex of
things, and the universal laws by which they are regu-
lated. Seen in this light, the vehemence of passion
becomes as foolish as the child’s anger against the stone
that hurts it, or the infuriated man’s indignation against
the messenger of evil tidings. Moreover, reason_quells
passion by revealing the vain imagination of f_liberty on
which passion is hased. “The mind has gledter power
over the passions, and is less subject to them, in so far
as it understands all things as necessary.”? We gain
true freedom by the detection of false freedom. The
feverish restlessness of hope and fear, disappointment
and regret, pity and resentment, is allayed or cured
when we see in our affections of body and mind the
expression of a necessary and unalterable order. Reason
can no more he pleased or pained, he moved by love or
hate, desire or aversion, towards the beings or cvents
that.often give rise to such emotions, than it can love or

hate a triangle for its propertics, or a law of nature for

its inevitable results. Finally, the fluctuations of feel-
ing which depend on thé succession of things in time
re subdued or quelled, the more we learn to see in them

Hose tema.l relations which are the objects of re.honal
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observation. Joy or sorrow come and go with the
transitory relations” of the imagination, but the true
order of things which reason reveals is not transitory.
It lifts us into a sphere in which neither the things
themselves nor our ideas of them are things of time..
Not the latter, for our knowledge even of things in time
is nof itself a thing of time ; not the former, for that in
the things themselves of which reason takes cognisance
is not accidental and arbitrary successions, but relations
Which never change. Thus the mind that is ouided b\

no lonorer tossed to ancT??o on the ever-chanmncr t1des
of feeling, and its only emotion is the profounder joy
of acquiescence in that changeless order with which it
identifies itself when it contemplates all things “under
a_form of_.e@g_rg_lj_cy

But the knowledge of things “under the form of
efernity ” is, in the full sense of the words, as we have
seen, only attained when the mind rises to the highest
stage of knowledge, which Spinoza designates scientia

intuitiva ; and to this corresponds the culminating stage
of the maral life. As knowledge is still imperfect whicl

proceeds from finite to finite even by the link of neces
sary and unchanging relation, so the activity and freedom
of the spiritual life are still imperfect when they are
determined by affections which spring from finite rela-
tions of things. Joy in an invariable order is still

joy in which the mind regards itself and other. minds,
its body and other bodies, under the limits of the finite.
Though the links are golden, the ch.sm IS still there.
The alloy of finite passion is sill" possible when the,
mind and the objects of its contemplahon lie outside of

' #
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each other, and are not referred to the ultimate unity
from which all differences spring, when it does not yet
live and breathe in unison with the universal heart and
life of the world. But intuitive knowledge, as we have
seen, not only annuls the arbitrary abstractions of sense
and imagination, but evaporates even that residuum
of abstraction which reason or ratiocination involves.
. Raised to this point of view, the mind no longer con-
templates the world and itself as a system of finite
hings conditioned by each other, but by the glance of
llmmedla,te intelligence sees them in the hrrht of that
fabsolute umty of which they are only the mﬁn_ktgly
'iwd expression.  And this supreme atfitude of intel-
htrence réflects itself in that “intellectual love ” which
lis the goal and consummation of the moral life. Intel-
lectual love is the joy or blessedness of the mmdm
consciousness of its own perfect activity, combined with
the idea of God.as.its.cause. It is a joy into which no
element of pagsion enters, for the mind has here com-
pletely emerged from that passivity to which passion
is due. Its consciousness. Js_the_consciousness of pure
activity, bhecause it is determined by no other finite con-
sciousness, but only by that infinite intelligence with
which its own inmost nature is identified. Yet, though
absolutely unimpassioned, this joy is the highest of
_w@ Jhuman_ patyre is capable; for all joy is in the
consciousness of elevation 170 a higher Dieasure of Rower,
and here, where its_c

. its conscmusness of God, it has reached the summt gg ,
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is another name for the love of God. Further, as this
“intellectual: love ” is the love to God of a mind which
! / " is itself a mode of God, and which, in all its activities,
& | is the expression of the divine nature, it may be said
that the mind’s love to God is_part of the infinite love
Spinoza does mot imply that, in attaining to this its
/ highest perfection, human nature loses its individuality,
| and is absorbed in indistinguishable identity with the
divine. For whilst there is an idea or consciousness of
self which is implicated with the affections of the body,
and which therefore pemshes vnth it, the idea or con- j(w 2]
sciousness of self which‘intuitive knowledrre involves is __
not implicated with the body or with temporal and
spatial conditions. As knowing God and all things in
God, the mind is not determined by time, it is itself
eternal. Taken up into the infinite, it still knows itself
in and through the infinite. Its negation of self is the
negation, not of all consciousness, but only of that illu-
sory consciousness which belongs to the imagination—
the negation, z.e., of that which is itself a negation,
leaving to it still th_g}gﬁmﬁmﬁﬂ;ﬂlf which
lives now and for ever in the knowledge and love of
God, and of all things in God. In other words, the
negation of the finite as finite is not the negation, but
the realisation of that affirmative essence of humanity
which is the eternal object of the love of God. .
Such, then, is an outline of the train of thought by -
which Spinoza reaches, in the ethical part of his work,
that which, we know, was the implici aiu: of a]l his -
speculation—the inquiry, “whether e
some real good, the dmemwa;y"

sl
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will enable the mind to enjoy constant, supreme, and
perfect happiness,” “ which, as a thing infinite and eter-
nal, will feed the mind wholly with joy, and be itself
unmingled with sorrow.” It must now he our business
to trace somewhat more in detail the steps by which

this conclusion is reached.




e : CHAPTER XITL

1. DOCIRINE OF THE EMOTIONS—THE SELF-MAINTAINING
’ : IMPULSE. R
R
SRRrICE
IQEEE)@”S" glffj;@}@_gf the emotions, we seeny'at firsty
sight to find a complete reversal of the principle of his
philosophy as it has been unfolded in the preceding
¢ pages. For a pantheistic there is now substituted what
| is apparently a ptirély—i1}(1iyighlrali“sj_ig%pgil;ciple. Instead
of deriving all from infinite substance, he seems to make
everything a deduction from a special impulse, which is
identified with the particular Tature of each individual
’ thing. ‘Whereas, hitherto, reality and modality had been
opposed to each other, and to modes or individual
finite things had been denied any other than a fugitive,
contingent, or merely negative existence, now he seems
to ascribe to each finite thing an original, indestructible]
individuality, an independent self-centred heing which
determines its relations to all other heings, is capable of
asserting itself against them, and can never be swamped
s DY them.  In particular, the spiritual nature of faan, of
which, alike with all other modes, only a negative exist-
ence had been predicated, Spinoza now endows with a

positive or affirmative essence. It is possessed of a power.

pes A

L




232 Spinoza.

“to persevere in its own being,” a capacity of resisting its
own suppression, and of perpetually seeking its own en-
largement ; and not only so, but this inmost essence of
man’s individual being can survive the disintegration of
the body, and instead of vanishing when brought into
immediate relation to God, only then realises itself and
attaing to its ideal perfection.
The fundamental principle of the emotions and of the
whole active and moral life of man, in Spinoza’s view, is,
.~ pas T have said, a certain self-asserting, se i i
i impulse which he ascnbes to every«uﬂdiwdual existence,
and which is only another name for its nature or essence.
¢ Bverything, so far as it is in itself, endeavours to per-
sist in its own being.”? “The endeavour wherewith

everything endeavours to persist in its own being is
nothing else than the actual essence of the thing itself.” 2 Kir.
“The mind, whether as it has clear and distinct or as f

it has confused ideas, endeavours to persist in its own i
being for an indefinite time, and is conscious of this en-

deavour.”® As Spinoza deals with it, this fundamental

principle is an impulse in the individual, not only to i
self-preservation, but also to self-expansion or enlarge- ;
ment. It is that in virtue of which the individual
nature consciously or unconsciously aspires to its own
perfection, seeks after everything that contributes to
‘that * perfection,  shuns everything that hinders it.%
Though the proof which he gives of this principle—
viz, that a thing cannot without contradiction “be sup-
posed-to contain anything which would destroy itself,” 3

S Bth, i, 7. 3 Bith, i, 9
S Weh, it 4, dem.
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pulse nothing more than self-identity or the formal
agreement of each thing with itself, yet in his hands it
assumes the character of a positive, active principle,
reacting on its environment, rejecting all that would
limit it, assimilating all that furthers or expands it. The
particular form of consciousness by which this prmclple
expresses itself is that o i jon (affectus),
which he defines as “those affections of the body, and
the ideas of them, by which its active power is increased
or diminished, furthered or hindered.” Emotion arises
in the transition from less to greater, or from greater to
less activity and power. When we “ pass from a less to
a greater perfection,” the emotion takes the particular
form of “pleasure” (leetitic); when the transition is of
the opposite kind, the emotion is ¢ pain” (#istitia). The
term ““desire” (cupiditas) is simply the self-maintaining
impulse particularised, or filled with a definite content.
“Desire is the very essence of man in so far as it is con-

ceived as determined to any action by a given affection ;

of itself.”! These three, desire, pleasure, pain, constitute
_the primary emotions, of which all other emotions arc
Iy modifiafions or derivations. —From fhese priman)
ments Spinoza, by a process, so to speak, of logical
combmatlon and permutation, aided by the principle of
association, works.out .an elabogate scheme of the emo-
%Whmh, however ingenious as a feat of psycho-
logical analysis, adds nothing to the development of his
system, and is, in that point of view, of shghter value
than the other parts of the ¢ Ethics.
In basing all human feeling and action on t.he im-
pulse to persist in one’s being,” does Spinoza reduce all

1 Eth, iii., def. 1. -
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_ morality to self-seeking? Is his whole ethical system to
1 be regarded as the development of a purely subjective,
egoistic principle, to the exclusion of any objective or
absolute standard of good and evil? There is much in
his language that would appear at first sight to sanction
this construction of his teaching. To this effect the fol-
lowing passages may be quoted :—

5
Y
i
s

“By virtue and power I understand the same thing?!
“The effort or self-preservation is the first and only founda-
tion of virtue.”2 ¢ To act absolutely in obedience to virtue

isin us the same thing as to act, to live, to preserve one’s

being under the gnidance of reason, on the ground of seeking
what is useful to one’s self.”?  “The knowledge of good and
evil is nothing but the emotion of pleasure and pain in so
far as we are conscious of it.”4 ¢“The more every man en-
deavours and is able to seck what is useful to him—that is, to
preserve his being—the more is he endowed with virtue.” 8
“By good I mean that whicl we certainly know to be useful
to us, by evil that which we certainly know to be a hindrance
to us in the attainment of any good.” ¢

tion, . self- enlarrrement or increase of Tndividual power the
only measure, of virtue. As consciousness of self-enlarge-
ment is pleasure, ““all things which bring pleasure are
good,” " all things which bring pain evil. - By their
utility or their tendency to increase our individual being,
and the pleasurable emotion inplicated therewith, are our
relations to other things and beings to be determined.
 Love is pleasure associated with the idea of another as
its cause. When we rejoice in the happiness of others,
1 Eth, iv.,sdef. 8.

Self-assertmn would thus seem to be the only founda-

2 Eth. iv. 22, cor.
5 Bth. iv. 20.

3 Bth. iv. 24.
6 Bth. iv., def. 1, 2.
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our seemingly disinterested delight is to be traced to the “‘ 17
act that the contemplation of another’s happiness con-" 5 g’e“*‘ ",
ributes to our own increase of being.! Our desire that | 121 , M
others should lead a rational or virtuous life is accounted f’,v
for by the reflection that “there is no individual thing & K //Va‘ﬁ'
in nature which is more useful to man than a man who
lives under the guidance of reason.”? And even the
supreme virtue, the knowledge and love of God, appears
to be regarded as the climax of moral perfection, because
“the mind’s highest utility or good is the knowledge of
God.”3
.however conclusively such passages seem to
point to a purely egoistic or selfish basis of morality, the
conclusion is one which a closer examination may serve
to modify, if it do not even lead us to see in Spinoza’s
ethical theory what some of the profoundest minds have
discemmed in it—the expression of the st lnielcasual
and moral disi
1. It is to be observed, for one thing, that, in Spmoza s
intention at least, the self-maintaining impulse is no new
departure, no deviation from that which in the meta-
physical part of his system bhad been set forth as the first
principle of thought and being. Though, as above de-
fined, the impulse to persist in one’s being seems fo be
the expression for a hard, logical self-identity, an atomic
isolation or independence excluding from the individual
nature all reference to other natures, finite or infinite,
yet Spinoza expressly asserts that the affirmation of self,
Wlncf constitutes this impulse, is, rightly understood,

tﬂW@s « The force by whicheach
dividual perseveres in existence follows from the eter-

1 Eth. iii, 21. 2 Eth. iv. 35, cor. 8 Eth. iv. 28, dem.
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- nature of God.”! “The power
! nec?SSIt);l ifdiffl;:lual thing, and therefore man, pre-
w}:uacreb}_%a}c3 . is the power of God or mature. . . .
serves his e:;f’ of man, in so far as it is explained
Thus the RO‘ n actual essence, is part of the infinite
through his oW at is, part of His essence.”? If, in-
swer of God—that 1s, P 3 )
Ly .o ask how Spinoza reconciled these two things,
'lee‘lz}‘;‘; :Vho is the immanent source and centre of all
:}:iigS, and an individual ﬁnito. nu.fiure which .is its
own centre, infinite substance wln(':h is the negation of
the finite, and finite things to which a real self-affirma-
tjve essence is ascribed ; or again, how finite individual-
ities can be at once contingent, cvanescent modes, to
which only an illusory being Dbelongs, and things which
have, through God, a real and permanent being,—to
these questions Spinoza’s dialectic furnishes no answer.
Nevertheless, the fact remains that the affirmative ele-
ment, which in the self-maintaining impulse is ascribed
to the nature of man, is neither obliterated when referred
to God, nor is left, on the other hand, a purely indepen-
dent, self-centred thing, but is, according to Spinoza, a
thing in and through which God realises Himself.

2. The impulse to persevere in one’s being, as Spinoza
explains it, is not the affirmation but the negation of the
mdividual self as such. The ¢ self” of selfishness is not
maintained but destroyed by the self-affirmation of reason.
In other words, the impure clement vanishes from self-
seeking when the self we seek is that whose essence is

on and the knowledge and love of God. Rationality
T ‘be too selfish, cannot seek its own satisfaction too
t exave with culpable excess for the enlargement

2 Eth. iv. 4, dem.
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of its own being. All things that bring pleasure to it
are good, all things that bring pain to it evil; pleasure,
that is, becomes a term of moral significance and honour
when the subject of feeling is identified with reason.
That reason or a purely rational nature should lov
others for its own sake rather than for theirs, means ths
we cannot truly love another if we do not “love honov
more.” Even to say that “man’s highest utility is th
knowledge of God,” or that we seek to know God be-
cause the knowledge of God is of all things the most
useful to us, is a formula which ceases to shock pious
sensibilities when translated into this equivalent, that |
infinite intelligence is the supreme good of finite intelli-:
gence, or that it is in the knowledge of God that a rationalij
nature finds its own perfection and blessedness. Now it it
is the identification of the true nature of man with rea-
son. or_the divine element in hlm*v?ﬁi—c;h furnishes the
key to much in Spinoza’s ethlcal teachmfr that sounds
harsh and repulswe The self which is a.fﬁrmed in the
¢« gelf-maintaining impulse,” and of which the satisfac-
tion and enlargement is identified with ¢ virtue,” is not
the individual self as such, not the self of appetite and
passion, but rather that which is repressed and limited
_ thereby, which finds its freedom in rising above the self-
ish desires and its proper sphere in ¢ the life according
to reason.” “The human mind consists of adequate
and inadequate ideas.”* The essence of man, in other
words, is the power to think. Even in the lower stage
of imagination and inadequate ideas this its true essence
manifests itself in the pain of repression or limitation by

what is foreign to itself. In t e of “reason” the

1 Eth. iii. 9, dem,
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true self has shaken off the bondage of the non-rational
and emerged into the slllere of pure self-act1v1ty Here
it knows nothmcr of pains and pleasures that refer only
to the narrow individual self. Its “good” is no longer
subjective or determined only by varying individual
temperament, but a good that is common to all rational
natures and determined byan objective standard. Finally, .
in the stage of “intuitive knowledge ” the self has reached
the point of enlargement at which all finite limits are
left behind, and it sees and feels all things in the light
of that which is. umyarml zg}d fmbsolute f&nd here that
, w,sgl_f;ggference to which the stigma. of .selfishness
can be applied, has, sg.,,(;o_xm;lete];c._;za,n__sh.ed that even
love ceases to seek a personal response. Though in the
knowledge and love of God self-consciousness and self-
affirmation still survive, yet the taint of subjectivity is
so absolutely obliterated, that “ he who loves God can-
not seek that God should love him in return.”!

3. Lastly, it is to be consﬁered that there is an
bvious digtinction between selfishness and selfreclisg
tion, between unselfishness and self-extinction. Moral
isinterestedness does nob mean, even at the highest,
the cessation of self-consciousness or self-satisfaction.
Moral action implies in the agent the idea of a self
which realises itself in that which is done, which seeks
and finds satisfaction in the act. The “good” of a
conscious agent, whether it be sensual pleasure. or the
purest intellectual and spiritual enjoyment, whether it
e low or high, must be a good jfor him. No purer
‘hﬂa.n"shropy can be conceived than finding one’s own
action in the welfare of others. Even in self-

1 Eth. v. 19.
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sacrifice for another there is present a reference to self,
an idea of an object to be attained in which the agent
seeks self-satisfaction. Without such reference even
the purest self-denial is a conception that swims in the
air. Though in 1 unselfish acts the end sought is not
\__w LhE sougar B4

one’s own Leasure or vrahﬁcatmn .yet we _do_find our-
selves and our own satlsfactlon therein. DMoreover, the |
self-s afﬁrmatmn self-realisation, is increased, not dimin-} |
ished, with the unselfishness of the act. If in evely;_;‘
benevolent feeling there must be a consciousness of self i
as well as of the object loved, in every benevolent actz
a consciousness of self as well as of the object attained, ,}
then the wider the range of benevolence, the more(&
numerous the objects embraced in it, so much the fuller, i
richer, more complete becomes the self-consciousness orj
self-realisation of the subject. Even the knowledge and
love of an infinite object is still 7y knowledge, my love,
and the infinitude of the object implies a kindred ele-
vation of the subject. Let slip the “my,” and you sink]
into the spurious rapture of the mystic, or the self-
annihilation of the pantheist. Whatever may be said
of Spinoza’s philosophy in general, in this part of it
at least he knows nothing of such false self-abnegation ;
yet as little does the doctrine of self-affirmation as the
basis of morality introduce into his ethies a principle
inconsistent with the purest moral disinterestedness.
In other points of view, indeed, that principle is by no
means unexceptionable, as will be seen when we ex-
amine in detail the manner in which Spinoza applies it
to the elaboration of his ethical system.
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CHAPTER XIV.
. .. INTELLIGENCE AND WILL.

W=E have seen that Spinoza finds the origin and ex-
planation of the active or moral life in the “self-main-
taining impulse,” of which pleasure and pain, desire,
and the innumerable varieties of feeling which spring
from these fundamental emotions, are only different
expressions or modifications. We have pointed out,
further, that it is this self-maintaining impulse which
constitutes the link between the intellectual and the
emotional and active sides of man’s nature, and which
explains the close correspondence that can be traced
between the successive stages of knowledge and the
successive stages of the moral life.

There is, however, in Spinoza’s account of the nature
of human knowledge one doctrine to which we have
not yet adverted, and which seems to imply, not simply
the correspondence, but the absolute identification of
the intellectual and the moral life. Knowledge and
will are not elements of man’s spiritual nature which,
though closely related and constantly acting and react-
on each other, are yet different in nature and funec-
" inoza’s assertion would seem to be that, when .
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closely examined, the active merges in the contempla-
tive or theoretical life, and that feeling, passion, desire,
volition, are only various phases of knowledge or intelli-
gence. “There is in the mind,” says he,’ “no volition
save that which an idea as idea involves.” ¢ Will and
understanding are one and the same. . . . A particular
volition and a particular idea are one and the same.”?
If we examine the reasons why men think otherwise,
and ascribe to themselves a faculty of will different
from and of wider range than that of understanding,
we shall find that they are all alike futile. For one
thing, popular thought, while it supposes intelligence to
be purely passive, and ideas to be merely ‘images
formed in us by contact with external bodies,” ® regards
all beyond such images as the product of the mind’s
own voluntary activity ; whereas, if we reflect on the
nature of knowledge, we shall see that ideas are not
mere images like ““ dumb pictures on a tablet,” but that
every idea involves in it an element of activity, a prin-
ciple of self-affirmation ; in other words, that intelligence
conbains in it that free, voluntary activity which we
commonly regard as the exclusive function of will
Common thought, again, distinguishes between truths
to which we necessarily assent, which carry with them
the assurance of their own reality, and arbitrary or
obscure conceptions with respect to which we have the
power to suspend our judgment, ascribing the former to
the understanding and the latter to ‘the will or faculty
of assent, which is free and different from the under-
standing.”* Closer examination, however, teaches us
1 Eth. ii. 49. 2 Ibid., cor. and dem.

$ Eth. ii. 49, schol. 4 Ihid.
P.—XIL Q
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that the real activity of the mind is common to both
processes. The différence between them is simply the
difference between “adequate” and “inadequate” ideas,
and the suspense of judgment which is ascribed to a
faculty of volition is nothing more than the conscious-
ness of a confused and imperfect as distinguished from
a clear and distinct idea. The conception of a winged
horse implies mental activity as much as that of a horse
without wings, only the latter includes the affirmation
of existence or reality, which the former does not. If,
again, there be no faculty of will different from that of
understanding, then it seems to the unreflecting mind
that it would be justified in concluding that assent to
what is false and evil is not essentially different from
assent to what is true and good; to which Spinoza’s
answer is, that the 1dea of what is false and evil is really
‘the idea of that which has in it no positive reality, and
the distinction in question is not between two equally
affirmative acts, but between the affirmation of being
and the affirmation of non-entity—mnot between under-
standing and will, but between a sound and a diseased
or disordered understanding. Finally, to the popular
objection that it is the prerogative of will to decide
between conflicting motives, and that without such a
faculty, where there is an equilibrium of motives (as
in the famous example of “Buridan’s ass”), action
would be absolutely suspended, Spinoza’s reply virtually
is, that the supposed conflict of motives is, when we
examine what we mean, only a conflict of ideas, and
that ideas never really conflict save when one idea is
adequate and another confused and imperfect ; that in
the latter case reason is the true umpire, and that sus-

L
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pense or inaction would prove, not that reason fails to
decide, but that the non-deciding agent is a fool or a
madman. ‘
From these and other considerations the conclusion
- which Spinoza reaches is, that the element of activity
which is commonly regarded as peculiar to the will
is one which belongs essentially to the understanding,
or that “there is in the mind no volition save that
which an idea as idea involves.” On the other hand,
if intelligence is thus held to be active, all activity,
it is maintained, is intelligent, all the supposed ele-
ments of man’s active life seem, when closely examined,
to be only modes of thought. Thought or intelligence is
not one among many co-ordinate *faculties,” but it is
that which constitutes the very essence of the mind, and

the underlying principle of all our mental experiences

and activities. “Love, desire, or the affections of the
mind, by whatever name they are designated,” are
essentially “modes of thought.”? To all these modes
of thought “the idea is prior in nature, and when the
idea exists the other modes must exist in the same
individual.”? Spinoza would thus seem to reduce the
whole content of man’s spiritual life to thought or in-
telligence and its modifications; and though he treats
.of other elements which pertain to the active in contra-
distinction from the intellectual part of man’s nature—
of an impulse or endeavour in the mind to persist in its
own being, of pleasure and pain, desire and aversion,
and of particular emotions in elaborate detail to which
this impulse gives birth—yet when we examine the real
significance of his teaching, these seemingly non-intel

1 Eth, ii. ax, 8. 2 Eth. ii., 11, dem.
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lectual elements, it has been held, lose their indepen-

dence, and resolve themselves into the one all-absorbing -

prineiple of the theoretical intelligence. As “the essence
of the mind consists of adequate and inadequate ideas,” !
so the self-maintaining impulse is nothing more than the
self-affirmation by the mind of its own power of think-
ing.2 'Will itself is only another name for this impulse,
“when referred solely to the mind ;” 3 desire (cupiditas)
is the same intellectual impulse, “in so far as it is con-
ceived as determined to any action by some affection of
itself ;”* emotions (affectus) are “ideas of affections of
the body by which its power of acting is increased or
diminished,” 3 or again, “emotion which is called a
passion (or passivity of the mind) is a confused idea by
which the mind affirms of its body, or any part of it, a
power of existing greater or less than before.” ¢ ¢ Pleas-
ure (lwfitia) is a passion by which the mind passes to
a greater, pain a passion by which it passes to a less,
perfection ;”7 pleasure and pain, in other words, of
which all the other emotions are only specifications, are
not a new element different from anything in our purely
intellectual nature, but are simply ¢the transition from
a less to a greater or from a greater to a less perfection.” 8
The process by which moral progress is achieved is in
the same way reduced to a purely intellectual activity.
If there are any outward causes which help or hinder
the activity of the body, and therefore the mind’s
power of thinking, the mind, in seeking to affirm or

1 Eth. jii. 9, dem. 2 Eth. iii. 9.

3 Eth. iii. 9, schol. 4 Eth. iii., aff. def. 1.

5 Eth. iii., def. 8. 6 Eth. iii., aff. gen. def.
7 Eth, iii. 11, dem. § Eth. iiL, aff. def. 2, 8.
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realise itself, endeavours to conceive or recollect the
former, and, as far as possible, to exclude and forget
the latter.! The stages of the moral life, by which ‘it
advances to its goal, and that goal itself, seem not merely
to correspond but to be identified with its intellectual
progress and perfection. As the dominion of the passions
is that of inadequate ideas, so emancipation from their,
power is simply the formation of clear and distinct ideas.
“The power of the mind is defined solely by knowledge,
its weakness or passivity by the privation of knowledge.” 3
‘We are in moral bondage when the content of our con-
sclousness is determined by that which is external or
foreign to the mind, free when it is wholly due to the
mind’s own activity ; but the pure inner activity of the
mind is that which it possesses when it apprehends it-
self, the bodily affections, and all outward things, no
longer in the confused and imperfect way in which
sense and imagination present them, but from a uni-
versal point of view, as part of a unmiversal order or
concatenation of things,—in other words, when it un-
derstands or thinks them according to the order of
intelligence.”* “The effort to understand is the first
and sole basis of virtue.”? “Good” and “evil” are
simply equivalent to ¢that which helps or hinders our
power to think or understand.”® «In life it is of
supreme importance to us to perfect the understanding
or reason, and in this one thing consists man’s highest
happiness or blessedness.” 7 Finally, the culmination of
the moral life is attained when the understanding, by

1 Bth. iii. 12, 18. 2 Eth. v. 3. 3 Eth. v. 20, schol.
4 Eth. v. 10. 5 Eth. iv. 26, dem. 6 Bth. iv, 27.
7 Eth. iv., App. 4.
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the intuition of reason, grasps all the differences of finite
things in their unity, discerns all ideas in their relation

to the highest idea, the idea of God. ¢The absolute

virtue of the mind is to understand ; its highest virtue,
therefore, to understand or know God.”* ¢ Blessedness
is the contentment of spirit which arises from the in-
tuitive knowledge of God.”

From what has now been said it will be seen that
Spinoza’s identification of intelligence and will is a prin-
ciple which runs through the whole of his ethical sys-
tem, and there appears to be substantial ground for the
assertion which has often been made, that the moral
life resolves itself, in his hands, into a purely intellec-
tual or theoretical process. If this construction of his
philosophy were the whole truth, his doctrine would
seem to be, not merely that ignorance is the cause and
knowledge the cure of moral imperfection, but that
ignorance is itself the only moral disease, and know-
ledge itself the true moral health and perfection of our
being.

Plausible, however, as this view of Spinoza’s teaching
seems to be, a careful study of the ¢ Ethics’ will, T think,
lead us to regard it-as one-sided and exaggerated. It is
possible to maintain the essential unity of intelligence
and will without obliterating all distinction between

" them. - Spinoza’s apparent identification of the practical
with the theoretical side of man’s nature is not incon-
sistent with the recognition of the distinctive character

" and functions of the former; and when we examine his
doctrine more closely, many of the criticisms to which
it has been subjected are seen to be irrelevant.

1 Eth. iv. 28, dem.
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1. It is to be considered that objections to the doc-
trine of the unity of knowledge and will, in order to be
relevant, must contemplate knowledge and will as em-
ployed about the same objects. Popular thought rightly
distinguishes between knowledge and goodness, between
intellectual and moral power. Great moral excellence is
not incompatible with a feeble and uncultured intelli-
gence, nor intellectual clevation with a low moral life.
Spinoza does not maintain, nor could any one be so ab-
surd as to maintain, that piety and virtue are inseparable
from and commensurate with literary and scientific abil-
ity, or that the qualities which constitute the mathema-
tician, the philosopher, the artist, are necessarily and in
equal measure combined with those which go to make
the good citizen, the philanthropist, the saint. All that
this proves, however, is only that intelligence in one
province does not imply practical activity in another.
To render the objection valid, what would need to be
proved is, that within the same province, and when
employed about the same objects, there is no necessary
conjunction of knowledge and will. Now, so limited,
Spinoza’s doctrine, as we shall immediately see, is by no
means indefensible. It may be possible to show that,
within the province of the moral and spiritual, as well
as within the province of what we call the secular life,
knowledge and will are, if not identical, at least co-
existent and commensurate — that, e.g., practical good-
ness or piety implies in every case a measure of spiritual
insight which, though not speculative or scientific, is of
the nature of knowledge, and is proportionate to the purity
and elevation of the life; and, on the other hand, that
the man of science, the philosopher, the man of letters,
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exerts in every act of his intellectual life a force and
energy of will commensurate with the degree of intelli-
gence that is called forth.

2. But even when we thus narrow the ground to which
Spinoza’s doctrine applies, is there not much which
seems to justify ordinary thought in denying the sup-
posed coincidence or even invariable conjunction of
knowledge and will? Within the sphere of man’s moral
life are not knowing and willing not only distinguishable
in thought, but in actual experience notoriously separ-
able? Is it not a moral commonplace that our actions
often fall short of our convictions? There are ideas
which are purely contemplative and theoretical, projects
which never go beyond themselves, opinions about vir-
tue and goodness, which, through indolence .or irreso-
lution or pravity of will, are never realised in action.
Thought and will are not only not invariably coincident,
but in individual actions, and even through the whole
course of life, are not seldom in glaring contrast with
each other. Nowhere, indeed, has this incongruity
been more forcibly expressed than in Spinoza’s own
language :—

“ The powerlessness of man,” says he! “to govern and
restrain his emotions, I call servitude. For a man who is
controlled by his emotions is not his own master, but is
mastered by fortune, under whose power he is often com-
pelled, though he sees the better, to follow the worse.”
“I have shown why the true knowledge of good and evil
awakens disturbances in the mind, and often yields to every
kind of Iust ; whence the saying of the poet, ¢ Video meliora
proboque, deteriora sequor;’ and Ecclesiastes seems to have

1 Eth, iv., Pref.
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had the same thought in his mind when he said, ¢ He that
increaseth knowledge increaseth sorrow.’ And this I say,
. . . that we may determine what reason can and what it
cannot do in governing the emotions.”?

Spinoza’s doctrine of the unity of knowledge and will
is, however, not really affected by this recognition of the
notorious inconsistency between human thoughts and
actions. 'What that doctrine really means is that, within
the same limits, or when employed about the same ob-
jects, intelligence and will are in our conscious.experi-
ence inseparably interwoven. Every act of intelligence
is at the same time an act of will, every act of will also
an act of intelligence. And his answer to the above ob-
jection virtually is, that the thought or intelligence which
we can conceive of as separate from or in conflict with
will is not true thought, but thought falsely so called,
or, in his own phraseology, thought which consists®of
“inadequate "—i.e., “confused and imperfect—ideas.”

All thought is essentially active, all will essentially
intelligent. On the one hand, to represent thought as
devoid of the element of activity or as a merely passive
thing, is to reduce its content to ‘“images or inanimate
pictures formed in us by contact with external bodies.”
But mind does not become possessed of ideas as wax
receives the impression of a seal, or blank paper the
stamp of the printer's types. Every idea or process of
thought is essentially an act or a series of acts of affirma-
tion and negation. In the simplest perception there is
something more than the passive reception of impres-
sions from without. ¢ Affections of the body” do not
become the content of thought by a mere mechanical

1 Eth, iv. 17, schol.
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transference. To elevate them into ideas or objects of
rational thought implies a spontaneous activity of the
mind, stripping them of the contingency and confusion
of sense and imagination, fastening on “those properties
in them which are common to all things,” infusing into
them its own universality. Every act of judgment or
process of reasoning involves in it a reaction of the
mind on the objects with which it deals, connecting
them in relations other than those of immediate percep-
tion, “arranging and associating them (not according to
the natural but) according to the intellectual order.”
The idea of a triangle is, so to speak, the self-affirmation
of its own content. ““The idea of a triangle must in-
volve that its three angles are equal to two right
angles,” and “this affirmation can neither be nor be
conceived without the idea of a triangle.”! To prove
the proposition that ‘‘ there is in the mind no volition
save that which an idea as idea involves,” Spinoza here
selects his example from what ordinary thought regards
as specially the province of contemplation or theoretic
intelligence ; and the implied conclusion is, that if here,
in what we deem its proper sphere, intelligence is shown
to be essentially active, « fortiori the element of activity
must pertain to it in what we account as more peculi-
arly the sphere of practical activity. If inherent activ-
ity is the characteristic of the idea when it is the idea
of a geometrical figure, much more must it be the char-
acteristic of the idea when it is that of a moral act. If it
cannot be or be conceived within the domain of science
save as self-realising, much less can it be or be conceived
save as self-realising when it pertains to man’s moral life.

1 Eth-ii. 49, dem.
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On the other hand, all will or practical activity is
essentially intelligent. ‘¢ Will,” says Spinoza, “is the
endeavour to persist in one’s being when that endeavour
is referred solely to the mind.”! Will, in other words,
presupposes thought. It is the conscious endeavour of
the mind to realise itself and its own inherent power.
Devoid of the element of intelligence, will ceases to be
will, and becomes mere blind impulse or passion. “We
act when anything takes place in us of which we (or
that intelligence which is our essence) are the adequate
cause—that is, when anything follows in us from our
nature which that nature taken by itself makes clearly
and distinctly intelligible. We are passive when anything
takes place in us or follows from our nature, of which
we are not the cause, save partially.”? In modern
language, will is distinguished from animal impulse by
this, that in the former and not in the latter there is
present the element of self-consciousness and self-deter-
mination. The merely animal nature is lost in the
feeling of the. moment. Its experience is a succession
of feelings or impulses, each of which expires with its
immediate satisfaction ; it confains no constant element
of self-consciousness to which the successive feelings are
referred, no permanent self which realises itself in them.
Its impulses and actions are not self-originated, but
forced upon it from without. They are not woven into
a continuous experience by reference to any universal
centre of thought, and are connected together at most
only by the general lifefeeling that pervades them. In
a rational or intelligent being, on the other hand, there
is present throughout all its feelings the uniting element

1 Eth. iii. 9, schol. 2 Eth, fii., def. 2.
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of reference to one self-conscious subject, and through
all its volitions the uniting element of self-determina-
tion. In willing, it knows that it wills and what it
wills ; it is conscious at once of the object willed and of
itself as willing it. It is conscious of a self which is
distinguished from, yet realised in, all its particular
volitions and actions, and in each particular case as
realised in this action and mnot another. Thought or
self-consciousness, in short, is the common element of
all voluntary acts, and that which gives them their
special character and complexion as the acts of a moral
agent. Now, though in Spinoza’s philosophy individual
minds are only modes of the Divine Substance, and as
such are necessarily destitute of all independence or
capacity of self-determination, yet he attributes to them
a self-maintaining impulse which is identical with their -
very essence, and to this principle he assigns all the
functions of a self-conscious, self-determining individu-
ality. It is in virtue of this principle that he can
maintain the distinction between the blindness of the
passive impulses and emotions, and the self-conscious,
intelligent activity of all human volitions.

From what has now been said it is clear that Spinoza’s
doctrine of the unity of knowledge and will is to be
understood as implying, not that these elements coexist
side by side or in mechanical conjunction, but that they
are inseparably interwoven with each other in our con-
scious experience. He does not mean that our spiritual
life, or any part of it, is made up of these two elements
—of an element of will added to an element of thought

~» that what we first think, we then will; his doctrine

hat no.thought would be what it is if an element

+



Answer to Popular Objection 253

of will did not enter into it, no volition what it is if it
were not essentially intelligent. We can see, therefore,
how, from Spinoza’s point of view, the popular objection
above noticed is to be met. If it be said that experience
disproves the inseparableness of thinking and willing,
that we are conscious of thoughts, opinions, convictions
which are never realised in action, of actions which con-
flict with our ideas and convictions—the answer is, that
in all such cases there is no real separation of knowledge
from will, for the knowledge which is divorced from
will is not true knowledge, the will that is divorced
from knowledge not really will Knowledge that is
inert or inactive is not real knowledge ; it does not consist
of “adequate,” but only of “confused and imperfect
ideas.” When we see the right without willing it, our
seeing is not the same seeing with that of the mind
which otk sees and wills? We sometimes express this
to ourselves by saying that there are things we cannot
know unless we love them ; that there is no real percep-
tion of beauby or goodness into which the element of
feeling —of love, admiration, self-devotion — does not
enter ; that it is only the pure in heart who can see
God. The object that is before the mind which only
inertly contemplates a moral and spiritual act, is some-
thing essentially different from the object that is before
the mind in which contemplation immediately and
necessarily passes into action. In the former case, the
mind is Jooking at an object as outside of and foreign
to itself, the form of which may engage the powers of
observation, comparison, reflection, or which it may
classify under some general head or category, such as
1 Cf. Green's Prolegomena to Bthics, p. 152 ff,

*
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“good,” or ¢ just,” or “pious ”’; in the latter, at an object
which is regarded not merely as good, but as my good, that
in which I discern the fulfilment and realisation of my
own inmost nature. “When this discernment is present,
when the object of thought is apprehended as not for-
eign or external, but one in which I find myself, with
which I identify myself, which is the medium of my
own self-realisation—there is no possible separation be-
tween the act of knowing and the act of willing. The
object known is known as that the affirmation of which
is indissolubly bound up with my self-affirmation. I
cannot know it without willing it, for not to will it,
or to demy it, would be equivalent to self-negation. I
cannot will it without knowing it, for to will it is to
become conscious of myself as realised in it.

Lastly, it is to be observed that Spinoza’s doctrine
of the unity of thought and will does not imply the
denial of all distinction between the contemplative and
the active life. Thought and will are present in all our
mental employments alike, whether they be those which
have for their end simply the acquisition of know-
ledge, or those which have for their end the perform-
ance of some outward act. It does not follow, how-
ever, that the relation of these two factors is precisely
the same in both cases, or that we cannot distinguish
between thought and will as they are manifested in
the theoretic, and thought and will as they are mani-
fested in the practical life—between, e.g., the attitude of
‘the mind in the solution of a mathematical problem and
the attitude of the mind in the performance of a moral
act. Spinoza’s philosophy is couched in too abstract a
form to admit of any speculative treatment of the dis-

-
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tinction between the theoretic or scientific and the active
life, yet in the ethical part of his system the distinction,
though nbt formally, is virtually recognised. As modern
thought represents it, the theoretic and the practical
life are only different sides or aspects of the same pro-
cess. In both there is a reconciliation between the ideal
and the actual, between consciousness and its object,
between thought and things. But the difference lies in
this, that in the one case we begin with the actual, the
objective, the particular, and end with the ideal, the
subjective, the universal; in the other the process is
reversed. In both, the same elements are present—a
universal, undetermined yet determining element, and a
particular or determined element—and in both there is
an effort to overcome the opposition between them. But
in the theoretic life, or that of knowledge in the limited
sense, the universal element is present at first only im-
plicitly or potentially. In the endeavour to overcome
the opposition between itself and the world, thought
takes up at first a purely objective attitude. The mani-
fold objects with which it deals present themselves as
something external or foreign to the conscious subject.
But the latent presupposition under which it acts is that
the objects it contemplates are not really foreign to it-
self, that the principle which constitutes its own essence
is that which also constitutes the essence of things with-
out, and that it is possible for reason or intelligence to
find itself at home in the world. The whole process of
knowledge, therefore, is a bringing back of the world
into thought. Underlying the particularity, the diver-
sity, the contingency of the phenomenal world, con-
sciousness silently discerns the presence of that unity,
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universality, and necessity which are its own essential
characteristics. And every step in this process is a
step towards the complete transformation of the particu-
lar into the universal, the actual into the ideal, the
manifold and accidental objects of thought into the
‘unity and necessity of self-consciousness. In the prac-
tical life, on the other hand, the reconciliation between
consciousness and the objective world begins from the
opposite pole. That life may be described as the con-
tinuous effort of the self-conscious subject to realise
itself in the outward world. It starts where the theo-
retical life ends. To that which is already a realised
content of thought it seeks to give further realisation in
some outward act. Whether it be an a@sthetic or moral
or religious ideal, the mind is conscious of a conception
which involves in it the possibility, the desire, and the
effort for its embodiment in some particular concrete
form and under the conditions of the phenomenal
world. The vision of beauty which exists in the crea-
tive imagination of the artist, he seeks to infuse into the
rudeness and unconsciousness of matter and material
forms and colours. To the conception of righteous-
ness, goodness, holiness, which dwells in the mind
of the good or pious man, he seeks to give outward
actuality or realisation, and so to make the mere
physical relations of things and the functions of the
animal life instinct with the life of spirit—to make the
outward world the expression of the inmer world of
thought. Thus, in both the theoretical and the prae-
tical life, it is the same general result which is accom-
. - plished-—viz., the reconciliation between the actual and
~ideal; and in both cases alike the process is permeated
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by the presence and activity of the inseparable elements
of thought and will ~ Yet this unity of the two is still |
consistent with their distinction as different aspects of ’
the same process, inasmuch as the reconciliation is that
which proceeds, on the one hand, from the ohject to the
subject, from the particular to the universal; on the
other, from the subject to the object, from the univer-
sal to the particular. In Spinoza’s philosophy there is
not to be found any formal analysis of the process into
its opposite yet related movements; yet we should err
in concluding that he ignores the distinction between
them, or that his principle of the unity of thought and
will implies the resolution of the moral life into a purely
theoretical process. His account of the emotions and
passions, his theory of the bondage of the human mind
and of its freedom, and of the method by which that
freedom is achieved—the whole specially ethical part of
his system, in short, constitutes an elaborate exposition
of the active as distinguished from the purely intellectual
life. And if, as we have seen, there is much in his
treatment of ethical problems which seems to imply the
identification of virtne with knowledge, of moral evil
with ignorance, the true explanation is, that while
he describes the moral life in terms of knowledge,
knowledge with him is that highest kind of knowledge
above referred to, which includes or “connotes” will,
or which is instinet with the element of activity. All
other knowledge is not really knowledge, but only “con-
fused and imperfect ideas.” Such ideas may be, nay,
must be, inert. They not merely do not lead to moral
action, but the mind that is the subject of them is the
passive slave of its own “bodily affections,” and the ex-
P.—XIL R




258 Spinoze.

ternal influences with which these affections are impli-
cated. But “adequate ideas” are not dead or passive
but living things. They are self-realising. To think
them is to live them, to be quick with spiritual activity,
to be master of one’s self and the world. So far from
man’s moral life being reduced to a merely contemplative
process, a thing of ideas without volitions, Spinoza’s
view is that no such ideas exist, or if they can be said
to exist, that they belong not to the realm of true know-
ledge, but to that of illusion and ignorance. An idea
which is “adequate,” or which alone deserves the name,
is one ‘which by its very essence asserts itself against
all that is foreign and hostile to the mind; it cannot
coexist with confusion and error and the passions that
are bred of them, any more than light can coexist with
darkness. When the mind, or the self-maintaining im-
pulse which is one with its essence, identifies itself with
such an idea, it is ¢pso facto possessed of moral vitality
and power. And when it rises to the highest kind of
knowledge, the intuitive apprehension of that idea which
comprehends and transcends all other ideas—in other
words, when the self-affirming impulse realises its true
significance as not the affirmation of the individual self,
but the self-affirmation of God in us—then does it attain
to the perfection of virtue and power.! The goal of the
intellectual life is thus, at one and the same time, the
culmination of the moral life, and the best expression
for both is that ‘“intellectual love ” which consists in
the consciousness of the mind’s own perfect activity
¢“combined with the idea of God as its cause.”

1 Eth. v. 27.




CHAPTER XV.
THE BONDAGE AND FREEDOM OF MAN.

Ix the latter portion of his work /l_'noza,, as we have

seen, contemplates the course of man’s moral life as a|

movement from Bondaore to freedom, from the stacre “of g

Passivity in n which he is not, to that of activity or the
¢ life according to reason,” in which he is “ the adequate
cause of his own actions.” Regarded as an individual
mode amidst the infinite series of finite modes, he is
only “a part of nature,” a link in the endless concate-
nation of causes and effects ; his self-activity is infinitely
surpassed by the po power of external causes, and the free-
dom he ascribes to himself is only an illusory freedom,
due to the fact that he is conscious of his own thoughts
and actions, but not of the causes that determine them.
Yet though thus, by the very essence of his finite
nature, man is under a law of external necessity, the
possibility of freedom is not thereby precluded. It is
possible for him to elevate himself, through reason, above
all encroachment of outward influences on his own self-
determination.  Accordingly, the last Book of the
¢ Ethics’ is devoted to the development of the idea of
freedom, or of that state of moral perfection in which
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man has become at once the source of his own spiritual
life and sharer in the life of God.

The difficulty which meets us in this part of Spinoza’s
speculations is not simply that of his apparent reasser-
tion of a doctrine he had formerly denied. For neces-
sity and freedom are not predicated of the same stﬁﬁect
at one and the same time, but are viewed as different
stages in man’s moral life. But though a transition
from the hondage of natural necessity to spiritual free-
dom is not inconceivable, the question arises whether it is
conceivable under the conditions here laid down, or in
the manner here described. If we start from the idea

" . of man as but a unit amidst the infinite multiplicity of

other finite units, a single force encompassed and deter-

mined by the endless series of natural forces, is not

freedom excluded by the very conditions of the problem %
To make freedom a possible achievement, there must be
at least some fulerum on which it can be made to rest,
some qualitative distinction between the one force which
is destined to triumph and the many forces which are to
be overcome. If each finite mode, each member of the
series of causes and effects, has precisely the same value
as another, is not the possibility of freedom simply in
the ratic of one to infinity? If individuality be only
the “force by which each individual persists in his
own existence,” and that is infinitely surpassed by the
multiplicity of similar external forces, is not individual
freedom reduced to a numerical contradiction? Must
not man be something more than “a part of nature” to

~ begin with, in order to the possibility of escape from its

bondage ?
But even if we concede the possibility of freedom,
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can the transition be accomplished in the way in which
ngoza describes it?  The problem is that which arises
from the conflict hetween the positive or self-asserting
and the negative or passive elements of man’s nature;
and Spinoza’s manner of solving it is, as we shall see,
simply by the elimination of the latter. The negative
element disappears, leaving only the purely affirmative
to hold the field. But as in the idea of God, so in that
of man, pure affirmation, apart from negation, is an
impossible conception. In the struggle with passion,
according to Spinoza, reason prevails, but it prevails, not
by overcoming and subordinating passion, but simply
by abstracting from or excluding it. Yet if it is not
shown that in some way the natural desires and passions
can be rationalised, they are simply left behind as an
unresolved element. As organic life does not maintain|
1tself by the etelusmn, but by the tmnsfmmamon off
ratmnal life is that not of a ,pamggless llfek;bugof a
Lﬁg in Wmcl_a, _pass assion is_transcended and transformed.d

In one sense man can never cease to be “a part of

nature,” but in the higher life nature has itself become
a part of reason.

The force of these and other criticisms of the con-
cluding part of the ¢ Ethics’ will be seen by considering a
little more in detail (1) Spinoza’s conception of human
bondage, and (2) his theory of the transition from bond-
age to freedom.

THE BONDAGE OF MAN.

‘When we examine what Spinoza means by * the
bondage of man,” we find that it ultimately resolves
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{fitself into that conditioned or determined nature which
-pertams to all 1ndlv1dual finite things. Freedom is
self-act1v1ty or self< determmatmn, bondacre is_subjection A
to_external causatlon We act or are active ‘when
anythmcr takes place in us of which we are the adequate
cause, or which can be deduced solely from the laws of
our own nature;” ‘“we are passive, therefore, in so far
as we are a part of nature—a part, that is, which cannot
be conceived by itself and without the other parts.”?
But as “no individual finite thing can exist or be deter-
mined to act unless it be determined fo exist and act by
another which is also finite and has a” determined exist-
ence, as that also by a third, &c.,” 2 it follows that ““it .
is impossible that man should not be a part of nature or |
should be capable of undergoing only changes which can
be understood through his own nature, and of which it *
is the adequate cause.”® 1
It is true, as we have seen, that Spinoza introduces
into his account of the individual nature an element
> which seems to modify the law of a.bsolute exte;nal
Cgpj_%thp, a self-maintaining impulse or capacity to re-

act on outward influences, and to “ persevere in its own
'being.” But inasmuch as this element of apparent
!'independence belongs to all finite things alike, it does

‘{\ Jnot in the least modify the preponderance of the whole

1 or of the infinite multiplicity of external causes over
uzea.ch individual thing, or affect man’s bondage as a

R

part of nature. “The force by which a man persists
In existing is limited and infinitely surpassed by the
power of external causes.”* Moreover, when we con-
sider the special case of man as an intelligent and moral
~L1Eth. iv. %, dem. 3 Eth.i 28, SEth.iv.4.  4Bth.iv. 2




The Bondage of Man. 263

being, this all-dominating power of nature over the in-
dividual loses nothing of its force. The medinm by
W@f}\wriature exerts its power over him is the influence
of the  the struggle of the individual with the
determmmg power of external causes becomes, in the
case of man, the struggle of the mind or the idea of
the body with the passive emotions. But the passive
emotions are simply various modifications of the feelings
of pleasure and pain, which reflect the affections of the
body, or necessarily arise when the hody is affected by
external causes ; and the mind in the unequal struggle
has no more power fo Tesist the emotions than the body,
as an individual mode of extension, to resist its_affec-
tions by external nature. “ By pleasure,” says Spinoza,
“T mean a passive state by which the mind passes to a
greater, by pain a passive state by which it passes to a
lesser, perfection.” ¢ Emotion, which is called a pas-
sivity of the soul, is a confused idea by which the mind
affirms of its body a force of existence greater or less
than before, and by which it is determined to think one
thing rather than another.”! Thus the whole content of
the mind’s experience, all that moves or affects it, is
due, not to its own activity, but to something that is
external and foreign to it. If, under the sway of pas-
sion, it has sometimes a feeling of increased as well as of
diminished power, the former, alike with the latter, as
being determined from without, is only the mtness to.
its bondage. The strength of passion is only a
strength, an_activity that is produced by passivity, and
which, like the increased power produced by wine, is in
reality a sign of weakness. Spinoza’s conclusion there-
1 Eth. iii., general def. of Emotion.




' T

264 Spinoze.

fore is, that neither in mind nor body, neither as a
mode of thought nor as a mode of extension, can
the individual man be the free cause of his own ac-
tions, that “in the mind there is no free will,”! and
that if men think themselves free, it is only because
“they are conscious of their volitions and desires, and
never dream of the causes which have disposed them so
to will and desire.”# ¢1t is impossible,” says he, ¢ that
man should not be a part of nature; . . . hence it
follows that he is necessarily always in subjection to
passmns, that he follows and obeys the general order of
ature, and that he accommodates himself thereto as the
nature of things requires.”® ¢I have explained,” he
writes, at the conclusion of his account of the emotions,
“the principal emotions and changes of mind which
arise from the combination of the three primary emo- ’
tions, desire, pleasure, and pain. It is evident from this :
that we_are in many ways driven about by exfernal &
causes, and like the waves of the sea drlven y contend- i

@

fing winds, we are swayed hlther and tluther, uncon-
scious of the issue and _of our gl_ejggy =

" "Such, then, is § Spmoza s account of the state of bond-
age from whiech man’s moral history starts. That it is
-not a complete or exhaustive account of human nature,
but only of its first or lowest stage, he himself expressly
tells us. It is only the diagnosis of the disease which
is necessary in order to the understanding of the cure.
“Tt is necessary to know the infirmity of our nature”—
its impotence, that is, under the sway of the passions—
““before we can determine what reason can do to liberate

<1 Bth. i, 48. » 2 Eth. i., App.
3 Eth iv. 4 and cor. 4 Eth. iii. 59, schol.
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~

us from their control”* But before passing to what he
has to say of “the course that is prescribed to us by
reason,” we © may pause 1 for a moment o consider whether
his descrlptmg of vvha.t he calls:‘_@_g‘ql&ggmtence of hu
mm nature ” is self-cons1stent and whether that imp
tence has not been so defined as to place it beyond th
reach of remedy. In other words, we may inquire, i
the first place, whether the conception of a consciou
being under a law of cauéaflzﬂ i the same sense as.glf
modlﬁcatwn of mattér, is a possﬂ)le conception ; and\
secondly, whether, if concelvable, it can be made a basi§

for anything higher. Is such a_ state of hondage. yos}

sxble for a con,solous subject * If ggssfble, can he ever

1. The bondage of man, as we have seen, is or arises
- from that conditioned or determined nature which per-
tains to all individual finite things. It is common to
body and mind—to man as a mode of extension, and to
man as a mode of thought. In both points of view he
is determined by what is external to his own being;
the mind is a link in the series of ideas in the same _
ku in the series of material i %,./ :
causes and effects. The former is no more the author ‘g/J

its own desires and volitions than the latter of its own -
affections of motion and rest. Doth are under a law
_of external, mechanical causation. Mind is simply “a
sw n.” The order and connection of
thoughts is the same as the order and connection of
things. But unless the two processes are absolutely
identical—in which case the distinction between thought
and extension would be a distinction without a difference

1 Eth. iv. 17, schoL
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~—can we attach any meaning to the conception of an

idea externally operated on by another : idea, or of a mind

[P

i externally acted on by its passions, as one material thing

or body by another? Ideas, Spinoza himself tells wus,
‘‘are not mere images formed in us by contact with ex-
ternal bodies like lifeless pictures on a panel.” We can
think one body or mode of extension as lying outside of
and acting on another; but can we conceive of the pro-
cess as exactly reflected or paralleled in the relation of
the idea of one body to that of another? We can, of
course, think or have an idea of mechanical causation,
but the idea of a mechanical effect is not mechanically
determined by the idea of a mechanical cause. A. passion
is “a confused idea, by the presence of which the mind
is determined to think one thing rather than another.”
A passion, that is to say, is “present to the mind,” and
then, by its operation on the mind, thoughts and desires

-spring up therein. But a passion, a feeling of pleasure

or pain, cannot be first present to the mind in the sense
of being externally in contact with it, and then begin to
operate upon it. Being present to the mind means that
the mind is conscious of it, that it is already, in a sense,
in the mind, and therefore the subsequent mental changes

—thoughts, desires, volitions—are not the result of a

melely external causation. The change in the mind is

deiezngmed by the passxon, as_one _gthal evg___ls
deterrmned by a cond1ti3hxf-‘6.f wh1ch 11; is 1tse1f the
source. The earliest or lowest stage at which we can

date the beginning of man’s mental history is one in

which he is not “a part of nature,” in the sense of being-

subjected to appetites, impulses, passions which are out-

IR
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side of the nature that is to be determined by them. It
may, indeed, be possible to conceive of a lower stage than
this—of sensitive creatures that are under the control of
i blind impulse, and therefore absolutely determined from
? without. But if the lower animals be such creatures,
3! self-conscious beings from the very outset of their com-
scious life belong to a different order. If there is a
stage at which man can be regarded as a being of merely
animal impulses and passions, so long as it lasts his
moral history has not begun. A conscious impulse i
ngb the same as a merely natural or ammal impulse;
The infusion of the element of consciousness change
its nature. In becoming a mofive of human action,
a;}_vgppetite or passion undergoes a radical transforma-
ggg It is no longer an external motor acting on the
’ mmd it_ha has already been taken out of the sphere _ oﬁ
extemahty, and in its character of motor become a
m a sense, of the mind’s own creation. In so
far, therefore, as the passions are natural forces, a.nd
man _can be Tegarded as a part of nature under thg
bondage of external causation, he is not yet a think-
ing, conscious being; and the moment you conceiv
of him as such, it ceases fo be possible for you to
account for his actions by a law of external causation
—an element of self- determmatlon _enters _info_ all
that determines_ him. Unmotived volition and action
{5Todeed an absurd and impossible notion, but
absurd is that of a comscious being im
 purely external causes. “Human bondage,” theref
in Spinoza’s sense of the m not thinka bl
and could only be made to seem ’shmkable 'by a
false separatxo;:~ between motlvw any ition — be-

e
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tween passions acting on the mind, and the mind on
which they act. ’ '
2. It may be urged as a further objection to Spinoza’s
doctrine, that if man were under such a bondage he could
never escape from it. Spinoza proceeds to show how
reason liberates man from the slavery of passion and
elevates him into participation in the freedom and bless-
edness of God. DBut his conception of human freedom,
e in itself, is not legitimately reached. His
not the man with whom he started, and
it is only by an unconscious modification of his original
conception that he contrives to rear upon it his doctrine of
freedom. To make freedom a possible attainment, there

“must be some germ of it to begin with. Imaomatmn

may picture to 1tse1f the transformation of a stone or plant
or animal into a rational nature, but for thought there
can be no such transformation. The stone or organism
does not become a man, but the idea of the former is
dropped and that of the latter substituted for it. In the

- same way Spinoza’s bondsman may be represented as

becoming a free man; but from his definition of the
former the transformation is for imagination only, not
for thought. If the agencies that constitute nature or
the system of being lie outside of the individual mind,
and dominate it from without, they can never cease to do

so. Mind can only become free in the presence of what
Jis external to it, by supposing it from the outset capable
iof finding itself therein—that is, by supposing in it that
‘which has virtually annulled the externality. Limiting

‘conditions can never cease to limit a nature that is not
from' the first potentially beyond the limits. A slave
could never hecome a free citizen of the State unless he
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were capable of finding himself in the constitution and
laws of the State. If animal passions rule man from
without, an_animal he must remain. ‘Reason indeed
may, as Spinoza shows s, attain the supremacy in man’s
life; but it is only because man is from the beginning
something different from the being of whom Spinoza:
speaks, for only that being which, in some sense, creates’
the forces that act on it, can have in it the latent capa-;
city to control them. It 1s, in short, the presence in’
mind of something which 1s not suBJect to the boundage
of externality, that constitutes the fulcrum by which its
freedom can be achleved

s

TRANSITION FROM BONDAGE TO FREEDOM.

Spinoza’s conception of human bondage is, as we have
seen, self-contradictory. A being who is subject to a
law of purely external causation is incapable of fleedom,
and therefore incapable of bondage. To be a part of
nature would be no bondage to man if he could be a part
of it. The very term “bondage” implies that essentially
and from the Tirst he is_ som’thmcr g more. “One mode of ,
Wie 2RO bTE
matter is not in bondage“ﬁo another a’physical effect is
not in bondage to its cause; to be so related is simply
the expression of its very nature. Subjection to th
as innocent as an ammal it like the animal he were blind
ly determined by his appetites. Spinoza’s “bondage,”
as interpreted by the proof he gives of if, is simply
modality or finitude, and it applies to man as a mode of
thought precisely as it applies to him as a mode of ex-
tension. It implies no more reaction in the individual
mind than in a stone, against the determining power of
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.the infinite series of external causes. Bu, in order to
{lend to “bondage” the deeper signification which the
term implies, and to make it the basis of a theory of

freedom, Spinoza unconsciously shifts the definition of -

ithe subject of bondage. Whatul.lzg wants in mind is a
%self which can be the source of its own activity, and
which, in so far as it is not so, is in andaGe Man
must be something more than an individual in a world
of individuals, a largel universal nature must be ascribed

o him, if the Jimits of 111d1v1duahty are to be dealt with

$ 1_1”1;1(11(_11_10@5‘_1}0 freedom. A life controlled by passion

an be stamped as “impotence,” only if reason be

ssumed to be the essence, and a rational life the proper
tlestiny of the being so controlled. To make this assump-
tion possible, Spinoza changes and deepens the signifi-
cance of that which constitutes the essence of mind.
lf}wlgzglgmt@migggjmpulse in mind, which is identical
with its essence, in order to be “infinitely surpassed ” by
that of all other finite natures, is at first nothing morve
and deeper in the former than in the latter. As en-
dowed with it, the individual mind is, at most, only
quantitatively distinguished from the infinite multipli-
“city of other individuals, one force amidst the infinitude
of forces, to which it necessarily succumbs. But to
make it at once capable of the bondage of nature and of
ising above it, it has to be invested with the functions
and to play the part of a self-conscious, self-determining
‘ubgggt Tts essence is understanding or reasom, its

dequate ideas—that knowledge which, as we have seen,
is not inert or merely theoretical knowledge, but know-

ledge which is instinct with the activimw; and

sential function is knowledge or the capacity of -

o e
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the goal of which is “the consciousness of the mind’s
own perfect activity combined with the idea of God.”

“The effort of self-maintenance,” Spinoza writes! “is
nothing but the essence of a thing itself, . . . its power of
doing those things which follow necessarily from its nature.
But the essence of reason isnothing but our mind in so far as |
it clearly and distifictly understands. . . . The effort of the!
mind by which it endeavours to persevere in its own being
is nothing else than understanding, and this effort at under-
standing is the first and sole basis of virtue,”—the source,
that is, of its moral and spiritual life. “The essence of the
mind consists in knowledge, which involves the knowledge
of God, and without it, it can neither be nor be conceived.”2
“Man acts absolutely according to the laws of his own nature
when he lives under the guidance of reason.”? “To act
rationally is nothing else than to do those things which follow
from the necessity of our own nature considered in itself'
alone.”* “We know assuredly nothing to be good save
what helps, nothing to be evil save what hinders, under-
standing.” 8

By this tacit modification of the definition of mind,
Spinoza, as we have said, infuses into it that element of =~
self-determination which makes it a possible subject of
bon&?we and of a _of a process of emanc jatlon fro M&

(1) As to the former: human bondage, instead of
being merely another name for finitude, or the deter-
mination of a single mode by the infinite series of ex-
ternal modes, becomes now the subjection of reason or
of a being essentlalllratlona.l to the irrational. It is no
Tonger s1mp1v the relation of ome “part of nature” to

1 Eth. iv. 26, dem. 2 Ibid., 37, dem. -
3 Eth. iv. 85, cor. 1. 4 Eth. iv. 59, dem.
5 Eth, iv. 27,
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the whole, but it is the subjection of the spiritual to the
natural. Reason or intelligence is essentially active, a

ational nature has in it the spring of perpetual activity.
"It is of its very essence to realise itself, to be the ade-
quate cause of its own thoughts and volitions, to make
its whole experience the expression of its own essence;
and as pain and all painful emotions are the indications
of restrained or diminished power, it is the characteristic
of a rational nature to be a stranger to pain, to revel, so
to speak, in the unbroken consciousness of its own
energy. But, through the medium of the p% a
&iorewn element _gains access to the mind, ideas intrude
h‘pon it Whlch arc no longer its own cLeatmn but which
teflect the mvoluntzuy affectlons of ‘the body by the
fzxtemal world. A host of desires and emotions arise
in it of which it is not itself the source; ; the presence
of pain, and of emotions coloured by pain, betrays its
repressed activity; and even its pleasurable or joyous
emotions, and the sense of power that accompanies them,
are not of legitimate origin, but, being due to external
stimulus, are the sign of the mind’s weakness, not of its
strength.  Again, it is of the very essence of a rational
nature, not only to determine itself, but to determine
itself by uniform and 111@11121“2 principles of action.
“ Whatever the mind conceives under the guidance of
reason, it conceives uuder the same form of eternity or
necessity, and it is affected by it with the same certi-
tude ”!—.e., independently of all variable conditions or
of the accidents of time and place. The good which i
its satisfaction is an absolute good, a w111c]1 cannob
be diminished by distance or lapse of time, and which

1 Eth, iv. 62, dem.
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is the same for all minds. But it is of the very nature
of the passions to introduce into the mind an element of
fitfulness and caprice, and to determine our actions by a
good which is contingent and fluctuating. Pleasure and '
Eam reflecting as they do the affections of “the body,A
vary with individual temperament, with the a,ccldentalj
and ever-changing relations of the individual to outward !
things, with the nearness or distance in time and space
of the objects that affect us. Hence the inroad on the]
mind of a whole brood of emotlons—of desue and aver-;
siom, hope and fear, pride and hunnllty timidity and|
daring, exultatlon and remorse, &e.—which disturb 1bs
eggg,mmy;y and render it the slave of accident and irra-|
tionality. Hence, too, the tyranny of Warn_l;g_p_@ssms,s
and the disturbance of that harmony and repose which
constitute the atmosphere of reason. For whilst the
objects of reason are the same for all minds, and they
who seek them seek a good which is common to all,
which can never be diminished by the multiplicity of
participants, and which each individual must desire that
others should seek;! on the other hand, pleasure and
pain, from which the passions spring, are in their nature
purely individual. Not only do their objects affect dif-
ferent men in an infinite variety of ways, so that what
one desires and loves, another may hate and shun, but
their appropriation by one implies the loss of them to
all besides. Envy, jealousy, anger, hatred, all the malign
passions, beset those who make pleasure their good. In
these and other ways Spinoza shows that the passions,
as the word indicates, imply the passivity or bondage of

man’s true nature. The essence of the mind is reason,

1Eth. iv. 18, 36, 37.
P.—XIL 8
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the autonomy of reason its freedom ; but in so far as the

-mind is under the control of passion, our actions “no

longer follow from the laws of our own nature, but are
determined by what is alien to it.” To let passion rule
is a kind of smcule, for a suicide is one “who is over-
come by external causes, and those which are contrary
to his own nature.”! On the other hand, ‘“man is free
in_so far as he is led by rcason, for then ouly is he
determined to act by causes which can be adequately
understood by his own nature alone.”? “We see thus
the difference between a man who is led solely by emo-
tion or opinion and a man who is led by reason. The
former, whether he will or no, does those things of
which he is utterly ignorant; the latter does those things
only which he knows to be of the highest importance in
life, and which therefore he desives above all. There-
fore I call the former a slave, the latter a free man.” 3
(2.) The conception of human bondage which Spinoza
has now reached supplies him with a basis for his doc-
trme of freedom, and indicates the process by Wh1_ch the
tran _¢§,1,t10n from bond'we to freedom 1s mediated.  So
long as bonda(re is 1dent1cal with ~determination or
finitude, freedom is impossible, or possible only by the
annulling of the very existence of the being to whom it
pertains. But if the freedom of man be conceived, not
as indetermination but as determination by the laws of
his own nature, the possibility thereof resolves itself
into the question whether that nature can rise above the
external influences Whlc}%lommate it. As the lowest
stage of knowledge is that of imagination or inadequate
ideas, so_the lowest stage of the moral life is that of

‘1 Bgh, iv. 20, schol. 2 Tract. Pol., cap. ii. 11, 3 Eth. iv. 66, schol,
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bondage to | the _passions, which are, if not simply an-

other form of madequate ideas, necessarily generated by
them. Can we rise from this state; and if so, how?

Is freedom possible ; and if possible, what is the process
by which. it is achieved ¢
As to the first of these questions, it may be said that
the answer is involved in the doctrine that the activity
of reason is essentially pleasurable, and that pain belongs
only to the passions. The pain of bondace is the pr ’
- hecy. of freedom. Pain, “in other words, is the con|
Ec’;_lcgl,s,_@ss,gf limitation or 1epressed activity, and_the
‘mind that is conscious of its limits is @g@dy\xma,ll
I_%_h,em, If man could be perfectly happy unde
thHe"dominion of passion, his moral condition would be
hopeless. The fact that in the lowest stage of selfish
indulgence there is an element of unrest is the witness
] to the presence in man of a nature greater than his pas-
sions, and capable of rising above them.

] But granting the possibility of freedom, how is it it to
i be attained? In the conflict of passion what are the
' Weapons Weapons at the command of reason? In answer to this |
question, Spinoza enumerates what he ferms “the
A remedies of the emotions, or what the mind, considered

in iteelf alone, can do against them.”! The more im-
porta.nt of these “remedies ” we shall bneﬂy consider.

“The mind’s power over the emotions consists,

ﬁxst, in the actual knowledge of the emotions.” The
knowledge of passion destroys passion. ‘“An emotion

) which is a passion ceases toffbe a passion as soon as we

1. form a clear and distinct idea of it.”2 Spinoza’s proof

of this proposition is in substance this—that a passion

1 Bth. v. 20, schol. 2 Eth. v. 3.

\

T
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is, or rests on, “a confused idea,” and that forming a ]
_ clear and distinct idea of it is equivalent to the vanish-
ing of the confusion. Error is extinguished, and its
power over the mind ceases when we know it as error.
Moreover, a passion is a confused idea “of an affection
of the body.” DBut there is no affection of the body of
which we cannot form a clear and distinet idea. We
can rise above the confusion of ordinary knowledge to
the clear intelligence of reason. When, therefore, we
think a passion, what remains of 1t is not the passion
1tse1f but the true idea of it, or that is involved in it.
Tt is thus transferred from the sphere of our passivily to
that of our activity. Reason not only masters passion,
but receives a fresh accession of power; it not only de-
i tects the illusion, but becomes possessed of the truth
that underlies it, so that what we sought blindly from
passmn we now seek intelligently or from rational !
imofives.

Stripped of its techmcal form, the drift of Spinoza’s
argument seems to be this: When it is asserted that
by the knowledge of our pa,ssmns we gain the mastery
over them, or ¢ that every one has the power clearly and
distinctly to understand himself and his emotions, and
therefore, if not absolutely, yet in part, of bringing it
about that he should not be subject to them,”? it is
obviously g&mea.nt that to have a theoretical know-
edge of passion is to be exempt from its control, V\L}ggh
would be as absurd as to say that the diagnosis of a
diseass 1s equivalent to its s gare. Nor, again, is Spinoza’s
doctrine simply the commonplace maxim, that as an
enemy we know is comparatively harmless, so by study-

1 Eth. v. 4, schol.
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ing our passions we learn how to be on our guard
against them. DButwhat ; he means is, that when we gain]
the point of view of true Lnowledn'e passion loses its hold
overus. As in the intellectual sphere the aspect of the
world as it is for imagination, in which all things are
regarded from a purely individual standpoint, is of]
necessity annulled when we rise to the higher stand-
point of reason, in which all things are discerned i
their universal and necessary relations, —so, in the
ethical sphere, the attitude of purely individual feeling,
in-which things are good or evil only as they contrlbutc,
to the satisfaction of our appetites and passions, vanishe
away when we rise to that higher attitude in which we
identify ourselves with the universal interests, and lookt
on our particular pleasures and pains in the light of tha
universal orvder of which we are but an insignificant
part. So viewed, our particular satisfactions lose their
decept;ive»_imi)ormnce. They become no more to us, or
to reason in us, than those of other individuals, and
infinitely less than the interests of that umiverse of
being to which we and they belong. Thus, regarded
from the point of view of reason, the passions cease to
exist for us except in so far as they are functions of
the universal, or forms under which reason itself is
realised.

These considerations explain to us also the sequel of
Spinoza’s argument, in which he maintains that in th
Lnom ing our passions we transform them into elements

the mind’s activity. ¢ To all actions,” he writes, “ to
whlcE we are determined by passion, we can be deter-

mined without passion by reason.”* « Every‘ desire,” it
1 Eth. iv. 59.
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is added, “which springs from an emotion wherein the
mind is passive, would become useless if men were guided
by reason.”! And again: “ All appetites or desires are
passions only in so far as they spring from inadequate
ideas, and the same results are ranked as virtues when
they are aroused or generated by adequate ideas. For
all desires by which we are determined to any action
may arise as well from adequate as from inadequate
'ideas,” 2 There is, in other w01ds, a ratlonal meaning or
end underlymg the _passions, and what we seek blindly
under the influence of passion we may seek deliberately
under the guidance of reason. When we know or form
an adequate idea of a passion, we discern this under-
lying end, and make it an object of conscious deliberate
pursuit.  “We must endeavour to acquire as far as
possible a clear and distinct idea of every emotion, in
order that the mind may be thus, through emotion,
determined to think of those things which it clearly and
distinctly perceives and in which it fully acquiesces, and
thus that the emotion itself may be separated from the
thought of an external cause and connected with true

thoughts ; whence it will come to pass, not only that .

love, hatred, &c., will be destroyed, but also that
appetites and desires which usually arise from such
emotions will become incapable of excess.”® Even the
lowest appetites are capable of being thus transferred
from the sphere of passion to that of reason, from the
passive to the active side of our nature. The wise or

free man is no longer impelled by hunger or lust, but

| by the rational endeavour after that to which these
appetites point— the preservation and continuance of
1 Eih. iv. 59, schol. 2 Eth. v. 4, schol. 3 Ibid.
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the life of the individual and the race. Ambition and
kindred passions are based on the desire “that other
men should live after our fashion ;” but this is only an
irrational aim when it is the chctate of blind, selfish
impulse ; in a nature that is elevated to the universalityj

of reason it becomes simply the endeavour that all men§
should lead a rational life. Animal courage or daring
purged of its impulsive character, becomes that wise
presence of mind which may express itself as much in
evading danger as in facing and overcoming it.! Even
those emotions, such as pity or compassion, which we
are wont to regard as good and praiseworthy, are, con-
sidered merely as emotions, bad and hurtful ;2 but reason|
or the rational man extracts the valuable element ini
them, and instead of being impulsively moved by the!
calamities and tears of the wretched, seeks on rational
grounds to ameliorate their condition.? Thus, in general,

the knowledge of passion annihilates passion, and _sub-
stitutes for it the calm and deliberate activity of 1 of reason.

A perfectly wise man would be absolutely passmnless,
and therefore absolutely free. He “would hate no man,

envy no man, be angry with no man,” and for the same
reason, would love and pity no man, do nothing at the
mere dictate of feeling, but would order his life from
purely rational motives for the general good.*

2. As another and kindred *remedy for the passions,”
or means of attaining freedom, Spinoza points out that
“the mind can bring it about that all bodily affections
or images of things should be referred,” («) to “the
common properties of things or deductions therefrom,”

1 Eth. iv. 69. 2 Eth. iv. 50,
3 Tbid., dem. 4 Eth. iv. 73, dem. and schol.
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or (b) to “the idea of God.”* This “remedy for the
passions ” is only the converse or correlate of that which
we have just considered. Thought or reason transforms
the object as well as the subject o_f‘_pmsmn When I
think or, know myself the passion vanishes; when I
think or know the world, it ceases to be that world
which appeals to passion. The latter result is, indeed,
already involved in the former. Even from Spinoza’s
peculiar point of view, thought and its outward object
stand or fall with each other. The world, as it was for
inadequate thought, no longer exists for that which has
become adequate ; thought cannot rise from the indi-
vidual to the universal without implying a parallel ele-
vation in the extended world which is its object.

But though the one transformation implies the other,
[\1i’u is possible, following our author, to consider them
separately. The dominion of passion may he conceived
of as the dommlon of the world and the things of the
world_over_a nature larger than themselves—-—of the
world as it is for sense and lmaormamon over a nature
the essence of which is reason, of the things of the
world in their fictitious reality and independence
over a nature the essence of which is the idea or self-
affirmation of God. The “bondage,” on that supposi-
tlon, would be that of an infinite nature imprisoned.in
the finite, of a being whose essence is light, harmony,
eternal order and unity, in a world of darkness and dis-
cordancy. The deliverance from this bondage is that
“ remedy for the passions” to which Spinoza here points.
Annihilate the world, and the passions which were re-
lated to it die a natural death. But the world on which

1 Eth. v. 14 and 12.

R
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passion fed has no real existence. Nothing really is as

to imagination it seemed to be. The individual things
to which the affections of the body were referred, and

which, through these affections, became the objects of .

desire and aversion, love and hate, are purely.illusory.

The body and its affections, and all bodies which affect s

it, are nothing save as determined by universal relations
of cause and effect, which link the whole order or sys-

tem of things into ome vast unity. The mind that is

the prey of the passions is wasting itself on a vain,

show, fastening on that as real and permanent which is

fugitive and evanescent. Thoucrht or reason dissolves :

t}}? show, and with 1174_?}_19_ passmns to which it gave
@ Passxon, ao'am in its fluetuation and - va.na.ble~
ness, is based on relations to a world which is the scene
of arbitrariness and accident. But there is no such
world. The “common properties,” the universal laws,

of things determine their relations by an absolute neces-

sity, and when we “refer the affections of the body” to

these, when the world puts off the mask of change and
contingency, and the presence of eternal order and ne-
cessity confronts us, the restless alternations of satiety
and discontent vanish with the illusory world they re-
flected. “If we remove a disturbance of the mind or
an emotion from the thought of an external cause, and
connect it with other thoughts, tlien will love or hatred
towards the external cause, and also the fluctuations
of the mind which arise from these emotions, be de-
stroyed.”! But further, in the real world which sup-
plants the illusory world of imagination, there is some-
thing deeper even than the “common properties” which
‘ 1 Eth v. 2



282 Spinoze.

reason, discerns. Thought, even when it has grasped
the universal principles or laws which bind all finite
things- in the bonds of an unchangeable necessity, falls
short of apprehending their deepest meaning. “The
mind can bring it about that all bodily affections and
images of things should be referred to the idea of God.”?!
It is possible, as we have seen, for thought to rise to a
puint of view from which the world is contemplated,
not merely as a system of things conditioning and con-
ditioned by each other, but as_a system in_which all
things are seen in the light of that ahsolute umty of
Whmh they are only the mﬁmtely varied expression.
}lhe true ¢ existence of things” is that which is ascribed
to them because of this, that from the eternal necessity
of the nature of God an infinity of things follows in
infinite ways.”? The system of the world, in other
words, contains an element of unresolved diversity till
the particular existence of things, and their mediating
link of causation, are no longer independent, and by the
glance of immediate *intellectual intuition” we can, so
to speak, see the whole at once—all d1vers1tx in_unity,
all jthmg things, all obJects of thoucrht as expressi _,Qns

emotion is most vivid and powerful which is referred to a
present rather than an absent object, or to a greater rather
than a lesser number of objects, or to objects that most
frequently recur; and an emofion possessing all these

1 Eth. v. 14. 2 Eth. ii. 45, schol.
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characteristics would prevail over every other. But iff
there be one object or idea which is ever present and
incapable of being excluded by any other, which all
things and thoughts suggest, and from which everything
else derives its significance and reality—then must that
idea, and the emotion to which it gives rise, dominate
every other in the mind in which it dwells. Now, justf-
such is the idea of God, It is the idea to which it isl‘
possible for the mind “to refer all bodily affections or
images of things,” and in the mind which has achieved
this result, to which all things speak of God, or are seen
only as they exist in God, all passions that relate only
to things finite and transient are quelled, and every othe
emotion is absorbed in that Iintellectual love” w

only another zfpgct of “the mtummedwe ofw,qg
Finally, whilst every other emotion limits the mind
activity, this is the expression of its highest freedom
For whilst all passion “springs from pleasure or pain
accompanied with the idea of an external cause,” thi
emotion sprmgs from a cause which is no longer outw.
or : forelo'n to the m mind, b_}_xj:_is its_own inmost essence,

gence. For the mind, the essence of which is that selff’
affirming impulse which is in reality the self-affirmation::
of God in it, and for which the world is a world i
which all things are seen in God, or awaken the though
and love of God, subjection to what is external ceases
every object it contemplates, everything that stirs th
fount of feeling, only contributes to its own purest activ:
ity. The mind that is one with God is free of a upi
verse in which Tiself and all things live and move an

have their being in God.
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In rpviewing this theory of the transition from hondage
to freedom, it may be pointed out that its main defect
seems to lie in the abstract ideal of man’s highest life on
which it is based. Freedom is pure self-affirmation or
self-activity, all passion is negation of that activity. The
ideal, therefore, of the moral life is that of an absolutely
passionless life. The “life according to reason” is that
in which the agent is determined by reason without
passion.” Reason and passion cannot coexist. Where
emotion is contrary to reason, it is moxious; where it
coincides with reason, it is useless: in either case, it
is an invasion from without on that purely self-affirming
activity in which the mind’s freedom consists. The
triumph of reason is not the subjugation bub the ex-
tinction of passion. To think a passion is to Kill it.
Thought and passion are opposed as activity and pas-
sivity, and the positing of the former is equivalent to
the annulling of the latter. Further, it follows from
this that the free or rational life is one from which
pain or sorrow is absolutely excluded. Pain is the
indication of repressed activity; pleasure, in the sense
in which it is not of the nature of passion, of unimpeded
or expanding activity. Into the spiritual life, therefore,
no feeling of which pain or sorrow is an element can
enter ; and judged by this criterion, humility, penitence,
pity, compassion, and kindred emotions must be pro-
nounced to be evil.!

But it is to be remarked that a freedom which is thus
identified with passionless intelligence, or the pure self-
affirmation of reason apart from negation, is either an
mlpossxble notion, or a notion which is only a moment

t Eth. iv. 50, 53, 54.
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or factor in the true idea of freedom. It is true that the
affirmation of a self which is above and heyond the pas-
sions, though not in itself spiritual freedom, is a step in the
process towards it. It is of the very essence of a spiritual
nature to be conscious of a self which is more than any or
all particular desires and affections, which does not come
and 'go with the succession of feelings, but underneath
all their transiency and changefulness remains ever one
with itself, posits or affirms itself in opposition to their
negativity. But though this self-affirmation is an element "
of the process, it is onlv an_ elc_a;p_gpt A Burely self-
affirming mtelhnrence or, othérwise expressed, a rational
mll wluch has 1o materials of activity outside of 1tse1f
is a_mere a’f)stractmn It is a determmer Wlthout any-

the blank form of the moml hfe w1thout any filling on
cwy.te\ﬁw Reason can never realise itself merely by will{
ing to be rahonal it can only do so by willing partmuhr
m come under the form of rationality. Anc
this implies that the general principle or aim of reaso
can only fulfil itself through particular desires, impulses
passions, which have their own_ends or objects. A
intelligence feeding only on itself dies of inanition, or
rather, never begins to live. But whilst thus the ex-
tinction of passion would be the extinction of spirit-
nal life, or whilst an intelligence that could annihilate
passion would annihilate the very materials of its own
existence, yet, on the other hand, the passions, in so far
as they remain an element of the spiritual life, do not
remain unchanged. Reason, if if does not annul, trans-
mutes them. In the moral strife the conquest is not that

i ays his enemies, but who makes them
of a victor who ’s/h’_”_ es,
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is ogn thralls. Or rather it is more than that; for in
B conflict with the pas%mns reason achieves 1ts own
reedom by infusing into them its own rationality. It
jealises itself by elevating the mnatural impulses and
fdesires into its own univérsality. As the touch of art
glorifies matter, transmutes stones and pigments into the

hem, suffuses them with its own power and energy,—so
he impulses and passions of the natural self are but the
gaw material wlnch the spmtual self transforms into the
Qrorans of its own hfe The free man, the man who has
entered into the universal life of reason, is still a creature
?f flesh and blood ; he hungers and thirsts, he is no
nger to ordinary appetites and impulses, or to those
wider passions which animate the most unspiritual
tures. But in living, not for his individual pleasure,
ut for the higher ends of the spirit, the passions, whether
s the mere organic basis of the spiritual life, or as con-
t;:olled and denied for the sake of it, or as used up as its
r§sources become, to the spirit, instinct with its own
and freedom.

%eauty and splendour of the ideal; or as organic life, |
hilst it takes up inorganic materials into itself, leaves |
hem not unchanged, but assimilates and transforms :



CHAPTER XVL
IMMORTALITY AND THE BLESSED LIFE.

Spivoza’s octrine of immortality is, in one point of
view, only another form of his doctrine of freedom. It
is the passions or passive emotions which hinder the
mind’s inherent activity and subject it to the control of
a foreign element. But so long as the body exists, the
passions must more or less limit the autonomy of reason.
For the passions correspond to and reflect the affections
which the body receives from external bodies ; or, other-
wise expressed, they are due to the illusory influence of
the imagination, which contemplates outward objects in
their accidental relations to the body and gives to them a
false substantiality and independence. A passion is “a
confused idea by which the mind affirms greater or less
power of i¢s body than before, and by the presence of which
it is determined to think one thing rather thah another.”
¢ Whatsoever hinders the power or activity of the body,
the idea of that thing hinders that of the mind.”?!
‘Whilst, therefore, the body endures, we must be more or
less the slaves of imagination and passion. If the mind
were wholly imagination it would perish with the body
1 Eth. #i. 11.

®
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and ifs affections. The illusory world and the ideas
that reflect it would vanish together. DBut, as we have
just seen, there is that in the mind which enables it to
rise above the slavery of passion, to emancipate itself
from the illusions that are generated by ideas of bodily
affections. The true essence of mind is reason, which
sees things, not under the fictitious limits of time, but
nder the form of eternity and in their immanent rela-
ion to the idea of God. It is this essence of the mind
vhich constitutes what Spinoza calls its * better part,”
and in which lies the secret at once of its freedom and its
immortality. It makes man free, for it raises him above
the desires that are related to the accidental and transient,
and brings him under the dominion of that ¢intellec-
tual love” which is the expression of his own deepest
§Fhature It makes man immortal, for, having no relation
i to the body and it aﬁ‘ectlons, 1t has‘ in it nothing that
ilean be affected” 'by the destruetion of the body. “There
{§is nothIng in nature thab is contrary to this intellectual
"love or can take it away.”’! Tt is possible for the
human mind to be of such a nature that that in it which
we have shown to perish with the body is of little im-
portance in comparison with that in it which endures.” 2
“The eternal part of the mind is the understanding,
through which alone we are said to act ; the part which
we have "Shown to perish is the imagination, through
which alone we are said to be passive.”$
There is, however, another and very peculiar aspect
of Spmozas doctrine of unmortahty which remains to
be explamed We natu_rally “ask hoxm such survival
of the mind after the destruction of the body as is hel:‘e
1 Eth. v. 37. 2 Eth. v. 38, schol. 3 Bth. v. 40, cor.
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11}alnta1ned is consistent with the fundamental dectrine
of’;uﬁhe “uniform’ parallelism of thought and extension, or
with the principle that to all that takes place in the
human mind as a mode of thought there must be some-

thing corresponding in the human body as a mode of

extension. Spinoza’s answer to this question turns on the - -

distinetion which, accordmcy to him, obtains between the!
“ essence ” and the “actual existence ” of the ‘body. The;
mind’s survival does not leave us with something in the
sphere of thought to which nothing in the sphere of ex-
tension corresponds. For though the particular mode of
extension which we designate this actually existing body,
or the body “in so far as it is explained by duration and
can be defined by time,” ceases to exist, there is never-
theless an ““essence” of the body which can only be
conceived through the essence of God or under the
form of eternity, and which therefore endures when
everyﬂnng corporeal of which we can speak in terms of
time passes away. ¢ God,” says Spinoza, “is the cause
not only of the existence of this or that human body,
but also of its essence.” ! * There is necessarily in God
(and therefore in the human mind) an idea which ex-
presses the essence of the human body.”? Tt would
therefore appear that not only the mind, but the body

survives death. The para.llehsm of thought and
extensmn is mot affected by the destruction of the actually |,
existing body. In both there is something that passes
away, in both somm that remains. If that particu-
Tar mode of extension which we call the actually exist-
ing body passes away, so also does that mode of thought
which constitutes the idea of the actually existing body.

1 Eth. v. 22, dem. 2 Eth. v. 23, dem.
P.—XIIL - T
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iOn the other hand, if the immortal element in mind

'is the reason, which contemplates all things under the -

foun of eternity, in like manner the immortal element in
"the body is that «essence of the body” which is the
. obJect of reason. The “ form of eternity ” belongs alike
- to_the essence of the body and to the essence of the
mmd
1. In criticising this theory, it may be remarked that
in such phrases as “the duration of the mind withoust
relation to the body,” “the mind does not imagine, &e.,
save while the body endures,” Spinoza employs language
which, as addressed to the ordinary ear, is misleading,
inasmuch as it suggests the notion of an incorporeal im-
smortality, a survival of the purely spiritual element of
{ man’s nature 1 when the material element has passed away.
¢ Such phraseology perhaps betra.ys an unconscious con-
cession to the popular conception of the material as the
grosser, the mental as the nobler element, and of immor-
tality as the emancipation of the spirit from the bondage
of matter. In any case, such language is obvigusly
inconsistent with Spinoza’s doctrine as above explained.

7 Spmoza knows nothing of the false spiritualism which

recoils from the supposed grossness or “pravity” of
matter. To him, on the contrary, matter is as divine
as mind, modes of matter are as much the expression of
God as modes of mind. On his principles it would be
.equally true and equally false to say that the body sur-
vives the mind, and to say that the mind survives the
body. To each he aseribes an “essence” which is.dis-
tinet from its ““actual existence”; and if the essence of
the mind survives the body regarded as a particular,
fransient modification of matter, the essence of the body
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survives the mind regarded as the idea of that mgdifica-
tion, or the particular modification of thought which
corresponds to it.

2. It is a more important criticism of Spinoza’s doe-
trine that it ascribes to death or the destruction of the ,
body what is really due to reason, as the destroyer of
the illusions of imagination. The triumph of mind is
not the destruction of the body, but the destruction of a
false view of it. It is not achieved by the cessation of
the body’s existence, but by the dissipation of the illu-
sory reality ascribed to it. The immortality which is
predicated of the mind is not continuity of existence
after death, but its capacity to rise above the category
of time and to see itself, the body and all things, under .
the form of eternity. To speak of this as something/
future, or as a capacity of living on after a certain date, |
or of swrviving a certain event, is simply to explain in'
terms of time that the very nature of which is to tran-
scend {nme. The immortality which is sanctioned byy
Spinoza 0za’s pnnclg.fes isnota guanhtahve but.a gualitative
endowm enj;—ngi;_ existence for indefinite time, but_the
qua.hty of bemg above time. Itisan mmortahty, there-
fore which may mﬁgd here and_ | now. In so far

we rise to the stags oI intuitive intelligence and intel-§ -

lectual love, we have an immediate expenen’c\é of it, we

world of imagination vanfTIes away “TAnd if we ask,
What is the relation of this eternal consciousness to the
life or death of the body? it might be answered that
the moral acceptance of death is the supreme act of
liberation. For the mind that sees things under the
form of eternity, the body, as a phenomenon in time,
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has algeady vanished, the disillusioning power of reason
has anticipated in a deeper way the physical disinte-
gration of death. Spinoza knows nothing of the Pla-
tonic notion of the corporeal state as an 1mpr1sonment
mul from which death liberates it. The mind
that knows God has alveady achieved its liberation, and
the eternity in which it dwells is neither hmdered nor
helped by the destruction of the body. According to
his own principles, therefore, it is an obvious inconsist-
ency in Spinoza to speak of a subjection of the mind to
imagination and passion “ so long as the body endures,”
or of the “destruction of the body” as contributing in
any measure to its emancipation. Egr the higher con-
sciousness of the mind, the body has been already de-
sf;_w_:_c_me,({~ and the oxfly emanmpa’ﬁxon of which the mind
is capable is one which reason, and not the destruction of
the body, has accomplished.

8. Spinoza’s doctrine implies a tacit ascription to the
mmd of a supeno ,y over the body which is mcqma.g.mnt

L
:
S‘,:

of mind and an essence of body which both alike tran-
scend the category of time, and are part of the eternal
nature of God. But whilst Spinoza’s conception of the

. nature of mind supplies a ground for its superiority to
" fime, its permanence through all change, he assigns no
'smxﬂa.r ground for the perpetuity of the body.” Modes
_-of thought are determined by other modes ; but besides
this, there is a reduplication of thought upon itself ; in
words, thought thinks itself. Modes of extension
by other modes, but there is no similar
yde of extension upon itself, nor, from
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the very nature of the thing, is any such retuen con-
ceivable. Now, though the conception of mind as not
only idea of the body, but as the idea of that idea, does
not amount to what is involved in the modern doctrine
of self-consciousness, yet in Spinoza’s speculations it
performs in some measure the functions which that
doctrine ascribes to the mind. As conscious of itself,g
mind contains in its very essence a principle of continu-~
ity, a unity which remains constant through all phenom-
enal changes. It can abstract from all determinations,
and ib is that to which all determinations are referred—
the living, indestructible point of centrality to which
the thoughts and feelings that compose our conscious
life are drawn back. But there is nothing approximat-
ing te this principle of self-centrality in Spinoza’s con-
ception of the body. “The human body is composed,”
he tells us' “of many individual parts of diverse
nature, each one of which is extremely complex,” and
“these individual parts of the body, and therefore the
body itself, are constantly being affected by external
bodies.” In all this diversity and change there is no
. principle of unity; the unity to which the body as a
composite thing is referred is not in itself, but in the
“jdea of the body,” or the mind that thinks it.

4. Spinoza’s conception of immortality, or of the eter:
nal element in mind, is, as we have seen, simply that o
a mind for which the illusion of fime has disappeared.
But to drop or eliminate an illusion is not to account for
it, or to explain its relation to our mental and spiritual
life. Spinoza points out as a fact that time as well as
figure, number, measure, are only illusory forms of ima-

1 Eth. iL., post. 1 and 3.

sl
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ginatioh, and that reason rises above them. But even
an illusion must be in some way grounded in the intel-
ligence that experiences it. It can be explaimed only
by tracing its origin, and by showing that it forms a
necessary stage in the development of the finite mind.
'Time, in other words, is not explained even as an illu-
gSlOIl, unless in the eternal there is shown to be a reason
ifor it ; nor is the eternal which rises above time to be
| understood unless the negation of time is shown to be
§contamed in it. If the aspect of things “ under the
‘form of eternity ” has no necessary relation to their
aspect as things in time, the latter is a mere excrescence
in the system, and for any reason that appears, might
have been omitted altogether. If thinking things under
the form of time is not a necessary stage in the process
towards true knowledge, there is no reason why the
mind should not have started at once from the point
of view in which nothing is illusory, and in which
eternal realities are immediately apprehended. Spinoza
contrasts reason and imagination, the point of view in
which things are regarded as independent realities, and
the point of view in which they are seen in the light of
the idea of God, or under the form of eternity. But he
‘makes no attempt to show the relation between the
-lower and the higher point of view. He simply pro-
. mounces the former to be false and illusory, and the
-latter to be an attitude of mind in which the former is
- pped or left behind. But ig there no wvay, it may be
in which.it can be shown that the determination
$ in fime, not merely empmcally precedes, but is
“presupposition of their determination under
mity? Is it not possible to discern that

B
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the rise from imaginative to rational knowledgesis not
an accident in the history of thought, but a necessary
step in the process by which a self-conscious intelli-
gence realises itself and its own inherent wealth? The
answer to this question may be said to be involved

the very nature of intelligence. The relation of im-
agination to reason is simply the relation, in modern

lia',;lal_"w“g“fl_;é?ge,’ of consciousness to self-consciousness. The
consciousness of self implies relation to objects which
are opposed to self, and yet which, as related to self,
form a necessary element of its life. It is only by the
presentation to itself of an external world—i.e, of a
world conceived of under the forms of externality—that
mind or intelligence can, by the relating or reclaiming of
that world to itself, become conscious of its own latent
content. Thought in other words, is not a restin,
1dent1ty, but a process, a life, of Whlch the _Ver;
essence is ceasele%s activity, or movement from unit
to difference and from ijlﬂ‘erence to unity. It is mo
by brooding on itself in some pure, supersensuou
sphere of untroubled spirituality, but by going fort]
into a_world that, in the first instance, is outside o
and foreign to itself, and of which the constituen
elements in their self-externality in space and succes-
sion in time, are the contradiction of its own inherent
unity, and then by the recognition of that world as not
really foreign or independent or discordant, but in its
real or essential nature related o and fmdmg its mean
1&g_§._nd umty in though_t——lt is by this

telligence ceases to be a lifeless abstraction, and becomes
a concrete reality. But if this be so, the differentia
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fing mgvement is presupposed in the integrating, the
world of imagination is no longer a mere illusion which
somehow the mind outlives, a dream from which it
awakes, but a necessary step in the life of spirit and
in its progress to higher things. Time is not a mere
subjective deception which passes away, but a form of

5obJecﬁlVli;y which it is of the very essence of spmt to

posit. and transcend It is only by the affirmation and
negation of time that we can_rise to the contemp}atmn
of i,h}_g«s under the form of etemlty The eternal life
is not that which abstracts from the temporal, but that
which confains while it annuls it.

5. The most important question as to Spinoza’s doc-
trine of immortality still remains, and that is the ques-
tion, not whether the individual mind can in any way
be said to survive the body, but whether in their
relation to God there can be said to be any real survival
of either. The view which we take of man’s nature

implies and must be based on a corresponding view
of the nature of God. Whatever independence we
ascribe to the finite involves as its correlate an idea
of the infinite which admits of and is the ground
of that independence. Does Spinoza’s idea of God
admit of and furnish a basis for his_doctrine of human
freedom and immortality? The peculiarity of the view
of man’s nature and destiny which we have now ex-
plained is that it is just at the point where the limit
between - the finite and infinite vanishes, and where
_indeed there is the strongest reassertion of the doctrine
thab the finite is and is conceived only through the in-
ﬁmte that instead of being suppressed or indistinguish-
ably ‘be&, the finite mind is represented as attain-
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ing the most complete individuality and activity.e “The *
eternal part of the 1mind is the understanding through *
which alone we are said to act, the part which we have*
shown to perish is the imagination through which only ~
we are said to be passive.”! The state which consti-
tutes the supreme or eternal destiny of man is not
simply that of absolute unity with God, but that in
which man attains to the conmsciousness of that unity,
and in which the distinction between itself and God is

not only not obliterated but intensified. “The mind as ”
eternal has a knowledge ‘of God which is necessarily”
adequate and is fitted to know all those things which®’
follow from this knowledge, . . . and the more potent -
any one becomes in this kind of knowledge, the more ~
completely is he conscious of himself and of God.”2?
Not only is it a state in which the mind has attained

the maximum of self-originated activity, and therefore

its highest individual perfection, but with the con-

sciousness of thx_s~ _comes also the highest joy or or blessed—
ness. For “ if joy consists in in the transttlon to a greater
perfectmn, assuredly blessedness must consist in the
mind being endowed with -perfection itself.”® “He+
who knows things by this kind of knowledge passes toy
the highest human perfection, and therefore is affected ®
by the highest joy, and that a joy which is accompanied *
by the idea of himself and of his own virtue.” * Finally,
all these elements of individual perfection—freedom,
activity, self - consciousness, self - determination — are
% summed up in that attitude of mind which Spinoza

designates integegtgg love,” which he defines as * joy

1 Eth. v. 40, cor. 2 Eth. v. 31, dem. and cor.
3 Eth. v. 33, schol. * 4 Eth. v. 27, dem.
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or delight accompanied by the idea of one’s self, and
therefore by the idea of God as its cause.” The per-
fection of human nature, in other words, is a state of
blessedness in which the consciousness of sel\ﬁsﬁg_qj;ﬂlg_st
in God, but actually based on the consciousness of God.

Can we find in Spinoza’s idea of the divine nature
any room or ground for tlus conception of the nature
and destiny of man? The answer must be, thaf the
idea of God on which Spinoza’s whole system is osten- |

. sibly based is one which involves the denial of any
' ,; reality or independence to the finite. It is by negation
- of all individual finite things that that idea is reached.
It is by abstracting from all distinctions material and
mental, and even from the distinction of matter and
mind itself, that we attain to that pure, indeterminate
unity, that colourless, moveless abstraction of substance
which is Spinoza’s formal conception of the nature of
God.

But this though formally is not really the idea of
God on which Spinoza’s system rests. What he.sought,
to_reach was a principle which would constitute the ex-
planation_of man and thg_ﬁ_g@g;lg,_ from which “an infi-
nite number of things in infinite ways must necessarily
follow,” and from the adequate knowledge of which the
mind could proceed to the adequate knowledge of the
nature of things.”? And though the idea of God which
he formulates does not constitute such a principle, yet
in the course of his speculations we find that idea under-
going various modifications which, if carried out to their
logical results, would have involved the complete recon-
struction of his philosophy.

‘1Eh. v. 32, cor. . 2 Bth. ii. 40, sch. 2.
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(1.) His constant use of the phrase quatenus is really an ]
acknowledgment of the inadequacy of the premiss it is
introduced to qualify—an expedient, in other words, for

____Bty_;ously reaching results not lorqca]ly Justlﬁa,ble on
his own principles. The infinitude which is conceived
of as pure indetermination would be tampered with if
any finite existence could be regarded as an expression
of the essential nature of God; yet Spinoza is not
content with a barren infinitude—an infinitude which
leaves nature and man unaccounted for. Hence the
frequent recurrence of such expressions as these: “The
idea of an individual thing actually existing has God for
its cause, not n so far as He is infinite, but #n so fur as
He is regarded as affected by another idea of an individ-
ual thing, &c.;” ! “ God has this or that idea, not in so
Jar as He is infinite, but 4n so far as He is expressed
by the nature of the human mind or constitutes the
essence of the human mind ;” % “The intellectual love
of the mind toward God is the very love with which
He loves Himself, not #n so far as He is infinite, but in
so far as He can be expressed by the essence of the
human mind conceived under the form of eternity.” 2
The infinite can never be expressed by a nature which
is nothing but the negation of the infinite. Vet fhis
inevitable conclusion Spinoza will not let himself ac-
knowledge. The whole moral use and value of his|
philosophy would vanish if man could not find the
origin and end of his being in God, and so the self
contained, self-identical infinite must break through its
isolation and reveal itself in the essence of the human
mind. How or on what philosophical ground this rev-

1 Eth. ii. 9. 2 Eth. 11,11, cor. % Eth. v. 36. '
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.4 ei'atlon'ls to be conceived Spinoza does not attempt

to explain; but to speak of “God in so far as He
is expressed by the human mind,” or of the human
mind as surviving in its individuality “in so far as God
can be expressed by its essence under the form of
eternity,” would be to employ words without meaning
if this “in so far” did not point to something positive
‘and real in the mature of God. To say that a thing
jexists or survives in so fur as the divine idea is ex-
%pressed in it, would be absurd if Spinoza believed that the
‘divine idea did not express itself in it at all. The ever-
" recurring phrase must have been to its author something
more than a transparent artifice or a pefitio principii.
(2.) Whilst Spinoza rejects the anthropomorghlc idea
‘of God as a being who acts on nature from without or
.whose essence confains arbitrary elements after the
‘analogy of man’s imperfect thought and will, he_yet
i constantly ascribes activity fo God. An indeterminate
labsolute is a dead axd moveless absolute.  Whilst
‘God’s activity cannot proceed from any external cause
or constraint, but must be the expression of an internal
necessity, yet He is essentially and eternally active.
“The omnipotence of God has been from eternity actual,
and will to eternity remain in the same actuality.”!
“From God’s supreme power or infinite nature an
infinite number of things in infinite ways—that is, all
things—have necessarily flowed forth.” 2 And this con-
ception of the essential productive activity of the divine
nature is based on the principle that the more reality a
thing has, the more properties follow therefrom, and
therefore the infinite nature “has absolutely infinite

1 Eth. 1. 17, sch. 2 Ibid.

.
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attributes, of which each expresses infinite es
own kind.”? The infinite which is the negation o
properties or determinations thus becomes the infinite
which has an infinite number of properties or deter-
minations.

(3.) It is true indeed, as we formerly saw, that the 1 ;
propertxes or attmbutes which Spmoza “ascribes to Gogj,;e ]
is compelled by stress of 10010 o remove from the nature
of God oi‘w §ubstance absolutely Vlewed and to reO‘ardA
having an existence only relatively to finite mtelho'.enga‘
They are not distinctions which pertain to the dlvmq’
essence as it is in itself, but only distinctions *which th
understanding perceives as constituting that essence.’
They do not exist, in other words, for or w,&hrough God’§
Wut for or through t the thouwht Q:E ,
%da Yet it is Lo be observed that there are m—i
dications ﬂfat “however illogically, the attributes had for
him the significance of absolute and not relative distine-
tions in the divine nature; and further, that it is not
the human but the divine intelligence in and for which
he conceived them to exist. “By God,” says he,?
“] understand a being absolutely infinite —that is,
Substance consisting of infinite attributes of which
each expresses eternal and infinite essence:” ¢ By attri-
butes of God is to be understood that which expresses
the essence of the divine Substance.”® ¢“The atbri-
butes of God which express His eternal essence, express
at the same time His eternal existence.”* Further, as
we have seen, though in his formal doctrine Spinoza
places thought on a level with extension and all other

1 Eth. i. 16, dem. 2 Eth. i., def. 6.
3 Eth. i. 19, dem. 4 Etb. i 20, dem.
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)oss1b1§ attributes, he really ascribes to the former an
altogether higher and more comprehenswe funcmon It
is thought or intelligence in man for which both exten-
sion and thought exist; and as all other possible attributes
exist for some intelligence, not only are the infinitude of
attributes accompanied each by a parallel attribute of
thought, but each and all of them exist for thought.
In this conception of an infinite number of intelligences
for which the attributes of God exist, Spinoza is hover-
ing on the brink of the idea of an infinite intelligence
as pot an attribute or distinction outwardly ascribed to
God, but the principle of distinction in the divine essence
from which all attributes or distinctions flow. Bui.he
goes further still than this. Infinite intellicence is for
him not merely the aggregate of an indefinite number of
finite minds, it is infinite in a truer er sense. For, as
we have attempted to show, the concepmon of “the
absolutely infinite intellect,” as one of what Spinoza
terms “infinite modes,” is simply a device by which he
is unconsciously seeking to introduce into the idea of
God that element of activity which neither his abstract
ubstance nor even its attributes contain. The gulf be-
tween the moveless infinite and the finite world is thus
bridged over by an expedient which, ostensibly without
aﬁae:tmg the indeterminateness of the absolute substance,
ick with the life of creafj -intro-
duces into it, in other words, what is virtually the prin-

iple of self-consciousness and self-determination.
- ®
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CONCLUSION.

TrE last. word of Spinoza’s philosophy seems to. be the
contradiction of the first. Not only does he often flue-
tuate between principles radically irreconcilable, but he
seems to reassert at the close of his speculations what he
had denied at the beginning. The indeterminate in+

infinite, which necessarily expresses itself in the finite,;
and which contains in if, as an essential element, the{
idea of the human mind under the form of eternity.'
The all-absorbing, lifeless substance becomes the God
who knows and loves Himself and man with an infinite
¢“intellectual love.” On the other hand, the conception
of the human mind as but an evanescent mode of the
infinite substance, whose independent existence is an
illusion, and which can become ome with God only by
ceasing to be distinguishable from God, yields to that
of a nature endowed with indestructible individuality,
capable of knowing both itself and God, and which, in
becoming one with God, attains to its own conscious
perfection and blessedness. The freedom of man, which
is at first rejected as buf the illusion of a being who is
unconscious of the conditions under which, in body and
" mind, he is fast bound in the toils of an inevitable neces-

S ¥
finite, which is the negation of the finite, becomes the - °
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sity, isercasserted as the essential prerogative of a nature
which, as knowing itself through the infinite, is no
longer subjected to finite limitations. The doctrine of a
final cause or ideal end of existence, which was excluded
as impossible in a world in which all that is, and as it is,
is given along with the necessary existence of God, is
restored in the conception of the human mind as having
in it, in its rudest experience, the implicit consciousness
of an infinite ideal, which, through reason and intuitive
knowledge, it is capable of realising, and of the realisa-
tion of which its actual life is the process. At the out-
;'bet in one word, we seem to have a panthgustxc unity in
}.v}nch nature and man, all the mamfol(T existences of the
nite World are swallowed up; at_the close, an infinite
Fself—conscxous mind, in Whlch all ﬁnlte thought and being
find their reality and explanation.

Ts it RESlble to harmonise these opposite aspects of
Spmoza s system, and to free it from the inherent weak-

‘ness which they seem to involve? Can we make him
self-consistent, as many of his mtelpreters have done
only by emphas1sm0' one side or aspect of his teachmg,
and ignoring or explaining away all that seems to con-
flict with it—Dby clearing it of all individualistic elements,
50 as to reduce it to an uncompromising pantheism, or
by eliminating the pantheistic element as mere scholastic
surplusage, in order to find in it an anticipation of
modern individualism and empiricism %

The answer is, that though “Spinoza’s philosophy can-
not, in the form in which he presents it, be freed from
inconsistency, yet much of thatxinGonsistency is due
the limitations’ of an _imperfect logic, and that the philo-
sophy of a later time has taug}@_s_}lit)ﬁ it is possible to

-




Ncgatz’on and Reassertion of the Finite. 303

embrace in one sy:stem ideas which in him seem fo be
'Lntﬁgomstm‘ There is a pomt of view which he at mos
only vaguely foreshadowed, in which it is possible t
maintain (1) at once the nothingness of the finite world
before God and its reality in and through God, and (9}
the idea of an infinite unity transcending all differencesif:
which nevertheless expresses itself in nature and manj
in all the manifold differences of finite thought and
being.

1. The negation of the finite by which Spinoza msei
to the idea of God i is, in one sense, an element which er
ters into the essence of all spiritual life. But when w
consider the twofold aspect in which Spinoza himself
represents this mnegative movement,—that, on the one
hand, which is involved in the principle that all de-
termination is negation ; and that, on the other hand,
which is involved in the rise of the human mind from
the lower to the higher stages of knowledge,—we can
discern in his teaching an approximation to the idea
of a negation which is only a step to a higher affirma,
tlon—m other words, of that selfnegation or self:
ciation, which is the condifion of self - reahsatlon i
the mt'.ellectua]3 the moral, and_ “the. rehglous life. I
is the cog‘l_d}i:lon of the mggyf_g;ual life.  Scientific
knowledge is '-Hi‘é— revelatlon to or in my conscictanes
of a system of unalterable relations, a world of object}
ive realities Whlch I can nexther _make nor “unmake .
and which only he who a abnecrates “his individual fanci
and opinions can ﬁpgehend and all knowledgg res
on_the ta@;___pmpmsﬁdh of th o

reason, which is

which cannot be questioned without self-contradiction,
P.—XIL U
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whichein our very doubts and uncertainties we assume,
and to which in its every movement the ﬁnite intelli—

}uch I can live only by ceasing to assert m self or to
hink my own thoughts, by quelling an suppressing all
hought that pertains to me as this particular self, and
dentifying myself with an mtelhorenc mﬁ'f} is umversai
nd absolute. Yet the negation of which we thus speak
s not an absolute negation. The finite intelligence is
ot absorbed or lost in the infinite to which it surrenders
tself. Surrender or subjection to absolute truth is not
he extinction of the finite mind, but the reahsatlon of
its true life. The life of absolute truth or reason is not
life that is foreign to us, but one in which we come to
ur own. The annulhnrr of any life that is separate
from_or opposed o it, is the g_mckenmn‘ the liberation,
thpmrgg.s,sertlon of our own intelligence.

And the same thing is true o‘f_ih,g _Iogral life.  Here,
too, it is possible to reconcile Spinoza’s denial of any
reality to the finite in the face of the infinite, with his

reassertion of its reality in and through the infinite.
For in the moral life of man negation is ever a necessary
step to afﬁrma.tlon, 1t is only throu«rh “the renunciation
of the natural life that we rise into the spiritual. The
natural life is that of the individual regarded as a being
of natural tendencies, of impulses, instincts, appetites
which look to nothing beyond their immediate satisfac-
tion. They pertain to him as this particular self, and
they seem to point to no other end than his own private
}pleasme. But man never s a mere mdlndua.l or, in

g e e o

this sense, a parhcnla.r self, an ____E@,_QL_______;}I-
{Ways so far transformed by self-consciousness thak the
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attainment of their immediate objects is never theu-
com@lete sansfacmon He has, so to speak, not only
to satisfy fhem, but to satisfy himself; and the self
he has thus to satisfy is not his own md1v1dual1ty as a
being separate from others, but a self which is dev elope&
in him, just in proportion as he makes himself an mstru—
ment to the life of others. Hence it is of the ver,

essence of a moralﬂhemo that_to be_himself he mus}A
be more than himself. Shut up within the limits of’
purely isolated satlsfactlons, infinitely the larger part of!
his nature remains undeveloped. To realise the capaci
ties of his own being he must take up into it the life of

the other members of the socml organism. It is in pro-
portion to the deegenmv and mdemng_g@%%l
that his life grows richer and fuller; and its ideal purity

and perfectmn are conceivable only as the identificationt
of himself with a life which is universal and infinites
But if this be so, then the higher or spiritual life 1mphes
the negation of the. lower or natural life. It is impos-
sible to lead at the same time a life that is merely partic-

ular and a life that is universal, to be at once bounded

_ by individual impulses, and giving free play to eapaciti
that are virtually limitless. Ix}_ the very act of living]
for others we die to self. And as the intellectual lif
involves the abandonment of all thought that is merel
our own, so the moral life involves the abnegation of
all desire, volition, action that begins and ends with the
will of the individual self.

Lastly, the religious life is, above all jﬁ@_ﬂbl(}h L Ghn-
forms to the idea of g@mahsamon throuoh self-negation.

For if true reho'lon is not the appeasing of an alien
power, or the propitiating of it for the attainment of our
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own emds, neither can it be the mere prostration of the
finite before the infinite. With Spinoza we can discern
that it involves the negation of all that pertains to the
individual as “a part of nature”; and yet admit the
justice of his condemnation of asceticism as a #risfis ef
torva, superstitio, and of his assertion that joy is itself
a progress to a greater perfection. We can see a mean-
ing in the doctrine that finite beings have no existence
save as vanishing modes of the divine substance, and
at the same time in the seemingly contradictory doc-
frine that the self-affirming impulse, which is the very
essence of the finite, reaches its highest activity in abso-
lute union with God. We can perceive, in one word,
how the T nedatlon \ of the finite before God, may be the
eginning of a process which ends with the reaffirmation
of the finite in and through God.
2. Finally, this negation and reaffirmation of the
finite through the infinite involves a correlative con-
ception of the divine nature which harmonises elements

which transcends and the unity which compr rehends all

.....

that in Spinoza appear to be irreconcilable. The um":lY

the dlﬁ'erenceb of the ﬁmte world ; the God who is at
once absolutely undetermined and mﬁmtely determined,
beyond whom is no reality, yet from whom an infinite
number of things in infinite ways necessarily proceeds,
who must be conceived of as the mnegation of finite
thought and being, yet who expresses .or.reweals Him-
self in nature and in the human mind,—is there any
point of view from which ideas so discordant can be
{harmonised ? Can thought compass a conception which
will read a meaning at once into the featureless, move-
less infinite whose efernal repose no breath of lving
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ihought or feeling can disturb, and into the hfinite,
vho knows and loves Himself in His creatures with an
nfinite ¢intellectual love ”? The answer is, that what.
Emoza was feeling after through all these contradlctory
’xpressions, is to be found in the conceptlon of God

\bsolute Spirit. For when we examine what this con-
leption means, we shall find that it includes at once what
Spinoza sought in the unity which lies beyond all deter-
ninations and in_ the umty Whlch is 1tse1f the source o
Lll the detenmnatlons of the ﬁmte World. All philosoph
pust rest on. the presupposition of the ultimate unity off
un:wwno"i and being—on the principle, in other words, that
'here s in the intelligible 1 u.niverse no s absolute or irre-

jzlg_ggi@pendence is mcagable of bemv embraced in
he_intelligible totality or system of things. All the
nanifold distinctions of things and thoughts must be so
ionceived of as fo be capable of being comprehended
n_one organic whole—capable, that is, in the utmost
hvemlty that can be ascribed to them, of be‘g_ng 'broughtk
)acL to unity. All philosophy, moreover, which is not
thelstlc must find that ultimate 1 unity in the idea of
xod. . Without rending the universe and falling info
lualism, whatever reality and independence are ascribed
o nature and man, that reality and independence must
1ot only have 1t§,soum§ in God, but must not be pressed
eyond the point at Whlch 1t is still consistent with the
elation of all things to God. To say that God is abso
ately infinite, is to say that in His nature must be con-
ained a reason for the existence of the finite world,
nd also that nothing in the finite world can have or
etain any existence or reality that is outside of God.
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"%“’hat this implies is an idea of the nature of God as
a unity which reveals, yet maintains and reahses, itself
“.m all the distinctions of the ﬁmte WOllLL Now the
one idea which perfectly fulfils this condition is that
of God as infinite, self-conscious Spirit. For only in
'thought or self-conscmusness have we a unity whose
na,ture it is to_be mﬁmtely determined, yet. whlch in
all lti ”Q.etennmatlons never goes beyond itself, but in
all this multiplicity and varlety is only and ever real-
>ising itself. Of this unity we find the type, though
only the imperfect type, in our own minds. The philo
sophic interpretation of the world may be said to ba
vhe application to nature and man of a principle wit
hose action we are conversant in our_own intelligence.
It is of the very nature of thought to reveal itself, to
give itself objectivity, to discover to itself its own in-
herent wealth by going forth to objects that are opposed
to, and in one sense external and foreign to itself.
Mind or intelligence is no abstract, self-contained identity,
having its whole reahty in its own self-ncluded being. :
A consciousness that is conscious of nothing, a think- 18
ing sub;ect which opposes to itself no external object,
is a mere blank, an abstraction which has no_reality. '
Wlthout a world of o _objects in time and space, without g |
othm: “Kindred mte]htrenoes without society and his- g
fory; - without the evermoving mirror of the external ;
wmid, conselousness. could never exist, mind could
Jomd cow
never awaken from_ the slumber of unwd
bww&re of 1tself. But it is also of the very
%ﬁﬁum of mind in all this endless objectivity to main-
: he self that thinks is never horne away
to itself and its own omeness in the

peciama o3 ;

-tf,ﬂ‘
—r in e

ra————




God and the World. 311

objects of its thought. It is the one constant tn their,
ever-changing succession, the indivisible unity whose pres<
ence to them reclaims them from chaos. But further,
it not only maintains bus realises itself in and.through
the objects it contemplates. They are 7ts own objects.
If it begins by opposing the world to itself, its next
movement is to retract the opposition, to annul the
seeming foreignness, to find ifself therein. Knowledge;
is a revelation, not simply of the world to the observ-ﬁ
ing mind, but of the observing mind to itself. Thosey
unchangeable relations which we eall laws of nature are:
nothing foreign to thought ; they are rational or intel-:
ligible relations, discoveries to the intelligence that,
grasps them of a realm that is its own, of which in the
very act of apprehending them it comes into possession. .=
And still more do our social relations in the family, the
community, the state, become to us a revelation of our-
selyes, a revelation of a life which, though in one sense|
other and larger than our own, is still our own. Thusi
the whole process of knowledge is a gradual annulling
by the mind of that self-externality which is thought’s
first attitude towards the outward world, and a gradual *
pip= g e ——— 5
self-creation or realisation of its own dGHEent. '
géiousness, in other words, through the mediation
cxternality realises itself or becomes selfzconscionsness.
Now the principle with whose action in ogr.own
consciousness we are thus conversant is one whioH is
applicable, not simply to_our intellicence, but ‘

»

a/‘ - . -
intelligence, and above all to that intelligence of w

our own is the lligh_gsffdﬁrgt}ﬂmn. It is the
essential characteristic of spimit as spiritto be object to
itself, to go forth into objectivity and return upon i
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-~ To condive of God as an abstract, self-identical infinite
would be to make Him not greater but less than finite
intelligence—less by all that spiritual wealth which is
involved in our relations to nature and man. The
abstract or merely quantitative infinite excludes the
consciousness of any existence other than itself It
can remain “secure of itself ” only by the reduction of
all finite thought and being to unreality and illusion.
But the infinitude which is preserved only by the ab-
solute negation of the finite world is a barren infinitude,
Its greatness is the greatness of a_metaphysical figment,
the greatness which is attained by leaving out from it
all those elements of life and thought and love which

™ constitute the wealth of a spiritual nature. On the
other hand, an infinite whose essence is inte]ligmr
self-consciousness, whilst it contains in it the necessity of
relation to a finite world, is not limited by that necessity.
For in so conceiving of it, as we have seen, the limitation
iwe ascribe to it is a limitation which is the medium of
its own self-realisation—a going forth from itself. which
is no lessening or loss, but only a step in the process by
which T Tefurns upon itsclf in a complete fulness of
being. Viewed in the light of this conception, nature
and man are neither severed from God nor lost in God,
but have all their significance as expressing or manifest-
ing God. The external world, instead of being deprived
f_reality, is endowed with that highest reality which

rises from this, that from the lowest inorganic matter

o_the highest foMreason or tho
%it; and that ideal ity of nature which

science partially discloses, which art, by its imaginative
creations, foreshadows, is only then clearly apprehended
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when we recognise it as the unity of one_spirit®al prini
ciple, one infinite self-consciousness Which 1ch goes forth t
the utmost verge of self-externality in a world that exis

manifold objectivity remains ever one with itself. Abov
all, in ) the light of this idea of God as infinite Spirit we
can see | how man has a_being and reality of his own,

medium of its complete manifestation. For only in th il
commumcatmn of its own.] hfe to kindred lntelhorence i

the very life of infinite Spmt Only m man does thq
divine Spirit go forth from itself; fOI_‘” wghamﬁgg _gives:
to man is nothing less than Himself, a reproduction of
His_own nature, a_parbicipation in His own life and
being. Thought, indeed, in us is limited in this sense,;*
that the knowable world exists independently of our
knowledge of it, and that there are boundless possibilities
of knowledge which for us have not become actnal; but
Wi@ct that jl;ggiht or self-consciousness can be
limited by nothing which lies “outside of it itself, that every]
conceivable advance in knowledcre is onlya rea.hsg,tz,on of
erry consciousness of our limits

implies that there is that i us which transcends them—
in_this lies the proof that it is of the essence of finite
sEmt to share in the infinitude from which it springs. fe

Yet in this communication of H1mself to man there is no
outflow from the infinite source which does not return




314 sz‘nom

upon idself. Without life in the life of others spirit
would not be truly spirit. In s _spiritual lif life, giving and
ceiving, loss and gain, self-surrender and self-enrich-
ent are ideas which 1mphcate and pass into_ ea.ch othel

Tnfinite intelligence is not limited but fulfilled by the
existence of finite, for, as we have seen, it is the charac-
teristic of the latter that to reahse itself it must abnegate
jtself. To remounce every thoucht and volition that is
nerely its own, to become the transparent medium of
the infinite mind and will, to be conscious of its dis-
tinction from God only that it may return into indivisible
anity with God-—this . is its_only possﬂolg way to self-
realisation. For this self-abnegation, rightly interpreted,

s not the subjucatlomnteﬂlgence to an out-
ward and absolute authority, but it reaches its perfection
hen the thought and will to which it surrenders itself
s?&”&gmsed as 1ts /gwn———y_aiﬂgll__a_s_a_bg@ it; when
it is not o con concu.rrent vomes that speak in its thouo'ht

% be_self-denial, and the 419ta§es..,.of. the_shsolute will
blend indivisibly with the affirmation of its own. In so
far as this ideal is realised it may be said that in the
utmost activity of the spiritual life in man God never
reaks through the charmed circle of His own infinitude.
it is His own lmowledge that is reflected in the humag
nind, His own love that eomes back u im thr

el of human It is not the finite as
te which God knows and loves, nor the finite as

ite which seeks to be known and loved, but the
finite which is transfigured with an infinite element, the
finite that is not a thing of time, but that is and knows
}its&lf uwnder the form of eternity. We have here a point
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of view in which the contradictions under which $pinoza’s
thought seems ever to labour can be regarded as the acci-
dents of an unconscious struggle after a deeper principle
in which they are solved and harmonised. In the light
of that principle we can speak with him of an indeter-
minate and infinite unity in which all finite distinctions
lose themselves, and with him we can see that there is
no paradox in thg_gs_wmm_ﬁbat “he who 1 loves God
does not desire that God should love him in return.
We can discern at the same time a profound meaning
in those apparently mystical utterances in which he seems
to ga,ther up the final result of his speculation—¢ Grod
loves Himself with an infinite intellectual love ;” ¢ God
in so far as He loves Himself loves man ;” “the intel-
lectual love of the mind to God is part of the infinite
love wherewith God loves Himself ;” “the love of God
to man and the intellectual love of man to God are one
and the same.”
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