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ABSTRACT

Spinoza's thesis of non-reductive monism was cweadein critical response to earlier
dualist and materialist theories of mind. He regedtialism with respect to both God-
Nature and mind-body, yet his principles mark oi tmental as severely as is possible
without forfeiting monism, showing his awarenesattimonism (attribute identity)
threatens mental irreducibility. The constraintan8pa imposes in order to preserve
mental irreducibility and to make human beings iphgxpressions of one thinking and
extended substance produce a tension between mauatahomy and mind-body
identity. However, | propose that while this remmim serious philosophical
problem, some degree of tension must persist in ramy-reductive monism which
succeeds in giving the mental a weighting equatht® physical, and that Spinoza's
sensitivity to this requirement is instructive.

| argue, on the other hand, that Spinoza's thedrgniad is irrevocably
damaged by his turning of the traditional Mind addsinto the Mind of the Whole of
Nature in so far as he extrapolates from this Moh@&od-or-Nature to finite minds.
In characterising finite minds as partial expressi@f "God's" infinite intellect |
believe Spinoza becomes caught between his unarthashception of God's Mind as
all-inclusiveand a retained conception of the Mind of Godalhigruths. | argue that
by characterising our thoughts as fractions ofddequate and true ideas "in God",
that is, by claiming them (i) to express in someaswe immediate judgement; (ii) to
have a state of our body as a necessary featuheiofepresentational content, and (iii)
to have a place in a determined, lawlike mentatatenation, Spinoza creates a tension
between two mental perspectives, namely a metapalysxplanation of human
mental states, and our ordinary mental experiericague that he fails acceptably

to characterise the latter and that his theory iofdiis therefore unsatisfactory.
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INTRODUCTION

| take the mind-body problem to be the philosophmpaestion of what mind or ‘the
mental' is, and how it is related to matter. Thishbem resists strategies designed to
resolve it since any solution advanced seems tergen intractable difficulties. At one
extreme the dualist, holding that mental substasc distinct substance from material
substance, fails to explain how mind interacts vitidy since the two substances have
nothing in common. At the other, the reductive bmeative materialist, claiming that
only truths about the brain make sentences abeumtmtal true, and that folk psychology
is a primitive theory that deserves to be replamgdeurophysiology, fails to allow for the
scheme of mental explanation humans find indispaiesdBetween these two polarities
lie an array of non-reductive theories of mind whao not posit distinct mental and
material substances, but nonetheless consider #wamirreducible to body. (I take
'mental irreducibility’ to involve some charactatien of the mental which logically
prohibits the mental from being subsequently rewefias physical and which affirms the
mental as a reality in our lives.) Non-reductive@ents are not uniform. For example,
talk of mental ‘properties’ often indicates a cotmmit to some essentially or
constitutively mental feature, while reference tental 'events' tends to signify a weaker
claim about diverse mental and physical meanings.aB such theories come up against
serious difficulties in attempting to supply a sédictory account (that is, leaving no
unexplained or implausible entailments) of whas iabout the mental that justifies a claim
of mental irreducibility, and how the mental ane tmaterial can constitute radically
different expressions of a single thing.

For Spinoza there is no mind-body problem. In hesw difficulties over fixing
the place of the mind in Nature are something eéaphilosophers brought on themselves.
On the one hand, he says, they "did not observerbger order of philosophising” (E2
P10 S2), and on the other they "did not know the trature of the human mind" (Letter

1). Yet | believe Spinoza's theory of mind is naeption to the general pattern of
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failure either preceding or following hirSpinoza stands in many respects Janus-faced
between Descartes and modern philosophy of misd;Hosen framework of non-reductive
monism being a popular current option, albeit ampeagple who do not associate it with
Spinoza. While the interface of Spinoza's doctnwmiéh that of Descartes is intense,
complex and instructive, his metaphysical thesibjctv stipulates an essential mental
property and a system of independent mental cgu®akr, is thought-provoking for
modern philosophers of mind in showing what we rhaye to espouse if we take the
project of mental irreducibility seriously. | shatgue that far from presenting a model
thesis of non-reductive monism, Spinoza's theorynaid is ultimately unsatisfactory
because in failing to characterise all human thtaighexposes a rift between how we
experienceand explain our thoughts. Yet | suggest that his doctrine maketits
prima faciepuzzling form just because he has foreseen cedifficulties which still
beset attempts to preserve mental irreducibilitthimia monistic framework, and that it
forces us to explore these issues thoroughly.

Six principles which govern Spinoza's theory of difor are premises
concerning a theorem of the mind-body relation) adelressed in turn below, in
Chapters named according to the principle undezudision. Spinoza does not isolate
these principles under the names | have given themthey are without dispute
principles of Spinozism, which Spinoza believeshhe demonstrated.

Chapter 1 (Principle of monism or attribute idgntitexplicates Spinoza's
challenge to the Cartesian enterprise. In poshgasiutonomous attributes of mind and
body within one entity Spinoza rejects the notiérGod's soul, and therefore all soul, as
inhering in a diverse entity from body (matter), denying both Descartes's dualism of
God and the world and his dualism of the human naind body. | argue that Spinoza
expresses his most fundamental objections to Gamteprinciples in theCogita
Metaphysicgthe Appendix to his exegeticihe Principles of Descartes's Philosophy),
source not much mined for early reactions to Déssa theory of mind, but of an
interest analogous to th®bjections made by various theologians and philosophers

against DescartesMeditations.In this Appendix (CM), Spinoza disguises the
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strength of his opposition to Descartesubstance dualism while showing quite
clearly the incoherences he perceives. | also makeof passages from the eadlyort
Treatise.This first Spinozistic text, written in Dutch fotuslents, should not perhaps
serve as sole evidence for claims about Spinoz&#ride, but it shows how central
are some of its simply expressed notions to Spisdager, more formal philosophy. |
argue that in comparison to these early texts Spissemi-formal argument for monism
or attribute identity at the start &thicsPart 1 lacks explanatory force. Nonetheless, |
find in that argument two grounds for his beliefdne substance, namely that no one
attribute expresses the whole of substance, siecfgbion/completeness required
attributes, and that essential properties whicle hray effect on one another, but logically
necessarily complement each other because eacieedjoe other for the expression of
any instantiation of God or Nature, must be idégdifin substance.

| do not question the label 'attribute identity'reélation to Spinoza's monism. The
identity theory in contemporary philosophy of miatlows that two diverse properties
may be united in one entity. Even so, in relatiomattheory of mind which espouses
two essentiallydifferent properties this identity claim requirebréef explanation. Allison,
to whose reading of Spinoza | am indebted, sayis-tha

'he [Spinoza] advocates a kind of mind-body idgnthieory, albeit a
different one from the usual materialistic versiarissuch a theory in its
insistence on giving equal weight to the mentallison p.86).

Spinoza asserts more than once that mind and beditree same thing" because they are
parts or modifications of attributes which are igdf in substance. An attribute
characterises any state of substance, so any rsiatib® of substance exhibits this identity:
substance is always and everywhere both thinkidgeatended. Any claim we make about
a person is re-statable in terms of substance ss@dein attributes. A person is always
both thinking and extended, in every aspect obhiser being.

Chapter 2 (Principle of mental autonomy) eeft Spinoza's antipathy to both
materialism and immaterialism. | argue that whereredicates Cartesiars cogitans
Spinoza calculatedly replaces soul-things with &&fe units of intelligencehering in no

further thing. But his thesis remains robustly rpéigsical, and the tension produced by
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the relation between diverse esseniattributes within one entity is still important.
However, | suggest that this tension may be healthyonclude Chapter 2 by
demonstrating within a framework of dual aspectotiiethat theses of non-reductive
monism which do not exhibit a tension brought abopequal weighting of the mental
and physical are likely to fail to preserve memtaducibility. This discussion ends the
part of my thesis concerned with the identity/ aotay tension, apart from a review of
it in the light of Spinoza's principle of indepentienental causal power (86.3). Discussion
of the ensuing four principles focuses increasirmlya different tension which | argue
must be seen as fatally damaging to Spinoza's ythefomind, namely that produced by
Spinoza's attempt to extrapolate from the Wholednaf God/Nature to the minds which
are its fractional expressions. Almost a centurg &tarold H. Joachim objected that
Spinoza's continuum of thought does not run seafyldsom infinite mind to finite
minds :-

't seems clear, then, that the world of presesmatind 'natura naturata'
[Nature's effects] as an order of distinct modess iar some sense ‘facts'
which Spinoza has not brought into harmony with Igeneral
principles. And so far as his conception of thenity of completeness is
irreconcilable with the indefinite infinity of thinite - so far as there is a
gulf fixed between the two forms of God's causalitgese 'facts' appear for
Spinoza under a form which comes into positive isiolh with these
general principles' (Joachim p.113).

It is my thesis that regarding several of Spinopasciples this view of Joachim's is in
some measure true. Joachim's complaint is putreiftdy but with the same general
thrust in the 1930s critical commentaries of A.Eyldr and H. Barker, and with
particular reference to the way in which an ingnihind and finite minds represent
external objects by Margaret D. Wilson (1980).

My interest in the key Spinozistic move from Whaotéad to part-mind has been
triggered by the interpretations of Allison (197#&yised 1987) and Genevieve Lloyd
(1994), which propose that if the mind is seenaahestage of interpretation as "the idea
of the body", then the move from Whole-mind to parmhd may be legitimised. For

both, the human mind is seen as a function of thredn body's organic complexity
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and, these commentators suggest, while ‘account of the mind-body relation is full of
obscurities and anomalies, it prompts a rethinkofgvarious issues still troubling
philosophers. My stance on this falls midway betw&arker's and Taylor's scepticism
and Allison's and Lloyd's (especially Lloyd's) dbetvle interpretations. | have found (to a
large extent as a result of Tom Sorell's stimugatissatisfaction with Spinoza's account
of human thought) that we cannot save Spinoza'sridecfrom a conceptual chasm
between what Spinoza thinks a mind must be, andspeeific content of our ideas. |
have been helped in tracing the source of thisaenswhich | find to lie in Spinoza's
problematic conversion of the traditionally perféktind of God' into the "perfect"
(complete) Mind of the Whole of Nature - by Edwa&dhig'sThe Mind of God and the
Works of Manwhich places Spinoza's 'attempt to bring our mimsl$ar as possible into
congruence with the divine mind' (Craig p.49) mseventeenth-century context.

In each of the following Chapters | first &égpte the relevant principle with help from
established commentators, showing how it is grodndeheall-inclusiveinfinite intellect
of God-Natureandin a retained traditional conception of the MindGxdd asall truthsor
ideal mind, and also in what ways it is gearedreserving mental irreducibility. | then
demonstrate the anomalies Spinoza creates for Hiins&rying to give an account of
human ideas based on that principle, and finalhg gome indication of the bearing of his
failure on the mind-body problem in general.

Chapter 3 (Principle of mental holism) exarsirgpinoza's claim that God's Mind
contains all partial or finite minds; shows how f8pinoza the infinite intellect of God is
in one logical dimensioall truths, and suggests that if we are to agree on a definifo
thought we must fix on a nature or essence sharattimle-mind and part-mind alike. (I
use the general terms 'thought’ and 'thoughtsuginout Chapters 1, 2 and 3, since
argument is required to show that for Spinozaralughts are to be defined as ideas, and
this cannot be given due attention until Chapter Bhe discussion of Chapter 3
concludes, after considerable argument concernmgo3a’s inference from what must be
true of an infinite intellect which is all adequated true ideas to what must be true of the

human minds said to be its partial expressionghiich anomalies such as evil and error
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are with difficulty - and some flexibility ininterpretation - included, that Spinoza's
“infinite intellect" of God captures all possiblestances of thought, and that all, in being
expressions of an infinite (self-contained andiradlusive) attribute, will share a basic
nature or essence.

Chapter 4 (Principle of mental formal being) cond#s the first stage in
defining or fixing a Spinozistic mental essence. @eounter Spinoza's stricture that
the mental is exclusively "ideas", and that anyaidean immediate cognitive judgement
(affirmation or denial) because that is the forrhbalng of "God's" ideas. | argue that
while this designation aptly characterises trueasjeand is plausibly ascribed to more
human ideas than might at first be supposed, Saistrains our credibility in alleging that
all human ideas have as their formal mental being arendalbeit partial, fragmentary or
confused) of instant cognitive judgement.

Chapter 5 (Principle of objective being) intensftee lacuna between what Spinoza
thinks a mind must be, and the specific conterdwfideas. On the one hand, we see that
God/Nature is all true ideas of objects, and Sgtsodoctrine of the identity of true ideas
with their objects supplies, in cases where thdgects are particular bodies, a coherent
thesis of mind-body pairs or unions. This doctrol@es not, as stated at this point,
involve any thesis of causal ordering. Nor, consdeonly as a true correspondence of
God's knowledge with objects which are internalGd, does it address the question of
representational content in the ideas of its pattgh, unlike the mind of Nature-whole,
must represent objects which are external to thiewse 85.3, on the other hand,
constitutes a critical examination of Spinoza'siggle of objective being in the light of my
claim that a different kind of objective being fwolved in the mere direction on the world
of most human ideas from the objective essencedentity relation proper to the
agreement of idea with obje@tieatum)in the set of truths of the mind of Nature-Whole. |
argue that Spinoza's characterisation of the meruifhpses because he insists that all
human ideas necessarily involve direct perceptidhe@body. This is not true in the case
of all our ideas, adequate or inadequate. | submiiby Wilson, that whemwe have ideas
their object is usually something other than ouljp@nd external to it. In 85.4 |

examine the weaker Spinozistic claim that all ide@snecessarily intentional, that is, they
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are necessarily 'of or 'about’ something conclude that intentionality (objective being)
is not a necessary condition for any idea becdee tire human mental states which do not
represent anything outside themselves, but thato3pi shows a special grasp of the
necessary conditions for intentionality to mark thi¢ mental.

Chapter 6 (Principle of purely mental causal powexplicates what must be
intended by Spinoza as a clinching condition forntaé irreducibility since it
postulates maximal mental causal efficacy and ¢andapendence from the physical. But
this final principle concerning the theorem of tménd-body relation, expressed in the
‘parallelism' proposition of E2 P7 ("The order anwhnection of ideas is the same as the
order and connection of things"), requires exegétielp, since it seems to me that
Spinoza only justifies his claim of a nomic (lavdkflow and interconnection of mental
events by relying on ancient assumptions aboubtjieal mind of God. In 86.2 | explicate
the essentially diverse causal powers of extensi@hthought in finite modes. In 86.3 |
re-examine my claim that a degree of tension betvigentity and autonomy principles
may be necessary for the preservation of mentadircibility. | assess the explanatory
profit and the implausibility of Spinoza's dual saliflowchart involving an independent
mental causal property by relating this causal ithé® the modern doctrine of
functionalism. In 86.4 | scrutinise Spinoza's cldimat all ideas are not only determined,
so preventing free decision, but that they are tbecern of logic" because the power
of logical reasoning can "emend" inadequate idaas Wway which reveals their logical
interconnections with adequate ideas. | propose ttiea destructive tension caused by
Spinoza's attempted inference from Whole-mind td-pand undermines his principle of
independent mental causal power since there aramudeas which cannot be shown to
have a place in a lawlike scheme of mental inpaots@utputs.

I conclude my thesis by briefly recapitulating thlements of Spinoza's theory of

mind which | take to prevent it from being a modéhon-reductive monism.
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CHAPTER 1
PRINCIPLE OF MONISM OR ATTRIBUTE IDENTITY

8§ 1.1 Early commitment: God and the mind are nobutside Nature.

From the start of his philosophising Spinoza hasdatunswerving beliefs which conflict with
the Cartesian philosophy, namely that God cannitit 8smething that Nature does not; that no
mind, even God's, can be a separate substancengxsitside Nature, and that people must
be unions of the same kinds of body and mind &3ad. | suggest that the reasoning behind
these commitments is more revealingly stated im&m's early and political works than in
the semi-formal argument for monism which occuptes first fifteen propositions (together
with related proofs, corollaries and scholia) Ethics Part 1, and to which we turn in the
second section of this Chapter. Théhics argument is set within a paradigm of scholastic
argument, and largely turns on premises coucheerins of archaic principles.

While in the Cogita MetaphysicgAppendix to DPP) Spinoza tends to mask his
intense disapproval of Descartes's treatment of, Gladure and the human mind (or soul),
he nonetheless expresses grumbles which do natréeptominently in the initiaEthics
argument. As Meyer warns in tiiRreface(C p.230), Spinoza will address the implausible
disparity Descartes allows between God's will, Gadtellect and the laws of Nature.
Spinoza repudiates the Cartesian claim that althdugman beings are created things
their souls have an existence distinct from theybbg God's divine decree, that is, in
apparent defiance of the laws of Nature. In Spir®@zéew, Descartes only establishes a
human immaterial soul by incoherently pitting Goplsver of acting against the laws of
Nature which God himself has ordained, and whiclsdaetes gives us to believe are
eternal and immutable truths (Letter to MersennprilAl630, CSMK p.23Y. In Ethics
Spinoza does not argue until towards the end of Rafor the equation of will and

intellect in God(voluntate sive intellectukl P32

! While Frankfurt and Wilson maintain that the lagaverning creation are not, for Descartes, immatabl
since God does not change his mind, it seems Descartes cdrimsdf to true and immutable natures in (i) his
ontological argument, (ii) his thesis of clear andidcstperception of certain truths as necessary, andi§ipart-
basis of his physics. See Curley, 'Descartes on thatiGn of Eternal Truth$?hilosophical ReviewQctober
1984, p.574 and Wilson pp. 169-174).
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C2), and not until towards the end of Part 2 thdtumans "The will and the intellect are
one and the same" (E2 P49 C). Yet the claim islacein the earliest texts that God
cannot contradict himself by thinking or actingsde the laws of Nature.

Spinoza has already entered a philosophical mildebg arguing that, if God is
the 'most simple being' traditionally postulatdue bbjects of God's knowledge cannot
be a distinct substance from his God's intellect :-

"Outside God there is no object of our knowledgat, ke himself is the
object of his knowledge, or rather is his own knesge. Those who think
that the world is also the object of God's knowkedge far less discerning
than those who would have a building, made by sahstinguished
architect, be considered the object of his knowdedgor the builder is
forced to seek suitable material outside himself, Bod sought no matter
outside himself" (CM 2 vii, C p.327-8). "God is nmimposed of a coalition
and union of substances"” (CM 2 v, ibid, p.324), tthie whole natura
naturata[Nature's effects] is only one being (CM 2 ix, ibpd333).

The clear conclusion to be drawn from the premieb8quely postulated in the
Appendix to DPP (CM) is that the soul is a natyphEnomenon which does not exist
independently of God, but is a partial expressib&ad, or Nature.

Spinoza'sShort Treatisepn the other hand, was secretly circulated to @i it
he writes freely on the topic of "the soulWhile requesting that due to "the character of
the age in which we live" the contents of thesatise be communicated only very
judiciously (KV 2 xxvi, C p.150). The "character thfe age" dictated, as Descartes had
also discovered, that religious orthodoxy was pmit correctness. Spinoza claims
openly to his friends that it is as incoherent ipmse that the human mind could be a
different substance from its body as it is to m&ked a "coalition" of thinking and
extended substances. God or Nature does not, asesest apart from its 'body’, but is
united withall the objects of its thought in one entity:-

"Because of the unity which we see everywhere ituféa if there were
different beings in Nature, the one could not gaysinite with the other.
.. From all that we have said so far it is cleattve maintain

Its final short chapter called " Of the Human SouH iryptic but seminal account of Spinoza's doctrine of
non-reductive monism. It shows that the basics of higridecwere in place by 1660 (C p.50).
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that extension is an attribute of God. l.e. If #hewere different
substances which were not related to a single béuen their union would
be impossible, because we see clearly that theg absolutely nothing in
common with one another -like thought and extensioh which we
nevertheless consist” (KV 1, 11 8817, 18 and Nqgt€ @.70).

We have here an early example of how Spinoza mdirestly from the nature of the
relation of thought and extension in God to thedwdody relation in human beings. It
was Schopenhauer's view that 'Spinoza's philosophgists mainly in the negation of the
double dualism between God and the World and betweal and body which his teacher
Descartes had set uThe Fourfold Root of the Principle of Sufficierdd®on,quoted

in Curley 1, p. 154). Denying the second dualidependsfor Spinoza, on denying
the first. First then, we observe that if God'sl wil intellect cannot be outside Nature or
subject to different laws, the human soul certagagnot be outside Nature or subject to
non-natural laws. People are parts of the sameeusaV metaphysical system in which
Nature and God act as one:-

"We do not ask, when we speak of the soul, what €aoddo, but only what
follows from the laws of Nature" (CM 2 xii, C p.3§2

For "man is a part of Nature, which must be cohieweth the other parts”
(CM 2, ix, C p.333).

These remarks, despite being somewhat veiled fote§€ian readers, signpost Spinoza's
thoroughgoing doctrine of determinism in Nature wdoer, his view that souls do not

have free will is brusquely asserted in the edrigatise on the Emendation of the

Intellect:- "As far as | know they [the ancients] never conedithe soul (as we do here)

as acting according to certain laws, like a spalimutomaton” (TIE 885).

Given the tension Spinoza observes in Descarthe'sist between God's active
power and the laws of Nature, and his wish to resdiis tension, he must speak of his
single substance in terms of both God and Natwentbad Spinoza never heard of God
before studying Cartesian philosophy he would hiavéake 'God's power' into account
when doing metaphysics in order to respond to Dé=x'a theory of mind. While we may
seem to be primarily or only concerned with a monaf mind and body, Spinoza has to

deal with the equally problematic monism of God &tadure.
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On one reading of his motivation this is merely aestion of placating orthodox
philosophers by fitting ‘God' in as first causahpiple, all omnipotence, omniscience, and
so on. Certainly Spinoza tries to push through @@ntification of the traditionally
acknowledged 'perfect’' Mind of God with the "petBt’ Mind of the whole of Nature
(perfectusalso means complete) by, as we see shortly, a ifgunmeents for attribute
plenitude. However, it is my thesis that the GodiMa identity turns out to be
troublesome for Spinoza's theory of mind in waysdbes not recognise, and to an extent
which undermines his theory of mind more decisivéhan his more frequently

criticised - and still contentious - thesis of mibddy identity.

By the time Spinoza comes to construct his argunfentsubstance monism in
Ethics, he is openly committed to a God-Nature moniSrile calls his single
substance God; argues for this designation, andnteedly supplies a formal
identification of God with Nature in the equatiddeus, sen NaturgdE4 Preface). |
therefore refer henceforth to God/Nature when tejlof Spinoza's one substance. This way
of referring to God has, | suggest, three usefacfions. Firstly, while Spinoza does not
reduce God away, he clearly dispenses with thesigan (external to Nature) and purely
immaterial creator-God worshipped in seventeenthios Europe. Regularly
reminding ourselves through use of the term GodiMatthat these epithets are
interchangeable may reduce the traditional religigloss ofDeus. Secondly, of all
Spinoza's substance-equivalerfceshink the God/Nature best reflects his metaptsisi
project of learning "the knowledge of the unionttthee mind has with the whole of Nature"
(TIE 813). Thirdly, the odd-looking conjunction sifies my concern that the
God/Nature monism constitutes the roots of whatgua is a major tension in Spinoza's
philosophy of mind.

3At some point between excommunication (1656) and hid tbiter to the Christian secretary of the
Royal Society (1662) Spinoza crystallises this pdiot,says of "this work of mine which might somewhat
offend the preachers - "I do not separate God from Nasieverybody known to me has done" (Letter 6).

* Spinoza also identifies substance gyeor seu)at various points iEthicsas:- Godor the Power of
Nature(Deus, sive Potentia Naturaé4 P4 Proof); Godr SubstancéDeus, sive Substanti&| Pll);
Absolutely Infinite Beingor God (Ens absolute infinitus sive Deud, Pll S); Godor Eternal BeingDeus
sive Ens Aeternug2 Preface); Realitgr the Being of Substan¢Realitas, sive esse substantiBEPIO S);
Godor all the Attributes of Go@Deus sive omnia Dei attribut&l P19).
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§1.2 The semi- formal arguments i&thics for monism regarding (i)
God/Nature and (ii) attribute identity.

We have seen that the motivation for Spinoza'sraggu for just one substance is his belief
that it is incoherent to suppose that the divinednof God (or any other mind, therefore
mind in general) exists outside Nature. Since Natnd God cannot be at odds, they
must be one, therefore all mind is both natural,anda non-Cartesian sense, "divine".
However,in Ethicsthese relatively straightforward premises must bé ip the formal
terminology of Spinoza's day. He must supply cooiig premises for a claim (i) that
God and Nature are identical and (ii) that thoughtl extension constitute one, not two
substances: that is, an essential attribute ofghibis logically necessarily an expression of
the same substance (entity) of which the esseatizibute of extension (or any other
attribute there could possibly be) is an expressi@amd that this one substance must be
God.

The Ethics argument for one substance, which is God, is arpcted and
contentious area of Spinoza's philosophy and | a® supply a comprehensive
examination of it. | suggest that the generally remkledged weakness of Spinoza's
premises here is due to a certain lacuna in exjpresmetween the almost common-sense
motivation for monism of the informal texts (quotabove) and the Proofs he offers to
defeat familiar and respected arguments and thecebyince professional philosophers.
For example, Spinoza must adhere to - or explaig kdn redefines -technical terms such
as substance and attribute, and he must involvd-estblished arguments for the
existence of God in order to justify in an accefgalway his belief that God and one
absolutely infinite substance are identical. | #fere forefront those premises which
support the commitments to monism | have alreadlied in Spinoza's earlier works.

Spinoza supplies an orthodox scholastic and Cartd3efinition of substance :-

"By substance | understand what is in itself andasceived through itself,
i.e. that whose concept does not require the canafeanother thing, from
which it must be formed" (El D3).

('‘By substance we can understand nothing other ahéving which exists in
such a way as to depend on no other thing for distencée

[Descartes's version: DPP 1, 51]).
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From this point on, Spinoza's classification of stahce and attribute diverges from the
Cartesian model. Firstly, Spinoza has a more austmw of substance than Descartes.
Whereas Descartes's doctrine of substance alloiwsréated corporeal substances, which
exist 'by God's concurrence’, and so depend onhandthinking) substance, Spinoza
argues that the mere independence of a substareiag(lself-conceived) logically
necessitates that it is self-produced (El P6 Praofists necessarily (El P7 Proof) or (by
El D8) "eternally” i.e. as an eternal truth, andtth is "infinite™.

Spinoza also uses the term attribute more tigtrihan Descartes. He concedes
that Descartes was the first to make thought atehson ‘principal attributes’, meaning that
they are not like Aristoteliapropria, changeable qualities, states, or processes, but are
defining properties, inmost or essential naturethout which the thingcannot be or be
conceived. For Spinoza an attribute is an esseptigberty, nor does he use the word
attribute to designate anything but an essentitirea whereas for Descartes therecan
additionally be lesser, non-essential, Aristotelsayle attributes or qualities.  While
Spinoza agrees that "By attribute | understand whes intellect perceives of
substance as constituting its essehic@l D4) he does not agree that an attribute
necessarily marks off a distinct substance. He mtistrefore persuade his
contemporaries (who, like his Amsterdam circlerards, represented by de Vries in Letter
8, at first assume a Cartesian framework of onebaté per substance), that a single
"absolutely infinite” substance (i.e. all there lcbpossibly be in any possible kind, and the
only possible world) must express all attributes.

The attack on the Cartesian stipulation that theae be only one (principal)

attribute per substance, and that if we conceivatambute we thereby posit a

® "Infinite” means for Spinoza unlimited In reply to: kid, including all that is logically possible - all
possible expressions - in that kind (Letter 2, KV 1 intl &l P16 and Proof). All Spinozistic attributes areniibéi
whereas for Descartes mind is divine and infinitie dxtension, being created and no part of the divingreyais
merely ‘indefinite(Principles 2,21 and Letter to More, 1649 [CSMK p.364). For Spinoza arbat&iwhich is
"infinite" is unlimited in a wider sense than for Descgyri@though Descartes defines God's infinity as 'that i
which no limits of any kind can be found' (1st ReplieMeditations,CSM 11 p.81).

6. Essence is defined by Spinoza as "..that withouthwtie thing can neither be nor be conceived, and which
can neither be nor be conceived without the th{gZ@' D2). The expression of an attribute is esseritiaksif it is
taken away, that thing is taken away. In a person, the miattés away. More is said on Spinoza's notion of
essence in following Chapters. See Note 9 below andNsagtd 2.



20

substance, starts with the stipulative Definitioh Bl D6’ and culminates in the
Scholium to El P10, where Spinoza claims that mgthbars an absolutely infinite
substance from expressing more than one attribittegugh those attributes have (in line
with our perception of them) nothing in common. r8ma seeks to undermine the
assertion of a difference of substance due toriffee in "affection” (quality). While we
do perceive a difference between attribltesausahey have diverse natures, says Spinoza,
and a substance is indeed distinguished by ithatés (EI P5 Proof), this does not mean
either that the attributes actually denote différsmbstance®,or that attributes cannot
belong to the same substance.

This notion is not original to Spinoza. The phyaitiRegius had floated the idea
long before Spinoza began to philosophise. Dessdrde responded to Regius that 'that
would be equivalent to saying that one and the ssuhgect has two different natures - a
statement that implies a contradiction' (Comment£ertain Broadsheet: CSM 1 p.298).
Spinoza insists that a substance may coherentghbeacterised by an infinite number
of essential properties without contradiction. Hesithe familiar notion of an essence to
support his argument for monism:-"If somethingbs@utely infinite, whatever expresses
essence and involves no negation pertains to $snes” (El D6 Exp.). The essence of
God/Natureis all possible essences. God/Nature is essence ydenitAnd since for
Spinoza an essence is equivalent to a nature risu®, God/Nature is a single unified
substance expressing all attributes. Spinoza thgisea for a single absolutely infinite
substance constituted by distinct essential or titatige properties which are, in being
naturally and inextricably co-functioning, the cthgents of a unified whole. All
attributes are united in the absolutely infinits@sce of God/Nature. That "essence",

(that is, by E2 D2, what it cannot exist withoutgddow it is conceived or defined) is,

! "By God | understand a Being absolutely infinite, i.eulstance consisting of an infinity of attributes,

of which each one expresses an eternal and infinite e$q&hd6).

8 Allison cites an ingenious response by Russell to teeatimibute per substance dictum. He paraphrases
Russell's argument:- 'Although we could certainly dgtish between the two Cartesian substances by
referring to their distinct affections, we take thisrark a distinction between substances only because we
have already assumed that the distinct affectiorst balong to numerically distinct substances' (&ip.54).

°Spinoza's equivalence-signalling device shows ‘attribute2 equated with 'natur@ttributus sive
natura,El P5); 'nature’ with 'essendaatura sive essenti&l P36 Proof). Therefore attribute = essence.
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while expressed in infinite independent ways, @ngl being unified. It is unique in
expressing all possible essences. And since ihigue, an essence of substance would
seem to be posited over and above the essenceloatebute.

However, further argument seems needed to showetisgnce plenitude is not a
loose conjunction of natures but an identificatidrthem, and it is sometimes thought that
Spinoza does not provide convincing evidence fthThat said, | believe exegetical
help on two fronts fosters the plausibility of Smra's claim. Firstly, it is not often
granted in the literature that although each Sp#ticzattribute expresses the whole of
nature in one of its dimensiora| attributes are needed for God's reality or peidectand
therefore naneof them can express thaholenature** As Allison points out, Spinoza's
retention of the definition of an attribute as "wiiae intellect perceives” shows that he
takes the notion of perspective and perceptiorogsly (Allison p.50). A thing would
only be fully known inall its perspectives. This consideration seems tonaffirat since
only one aspect of Nature can be explained thralighight and one through extension, an
explanation through one attribute ot a complete account of substance. It is an
explanation of Nature as Nature exists in one dsimn Spinoza has shown in his earliest
arguments that thought and extension require onthen and are inseparable from one
another. God is the necessary and universal systeih possiblefacts,each of which has
a thinking and an extended asp€cthile the attributes are infinite in their kindhety
lack the absolute infinity of the substance of wahtbey are elements or constituents.
Thus, while substance is not an aggregate of ateg) it is a union of complementary
properties, no one of which
10. This claim has been made, notably by Gueroult, e&ions Spinoza has no monism because no ‘absolutely
infinite'’ essence is shown to exist over and above riieglucible infinite-in-kind essences of each attribute
(Gueroult 1 p.238). Gueroult holds that Spinoza's argumestsipstead a self-produced plurality of substances,
each infinite in its kind and expressing a single attrileutérely and uniquely (ibid. p. 141). A detailed defence

of Spinoza's claim versus Gueroult's based on Spincaadutionary claim about God is found in Donagan
(1). Donagan also offers a different defence, whictlrbauce below (p. 19).

11. This point is owed to Barker (Barker 11 p.124) and Cuayléy 1 p.16).

12. Curley calls the modes of extension 'fadtsutthe physical world, and the ideas of them ‘propaosstio

We should, he says, 'think of the relation betweeanghband extension as an identity of true proposiuch
fact' (Curley 1 p.123). In my view this does not conferamality on extension. Also, a proposition may
be about another proposition, which is confusing.
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expresses the absolutely infinite essafcaibstance, and each of which requires the dtrer
completion. A further argument supporting this idignpremise, based on the agreement of
true ideas with their objects, is given in 85.3dvel
The other exegetical help corinesn Donagan, and - paradoxically yet usefully for

Spinoza's assertion of mental irreducibility - nmkeonism dependon the diverse and
essentially distinct natures of the attributes.Asson observes, although Spinoza's thesis is
a monism, 'the very formulation of this thesis iwes a dualism of sorts’ (Allison p.63).
Statements of attribute independence are made én BEh Definitions, and appear in
Propositions 56 and 9, that is, in the heart of the argument fonisra. (It is not surprising that
Cartesians were confused by Spinoza's argumentsidémism, since he retained part of their
central argument for dualism while denying thahaid any force to entail dualism!) Donagan
assists Spinoza's intentions by pointing out thatctaim is not best expressed by the words
"althoughattributes may be conceived as really distincte.stll cannot infer from that that they
constitute two beings, or two different substangq&d"P10 S - my emphasis) but by stressing
that

because they are conceived as entirely different - haviothing in common - they

cannot exclude one another from the same substance (Dorzagp.72-3 and 79-30).

They have no power to do so becéamdy is not limited by a thought nor a thought
by a body" (EI D2). This stronger expression of tio&-prevention claim gives Spinoza
what he needs with respect to both monism and aduoetion. It also shows (I propose)
why he will not be espousing a doctrine of mind¥padteraction. Quite simply, the
attributes have no causal clout regarding one anoffhat they cannot "limit* one another
does not just mean that one cannot stop the otiagmecessary or eternal, but that the
power of one has absolutely no effect on the otfieike a knife on air' may give the
right impression, although of course a knife doaseha physical effect on air.) On this
view, establishing monism entails repudiating bttté interaction, so this premise has the
merit of cohering with the other principles Spinoadvances with regard to mental
irreducibility and the union of the mind with Naéur

I conclude that we have isolatthin Spinoza's semi-formakthics argument two

justificatory premises for one substance, namedy o one attribute expresses the whole of
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substance since perfection/completeness reqgaltedtributes, and that essential properties
having no causal effect on one another, but comghtimy one another in a logically
necessary fashion because each requires the ath#ref expression of any instantiation of
God/Nature, must be identified in substance.

Finally, we should note how Spinoza formally demosmt®es his earliest conviction
that God cannot be outside any substance by estaii that the one substance, constituted
by all possible essences, must be identical witd.Go

First, he exploits the scholastic argunfent’God's perfection” to try to show that only

God can match up to our concept of substance. Wee $een that he uspsrfectusn its non-
evaluative sense of 'perfected’ or complete (orimabky real +ealitas sive perfecti¢E2 PI
S]), a shrewd recasting of the divine mind as cetepmind on Spinoza's part, since in due
course he will have to show how "Whatever is, iSsGad [Nature], and nothing can or be
conceived without God [Nature]" (El P15). His argmh is sparse (El P9), and relies on an
equation of perfection with reality (E2 Pl S) amlity with the Being of Substance (EI P10
S). Spinoza can count here, as Lloyd notes, onaisesmption of his contemporaries that
whatever we postulate as a most real or perfechjjtete) being must contain all possible
attributes or it would lack something. Conversealg, he has argued in tishort Treatise,
the more attributes we conceive a thing to have,ntiore reality it necessarily has. Spinoza
reiterates this in El PIl S to persuade his Caateseéaders that an absolutely infinite substance
must contain all infinities, and that such a madiyneeal and complete being must be God, and
must exist :-

"Perfection, therefore, does not take away thetemxce of a thing, but on
the contrary asserts it. But imperfection takemnitly. So there is nothing of
whose existence we can be more certain than wefdhe existence of an
absolutely infinite, ofsive] perfect Being, i.e. God."

While this argument looks weak to us, it was wdmtdhard for a Cartesian to deny that
'‘God' must be the 'most real being’, given that st be conceived to exist. We know Spinoza
was on non-Cartesian grounds convinced at a vely siage that God, Nature and all possible

power were unified in a complete Being (or "the"AH
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"The reason for this is that since Nothing can havattributes, the All must
have all attributes; and just as Nothing has ndbates because it is
nothing, Something has attributes because it is esbimg.
Consequently, God, being most perfect, infinitej &re Something-that-is-
all, must also have infinite, perfect, and alliatites” (KV 1 ii, Note a, C
p.65).

Secondly, Spinoza expldite scholastic assumption that there must be aecaus
reason, for the existence or non-existence of Amgt and the self-evident truth denying
that a thing can have for its cause something dttear what has already been postulated as
Supreme Being, sole cause of itself and sole cqusatiple (El Pll Proof). This claim
will be given extensive attention later, in Chap@rwhen the distinct metaphysical
principle of causation is discussed. Spinoza dessrihis Proof as an a posteriori proof of
God's existence from his effects. In my view itymldirectly addresses Spinoza's prime
concern that God cannot be in conflict with thedas Nature, and that the reason or cause
of a thing's existence is immanent in God, whoSp®oza will spend much time later in
EthicsPart 1 explaining, does not wield capricious potie the power of Kings" (E2 P3
S). What Spinoza is really intent to drive homéhaugh he does not dwell on this point in
the earliest Propositions Bthics,but a little later on - is the absurdity of suppgsGod can
cause things by inconsistently ‘willing' ratherrihay the necessity of his own nature:-

"From the necessity of the divine nature alongdrat is the same thing)
from the laws of his nature alone, absolutely iitérthings follow" (El
P17). "Others think that God is a free cause bechescan (so they think)
bring it about that the things which we have saitbiv from his nature (i.e.
which are in his power) do not happen or are notdpced by him. But this
is the same as if they were to say that God cargbtiabout that it would
not follow from the nature of a triangle that itsde angles are equal to two
right angles; or that from a given cause the effeotld follow - which is
absurd" (EI P17 SI).

Spinoza devotes the second halEdficsPart 1 to the notion that God must be an immanent
cause, internal to Nature, and an efficient cans®ifar as 'he' is not a final cause (i.e.
causing things to happen for some purpose). Spidoea not make God an efficient cause

in the Cartesian sense that God controls thirgs fsutside Nature.
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We now assume, as Spinoza does, the God/Nature identity is in place, and
reflect on what he has established regarding theismo of mind (thought) and body
(extension) which would seem to be the dominantismrassociated with the term 'non-

reductive monism'.

§ 1.3 Conditions for a principle of monism.

In my view, the two premises for monism we isolated Spinoza's earlyethics
argument demonstrate Spinoza's awareness that rmamigy be a threat to mental
irreducibility; that is, that a thesis of non-retlue monism which does not ensure that the
mental is given a weighting equal to that of thggbal may collapse into materialism.
It is likely that this awareness arose from contktipg Hobbes's materialist thesis,
which was widely disseminated and discussed throuighthe period of Spinoza's
philosophising. Since Spinoza never directly adsssHobbes's claim, my argument is
based on inferring from what we know Spinoza saideewhat he postulates. Oldenburg
echoes contemporary disquiet among philosopherssaieditists about the Hobbesian
thesis when he asks Spinoza

‘Are you certain that body is not limited by thotighor thought by body?
For the controversy about what thought is, whetites a corporeal
motion or some spiritual act, entirely differentrin the corporeal, is still
unresolved' (Letter 3).

Spinoza must have also felt the impact of Hobba#tack (in his Objections to
Meditations, which we shortly discuss further) on Descartes'sagsty that his
awareness of himself could not, in fact, have bessed by his own corporeal nature.
Spinoza must have seen that if Descartes's pdstulaf an independent thinking
substancevas deemed insufficient to show that the mentadois caused or limited by
body, then a stout metaphysical thesis claimingeesential properties from the outset was
required. It seems Spinoza foresees that if wevar&ing within a framework ofion -
reductivemonism, that is, within parameters where therefimdamental commitment to
preserving mental irreducibility, then our statemhditions for monism must neither

misguidedly entail radical indistinguishability tfie mental from the physical, nor
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make a thesis of monism implausiblCynthia Macdonald has made an intensive
study of assumptions and principles governing itfeistaims. She points out that if an
argument for an identity theory is to be non-tdiviaitial assumptions must not either
foreclose its possible truth (i.e. make it impoksilor the mental to be identical with the
physical following any amount of argument) or apite identity by working with
conceptions of the physical and the mental thati@gieally dependent on one another
(Macdonald pp.4-5)®

It is not possible to say in advance of explicatiminthe attribute autonomy
principle and of the defining characteristics oé thttributes of thought and extension
whether Spinoza's properties, which are logicabiyrid together and necessitate each other,
are also 'logically dependent' on one another. Wewef some criticism of Spinoza's
identity principle is to be made now on the grouofislacdonald's stricture, then | think he
must err on the side of logical mterdependencyhotight and extension on one another,
rather on the side of than radical preclusion ehidy, simply on the basis that we have to
think harder about the issue of logical independeard defer our conclusion on it. On the
other hand, | argue in Chapter 2 that any moragernt conditions than Spinoza offers for
attribute autonomy would put monism out of the dgues While Macdonald's strictures
enable us to look critically at what is going orthe hidden assumptions and motivations
which underlie theses of non-reductive monism, alow us in some cases to expose
obvious prejudgement of the issue of identity (engphysicalist theses where the mental is
defined as a secondary physical property), Spipogserves what | shall argue (after the
principle of mental autonomy has been expoundeitheagnd of the following Chapter) is a
healthy tension between identity and autonomy, tgrgrboth and denying neither.

13 Davidson offers no argument for monism although thihiéslabel he applies to his theory of mind.
While he explains, 'lt is clear that this 'proof of tderitity theory will be at best conditional, since two of its
premises are unsupported, and the argument for the thirdenfmund less than conclusive' (ME p.209), none of
these premises includes monism. This is stipulated (MHE4). Davidson believes that the establishing of
his identity theory stands or falls on the recondiiatof his stated premises, but in Macdonald's view, and as

| shall indicate in footnotes below, Davidson's linguistomulation 'entails the truth of some version of the
identity theory, thereby trivialising it' (Macdonald p.8).
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CHAPTER 2
PRINCIPLE OF MENTAL AUTONOMY

§ 2.1 Thought is not body, nor a property of body.

In this first section of Chapter 2 | demonstraten8pa's awareness that materialism is wrong. In
82.2 | show his rejection of immaterial substanoe82.3 | argue that the tension Spinoza
maintains between his identity and autonomy priesifis defensible. While Spinoza's move in

making God "immanent” (El P18) in Nature was regdrds heretical by all orthodox Judaeo-

Christian authorities, his claim that all thoughishbe entirely natural was equally scandalous,
and was sometimes mistaken for materialion physicalism: | do not distinguish these terms)

Materialism was familiar enough to Spinoza for horreject it firmly in his first text:-

".. it is necessary that what [man] has of thoughty what we call the soul,
is a mode of that attribute we call thought, withany thing other than this
mode belonging to his essence ... Similarly, wieah&s of extension, which
we call the body, is nothing but a mode of the otagribute we call
extension” (KV Appendix 11, 1-2).

Spinoza was aware of Hobbes's belief that thougiisisted solely in body motions. For
Hobbes, there is only corporeal substance: bodysahdtance are two names for the same
thing, "For the universe, being the aggregate afidx) there is no real part thereof that is not
also body" (Hobbes 1, 3, 34, p.428). 'Incorporeddstance’ is a contradiction in terms (ibid,
p.429). 'Mind' is body; so is spirit, which is aiuital and animal spirits, 'subtile, fluid, and
invisible body" (ibid, pp.429, 440). Hobbes telledeartes that it cannot be inferred from
experience that the soul is purely thought:-

‘It does not seem to be a valid argument to sagm'ithinking, therefore |
am thought”, or "I am using my intellect, hencenh an intellect” (2nd
Objection, 3rd Replie® MeditationsCSM 11 p.122).

On the contrary

"... it may well be the case' [that] 'mind will bething but the motions in
certain parts of an organic body' (ibid. p. 126).

! See, for example, Clarke (1704) p.27; Colliber, (17B43ay V, p.160. There are recent
materialist readings of Spinoza. Allison cites Bernad&ginozistic Anomalies'; Hampshire,
Freedom of Mindand Curley, 'Behind the Geometrical Method'. | notaridfsky (1979),
Yolton (1983) and Cook (1990).
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Hobbes's materialist view was that attacked by GQutw(1678) as the falsehood 'that
Cognition, Intellection and Volition are themselweslly nothing else but Local Motion
or Mechanism, in the inward parts of the brain dma@rt' (Yolton p.7). But it is not
Spinoza's view, and was not so considered in his lWathose who understood his
doctrine. Philosophers who lived soon after hingjuding Bayle and Hume, called him
an atheist on the grounds that his God was extenugdabove or beyond the natural
world and having no 'personalifyHume recognises that Spinoza's 'hideous hypothgsis
of 'two different systems of beings presented’, @inehich (although both are included in
the same substance) is non-matgifaeatiseBk.| Pt.1V 8V). Spinoza was rarely accused
of making God or soumerely matter. His 'two different systems' of matter anishdn
existing in God the One Substance, were amply r@sed and reviled. Leibniz refers to
the 'error of Materialist&nd of Spinoza' of not allowing God's power to go infihite
beyond his creation (Leibniz 1 p.209, my emphadigk¢ Hobbes, Spinoza holds that
there is only Nature. But Nature is not, as Holimdgeves, only body.

While Spinoza opposes Descartes by makingttindéutes inhere in one substance, we
have seen that his commitment to the irreducibdityhe mental makes him retain part of
a Cartesian principle in fixing an attribute asessential property, saying that an attribute
is "what the intellect perceives"; and claimingtiH&e a substance, an attribute involves
the concept of no other thing (El D4Bpinoza makes the additional Cartesian claim that
we perceive the mental as an independent essegeeideeit is independent. While he
does not think that whatever we conceive as lolyigatiependent of another thing is also
an ontologically independent entity or substaneeddbes hold that whatever is conceived

as distinct is essentially distinct:-

"Things that have nothing in common with one ano#iso cannot be

2. See Letter 12A on this, referring to KV 2 viii, whichejer begged Spinoza to alter before publishing his
Principles of Descartes's PhilosophiBayle makes a logical objection to God considered as @atkrclaiming

that if God is mutable and divisible, then modes arepHits and are separate substances (Bayle p.308). He does
not accuse Spinoza of materialism.

¥ A modern non-reductive monist such as Davidson, who assuretegorial difference between the mental
and the physical as a ‘commonplace' (ME p.223), and deniea tt@rect view of the mental ‘is not apt to
inspire the nothing-but reflex'’ (ME p.214) at least imphcidcknowledges that the work of producing
justificatory argument for this vital premise has been donedscartes in hiseditations.
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understood through one another, or the concephefohe does not involve the
concept of the other" (El AS).

In the same way, we do not reduce body to a phenahexperience. That which
we perceive to be body really exists as body,selfit-

" .. man consists of a mind and a body, and theamubody exists, as we are aware
of it" (E2 P13 C).

Spinoza believes reality is known in its most gahproperties, and in the deductions we
can make from these, and he resists the idea tieagttributes are limited to man's
"fictions” (KV 1 i Note d, C p.63). His admissiomdt there may be an infinity of
attributes/natures/essences we do not know (ibak)no force if we do not accept that
"So far, however, only two of all these infiniterddutes are known to us through their
essence: Thought and extension” (KV 1 vii Note @,&8)*

The two attributes of thought and extensioe essentially distinct, and distinctly
known. While Spinoza's assertion that "all theiditions we make between the attributes
of God are only distinctions of reason - the attrés are not really distinguished from one
another" (CM 2 v) has been taken, together withshisture that an attribute is "what the
intellect perceives”, to suggest that Spinoza hasbgectivist view of the attributes (i.e.
they are ways a single thing appears to us, andareeally different from one another),
it is now generally considered that this readingriseliable’ For example, when Spinoza
refers to an attribute's being "really distingughbe is saying that the attributes are not
‘really distinct' in a Cartesian sense; that isythre not distinct substances. And when he
uses the scholastic term "what the intellect pge=ti he does so for the express purpose

of marking off the mental as conceptually and exatarily distinct from the physical,

4. "Those which are known to us consist of only two, thipught and extension, for we are speaking here only
of attributes which one could call God's proper attriputierough which we come to know God in himself (KV
1ii, C p.73). "The human mind .. neither involves nor expeeasy other attribute of God besides these two.
Moreover, no other attribute of God can be conceived fronethes attributes or from their modifications”
(Letter 64). (See also E2 Preface; E2 A5.) Spinozadurasserts that "We neither feel not perceive any singula
things, or anythingfNatura Naturatebut bodies and modes of thinking" (E2 A5).

® Wolfson argues that for Spinoza the attributes wereelpdruman imaginings (Wolfson pp.137-153). This
interpretation is now standardly refuted (Bennett p.147). &eekaessler (pp.191-194); Haserot (2); Allison
p.49; Sprigge 1 pp.149-154.
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making direct appeal to his readers’ belief thatatiributes appear different because they
are different. Far from making the attributes mermebnceptually distinct, or distinctly
observed phenomena, Spinoza adds constraints osalitpuand explanation which
estrange the mental from the physical more ragidhlhin does Descartes's doctrine of
diverse substances. For Spinoza, only the mentaégplain the mental because only the
mental cancausethe mental. (Much more is said on this.) For Ddssathis is not the
case. Some acts of thought (e.g. sensory perceptiad passions) are for Descartes
closely connected with the laws of motion and resid so appear to be causally
dependent on body. They do not consist in thouigimea and

'must not be referred either to the mind alone axtybalone. These arise ... from the
close and intimate union of our mind with the bo@rinciples 1848 CSM 1 p.209).
"... the passions are to be numbered among thept&as which the close alliance
between the soul and body renders obscure and semfifiiPassions§28, CSM 1
p.339).
Descartes's stated thesis of interaction is thatattions of the soul' involved in making
judgements interact with brain activities in thengal gland(Passions31-2). The
Cartesian mind "applies itself to corporeal motifsth Replies taVieditations84]), and
disturbances in the body can 'prevent the soul fnawing full control over its passions'
(Passionsl,46). For Spinoza, the mental, that is, all pdesimodes® or ways of being of
the attribute of thought, constitutes a holististeyn, a realm of purely mental activity and
explanation. Conversely, since no other attributaress the mental causal system, the
modes of no other attribute can be explained thrahgught :-
"Each attribute is conceived through itself with@uy other. So the modes of each
attribute involve the concept of their own attrigguibut not of another one; and so they
have God for their cause only insofar as he [ittamsidered under the attribute of
which they are modes, and not insofar as he [itpissidered under any other, g.e.d.”
(E2 P6 Proof).
"The body cannot determine the mind to thinkingd @ne mind cannot determine the
body to motion" (E3 P2).

6.As noted in Chapter 1, Spinozistic "modes" or "modifaa!' are ways of being of substance under some
attribute (ElI P25 C). But they are constitutive itembereas Cartesian modes are changeable propertied join

to a nameModismeans 'in ways' or 'in modes'.
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Thought$ and bodies have no causal or explanatory intenpldlyany but their own kind
since their causal inputs and outputs cannot clguesiééct one another.

Moreover if, as Spinoza thinks, mental stated events are caused only by thought,
then they cannot be causally dependent properfidkeobody. Thus modern property
dualisms which make the mind a property of therb@innot represent Spinoza's theory
of mind any more than reductionist theses which enadental phenomena nothing but
body. It is not enough that the mental is judgeeducible in being a state with conscious
aspects which resist explanation through referéadarain mechanisms. Spinoza's claim
is that the mental is a closed explanatory realcabgse mental states and events are not
body properties, nor caused by them. As is discudsly in Chapter 6, two causal
powers are involved, one physical and one mentéle 'power of the mind is intelligence
itself" (E2 P43 S), and this power does not mowybo

The Spinozistic attribute of thought is trausobust constitutive property having no
causal connections or ultimate causal dependencyatter. It is not technically se -in
itself, for it is not a distinct entity (substanadgpending on itself alone. Yet it is self-

conceived and has always existed, necessarily, mattter in Naturé-

"It is in the nature of substance that each ofitsbutes is conceived through itself,
since all the attributes it has have always been iogether, and one could not be
produced by another, but each expresses the realitging of substance" (El P10 S).
"For since God has existed from eternity, so alsstnhis Idea in the thinking thing,

i.e. exist in itself from eternity” (KV 2 xxii Nota, C 1 p.139).

When Meyer introduces thé&rinciples of Descartes's Philosophyze summarises

Spinoza's belief in the necessary and eternal tezce of mind with body:

‘Just as the human body is not extension abso]uiatyonly an extension determined
in a certain way according to the laws of extendatlire by motion and rest, so also
the human mindpr soul, is not thought absolutely, but only a thoudgttermined in a

certain wayaccording to the laws of thinking nature by ideatought which, one

7. | use this general term throughout Chapters 1, 2 and &, aigament is required to show that for Spinoza all

thoughts are to be defined as ideas, and this canmgivdre due attention until Chapter 4.

8. An "eternal" attribute exists necessarihecessitas sive aeternitésl P10 S).
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infers, must exist when the human body begins ist'éPreface to DPP, C

pp.229-230).
Spinoza's doctrine suggests he has thought out mvhst be the case if the mental is not
to be causally dependent on body, emergent frong,lardn any other sense supervenient
(i.e. dependent in a logical or causal way) on bddyavoid these reductive snares the
mental must be shown to Isei generis - &ind of its own. For, as Hobbes has pointed
out to Descartes, any admission of physical cawstilure to characterise the mental in
some way which explicitly precludes matter, letsha possibility of physical etiology or

straight materialism.

§ 2.2 Thoughtis a natural property.

That the mental isui generisdoes not entail, Spinoza maintains, that it is suggeral or
weird. While thought is an autonomous attributeisia natural attribute; as natural, in
being an expression of God/Nature, as any othesilgesattribute, including the physical.
Today, 'the natural' is considered synonymous itie physical® but that is not
Spinoza's thesis. He argues that nothing can ahaidaws of Nature: if God which is

Nature is all there is, nothing which exists carseautside it (El P15):-

"Will and intellect [for example] are related teetieod's Nature as motion

and rest are, and as are absolutely all naturag#ii(El P32 C2).
For Spinoza there is no supernatural hypostasigl-&off) of which individual soul
substances consist, as there is for Descartes romést of the Neoplatonists whose
doctrines we know Spinoza encounteteillost Neoplatonic doctrines kept to the Platonic
view that the mental was divine soul-stuff pervadthe universe, whereas matter was

inert until 'informed' by the mental (a doctrineimteraction Spinoza must

° Crane argues for this precise conclusion in his papéiGad Has to Do' (1990). He suggests that a
thesis of 'parallelism' can 'in principle' provide a stowut to his conclusion that supervenience physicalism
is false, since therein mental facts are fixed sepgratght from the start (Crane p.239).

10. See, for example, Davidson (‘Mental EventsijloBophy as Psychology' and "The Material Mind'), who
wants to retain an unbridgeable gulf between psychologieahts having a content not subject to laws of
nature, and physical theories which do have that cofientare natural). While this is not a metaphysical
thesis, and Davidson does not think the mental in amgessupernatural, he equates the natural and physical.

11. Spinoza was well read in Stoic, Neoplatonic and Cabalistities. See Jacob; James, Susan (1);

Kristeller (1) and (2); Hallie, Miiller and van Rooijen.
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explicitly reject since he holds that one attribodés no causal influence over another).
Spinoza's natural, non-physical property of thoudidps those features of the

supernatural which repel modern thinkers. Ther®iseed for modern physicalist realists
to regard his essential or inmost property of nwitth the kind of repugnance which would
prompt them to consign it to the scrap-heap of mylong with phlogiston and
fairies. Spinoza takes much this attitude himself'¢onfused perceptions of things
existing in Nature - as when men are persuadedthiea¢ are divinities in the woods, in
images, in animals etc..." (TIE 868). He descrivbat we take to be apparitions as "The
effects of the imagination (or the images whiché@weir origin in the constitution of
the mind" (Letter 17). There is no ghost in the hiaery of the body, and none
following the death of the brain. The mental is,rfot Spinoza, the concern of medicine
or any other science of extension but "of logich (Ereface). | shall argue that there is
only what | call for the time being, until we hagiscussed in detail what Spinoza intends
as his essence of thought, "intelligence". As weehaeen, "The power of the mind is
intelligence itself". This power is inherent in Ne¢ and exists nowhere else.

| shall later devote two Chapters to characterisihgmental, so only remark briefly
here on what Spinoza can mean by the mental if &leeshall thought the subject matter
of the study of logic. To return to the basis & hietaphysic of mind, Spinoza did not say
God 'had' a mind - something to be intelligawnth regarding systems of thought and
objects in the material world - but that God's liet was the knowledge of those objects.
| suggest Spinoza encourages us to shed a certembersome class of thinking
furniture which he sees as a fiction of past orgige, and | shall argue throughout this
thesis against the view that Spinoza either pastsilar requires a conception of mind as a
'stuff or as a thing which contains thoughts. Iy both these characterisations pertain to
mensconceived as substance. However, argument is eshbecause some commentators
think Spinoza must give the mental some essenddtitgfan attribute defined as an
essence of substance. Barker, for example, contedeSpinoza sees the human mind as
an "idea", and that a stipulation of 'mental stsits awkwardly with other aspects of
Spinoza's doctrine of mind. But he insists tha@nsmust be a stouter property than mere
'knowledges of objects’, given that Spinoza 'steids a rigid dualism of the attributes’,
of which thought ises cogitans;thinking thing" (Barker 1 p.114 and pp.111-112 H

holds that theexistenceof mind and itcognitive relationare two distinct conditions:-
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‘The attribute of thought has a quite exceptiomaction, namely that it 'knows
and for Spinoza this really means 'reproducesopres’ the contents of the other
attributes; it has thus a double status, it exaststs own account and it knows
the other attributes' (Barker 11 p.125).

But, Barker argues, tHknowing'condition is insufficient for mentddeing:-

'For, though the human mind is not a substanceyrmsanse Spinoza could

admit, it is nevertheless an independent entity §&nse which the particular

ideawhich it thinksis not. Spinoza may have thought of the mind astedl

to particular ideas in a manner comparable with ithavhich a larger space

is related to the smaller spaces contained iruitjflso, his thought was not

true, for the mind is not merely a marked off paftan infinite and

homogenous continuum that exists all at once actlamged, as space does,

but an individual being that develops in time asdcharacterised by a

certain unity and continuity amidst change' (Barket pp.145-6).

Odegard also believes 'substance modified’ musantiate more than ‘ideas or
mental states'. He does not think 'that God doe® lrtain bits of knowledge of
certain bodies with human minds merely consistingthose bits of knowledge'
(Odegard p.63). God, he says;thlenking beings'But Odegard does not think a 'mind’
exists without its states (Odegard pp.65), anddes echot suggest what further property the
thinking beingswhich are partial expressions of God's thought a¢ocbnsist in.
Moreover, the only examples he gives of cases waealassification of minds as mental
states will not serve are those cases where a kigosuibject conceives a new idea (ibid,
pp.63-64). Yet it is not clear to me why a systeimdeas which is self-generating - a
dissemination of intelligence wherein ideas causieeroideas -cannot cater for the
conceiving of new ideas without some thinking maehto perform this operation. To
postulate 'minds' as existing in addition to theais they have seems to me to deny the
independent power of thought, and vest it in som&egp other than intelligence. More is
said about Spinozistic 'knowing subjects' in 85d 86.3.

I do not think either Barker or Odegard shows fritra texts that Spinoza posits
some essential mental property over and above Gows/ledge of objects, or that

mental events are insufficient to serve as 'mirads], | believe it will become
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increasingly clear during the course of my thebat Wwhile Spinoza makes the mental
maximally indispensable and irreducible, he alsticeably deflates the notion of mind. |
am convinced of this on two counts.

1. We recall Spinoza's remarks on God as archaedtbuilder seeking neither
matter nor natural laws outside himself. The "de/irthinking attribute of which all
finite minds are parts is the knowledge of objegithin itself:- "God, God's intellect,
and the things understood by him are one and the's&2 P7 S). In this mind of Nature-
whole it is inconceivable that the intelligence ahé material object are elements of
different Being. We see further in 83.2 how Spineradicates the Cartesian creator-God
who overviews Nature "like a spectator at a pl&@M(2 iii). And if infinite knowledge is
not embedded in some separate mind-substance,thifgegannot be the case with the
finite minds which are its partial expressions.

2. As we see in 84.2, Spinoza defines all modésaught as ideas, and allows no
room in his thesis for kinds of ideas other thaasthwhich have a place in his three
kinds of knowledge.

Spinoza does not simply unite in one substancerandme as 'Nature' the very
same attributes distinguished as substances byalltesc Nature is for Spinoza a union
of attributes which naturally unite within one stayge, as Descartes's distinct substances
of extension and (non-natural) thought could néte(see in 86.2 that the essential nature
of extension also differs from that of Descartéisg my thesis that Spinoza is as strongly
aware that Cartesian-style essences of extensidnttasught, would undermine the
possibility of monism as he is alert to the thremtmental autonomy posed by a
doctrine of monism. Many commentators - startingthwLeibniz - believe that
Spinoza dissolves 'God's' soul-substance and ohdvisoul-substances, replacing them
with a single power of intelligence differentiated an infinity of instances. Leibniz

attacks Spinoza for claiming ideas to replace minds

“There is not the slightest reason for supposiraj the soul is an idea: ideas
are something purely abstract, as numbers or figamedcannot
act; they are abstract and universal' (Leibniz 2, p.967)
Parkinson also suggests that, for Spinoza, meta#bssthemselves are necessary and

sufficient for mentality :-
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'‘What else would 'the mind' be, other than wiltellect, feeling and so on?
... There is no substratum self which has varioental states, but any
human mind is simply a number of ideas organised icertain way'
(Parkinson 1 p.102 and p.105).

Parkinson and Lloyd both propose that, having despect for Spinoza's metaphysical
commitment which sets individual 'minds’ apart frame another, we do not go far
wrong if we see Spinoza as to some extent antiogpatiume's notion of the human
mind as a bundle of ideas (Parkinson p.102; LIoy¥B). Hume says,

'‘When | turn my reflexion omrmyself,| can never perceive thiself
without some one or more perceptions; nor can i peeceive anything but
the perceptions. Tis the composition of these,afwee, which forms the
self .... This must pave the way for a like prideipvith regard to the
mind, that we have no notion of it, distinct from the tparar

perceptions' (Treatiséippendix, p.634-5).

Hume's point is that we have no idea ofsstice (ibid.), and that perceptions are
logically sufficient for a mind. Spinoza adds t@ tHumean view a stricture that any
'mind’ is the intelligence in God of a particularfion of matter or body. We may
note at this early stage (although further evideiocea marking off of minds solely
through the attribute of thought will be given) thespecific mind-body relation
and a subsequent marking-off of an individual ‘rhinehsues from that
characterisation. Neither thoughts nor the 'mitlasy comprise float detached from

identifiable bodies.

That said, each thought has its own being @mtexce(esse)n relation to all other
modes, and its own esser{essentia)which is its particular expression in terms of an
attribute of substance. A circle, for example, isthb a particular physical
instantiation and the idea of it. The latter is aanere epiphenomenal reflection of
the material circle - a passive doppelganger esprgsn thought what is instantiated
in extension:- "For a circle is one thing and aeaf the circle another - the idea
of a circle is not something which has a circumieesand a centre, as the circle does"

(TIE 833). Moreover, in extension and thought Spa@ostulates two essentially
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different properties expressing diveps@vers.The mental operates under its own steam.
I will give an example of this dual causal systemadvance of the detailed later
discussion of Chapter 6. Spinoza does not provide éxample, but | offer it to
enlarge on his example of a circle, since | thinkelps to explain how any fractional
entity (mode of thought and mode of extension) chm¢®xist in isolation but has a place in a
causal scheme of differentiation and modificationsubstance. Mathematicians believe
that the arrangement of the separate scales on eofie represent a masterpiece of
mathematical precision. Set down as an algebraiatemn this pattern is immensely
complex. It would take extensive calculation to stouct a similar model. Spinoza's thesis
entails that the fir cone's mathematical constongtviewed as such, is indettte product

of calculationand is not caused by the wooden material which $othe scales. The
visible scaly arrangement has been generated thraxgension, but the algebraic
equation is the outcome of an interplay of intelfige ("logic™). If we did not consider
the mathematics of the calculation as a propeftgrathan the physical property of the fir

cone we would, in Spinoza's view, misunderstandifdat

"If we neglect them we shall necessarily overtuma tonnection of the

intellect, which ought to reproduce the connectobmature, and we shall

completely miss our goal [of knowing the order aodnection of Nature]"

(TIE §95).
We may note here thaur calculations, if wrong, are not identical with thebject. We
shall spend the next four Chapters examining havptbwer of intelligence in humans
does not match the order of true ideas or "the roodethe intellect”. Each principle
examined throws up different worries over Spinozatempt to make finite minds
fractional expressions of God's mind. However, $iwio argue a little further here for the
reasonableness of Spinoza's assumptions abourfithitei attributes of the one substance in
so far as these are God/Nature and the thingsitkest(El P17 S). Spinoza's claim makes
demands on our conceptual abilities because (kxmo similar theory of non-reductive
monism, postulating identification across a chagrkirnds and causal powers, has been
advanced. Spinoza is committed to the strongestssiple conditions for mental
independence short of independence of substanoeighhis ontologically, causally and

explanatorily self-sufficient. Yet we know thatiBpza takes his principle of monism or
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attribute identity equally seriously. The tensiomused by these simultaneous
assertions of sameness of substance and distisovhiesssential property confused his
earliest pupils and still gives rise to conflictiiigerpretations of his theory of mind. Yet
| suggest that this apparent paradox of samenelsstharness exists in some form in any
thesis of non-reductive monism, since any versionstmcontain in some sense a
contradiction if both identity and mental autonopmnciples are postulated, even if these
principles are flimsy in comparison with Spinoz&sarther, | believe Spinoza's doctrine of
mind shows us that such a tension is healthy, a®tisito be kept at the forefront of
awareness while considering the mind-body relatioshall try to explain this view
forthwith.

§ 2.3 A proper tension between identity and auteomy.

| have suggested that Spinoza's robust metaphytbiesis of non-reductive monism acts
as a control or measure of what is involved inmlag mental autonomy within a
monistic framework, and | conclude this prelimingrgrt of my thesis by reflecting on
how Spinoza's thesis is catalytic in showing ogi@r non-reductive monism as depicted
within the familiar framework of dual aspect thedryany version of non-reductive monism
the mental and the physical are seen as two aspéaise thing, but the ontological
commitment involved in the various properties, mmeanal experiences, or semantic
distinctions designated as the 'aspects’ diffedehyi

One analysi€ of 'dual' or 'double' aspect theory isolates thetmments in our
everyday concept of an 'aspect’. It distinguishiggh@t which presents or ‘has' the
aspects; (ii) the aspects themselves, and (iii) geeson to whom the aspects are
presented (Vesey p.146). A dual aspect theory faistg only two meanings or
predicates is at most realist about (i) - that Whicesents the aspects, and (iii) - the person
to whom the aspects are presented. It does notdéthe aspects themselves' (ii) as

'objects’ existing in themselves outside our exguee. At the far (Spinozistic)

'Vesey G.N.A. 'Agent and Spectator: The Double AspeTheory' in The Human Agent, Macmillan, 1968.
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polarity a dual aspect thesis positing existentiatidependent states or essential
properties concentrates on the aspects themsedvasgt@nomous properties of the entity or
event which presents the aspédt¥e might liken these aspects to the east and west
aspects of a house, although for Spinoza no ‘hougkird thing having aspects underlies
the aspects. Substance just is "All Attributes” PED).

The challenge for any non-reductive monist liessustaining the unique and
diverse characters of the mental and physical asp€his is as true of a theory of mind
positing only a linguistic difference as of a médtggical thesis such as Spinoza's. It was

observed almost a century ago by Baldwin that thetk aspect theory

"... while professing to harmonise materialism apditualism, occupies a

position of somewhat unstable equilibrium betweles two, and shows a

tendency in different expositors to relapse inte @r the other.... The

former theory may be called "psychical monism" gpifitualism”, the

latter, "physical monism" or "materialism” (BaldwirDictionary of

Philosophy and Psycholo¢$901], quoted by Vesey, p.149).
The tendency to identify one of the aspects with dther, or with the underlying entity
illustrates how a dual aspect thesis can fail B édommitment to non-reduction.
Currently there is a tendency for the mental aspedie reduced, as is shown by the
problems physicalist identity theorists have in dastrating independent mental causal
efficacy. The physical seems inevitably to wear theusers. Conversely, a dual
aspect thesis positing only phenomenological erpeds of the mental and physical
would be in effect an idealist\. Spinoza's doctrine of mind has been read as both

idealist® and materialist (above, Note I), showing that$iedgt immune to the threat

13. While for both Davidson and Spinoza (where x is\a@mng P is physical and M is mental), 3x @#@xx), the
ontological commitments underlying this formula are quitéed#nt. For Spinoza, P and M are physical and
mental essential properties, so there can be no redu&wnDavidson, they are only physical or mental
predicates (propositions). There is no distinction of kindhéevents underlying P and M. Davidson admits
his thesis of non-reductive monism 'resembles materiahisits claim that all events are physical' (ME p.214).
Thus, while Spinoza may seem pressed to preserve a mbaisamse he posits two essential properties in one
entity, Davidson will be pressed to preserve mental iicility.

14. The doctrine of 'neutral monism' appears first inthleses of Russell and James, both of whom offer
explanations of how a single neutral stuff (embodyiagxistential duality of physical and mental prtips) could
support our phenomenal perceptions of mind and matter. In both tbeesentological commitment turns out to
be idealist, so fixing two aspects of the same 'kind' ($akive p.208; Russell pp.307-8).

5 James claims Spinoza is an idealist (James W. p.Zi8)ey regards Joachim and Harris as idealist
interpreters of Spinoza (C p.432). Sprigge reflects oleatist identity in Spinoza (Sprigge 1 p.172).
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of subsumption of one attribute/nature/essence amother. If Spinoza's attributes,
forcefully argued to be in all respects self-suéfit, are vulnerable to charges of
relapsing into one or other of these natures, tihéa hard to see how mental and
physical aspects which are not subject to metaphlsionstraints can fare better. It is
arguable that fixing the correct tension betweeeniily and autonomy is a delicate
conceptual balancing act of which Spinoza has nmageofound study, and that any
weaker commitment than his to properties of thougid body may fail to preserve

mental irreducibility. If Spinozashould ever be demonstrated to have fixed an
irreducible place for the mind without sacrificirdgntity or espousing two aspects of the
same kind, then his thesis of non-reductive monmight seem to be a successful
prototype, showing how to avoid the mind dissolvimgo body, or the body being

reduced to a phenomenal or semantic experience.

Unfortunately 1 do not think it worth pursuing théégument since it is my thesis
that, on other grounds, Spinoza fails to give sat&sfactory account of the human mind.
| suggested while introducing my thesis that in mgw the tension traditionally
recognised in Spinoza's philosophy between thesaitg and autonomy principles is not
the most serious tension in his theory of mind. M/kte principles which induce it are
now in place and could be seen as poised for futdsting, | believe any difficulties
they create are dwarfed by those dogging Spinagsesnpt to move directly from the
whole intellect of God/Nature to the finite fragneof intellect which are, for him, human
minds. In my view, Spinoza's theory of mind is selyxedamaged by this last strategy, and
| believe that at some points in the Chapters bdloproves easier to go along with
Spinoza's combined principles of identity and aatoy than to concur with those which
depend on extrapolating from the complete mind atuxe-whole to the human mind.
However, it is not the major concern of my thesisvindicate Spinoza's sustaining of
tension between attribute autonomy and attribugatity, and apart from a consideration of
its explanatory benefit in Spinoza's dual causateay (Chapter 6), explicit discussion of

this tension ends here.
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CHAPTER 3
PRINCIPLE OF MENTAL HOLISM
§ 3.1 An infinite attribute of thought must contai all possible thoughts:

We have seen that Spinoza postulates an irredutibhtal attribute of thought which is a
closed explanatory realm just because mental stetg®vents are not body properties,
nor caused by them. Thoughts have no causal coemegtith, and thereby no
explanatory interplay with, any but their own kind.

Mental holism considered aself-containednesss entailed by the Spinozistic
recognition that modes of one attribute cannotitlimodes of another (El D2 and EI P10
S). Because thoughts are only caused by other ttisubere can be no semi-or quasi-
physical sensations. Spinozistic mental indepereglé)dn contrast to the Cartesian thesis
in which, as we have seen, some mental events appeaally dependent on body, or
else are 'not be referred either to the mind atowri®dy alone’, very clear-cut. Mental self-
containedness is, for Spinoza, as complete as mapobtulated within an entity where
each essential property complements the othes. dieiarly far more radical than that of
modern theories of mind which assert that an indéeet mental realm exists on the basis
of a semantic or verbal divide between mental arehts and physical events, but that a
single causal scheme underlies the mental and gdlysvents these predicates are said
strictly to segregatéThis thesis leaves room (Hobbes would suggestjh@mossibility
that although we conceive of a diverse domain ofigit ‘it may well be the case that
mind will be nothing but the motions in certain gaof an organic body'.

Mental holism is further taken by Spinoza to entaéntalall-inclusivenessAn
attribute which is "infinite" is unlimited in a wat sense than for Descartes: it includes

all that is logically possible in its kind (ChapterNote 5). We have to look carefully

1| use this general term throughout Chapters 1, 2 ansinge argument is required to show that for

Spinoza all thoughts are to be defined as ideas, andahitt be given due attention until Chapter 4.

2 Davidson also asserts a thesis of mental holism in wiieHconceptual domains' of the mental and the
physical are disparate: each entails 'allegiance' tiffareht overall scheme of explanation (ME p.222).
However, it is a prime principle of Davidson's thedt least some mental events interact causally wittsipaly
events' (ME p.208), and an assumption thaetrents themselvese physical (ME p.214).
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into this claim since, if examples of thoughts dam found which a sole attribute
(property, kind or essence) could not embrace,pibssibility that some thoughts are
physical, or of some other kind, gets a footholghinSza eschews unnecessary
distinctions between modes of thought just becaursghing which prevents thoughts
being aspects of a unified power of intelligencadieto conceptual impasse at every stage
of explaining the mental. We would then have tonaloa the project of fixing a defining
characterisation for thought, and would consequeb# disadvantaged in trying to
demonstrate an essential irreducibility of the raker@ur monism might not, therefore be
correctly be called non-reductivd.shall begin to argue shortly that the pressyria&a
puts on the mind of God/Nature to makalitinclusive,that is, to include all "adequate”
(complete and true) thoughts, and also all "inadegju(partial and confused) thoughts,
produces cracks in his thesis of mental holismstHiexplicate that thesis.

EthicsPart 2 is called "Of the Nature and Origin of thendl. Here Spinoza

begins to spell out what must be deduced from #ré Pclaim that

"...there belongs to God an attribute whose coneéipsingular thoughts

involve, and through which they are also concei@&® Pl Proof).
This brief paraphrase of the detailed metaphysiiPaft 1 seems straightforward, but,
Spinoza says, we shall get nowhere by trying tdyaed'absolute thought". We cannot
extrapolate from this abstraction to the essendbeomental, any more than we could infer
from the experience of thinking which was Descétegarting-point for inquiry into the
nature of the mind to what thought, in generalAisiew approach is needed, Spinoza says,
through a concept which should enable us to seeetatons of our thought to the totality
of thought in God/Nature-thinking. Since God/Natiseghought in general in being all

possible modes of thought, it is an "infinite ifget" :-

"From the necessity of the divine nature there nigiw infinitely many
things in infinitely many modes, (i.e. everythindnieh can fall under an
infinite intellect” (EI P16).

%In this, Spinoza anticipates the need for an essgnthental description which marks off a
purely mental event, as proposed by Davidson (ME X).2Davidson also (we see in due
course) fixes a defining characteristic of the mental ishie says, makes mental events
irreducibly mental.
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The infinite intellect is said by Spinoza tbe the immediate infinite mode of

thought, that is, the most general way of beingulfstance-thinkin§ A part-'mind' is

a finite mode of thought, a fractional expressiomental event, an effect or thought-
stage in this all-inclusive system of thinking:-h& human mind is [like any other
finite mind] part of the infinite intellect of God’E2 PIl C). Each of the finite modes
of thought which comprises those 'minds' is alsoiratividual mental event or

fractional expression of this holistic matrix obtight:-

"When we say that the human mind perceives thishat, we are saying
nothing but that God, not insofar as he is infinibeit insofar as he [it] is
explained [or displayed] through the nature of loenan mindor insofar as

he constitutes the essence of the human mindhissrtthat idea™" (E2 PII C).

| have already suggested that a 'mind' has no tifieg than the thoughts that comprise
it. | shall therefore sometimes use scare quotedréss that what we refer to as 'minds'
are, for Spinoza, collections of particular ideathin the infinite system of all ideas 'of
particular bodies. Strictly speaking, a mind isiregle complex idea, Allison reminds us
(Allison p.88). This does not make the term 'mirh anthropocentric construct for
Spinoza, amounting to a false view of what realigts. It merely urges us to understand
the designation 'mind' in a non-Cartesian sens#,ish as a complex unit of intelligence

rather than a substance or a nugget of soul-stuff:-

"The idea that constitutes the formal being oftibenan mind is the idea of a body
which is composed of a great many highly compositividuals. But of each
individual composing the body, there is necessanilydea in God. Therefore, the
idea of the human body is composed of these masgsidf the parts composing
the body, g.e.d. (E2 P15 Proof).

First, then, we have to understand each human asral unified collection of fragments
within the infinite intellect, God/Nature-thinking.loyd's recent book is devoted to
showing that this does not deny the existence ofdeh but makes each mind 'a unique

permutation of ideas' (Lloyd p.53). She distirstpgis two grounds for

«"By intellect we understand not absolute thought, begrdain mode of thinking" (ElI P31 and Proof). In Letter

64 Spinoza says the immediate infinite mode of thought ilatedy infinite understanding".
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this assurance. An individual mind is differentai@ through its particular relations to
other ideas. It is not merged in the flux of modéthought, but ‘can exist as an individual
only in the context obther modes of thought' (Lloyd p.29, my italicd)) A mind has
individuality through its status as an idea in thi@d of God of a particular body, and this
guarantees its individuality and its relation te ttest of the world (ibid, p. 173). It is
Lloyd's thesis that our selfhood is not threatelmeidthat we can only understand the place
of our 'minds' in the universe if we look at ouves not as self-contained wholes but as
elements in "the whole".

Lloyd's thesis provokes certain questions we shalle to answer before long.
Firstly, hasn't Descartes shown that we can e#sitk of our mind and its functioning as
a unit separate from any other body or mind inuhe&erse? Yet, in Spinoza's thesis as
interpreted by Lloyd, we seem to need to know alsoutbody before we can believe our
mind is an individual. Spinoza has not so far gigeg explanation of how a mind is to be
markedoff just as a collection of idea8nd is this 'idea in God' which is the complex of
my thoughts really the same 'mind’' | experiencesonfar as my thoughts are beliefs
directed on the world, and are not concerned wétes of my body? We shall not be able
to resist addressing these complications for manbér, but for the present we must press
Spinoza's principle that fail-inclusivenessa unified domain of thoughts, there can only

be one sort of thought, subject to a single andjuirecal definition.

All-inclusivenessentails there can be no expression of mentalityclwhs not
captured in the whole. We recall that Spinoza seisto avoid the incoherence of
confining minds to God andomo sapiend-e protests that those who "maintain that the
human mind is produced by no natural causes, leated directly by God" create "a State
within the greater State of Nature" (TP Il 6), tigtan enclave of uniquely immaterial
human mentality whose nature must be explainea ipasochial a way as to disallow a
general characterisation of the mental which cauttlde non-human species. Spinoza is
not alone in pointing out that Descartes gets hiinmst® difficulties by making the human
intellect differentin kind from the mentality of animals, which Descartes pgigo be
‘completely different in nature from ourgDiscourse on the Methodart 6, CSM 1
pp.140). Gassendi observes the tension betweenafess denial that animals have
mentality (Letters 1646 and 1649, CSMK pp.302 a@bl) &nd his admission that
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'knowledge' and other goods, including virtue, lddaelong to all the intelligent creatures
in an indefinitely extended] world' (Letter 1647 @K p.322). Descartes does not
demonstrate why it is that although 'we see thatyra the organs of animals are not
very different from ours in shape and movemenheré are two different principles
causing our movements', one 'mechanical and capafee other mind or soul defined as
thinking substance(Letter 1649, CSM p.365). He merely asserts thatrhentality of

animals is mechanical and corporeal, so is diffeienkind from our own. Gassendi

protests to Descartes that if he classes sensegiene and imagination as thoughts

' ... In that case you must consider whether tmses@erception which the brutes
have does not also deserve to be called "thougide st is not dissimilar to your
own. That would mean that the brutes, too, haveral which is not unlike yours'
(Fifth Set of Objections tMeditations,CSM 11 p.187).

Descartes does not, as we have seen and shalksliimther, consider sensation to be
wholly thought, but this does not release him frthra difficulty that many perceptions
seem exactly comparable in humans and animals.o&pimargues that an "infinite"
attribute of thought cannot by definition - even bgscartes's definition it is 'unlimited’
(Chapter 1, Note 5) - be limited to God and humaulss Spinoza's thesis is surely meant
as a rebuttal to Descartes's complaint that
'we have long believed that man has great advasitager other creatures, and it
looks as if we lose them all when we change ouniopl (i.e. when we ) ‘infer that
there are intelligent creatures in the stars oevetere' (Letter to Chanut 1647,
CSMK p.321).

Spinoza is not interested in specific inferenceotiver intelligences, and does not
think, for reasons which emerge shortly, that dietidknowledge of finite modifications of
Nature are available to us. His reaction to Dessatthesis seems merely to suggest that
philosophers who claim to catch sight of some usigke pattern in Nature should
recognise the need to give an account of thoughernms other than those dictated by
theological dogma or by the convention or ancieatharity they purport to reject
(DiscoursePart 1, CSM 1 pp.113-115).
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Spinoza's doctrine of a universal concatenation @minuum of thoughts duly
allows for an in-principle mental interconnectedn@sth all non-human denizens of the
universe (E2 P13 S). He emphasises while expligdtis theory of mind that

"The things we have shown so far are completelyeggrand do not pertain more

to man than to other individuals ..." (E2 P13 S). .

This open-ended metaphysic does not entail thatigieexpression is in any way
comparable between species. Minds are the idedsodies, and the bodies of other
species differ greatly from our own, therefore ¢hisr no reason to suppose their thoughts
are like ours, either. Nonetheless, this evidencalifference is also evidence for a degree
of sameness of perception in human and animal mindso far as our bodies precisely
resemble other bodies, our perceptions may reseihigies, too. This circumstance
logically facilitates the gradations of pains, edes and desires etc. that we seem to
observe in animals. While Spinoza personally carsidattempts at extra-human
communication pointless (E4 Appendix XXVI), his ddwe coheres with the view of
many people that there is cognitive kinship betwa@mals and ourselves.

Spinoza's concern that all thoughts mhatresa common nature if we are to fix a
defining characteristic of thought which does riotitl our account of the place of the
mind in Nature is a lively one in contemporary pedphy of mind. Problems of multiple
realisation in mind-body identity theories whicipstate 'types' of identity are anticipated
by Spinoza's theory that a particular (or tokeoutiht is the idea of a particular (or token)
body-state, and that typing is a secondary concktis. thesis is calculatedly not
parochial> We must, he says, look beyond our own specifidalljnan states of mind in
the search for a shared nature of thought. He \mdieve shall be led astray if we
concentrate on the human case since this mustprésent the nature of mind in general.
He claims that certain mental features we isolateourselves and seem to think
indispensable, like consciousness, subjectivity andacy, cannot constitute what is
common to all mental properties, since if we lootoithe matter carefully we find they

° Spinoza aims to avoid limiting his thesis, Cadasiashion, in a way which leaves anomalies sittintside

his metaphysical scheme. Consequently, he makeshbiss deliberately neutral, and leaves trailefs o

possibility of intelligence. Taken to their absaahclusions these theses may be very distracting.
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are not even universally expressed in all humanghts. Consciousness (the 'awareness'
considered by Descartes the defining feature ofrangle of though®)is, for Spinoza, a
property of only some mental events. Spinoza safanis have no consciousness of
themselves or their bodies (E5 P6 S):

"And really, he who [is] like an infant or a child has a mind which considered in

itself is conscious of almost nothing of itself,afrGod or of things" (E5 P39 S).

A good deal more is said on unconscious ideas ap(hn 4.

Privacy is not a universal feature of thought sisome thoughts (e.g. that we have
bodies) are common. Nor are our thoughts invariaiyressed in propositions: a silent,
phrase-less, verb-less sigh may serve for a dohkenghts. Since features such as
consciousness, privacy and aptness for verbabéation seem to be patchily expressed in
human minds, why should we expect to build a taroynof non-human psychologyn
the basis of them? Spinoza warns that it is assioabd postulate specifically human ways
of thinking as characteristics of Nature in genaslto assign them to God (El Preface).
While these modes of thought are real and mustakent into account in fixing the
defining feature of thought, they do not defineuitlot.

We may well wonder how Spinoza expects us to getidel our own necessarily
perspectival way of thinking in order to discovee tessence of any possible thought.
Spinoza is ready with his answer. He argues thatamehave an adequate notion of what
mentality, in general, is, without the absurd angassible expedient of trying to get
outside our own natures. Knowledge of the genesakmces of thought and extension
which we ourselves express is, Spinoza says, aematthaving notions of common
properties, for "Those things which are commonlkoamd which are equally in the part
and in the whole, can only be conceived adequat@®'P38). The notions we have are

therefore "common notions". Here Spinoza makesppeal to the ancient theory, kept

® 'Thought: Itake this term to include everything that is withis in such a way that we are immediately awarié of
(Def.l, 2nd Replies, CSM p.113).

" The term 'psychology’ was not introduced untiDdéand so was not available to Spinoza, but few

philosophers have more thoroughly investigated yalar perceptions and attitudes, or advanced a more
comprehensive psychotherapy and analysis of sdgi@mics. It seems ironic that some critics (Bajz and Sellars
[Sellars p.8]) have held that Spinoza's arm in oaprg the intellect is the elimination of commong@aways of
thinking and feeling, yet we see below that in@sgeSpinoza invites such views.
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alive by Descartes, that ‘common notions' are bemause they are innate, planted in our
minds at birth by God (‘Comments on a Certain Bsbadt' CSM 1 p.305). For Spinoza,
all thoughts are both "divine" and innate in camsing the human mind. Instead, he
explains that common notions must be adequate leunel because they represent

common properties in really existing things:-

"What is common to all things, and is equally ie thart as in the whole, does not

constitute the essence of any singular thing" (E2)P

"Common notions" are of those properties whichaatealised in each instance of all of a
type. Since the same general essence exists ily evade, every singular thing is an
exemplar of that general essence. We need only khewgeneral nature of any finite
mode of thought to know the general nature of thbugGonversely, knowing this essence
logically entails that we know the most generaluratof any singular thought. In my
view, Spinoza endorses a concept of common not@isropounded by Socrates, that is,
a 'one over many' which has no meaning if separften its real instantiation.
Spinoza's doctrine of common notions should allomv to supply a defining feature of
the mental which is equally true of thought in gahend of any finite mode in the
infinite intellect.

Spinoza's zeal and commitment in dissolving unresrgsboundaries and showing how
all expressions of thought must share a basic @atod interrelate if there are not to be
alien pockets of this and that kind of thoughthe tiniverse forces us to examine in depth
what is involved in a plausible principle of mentallism. We have seen that mental
holism entails botlself-containednesand all-inclusivenessThe infinity of the infinite

intellect (i.e. its condition odll-inclusivenessgntails that all human inadequate (partial

®1 believe we can avoid the nominalist-universalist controvessgounded by Haserot (1) pp.43-67.
through this approach. Haserot denies Spinoza a nominalisbwiemany counts, and Bennett, who believes that
if Spinoza talks in terms of properties (Bennett p.39) and esir essences (ibid, p.302), Spinoza's text cannot
be given an entirely nominalist reading. Aristotle comme8dsrates for not separating off, as Plato did, a
transcendent Form or eternal idea as a 'one over reapgrated’ (cf. Fine, Gail). In my view (and as is agreed
by classical scholar David Sedley) Spinoza's doctrineoommon notions resembles the Socratic 'one over
many', in centra-distinction to Platonic and Aristoteliaews. For Plato, essences existede rebus,before
things', i.e. before being in some inferior way exemplifiadactual existents. For Aristotle they were
abstractions, universals knovpost rebus -after things. For Socrates, 'forms' do not eaiste rebusthat is,
before there are actual existents for the ideas tofpéudt are in real things. For Spinoza, essences msst al
existin rebus,in actual things, for universals "do not exist nor hawg essence beyond that of singular things"
(CM 2, VII). Spinoza's nominalism is not, therefore ansistent with a rational universalism.
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and perspectival, mutilated and confused thougtiggther with whatever common

notions we have and the deductions we are ableat@rfrom them, are in God/Nature-
thinking. It also entails that God/Nature-thinkimgust contain any other finite-mind

thinking there is. But the dimension ail-inclusivenessis not just a question of

reconciling differently modified mentality in diffently modified instances of substance.
Spinoza's principle of mental holism requires ahfer reconciliation, for God/Nature-

thinking has another, and apparently incompatildgical dimension. Because it is, as
was explained in 81.1, 'the mind of God', it isoaH truths,that is, all the "true" thoughts

which agree internally with their objects - "A triskea must agree with its object” [El
A6]). The infinite intellect is thus at once bothusal thinking principle and its effects
("the wholenatura naturata").These diverse logical dimensions of thinking (@ktruths

andall-inclusiveness$hould cohere. We need to see if, or how, Spinorg®this about.

§ 3.2 In one logical dimension an infinite intellet is all truths.

Spinoza at times emphatically characterises thiegteor complete mind of God/Nature
in a way which marks it off as distinct from theaity of its parts. This perfect or
complete mind is not ontologically distinct frons inodes, for God/Nature cannot stand
outsidethe totality of thought as a distinct existence. W&e seen Spinoza's denial that
God overviews Nature "like a spectator at a playM(2 iii). The viewpoint | wish to
demarcate is therefore less a view of 'how God lenature' than a view of 'how Nature
knows itself in one logical dimension as the cortgiatelligence of the universe, the set
of all truths of all objects. Barker objects that an infiniteeltect cannot split itself from
the totality of its modes in this way since it cahempty its mind of its other knowledge.
He considers Spinoza's doctrine incoherent, fer ahly way in which we can have both
finite minds and an infinite or omniscient mindhig taking them as distinct existences,
and Spinoza could not do this' (Barker 1 p.1’liBhave said it is my thesis that serious

anomalies arise from Spinoza's attempt to squarendntal characteristics of finite modes

® Taylor thinks that the only coherent omniscienstfprinciple is to be found in Descartes's trandeat God
(Taylor p.210-11).
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with those of an infinite mind, and that these aabes ultimately undermine his
principles. However, | believe the principle of isoh survives this first test. | think it is
possible for the infinite intellect adl truthsto be a logical, not an ontologically distinct
aspect of God/ Nature's mind, as | try to show Wweleith help from established
commentators. Nevertheless, while not interpretimg entirely adequate dimension of
thinking as different in kind from finite mindssliggest that its thoroughgoing scope and
accuracy removes it as utterly from the human naadhe conventional 'mind of God'
entrenched in Western culture and sometimes reféoras a 'God's eye view' or absolute
conception.

Craig, whose studVhe Mind of God and the Works of Mtaaces the decline of
man's vision of himself as aspiring to emulate Gslibws how Spinoza converts the
traditionally perfect 'Mind of God' into the mind Nature:-

‘The mind that corresponds to the whole of naijpse factothinks every thought in

full; besides that, it also thinks every thougtdtively - none of its thoughts are

reactions to any states of itself which have arternal origin.In full, because for

Spinoza to think something in full is to think iibag with its causes (or reasons),

and this the mind of God inevitably does. For itresponds to all nature, and

nature, axausa suicontains all its causes. Actively, because it iergthing, and
therefore there is no external cause to which anisostates could be a passive

response’ (Craig p.49).

There can be no doubt that Spinoza marks off withénimmediate infinite intellect
considered as the totality of thought the eliteritige view of God asll truths which |
shall call for brevity the 'ideal mind" and referas "God". While the equation God/Nature
is intended to forefront the monism claim, the $gistic double quotation marks for
"God" or "in God" indicate with what difficulty, @hwhat unfortunate effect on his
philosophy of mind (I shall argue) Spinoza reorgansithe traditional 'mind of God'
conceived asll truths. Spinoza accentuates the difference between oulleciteand
"God's" through an analogy between "the dog thatheavenly constellation and the dog
that is a barking animal" (El P17 S2). He strestes the intellect "which would
constitute the essence of "God" would have to défgirely from our intellect, and could

not agree in anything except the name" (ibid.).
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While this ideal mind is undoubtedly picked out $ginoza as a distinct logical
dimension of the infinite intellect, we know Spi@oezannot logically say that the infinite
intellect differs "entirely” from our own, since dmfinite" attribute embraces all of its
kind. There cannot be an essential nature of thowdich is of some kind other than its
own partial expressions. Spinoza cannot really wamtsist on such a radical distinction
as is suggested by the dog analogy, for this wattketly confute the seamlessness of his
holistic realm of thought. But he wants us to ske difference between the active,
generative or causal and the passive, determinechased, and between an intellect
which is wholly "adequate”, unlimited understandorgthe set of all "true" propositions,
and the thinking of its component part-intellectsose thinking comprises an infinity of
thoughts which are largely gappy, confused andpeets/al.

We need to clarify further this sense in which ®&tlre-thinking has, and, in
constituting the human mings all thoughts, but is also "God", an intellect inquamably
more powerful than our own. Joachim reproachesdpifn a similar but less severe way
Barker. Whereas Barker believes Spinoza's attrilmfitéhought is threatened with an
ontological split between its infinite and finite ooes, Joachim isolates a logical
distinction which indicates how Spinoza's difficedt with the transition between ideal
and finite 'minds’ arise. Spinozd$atura naturans/Natura naturataistinction is not
much examined by Spinoza scholars. But Joachimsgiv& good deal of space. He
observes that for SpinoAatura naturansmust be logically prior tdNatura naturata(as
we have seen from the ordering of Spinoza's argtsrfeom "first causeor God" (TIE
892), to Nature's effects). That being so, sayshlog it would seem on first blush that
Natura naturanscan 'be conceived witholllatura naturata,though not vice versa'
(Joachim p.67, Note i). | do not call the ideal mitige dimensionNatura naturans
(although the contrast this term draws with th&dimnd inadequate thoughts of Nature's
effects inNatura naturataseems convenient) since Spinoza explicitly forhudsto do

this!® The Latin distinction aside, Joachim interestinaffjrms that in one logical

9 *The actual intellect, whether finite or infinite, likgll, desire love, etc., must be referredNatura naturata,
not Natura naturangEl P31). This stipulation endorses Spinoza's assertitheiBhort Treatisehat he will not
regard the mind of God &atura naturansas was the custom of the scholastics, since for thed's@ind was
"beyond all substances". Spinoza clearly makes the dotelthose "sole property i understand everything
clearly and distinctly at all times" a modeMétura Naturata(KV 1 viii and ix). Thus | do not think we can agsithe

set of all true propositions fdatura naturans..
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dimension the infinite intellect does not involreetpartial and perspectival perceptions
and beliefs of its parts. As ideal mind, "God" Isteue and adequate thoughts. | have
suggested that we might want to call it the sealbftrue propositions, or an absolute
conception. (McShea suggests 'a master equatiah, &8I is envisaged in the unity of
science programme -a single massive tautologieéérsient of every relationship and the
formula of every existent (McShea pp.33-4). Spincaiés it knowing things through their
causes (TIE 892) or "from a true or legitimate wigthn" (893) or "in their true codes"
(895). InEthicsit is knowingsub specie aeternitat{sinder an aspect of eternity - E2 P44
C2).

Spinoza claims that humans can share in this gntidequate logical dimension
when they have common notions and make deductiam them, that is, when they
know adequately through reason, for "It is of tla¢une of reason to perceive things under
a certain species of eternity” (ibid?)The continuum of thought Spinoza postulates is of
levels of intelligence or knowledge. The Spinozidlind of "God" cannot transcend this,
but it can maximally express all adequate ideasegidcy should, clearly, be uniform
wherever it occurs, either in Whole-mind or partadhifor one thought cannot coherently
be more complete than another complete thoughts Thinsideration implies that the
infinite intellect conceived as ideal just knowsmnthings completely than we do.

But the epistemic situation is not that simple.n®ga makes clear that "God" (ideal mind)
knows not only all particular existences in thoughtl extension but all the modes of any

other attribute there might logically possibly be:-

"l say of an object that really existgtc., without further particulars, in order to
include here not only the modes of extension, sd the modes of all the infinite
attributes, which have a soul just as much as thbsatension do" (KV Appendix

2 89).

This dogma brings home to us that human knowleddiitedin its subject mattewith

regard to the number of attributes known: its kremlgle is radically incomplete

™ Curley's translation, but 'aspect' seems to resplesiesdetter.
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because whole sets of common notions are missomg fruman minds.

Further, although as seen the existence ddraltributes does not affect Spinoza's
theory of mind, since the mind-body relation ontyalves the attributes of thought and
extension (Chapter 2, Note 4) the super-human sadpan ideal mind regarding
possibiliagives it a unique view of Nature, and may seemuioyp barriers to Spinoza's
intentions regarding a seamless transition from MAnand to part-mind. Finite-mind
understanding encompasses only possibilities egpdesn conditional a priori claims
constructed on the basis of the common notionsesehcomprising our only sure
knowledge and "the foundations of our reasoning PER SI). An ideal intellect, on the
other hand, knows infinite possibilities with respéo all possible attributes and all
possible particulars. While there is some dispu®rag Spinoza scholars over whether,
for Spinoza, all possibilities must be actualitisice Spinoza posits only real things) it is
standardly acknowledged that he thinks that whagteap to us contingencies are
possibilities when conceived by a ideal, all-knogvintellect, and what we conceive as

possibilities may or may not in fact be so:-

"l call singular things contingent insofar as wedfinothing, while we attend only

to their essence, which necessarily posits theistexce or which necessarily

excludes it" (E4 D3).

"l call the same singular things possible, insafsr while we attend to the causes
from which they must be produced, we do not knowetlver those causes are
determined to produce them" (E4 D4).

We humans just do not know whether a certain imey@ffect is possible, or what
real possibilities may be postulated of any singthang. Thus it seems our knowledge of
common notions take us only so far in being ablenake deductions. (I do not think
Spinoza believes that the deductions we can mak@& four common notions are in
principle limited, for he says that "Whatever idéaltow in the mind from ideas that are
adequate in the mind are also adequate" [E2 P48aj.our knowledge of causes is
certainly limited, whereas "God" (ideal mind), imdwing the multiple and complex
truths of the events which would allow or preclasy event, is the truth of amossible
object. For example, it is the true ideas of myndgchildren in so far as they will or will

not exist. If they will exist, they exist now withsome set of codes
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and raw material. Similarly, "God's" true idea oparticular apple will be the complete
fact about, or total history of, a particular appleat is, everything that could be known
about it in terms of causal connections, includitsgprovenance and the truth of what
future apples will or will not grow from its seedsyw their progeny would make out as
apple-orange hybrids, etc. Spinoza emphasisegdhatow a thing truly is to know its
causes:-

"The knowledge of an effect depends, and invol#es,knowledge of its cause"

(El A4).

Knowing "under an aspect of eternity”, without pawind limitation, involves - not
withstanding any other implications of knowledge/dred time and place this expression
may encompass - a thoroughgoing knowledge of tleéogy of any particular, including
causes of future potentialities. This is not a kisalge of future causes in the sense of pre-
vision, but in the sense of knowing particular eses completely -knowing their causal
trajectories as made possible by their inbuilt dgsfoons-to-power, or "the laws inscribed
in these things, as in their true codes". If sonmgtihappens in Nature it happens because
a predisposition for it to happen was built ineéssence. This is as true of our 'decisions'
or 'freely chosen judgements' (as we suppose tloebe) as of those events in Nature
which seem to go against Nature for some speciggse and which we call miracles (El
Appendix [11]; TTP Ch.VL). Nothing happens contingg.

We should note here, however, that while God/Naisirthe sole "free cause" (El
P17 C2) it does not act arbitrarily. Although "Gisdthe [internal] efficient cause of all
things which can fall under an infinite intelledEl P16 CI), "there is no cause which
prompts God to action except the perfection of rasure” (EI P17 CI). Consequently,
"God's intellect, will and power are one and themesa(El P17 S2).

In my view, a perfect knowledgepossibiliasets the ideal mind of "God" apart as a
supreme and omniscient view as effectively as doescartes's conception of God's
intellect as 'supremely great and infinite .. imswable' (4th Meditation. CSM 11 p.40).
The entire view of Nature under an aspect of etyrisidistinct from our own. "God"

conceived as ideal intellect knows all finite exted objects, all finite (singular and
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partial) thoughts, and all modes of all possibleeotattributes as they exist in full causal
context and in relation to all other modes. Thiswinot only constitutes a way of
knowing mode interrelationships too complex for iaité mind to conceive, but
encompasses aspects of knowledge (e.g. possibiditid other attributes) unavailable to
finite minds.

That said, the logical distinctness of this viewyatamages the principle of mental
holism if it can be shown that ideal and finite dsncannot plausibly co-exist in one
domain of thought. And nothing we have said sopfavents an infinite intellect, having
all knowledge of all possible things, from beingtdly expressed by part-minds which
know nothing at all of some things; only generaths (with deductions made from them)
about two kinds of things, and very many randondyezienced qualia of those two kinds
of things. Spinoza does not, anywhere, suggesthilnaan beings are microcosms of the
macrocosm, that is, models in miniature, identinag¢very respect, of a whole mind. In
this respect the principle of mental holism is thats far ruptured.

However, Spinoza is obliged to show how all paats be related to the whole,

and it is this thesis which gives him trouble, assge shortly.

Remaining for the moment with the infinite inteleconceived asll truths, |
believe a further important corollary is to be dnafkom Spinoza's conception of a true
idea as agreeing with its object. While the infirof the attribute of thought ensures that a
set of true thoughts is not to be contemplated aréain number of thoughts, the
adequacy (completeness) of a true proposition lentia@t there can be only one "true"
thought about any object. How could an idedhsromplete, adequate idea of a thing and
yet there be another true idea of it as well? "teonave a true idea means nothing other
than knowing a thing perfectlypr in the best way" (E2 P43 S). A true idea (i.e. agg
with its object) is, in being also adequates complete idea of its object (i.e. everything
that is true of it in terms of its "particular affiative essence" [TIE 8§93] - what it, as an
individual mode, can neither be nor be without -&wading regard to itexistenceas a
singular thing grounded and modified in substafde €101) relative to all other modes,

and in full causal context. Spinoza seems to asgaie the Scholastic definition of truth
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as the conformity or likeness of the thing anditttellect, denoting "the agreement of an
idea with its object, and conversely" (CM 1 vi, C312). In his first text SpinoZa
envisages a system of true ideas each unifieditgitbbject:-
"Between the idea and the object there must nelysba a union, because the
one cannot exist without the other. For there igmig of which there is not an
idea in the thinking thing, and no idea exists sslthe thing also exists" (KV 2 xx
Note clO, C 1 p.136).
"But it should be noted here that we are speakfrguoh ideas as necessarily arise
in God from the existence of things, together withir essence, not of those ideas
which things which now actually present to us adurce in us. Between these two
there is a great difference.
For in God the ideas arise from the existence aseéree [of the things],
according to all they are - not, as in us, from onenore of the senses (with the
result that we are nearly always affected by thiogly imperfectly and that my

idea and yours differ, though one and the samg tiinduces them in us)” (ibid.)

The second part of this Note has huge significdioceSpinoza's doctrine of different
representation in infinite and finite modes of thbyy and much more is said on this in
Chapter 5. The variety of mutilated and confusemligits is infinite, and no finite mind
ever knows itself adequately. Joachim aptly cotdrése 'infinity of completeness’ with
the 'indefinite infinity of the finite' (Joachim}13). It may additionally be noted that we
can only make sense of Spinoza's stricture thanwhe think we know the truth of a
particular object (e.g. an apple, or the way thasgls of the moon affect tides) our notion
doesnot, in fact, "agree” with it, if we admit that our idé&acorrectas far as it goesn
other words, is an inadequate (incomplete) idea.

Yet it might seem that even an ideal intellect doubt have just one true idea of an
object if there is no logically necessary relatimiween diverse descriptions which seem
to refer to different objects. It seems that intsaases there would be two or more distinct

ideas which have to be seen to converge. Venushanllorning Star do not seem

2 The doctrine which makes God and the things he thinks Guaealtlows for a manifestation of the
finite in the infinite) is non-scholastic, and common to ahyhe cabalic cosmologies familiar to Spinoza (see
van Rooijen), also Jacob, Runes, Miiller and van Rooijen.rmi&tehing of ideas and objects due to God's true
knowledge of objects is also scholastic. Spinoza'sishmay be read as an interface of these notions.
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necessarilyequated. Yet "God's" true idea of whatever itwe designate by those
descriptiondgs necessarily that 'whatever-it-is'. It is not obwwahat the idea of 'the first
man on the moon' is logically necessarily united\&l Armstrong, whom we take to
meet that description, since (we suppose) a differen could have been the first man on
the moon. But we can see how there is only trua idleout this if we return to our
example of the apple. We would expect that if (sayirst apple existed it must be the
very one that "God", conceived as ideal intellécipws, not only because "God, God's
intellect and the things understood by him are ¢&2'P7 S) but because there cannot be
a true, complete idea of the origins of the applthaut inclusion of that first apple-
element in the flux of its organic development. iAsthis case, and in the case of my
(possible) grandchildren, an ideal intellect is thee idea of the interrelations between
modes which dictate that, as a matter of natunal Ideil Armstrong must instantiate
firstness-on-the-moon - if, in fact, that was trese. The logical connection between
apparently different ideas having the same refesbject lies at the level of perfectly true
knowledge. If our idea that Neil Armstrong got thdirst is false, because the truth is that
someone else got there first, then that truth, iba, matter of agreement of an idea in the
infinite intellect of the causes which made thaheot person's firstness-on-the-moon
inevitable.

| shall be in a position to explain in more deteily there can be only one true idea
of any object in Chapters 4 and 5 above, when wetlfe defining characteristic of
thought for Spinoza. Yet | believe we can see noat bnly a single strictly "true” set of
ideas (logically distinct from the infinite intefeas containin@ll thoughts) can explain
the cryptic assertion that

"All ideas, insofar as they are related to God,tare" (E2 P32).
For the laconic Proof to this reads,

"For all ideas in God agree entirely with their edig and so they are all true,

g.e.d."
The Proof refers us back to the axiom which salyseidea must agree with its object.

It is a central claim of my thesis that Spinozaaius this doctrine of pairing

ideas with their objects (i.e. that there is araidéeverything and that nothing exists
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without there being an idea of it, including otlgeas)only in the case of true ideals
this dimension the infinite intellect is the settafe thoughts of all objects, and manifests
a one-to-one mapping of facts, mental and physicalall this the 'pairs' or 'unions'
doctrine. The logical aspect of the infinite inéell which we distinguished as 'infinitely
completé enjoys only adequate knowledge of itself, and &panclearly preserves this

quasi-traditional 'Mind of God' dimension of thdimite intellect:-

"lts sole property is to understand everything dyeand distinctly at all times.
From this arises immutably a satisfaction infinite, most perfect, for it cannot
omit doing what it does” (KV 1 ix, C p.92).

| believe this is the model on which Spinoza's ihe§ complete idea-object agreement is
built and which, as an ideal, culminates in thesih®f "the intellectual love of God" of
EthicsPart 5. It is what Spinoza himself is most concdrieeenjoy. He only considers it
worth striving for because adequate and inadegtraiaghts are on an interrelating
continuum, expressions of a unified system of tibugsenerally, however, humans
experience their world "from the common order ofida" (E2 P29 S and C), or in so far
as their thoughts "are related only to the humamdingE2 P28), or "in relation to a certain
time and place" (E5 P29 S), or perspectivally. 8ifigite minds are partial expressions of

God/Nature-thinking, the infinite intellect is im all-inclusivedimension all thoughts.

As noted above, the relation of a part mind to \ieole-mind causes problems.
This is not because the infinite intellect is dléte is in the thinking kind, so that any
existing mentality must be an expression of it.sTéspect of the principle of holisfself-
containednessvith all-inclusiveness)s not damaging to Spinoza's thesis. We may also
readily accept that an ideal intellect has a trsaeftific or objective) view of, for
example, my idea of the sun (i.e. its "particuliirmative essencebr [sive] its "true or
legitimate definition”). But if the entire infinitentellect is all possible thoughts we must
also accept that it includesy particular thought in itexperientialexistence. While the
infinite intellect is in one dimension the completed entirely accurate view of Nature
delineated above, in another dimension God/Natareaved as the substance of finite

minds not only knows, but is, the full phenomenatagcompliment of any mental event
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(that is, its qualitative experiential features)sithe understanding of that singular (finite)
mode of thought, not only as it exists and hagiatationships with all other modes in the
infinite system of modes (the knowledge-in-full-text inaccessible to finite minds), but
as it views the world from its own perspective,ttig| as God/Nature "constitutes the
essence of the human mind" (E2 PIl C). God/Natwein this dimension, omni-
perspectival.

This thesis gives rise to two pressing problems.hatee to understand how all our
thoughts, adequate and inadequate, just are pawpkssions of "God's" ideas of our
bodies. Since God/Nature is claimedb®the minds of all natural things, these mental
states must not only be parts of God/Nature's itefimtellect, but must be fragments of
thosevery ideasvhich are "God's" true ideas of our bodies. Spinez#t just saying that
our inadequate ideas have something in common'@itid's" true ideas: any human state
of mind is a fraction of "God's" idea of our bodyVe address this confusing issue
immediately, in 83.3. The second anomaly is thatwbry same Whole-mind which &l
truths is alsoall-inclusive. The problem this gives rise to is that an intellbich isall
truths must, in beingall-inclusive, contain thoughts which are not only fragmentaryt, bu
untrue. It is hard to see how the principle of maértolism is not ruptured by the
apparently contradictory claim thatl truths has parts which are untruths. We examine

this further anomaly in 83.4.

§ 3.3  Minds which are parts of an infinite intdect know only in part.

For Spinoza, God/Nature-thinking is all finite egpsions of mind, all inadequate

thoughts - that is, knowledge conceived as "relairly to the human mind" or "in

relation to a certain time and place". We finitends are fragments of mind and we know
only in part: our thoughts are generally inadequatéeing partial (fragmentary) and
‘partial’ (perspectival or subjective). Spinoza wasamiliar with the word 'subjective’ as
it is currently used. For him, it would simply déa@ thought held by a subject. Yet the
word 'subjective’ properly characterises Spinozissingular thoughtor this or that

thought" (ElI P2 Proof), "as they are related to shrgular mind of someone" (E2 P36

Proof). Singular or particular mental events inelufibr Spinoza, all the subjective
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opinions, beliefs, emotions and sensations of antefmind: all are modifications of the
infinite intellect. InEthicsPart 1 Appendix Spinoza talks almost despairinglthe wild

variety of possible inadequate thoughts about ging

"Different men can be affected differently by omeldhe same object; and one and
the same man can be affected differently at diffetenes by one and the same
object” (E3 P51). "What seems good to one, seerdstd®aanother; what seems
ordered to one, seems confused to another; whatss@deasing to one, seems
displeasing to another, and so on. | pass over gtbgons [modes of imagining]
here, both because this is not the place to theah tat length, and because everyone
has experienced this [variability] sufficiently farmself. That is why we have such
sayings as, 'So many heads, so many attitude&rytne finds his own judgement

more than enough....." (El Preface).

There can only be, | have argued, one truth @mmpleteidea, agreeing with its object),
but an infinity of inadequate thoughts may exisbuthbany object. (We discuss the excess
of ideas over objects this infinite concatenatidrfiote ideas undoubtedly produces in
85.4). The immediate problem we have to considénastension produced by Spinoza's
thesis that any human state of mind is, and onlg fsaction of "God's" idea of our body.
The schema of confused and distorted human direatio the world, referred to by
Joachim as the ‘indefinite infinity of the finites, a different ball-game from "God's" tidy
set of truths, or perfect correspondence with dbjen which there is an identity of idea

with object.

Yet our thoughts do not have some differenurgatand content because they are
inadequate: they just are distorted versions af theing "in God" as reflections of some
state of our body. When we think about some exteshgect the thoughts in our minds
are parts of "God's" ideas of states of our bodiesn if they do not seem like that to us -
even if they seem to have a content which has mgtta do with our bodies. | shall argue
in due course that Spinoza has immense difficuityeiconciling the thoughts God has of
our bodies with our face-on thoughts of objectsl(ahother ideas), but | shall not suggest
that Spinoza allows an alternative characterisafmmhuman thoughts. Each human
thought just is, for Spinoza, a reflection of, ofuaction of, a state of the human body,

and not an ideaf that idea "in God". To recall:-
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"When we say that the human mind perceives thithat, we are saying nothing
but that God .... has this or that idea" (E2 PIl C)

Despite this clear statement my view requires fljgation since some commentators,
notably Curley (Curley 1 pp.119-126) argue than8pa's doctrine is so implausible on
this point that the two accounts of our thoughts. (God's ideas and our inadequate
mental experiences) can only be reconciled by mgripinoza's obscure doctrine of "the
idea of the idea" (put ikthicsPart 2, in the midst of his exposition of the hunmaind)
into a thesis of self-consciousness. On this repdimuman subjective or perspectival
thoughts are allowed to l@outthe idea of their bodies that "God" has. In otherdg, a
finite mind is only conscious if and when it hasidea about its own mind (that being
"God's" idea of its body). Read this way, our irgdge thoughts form the rudimentary
elements of a psychology. It would be convenierthdge recourse to this interpretation,
since it would allow human ideas merely to existhwi the same holistic matrix as the
true notion of them as understood by an ideal lextel However, the reading is not
ultimately useful. As Allison observes (Allison ad with Note 31, crediting Wilson), if
there is in God an idea of every idea, then saliscmusness becomes universal wherever
there is a mind (i.e. wherever God has an ideawfesextended object). We do not want
to think self-consciousness extends to all embodisshtures, perhaps to inanimate
modes, so we may not want, after all, to equate 'lttea of the idea" with self-
consciousness. Barker argues, on the other haadjttts absurd to postulate reflective
knowledge "in God" since there is 'no need or rdomit' (Barker 111 p.158). "God's"

ideas are adequate and doubt-free.

In my view, the strongest objection to a 'self-adogsness' reading of "the idea of
the idea” is that Spinoza's own constraints orctireept of "the idea of the idea" seem to
prevent it from being taken as equivalent to awassrof one's own mind, at least in the
sense needed to allow human ideas to be differemt fGod's" ideas of their bodies.
Spinoza says that "the idea of the mind, i.e. dea iof the idea, is nothing but the form of
the idea insofar as this is considered as a modeird€ing without relation to the object”
(E2 P21 S). This characterisation follows the disethat "the idea and of the mind
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and the mind itself are one and the same thingd.jictHubbeling holds that 'pure thinking
without relation to the object’ is an 'ego-strueturaving a relation to itself (Hubbeling
p.36 and p.84). How can this be? The mind beingemeits ideas, there is nego
(psyche) to operate or juggle our ideas. Moreoamry, relation between ideas that we can
apprehend is a relation among representationakntmtTaylor quotes Martineau's insight
that 'it is not themanwho is said to be aware of himself, but ltisaswhich are asserted
to be conscious of themselves' (Taylor p.201). Thumsle a relation between ideas in one
mind is necessary for reflexivity - we could noare without such a procedure - this
pedestrian sense of "the idea of the idea" doesarder self-consciousness of the sort we
would need to distinguish our experiential notifnasn "God's" true ideas which have our
bodies as their object. In Taylor's view, Spinagadres' the notion of self-consciousness
(Taylor p.201). It seems rather that we might sa postulates a kind of self-
consciousness but that it is not what we normakkamby that term, and that we cannot
exploit it as we would wish. Lloyd points out, 'threere presence of "ideas of ideas" does
not guarantee consciousness. In this she endoraggbau's view that

“This idea [viz. of the essence of the body] asféexk of its individuality, is that of

a composite proportioned system [a body], and dmurtes nothing new to the

unity of self-consciousness which repeats itseléwery idea' (Martineau pp.299-

300).

Bennett also believes that "There seems nothingdedtop | (1 (x) ) [idea of the idea of X]
from collapsing into | (X) - i.e. to stop the idéptfrom being so total and unqualified that

the "ideas of ideas" terminology becomes idle’ (Behp.185).

| conclude that while Spinoza's concept of "theaidéthe idea" is not idle in that it
is vital to the internal generation of ideas corddr by the power of intelligence
(discussed in Chapter 6), it cannot be used asategy to prevent all human ideas,
adequate and inadequate, from being fragmentaryessions of that very same idea
which is "God's" idea of a state of our body. libet it will be confirmed during my later
critical examinations of Spinoza's inferences friovinole-mind to part-mind that this

characterisation of our minds is all Spinoza giwgsthat he wants us to refer to it at all
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Stages of talk about our own thoughts, and thajives us no alternative framework for a
purely human inadequate and perspectival direaiothe world. We have to - as Lloyd
in particular exhibits in a thoroughgoing way - keate all human ideas in terms of their

essence as functions or reflections of states obodies.

§ 3.4 Some mental events which threaten the fsh principle.

We now address the difficulty of how an intelledtieh isall truths must, in also being
all-inclusive,contain thoughts which are not only fragmentary,untrue. This is our first
major confrontation with the tension resulting fr@pinoza's extrapolation from an ideal
mind to the muddled reality of human subjective grefspectival minds. Joachim
suggests that the world our patchy and partial \@enstructs - our direction on the world
- is illusory (ibid, p.112). It must 'be' in Godnee 'an illusion must fall somewhere' (ibid.
p.113). It cannot be a "negation”, having no degrekreality (ibid, p.lll). Spinoza's
metaphysic entails that our experiential thought lba nothing other than a part-version
of that very same idea which is "God's" idea ofatesof our body. Such real parts cannot
be illusions. Moreover, | do not think that 'illosi correctly describes those sense
perceptions and other inadequate ways of knowinighwdllow us successfully to feel our
way round the world, and which Spinoza describesuaeful in life" (TIE §20). Our
inadequate ideas are functions of bodies rootedamd inextricable from, the modal
system of the extended world. Sense perceptiorsgiimngs and opinions are real and
they constitute information which is necessarilyspectival. It would not, for example,

do a bat or a dolphin much good to have our seeszeption.

The problem of transition from the complete infnintellect to the modal system of
Natura naturatarecognised by Joachim is not only that our idea&snsasually to differ
from what they really 'are’, but that the set afetthoughts mustontainthe partly or
untrue thoughts. For Barker this is incoherenthi;yview the realm of inadequate, finite
thought should be as distinct an existence asdalenrof all true thought, since even an
omniscient mind cannaxistin a state of finite apprehension, emptying itsdlits truth

(Barker 1 p.118). The significance of a dimensibardrue thoughts is not that we seem
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to have come across an expression of thinking whichvine or perfect Mind of 'God’
cannot have, for Spinoza has shrewdly recast Gpeifect' mind as 'complete’ mifd.
The worry is that the notion of truth containinds&hood looks self-contradictory, and so
threatens to destroy the seamless continuum ofgtitoBpinoza postulates. Barker takes
this line, believing that it is the existence ofs@ideas in the human mind that seems to
make it impossible that that mind should be parthef infinite intellect (Barker 111
p.164). In Barker's view, Spinoza is caught in aceptual impasse because he has to
admit either that the human mind and the infiniteellect (quaall truths) are 'distinct
psychical existents', or that the infinite intetléds not a psychical existent at all, but an
expression signifying the totality of truth' (ibjdAs Barker points out, neither of these
suggestions can be acceptable to Spinoza in vieothefr parts of his doctrine. Barker
concludes that on this issue Spinoza is incoherent.

We consider below some modes of thought we consider 'imperfect’, namely
error and evil, in order to see if Spinoza can slipwhat these can be fractional aspects
of "God's" ideal intellect; (ii) that the two dim&ons of Whole-mind and part-mind
cohere, and (iii) that the experiential realityafr thoughts is not characterised beyond
plausibility. Only if these conditions are met igil¥za's principle of mental holism, that
is, the postulation of a self-contained and allkisive attribute of thought in which all
thoughts share a basic nature, upheld. For allgitisuto share the basic nature that their
being 'all of a kind' dictates, Spinoza must shbat tGod" is all modes of ignorance and
all false notions - for Descartes outrageous metgals to ascribe to God - but vis-a-vis
Spinoza's thesis incompatible with the prior comadphe infinite intellect asll truths.
Error in matters of fact, including erratic sensergeptions, wrong conclusions and
inappropriate or subjectively grounded emotions apthions (psychological thoughts)
are the lot of partial minds. Falsity must, if &lsotions are to be real, exist in the infinite
intellect of God/Nature since there is nowhere étgesuch thoughts to be. Yet "God"

cannot, by Spinoza's own principles, contain ‘negdtrniture’ (Bennett's term).

B By this means he showed, for example, how we could ttuenCartesian view of extension as a
'limitation' which a 'perfect' God could not express (M, C p.304) to a view of God's non-expression of

extension as a limitation (El P15 S).
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We may readily distinguish between errorahhis mere ignorance, and error which
is equivalent to falsity - positive untruth. YetiSpza tells us that falsity, too, is not

positive untruth but merely privation, lack of knedge:-

"Falsity consists in the privation of knowledge waniinadequate, ofsive]

mutilated and confused, ideas involve" (E2 P35).

The proposition above contains two technical tewh®se meaning is not immediately
obvious to present-day readers. The first is "ratgd". The Latinmutilatio means
deprived of an essential part. A mutilated thoughipartial: it contains less than is
necessary for truth. It is easy to see that sHiwrtia understanding are caused by such
deficiencies in information. Ignorance is simplyldee to know or to 'see' something and

to take it into account in our thinking. Spinozafions this:-

"The mind does not err from the fact that it imaginbut only insofar as it is
considered to lack an idea that excludes the exdstef those things it imagines to
be present to it" (E2 P17 S to C).

But how can falsity be described as privation? 8panagrees that "to be ignorant and to
err are different" (E2 P35 Proof), yet he insibist t
"There is nothing positive in ideas on account bich they are called false" (E2
P33).

This is what Spinozenustassert for his doctrine of a unified attribute ldught to hold.
There can be no positive falsity in a system whighHundamentally true. How can
Spinoza defend this claiff?There seem to me be three things he can say.ifEhedlies
on the technical term ‘confusion’. A false notisraicon-fusion or wrong juxtaposition of
separately true thoughts. For example, a unicothesconfusion of ideas of a horse, of a
horned beast, and of male fertility. There is negative furniture’' here, only a bizarre
conjunction of positive items. This analysis alszaunts for fictions, thoughts of non-
existent things. For Spinoza, as for Descartes,esdigtions are a merging of two

incompatible notions. A conceptuatimaerais, via an analogy with the mythical animal

14.This question was raised by Spinoza's critic Tschirnhalus,wanted to know whether, if there was

no place for error, 'there is any means of knowing whichstieald be used rather than anotteetter 58).
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hybrid of that name (lion's head, goat's body amgbent's tail), a hybrid of logically
incompatible thoughts. A square circle and a wingerse are likewisehimaeraecon-
fusions of ideas in finite minds, or contradictiofldE 854). "A chimaera,of its own
nature, cannot exist" says Spinoza (CM 1 i). Yetamponent parts, such as a square and
a circle, or a horse and wings, exist. When Burprarests to Descartes that, 'Since | can
demonstrate various properties of a chimera, om yimw not even a chimera is going to

be a fictitious entity’, Descartes replies

‘Everything in a chimera that can be clearly arsdimiitly conceived is a true and
real entity. It is not fictitious, since it has ¢ and immutable essence, and this
essence comes from God as much as the actual essfestber things. An entity is
said to be fictitious, on the other hand, whersitrerely our supposition that it
exists' (CSMK p.343).

On this account, it seems Descartes himself willai@llenge Spinoza's claim that false
judgements do not involve false furniture. Indeeel says explicitly that
'‘Considered in relation to God they are merely tiega, and considered in

relation to ourselves they are privatiofi¥inciplesl, 31).

(We may be encountering here the origins of Spisgzazzling term ‘in relation to God'
which, as we have seen, he transfers only awkwdrdiy the Cartesian mind of God to
the mind of Nature-whole.)

The second explanation comes from Parkinson, wigoegr that 'every sense-
perception may be said to be at least partly fruso far as it relates to the look of things'
(Parkinson 1 p.125). We have many false notionsise we take 'the look of things' at
face value (ibid. p. 123). He includes as an exangblthis Spinoza's view of the false
human belief in its own agency:-

"Men are deceived in that they think themselves fliee. they think that, of their
own free will, they can either do a thing or forbdaing it), an opinion that consists
only in this, that they are conscious of their @g$i and ignorant of the causes by
which they are determined" (E2 P35 S).

Parkinson's observation that we take things at ¥abee has profound implications

for my thesis. | shall have much to say in Chapfeasid 5 on the face-value 'content’
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of our thoughts, and their failure to match theeaesial characterisation of thought
assigned them by Spinoza. (I do not like usingwioed ‘content since this implies that
some other mental property has the content, bigtribt easy to replace this standardly
used term. | shall sometimes put it in scare quasea reminder that thoughts are not the
contents of some mind having them. | shall alscehsamething to say in Chapter 6 on
Spinoza's theory regarding our gappy awarenessao$at processes, and the "false"
conclusions we accordingly draw on the 'free’ caugeour own actions.) What we need
to note at this stage is that Parkinson's readinmpsitive falsity as privation is consistent
with a conception of mutilated thoughts as realeyflhmay be illusory -"false" as
knowledge of their objects - but they must be thalights, capturingomefacet of the
real world. (What else could they represent?)

The third argument for the plausible inclusion afsity within a matrix of true
thoughts explicates, by involving the body as treenof extension of which the mind is
the idea, Parkinson's view. We can have false ngtwithout there being positive falsity
in "God" because our limited minds are, under theniity principle, the ideas of our
limited bodies. Inadequate or fragmented undergtgndomes about precisely because
our minds (and our bodies) are fragments of substafalse ideas arise as reflections of
what is going on in the body. Lloyd interprets Syza's cryptic statement that "All ideas,
insofar as they are related to God, are true" (B2) By contrasting our inadequate

perspective with the view 'in relation to God'. Sirétes:-

'We begin to see a way through the perplexitiesvef think through what is
involved in an idea being grasped in relation taratividual mind rather than in
relation to God' (LIoyd p.50).

Human minds are limited in that their thoughts fanections of states of their (limited)
bodies. A common notion is true because the sfateedody is in this general respect the
same as all other bodies. But when the body hastecylar relation with other bodies, the
idea will also have particular features. My singulaadequate notion exists as a function
of the relation my body has with the bodies surthng it:-

'‘An idea, considered in relation to an individuahdrather than in relation to God just is
the direct awareness of body involved in sensagioth imagination - the awareness that

constitutes, at its most basic levle mind as idea of body' (Lloyd p.51).
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The radical hiatus | detect in these two perspestivvolves long discussions later on
how the reality of our inadequate ideas in an idetllect can converge on their face-
value reality - how we experience things. For themmant | wish only to emphasise that
Spinoza's explanation of falsity in finite-mind &fetakes into account the role of our
thoughts as reflections or functions of our bodies.

Spinoza knows he cannot supply a definiibthe mental if there are rogue thoughts
which will not 'cohere’ in the infinite intellectebause they are of some radically alien
kind. | have argued that the ideal mind of "Gddll truths} canbe seen as a distinct
logical dimension which provides the doctrine oéntified pairs of ideas and objects
without being ontologically split off from the imiite intellect asall-inclusive (i.e.
containing all possible finite thoughts.)

We can consider this last 'indefinite infiniof the finite' to be a distinct logical
dimension of all un-truths without drawing the (aft§ conclusion that these parts are
ontologically separate from the whole of which thee parts (or else are, as Joachim
says, illusions). Yet none of the exegetical exglimms may dissuade us from thinking
that evil actions originate in positively evil thghts. Can Spinoza show that these
thoughts can exist in the mind of the whole of Matwhen they could not possibly be
elements in the traditional 'Mind of God? He hasconfront the real fear of his
contemporaries that external, devilish influencemusally influence our thoughts.
Descartes takes seriously (for the sake of hisersadbeliefs, at least) the notion of a
'malicious demon' which intrudes thoughts into auinds. He does not suggest what
manner of thinking thing might constitute the defsamicked mind, but it has no place in
God and can have no victory over God (1st Meditat@©SM Il p.15). Spinoza's
deflationary attitude to the traditional confliattveen good and evil is quite startling for
his day. He dismisses devils as fictions in théye@hort Treatiseand does likewise with

evil in Ethics:-

"As far as good and evil are concerned, they ahslicate nothing positive in
things, considered in themselves, nor are theyhamytother than modes of
thinking, or notions we form because we compareghito one another" (E4

Preface).
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This explanation is in line with Joachim's belie&t the world we posit is illusory.

Joachim plausibly dismisses, in my vievihat we take as 'our own convenience,
our likes and dislikes, our arbitrary fancies' asrapresentations of the universe based on
deficiencies in our knowledge (Joachim p.169). Bubre surprisingly, he accepts 'the
iniquities of the criminal or the horrors of putietion' as examples of our turning 'this
private world into the Reality’, and making ourgs\the victims of illusion' (ibid. p.170).
In my view, the ‘iniquities of the criminal’, atalgt, are not easily trivialised as a matter of
taste. Spinoza himself denounces the brutal aetsvaf ‘the mob' (E4 P54 S; E4 P58 and
the Political Workspassim).Yet Spinoza does believe that 'sin' is a humaiofic(El
Preface; E4 Preface; CM 2 iv; CM 2 vii) and, in hast works, where he principally
addresses the causes of social and political distvay and prejudice, he shows
graphically how evil attitudes are real, naturaid gositive, yet inadequate ideas. They

are the ideas of bodies striving to survive:-

"Each individual thing has a perfect right to deeghing it can, in other words,
its right extends to the limits of its power. Andce the supreme law of Nature is
that everything does its utmost to preserve its @endition, and this without
regard to anything but itself, everything has afgmrright to do this, i.e. to exist
and act as Nature has determined it to do. Hehaaything in Nature seems to us
ridiculous, absurd or bad, this is because we kindmgs only in part, being almost
entirely ignorant of how they are linked togethethe universal system of Nature;
and because we wish everything to be directed mfiocmity with our own reason”
(TTP Ch.xvi, Wernham p.127).

However, when one of Spinoza's correspondentsgsdsm on "whether stealing,
in relation to God, is as good as being just” Spanmakes two distinct replies. First, he
rephrases this question as "Whether the two actsofar as they are something real, and
caused by God, are not equally perfect?" and arssthes by saying that "if we consider
the acts alone, and in such a way [as "followingesearily from God's eternal laws"] it
may well be that both are equally perfect” (Le@8; C p.389). Then Spinoza frames a
different question:-

"If you then ask 'Whether the thief and the justhnaae not equally perfect and

blessed?' then | answer 'no'. For by a just manderstand one who constantly

desires that each one should possess his owis.ddsire necessarily arises in the
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pious from a clear knowledge which they have oibelves and of God. And
since the thief has no desire of that kind, he s&mdy lacks the knowledge of
God and of himself, which is the principal thingtimakes us men" (ibid.).

| find this answer contradictory, both internallydawith regard to Spinoza's first answer
that the two are "equally perfect”. Spinoza's clénat "the supreme law of Nature is that
everything does its utmost to preserve its own itmmg and this without regard to
anything but itself" and that men 'are usually engiand burdensome to one another' (E4
P35 S) does not cohere with the view that undedstgnGod/Nature leads us to be "just”
and want each to possess his own. And neither g@weres with Spinoza's assertion that

there is no evil - that the very idea of evil isanfusion:-

"Knowledge of evil is inadequate knowledge .... rrthis it follows that if the
human mind had only adequate ideas, it would foonmation of evil" (E4 P64 and
C).

| believe this apparent equivocation is due topghkespective shift to which | have
begin to refer, namely the switch from the metaptalsaccount to the perspective of
ordinary experience. Spinoza's metaphysical thedsisvs clearly enough that there is no
scope in the infinite and unified matrix of thoudbit any thought to be positively false or
evil. Any attempt to argue that false or evil thbtgghave positive being reintroduces the
myth of the malicious demon: for if thoughts are generated within some universal
natural matrix of thought wherdo they come from? It is Spinoza's thesis that any
conceptual difficulty in seeing that apparently ipesly evil thoughts are natural and
neutral elements in a single domain of thoughtrenthing to the anomalies generated by
trying to conceive them as existing outside it. Buttile this holds, internally to his
metaphysic, it does not help to make his accouewiftenable. For Spinoza seems to me
to converge on evil thoughts from two perspectivs.supplies one account (call it view
1) which is metaphysical, grounded in what mustlyirbe the case, given immutable
conditions regarding the determined nature of thaughe other account (call it view 2)
seems to address the notion of evil we humansdistave, as specific thought content.
Seen this way, Spinoza seems to accept that wad@atvil thoughts in our battery of

psychological mental event&cause we do think they are real (and really &@ures of
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human nature. The confusion in the mind of the mhao (for example) guns down innocent
strangers is, on view 1, not positively evil beetsat man is doing what comes naturally to
him (or because he does not consider his victimedant), while on view 2 his thoughts are
not just confused, but plain and positively evil.

In discussing evil | have spent even more timetptasy over the cracks which are
appearing in Spinoza's Whole-mind to part-mind ontm of thought than was necessary in
the case of falsity. However, | am not going tousec Spinoza (yet) of failing to extrapolate
successfully from the Whole-mind of God/Nature totain specified inadequate thoughts.
For there is today no consensus on what constiawiésor whether 'evil-doers' are to blame
for their deeds. Liberal or psychological lobbigten claim mental confusion or naturalistic
explanation. Moreover, when an 'evil act' is scefigmt to us that we can scarcely credit the
human mind with conceiving it we want to say itniet evil, but pathological - that is,
reflecting, or caused, by a disturbed body staberdfore, although we have found anomalies
in the form of false and evil thoughts, | believe @lement of doubt that there is positive
falsity or evil allows Spinoza's principle of melnkmlism (for the time being) to stand. It is
the task of my thesis to show that Spinoza doesanbieve the smooth extrapolation from
this ideal scheme dll truths to the muddled reality of human subjective and pectval
thinking. To that end | shall argue in due coutsat the defining characterisation Spinoza
assigns any mode of thought throws up further atiesan the form of specific content
which does not answer to one or more elementsatfdéfining characterisation, and that his
principle of mental holism is thereby ultimatelydemmined. But this cannot be shown yet.

However, while Spinoza's principle of mental holipnesently survives intact, we may
be left worrying, as | have suggested earlier, thatmost convincing argument for it rests on
explanation through the body. This would seem yoirfl the face of Spinoza's intention to

make the mental an autonomous explanatory domain:-

"As long as things are considered as modes ofitignkve must explain the order of the
whole of Nature, or the connection of causes, tindhe attribute of thought alone.
And insofar as they are considered as modes ohexie the order of the whole of

Nature must be explained by extension alone" (ESP7
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Taylor voices concern that we cannot get to a humdividual in Spinoza's thesis unless
we make reference to the body, and that 'Spinozedif habitually neglects to observe
his own rule that the modes of each attribute areet explained exclusively by reference
to other modes of the same attribute' (Taylor p.208e have seen that Allison's and
Lloyd's accounts of Spinozistic perception and digm concentrate on the mind as the
idea of the body in order to give a characterisatibthought which runs seamlessly from
God/Nature-thinking as all ideas of objects to haormmands as ideas of a specific object (a
body) interacting with its environment. Allison [mles the best way to avoid absurdities
and inconsistencies in Spinoza's doctrine of méni imake intelligence or 'mindedness' a
function of organic complexity (Allison pp.110-111)oyd has explained above how ‘the
capacity of the human body to retain traces of Mication [by other bodies] makes
possible both error and the formation of the commations of reason’ (LIoyd p.106). But
by this means we seem to have explained erroifyfalad evil - at least partly - through
the body. Have, we, thereby, crossed a Spinozsticeptual and explanatory barrier?

As Taylor observes, Spinoza himself makes constfatence to the workings of
the mind as reflections of states of particularyodBome dozen years aftEBthics was

drafted Spinoza responds to Schuller that humaenstehding is limited to

"those things which the idea of an actually exgtbody involves, or what can be
inferred from this idea. For the power of each ghigs defined only by its essence.
But the essence of the mind consists only in thes it is the idea of a body actually
existing. Therefore the mind's power of understagdinly extends to those things
which this idea of the body contains in itselfydrich follow from the same™ (Letter

64).

It is clear from this delineation of the essencé¢hef human mind that Spinoza does
not think that the modes of one attribute invollke toncept of 'no other attribute'. Were
we to deny that explicating human thinking involtbe concept of the body-states with

which modes of thought are correlated, we wouldb@otiescribing Spinoza's doctrine of
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mind. Spinoza's thesis entails interdependencénefattributes in the following sense,

pointed out by Barker:-

‘Thinking and knowledge, as we actually experietftem are directed upon an
objective world and depend upon it for their cohtemd existence, while
conversely the only extended world known to ushit twith which we become
acquainted in perception. The doctrine of the ceteplindependence of the
attributes is simply not true as regards the only attributes with which we are

acquainted, taken as we actually experience thgankér 1 p.101).

| shall argue in Chapters 4 and 5 that logicalratependence of the attributes holds at the
level of the set oéll truths. Moreover, | think the account of mind which invodvialk of
the body's functioning positively reinforces bolie tautonomy and the identity principle
by accentuating a union or complementing of diveregperties of 'mind' and body. God's
perceptions of objects do not exist without obje@sd our perceptions could exist
without our bodies and without external objectpeoceive.

An explanation which allows for a logicapendency of the mind on the body does
not conflict with Spinoza's claims (i.e. reduce thiad to body, or allow the possibility
that thought has its origins in bodyhless it constitutes a causal explanation through
body.We shall grasp the force of Spinoza's ban on cagdhnation through body when
we examine his principle of independent mental @apswer (in Chapter 6), and see how
he assimilates the relation of logical implicatifiogical grounds, or reasons, for an
effect) with that of causality itself. Neither Abn nor Lloyd offers a causal explanation,
and | believe their explanations of our thoughtfumetions of our bodies precisely echo

Spinoza's own chosen mode of explanation.

| propose that, having taken note of the degreargfiment needed to defend the
principle of mental holism, and carrying forward awareness of a fresh tension in
Spinoza's theory of mind - namely his inferencenfravhat must be true of an infinite
intellect which is all adequate and true ideas afuxe to what must be true of the human
minds said to be its partial expressions - we naweron to the first stage of fixing the

defining features of Spinozistic thought.
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CHAPTER 4
PRINCIPLE OF MENTAL FORMAL BEING

| have argued that the principle of mental holiskpases the roots of what | have
suggested will generate a fatally damaging ten®orSpinoza's theory of mind, namely
his extrapolation from what is true of an infiniteéellect which is all adequate and true
ideas of Nature to the inadequate ideas of mindshwére parts of it. In Chapter 4 we
examine what is involved, for Spinoza, in assigmmental formal being. We find that the
formal being of any Spinozistic mode of thoughe.(iits exclusively mental nature)
consists in its 'being’ as an "idea" in the inénittellect of God, all "ideas" being units of
intelligence and immediate judgements. We finakgraine Spinoza's claim thatl our

inadequate ideas are properly characterised astisegndgements.

8 4.1 Definitions and Formal Being.

For Spinoza, fixing the "formal" being of a thirga stage in furnishing a real definition.
A real definition "explains a thing as it is inaetsoutside the intellect”; that is, "it is solely
concerned with the essences of things or of thiégctons" (Letter 9). This kind of
definition is to be contrasted with a nominal apuslative definition which states what a
certain word or term will be taken to mean. Spinosas both kinds of definition, but
usually (eventually) unpacks his stipulative ddforis to show that they are intended to
be real, or "good" definitions. He tells his eastig@upils that "to be called perfect, a
definition will have to explain the inmost essemden thing, and to take care not to use
certain propria in its place" (TIE 895). Descartes's definition thbught as immediate
‘awareness' must exemplify for Spinoza the usena$@atedpropriumto define thought,
since Spinoza believes there are thoughts whichessmo conscious awarenéss.

Since the function of a real definition is to fik assencéthe definition must

1.'Thought:| take this term to include everything that is within usuch a way that we are immediately aware
of it' (Def.l, 2nd Replies, CSM 11 p.113).

2 Spinoza's conditions for fixing an essence match twiowf scholastic definitions of an essence noted
by Hubbeling (Hubbeling p.21). He retains those only thoseeroad with real things. An essence corresponds
to some actual existe(gssentia in re in a thing). It is the inmost nature of a thingatura sive essenti&l P36
Proof). Spinoza also claims essences to be defininonguiddities' (i.e. answers to Quid sit? - What i3: it?
essentia seu definiti! P33 SI). (cont.)
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include all elements of what a thing is (E2 D2)aftvhich a thing can neither be without
nor be conceived without is largely representedtbyformal being”, but not entirely.
Further essential elements will need to be addad;Being"” (esse)is not equivalent to
"essence(essentia).

The term "formal being" is a piece of Cartesian astholastic technical
terminology which Spinoza does not reject or addpaffirms the Cartesian element in
Spinoza's theory of mind which he deliberately irstabelieving it necessary for the
preservation of mental irreducibility. For Descartexistencdormaliter signifies how a
thing is to be described according to definitiondReplies, CSM 11 p.114):-

The nature of an idea is such that of itself ituiegg no formal reality except what
it derives from my thought, of which it is a modee(a manner or way of being
(3rd Meditation, CSM 11 p.28).

In the 6th Meditation Descartes says he is an @aflgrthinking thing because no other
thing but thought is included in defining 'my soby, which | am what | am(CSM 11
p.54). Following Mersenne's criticism that Mheditations'no distinct idea of mind' had
been given (Objections 1 and 7, 2nd Objections, GfpM8 and 91), Descartes defines
thought as ‘'immediate awareness ... so as to exdhel consequences of thoughts; a
voluntary movement, for example, originates in @utiht but is not itself a thought' (2nd
Replies, DI).

For Spinoza, as for Descartes, thought is "formiatigntal:-

"The formal being of ideas admits God as a cau$einsofar as he is considered
as a thinking thing, and not insofar as he is erpthby any other attribute ..." (E2
P5).
Here Spinoza affirms that thought is not depenadenany other thing but itself for its
existence or explanation, and that all modes ofight have essentially mental "formal
being" or "reality". Thus for both Descartes andnSpa a mode of thought is, formally, a

mental episode or event. However, this consensugewf does not get us far towards

(2 cont.) He rejects essencade rebugbefore things exist, as ideas or Forms)past rebugafter the things,

as abstractions). The two defining features of annessaccepted by Spinoza are embedded in E2 D2, linked by
a disjunction: an essence is "that without which the thimgnegther be nor be conceived, and which can neither
be nor be conceived without the thing" (E2 D2). The secondflége Definition reflects Spinoza's belief that a

true definition expresses the essence.
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a definition of thought; indeed it may mislead iigyther stipulations concerning formal
mental being are not clarified. This was the thnfd¥lersenne's objection that 'no distinct
idea of mind had been given. Descartes had asserted mentahlfdraing without
conferring on it any defining feature. We saw t8atnoza had difficulty in justifying his
claim of an all-inclusive attribute of thought watlt recourse to explanation through the
mind-body relation, and in characterising thoughbdlieve Spinoza also somewhat
overestimates his capacity to account for the foripegng of the mental without at all
involving the concept of the physical. However, mwtivation for asserting such
explanatory independence for the mental becomear odmough in the following
paragraphs: he wants his readers to put asidephegonceived or Cartesian views of the
relation of mind to body (involving causal interiac) and start afresh on the project of

characterising thought:-

"... prejudices can easily be put aside by anyohe wattends to the nature of
thought, which does not at all involve the cona&pgxtension” (E2 P14 SlI).

Bennett translateformaliter by 'inherently® which accentuates the assigning of formal
being as fixing that in which a thing inheres {iitmost nature). However, as noted, we
should not take ‘inhering in' to imply that soméeot property underlies extension and
thought, for
"no third thing is necessary here which would pe&lthe union of body and soul"
(KV 2 xx Note 10, C p.136).

The essential properties of thought and extensrenttee sole constituents of mind and
body, and the union of mind and body results sdiedyn their own natures. Nor should
we forget that thoughtare the attribute. | suggested in §2.2 (and | think timgsis will
affirm, firstly through Spinoza's limiting of all edes of thought to "ideas" as shown in
84.2 below, and later by testing the capacity oin8zstic 'idea-selves' to be subjects
having thoughts, and also to be the objects ofghtjuthat Spinoza has no place for a
mental thing equivalent to soul-substance in whikdughts are embedded, or which 'has’

ideas. That said, Bennett's point is helpful inirefimg us that formal

3Bennett follows Anscombe and GeacltDiescartes: Philosophical WritingéNote 1, Bennett p.154.)
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being does not wholly define thought. It onlipstates the basic or inherent nature of a
(principle) attribute, which is one necessary elenaé the definition.

The formal essence (inmost nature) of a thing imutable (5th Meditation, CSM
11 pp.44-5) and cannot be redefined without thegtlslso being removed. For example,
if a thing defined as thinking is redefined as pbafs then the thinking features have been
reduced away. The thing is no longer mental. It m@ed that explaining error and evil as
ideasreflecting bodily states does not redefine them as body. Trneital formal being
remained unassailed.

Spinozistic thoughts differ in their mental formia¢ing from Cartesian thoughts
since they are fragments of God's intellect. Inftre¢ place, we know the thing in which
the mental inheres differs primarily for Spinozanfr Descartes in being an attribute rather
than a distinct substance. Human minds are naildéridual substances nor fragments of
an immaterial substance. | argued in §2.2 that&airdoes not just unite in one substance
and rename as 'Nature' the very same attributéaglisshed by Descartes, but eliminates
that which makes thought a separate substance,lynaimeesoul-thing or 'stuff in which
Cartesian thoughts inhere. Where Descartes clamsnake nature intelligible by
eliminating through a rational natural philosophg bccult properties hitherto believed to
operate in nature, Spinoza agrees but believesiniragaterial thinking substance falls
within the scope of this enterprise.

For Spinoza, mental formal being involves no mystdndeed, his project of
defining the human mind largely involves deflati@grtesian supernatural paradigms. |
think this will be as apparent regarding his chemasation of any mode of thought as it
has been respecting his conversion of the formadgbef thought from an immaterial
substance to an attribute of a single entity. Heditg admits to adopting the ideal of
human understanding initiated by "that most distislged man" - Descartes (E5 Preface),
which ideal consists in deduction from clear anstidct ideas, undeniable axioms. He
acknowledges that Descartes has revolutionisednttbod for ‘rightly conducting one's
reason and seeking truth in the sciences' (Subtibescourse on the Methd(€SM Vol.1
p.lll) by urging a rejection of preconceived nosan favour of first principles which are
not subject to doubtBut he believes Descartes unnecessarily perpetusgesin

mysteries regarding the nature of God and the eattithought (and also, as is mentioned



78

later, the function of force in extension.) For exde, Descartes claims that certainty
about his existence allows us

'to achieve full and certain knowledge of countlesstters, both concerning God

and himself and other things whose nature is itélilal, and also concerning the

whole of that corporeal nature which is the subjaeatter of pure mathematics'

(5th Meditation, CSM 11 p.49).

Yet he acknowledges to Mersenne thatausethe eternal truths of mathematics are
knowable by us, those mathematical truths are 'ssgaething less than, and subject to,
the incomprehensible power of God' and that 'out, sxing finite, cannot comprehend or
conceive [God]' (Letters May 1630, CSMK p.25). Bpinoza the truths of mathematics
just are "God's" thoughts: "God" is equated witredl truths, not superior to them. If we
get our mathematics right, we know "God's" mind Agpendix).

There are further obscurities in Cartesian philbgoghich Spinoza struggles to
eliminate, not always successfully. Cartesian tianj for example, seems more to
resemble the light of faith than the light of reastb is not clear that Spinoza makes use of
(though he shows iRthicsPart 5 that he yearns for) a direct intuition cfesgces through
Cartesian 'natural light'Difficulties in interpreting Spinozistic intuitiowill not be dealt
with in my thesis, and discussion of the mind-badlation does not require that they
should, since the general natures of thought atehsion are common notions. Spinoza
certainly re-invents the Cartesian common notiaming it from an 'eternal truth which
resides within our mind¢Principles1, 49; CSM p.209)

4. Spinoza claims that "The greatest striving of thednand its greatest virtue, is understanding things by the
third kind of knowledge [intuition]" (E5 P25). Yet knowledgéparticular affirmative essences is barred to us.
As Bennett suggests, it seems we cannot make use ofant(ennett p.369) although Spinoza claims it as a
human "kind of knowledge". Parkinson says, 'as farpéstemology is concerned the differences between the
second and third kinds of knowledge are hardly worth much emphBsiKir(son 1 p.188), but adds that
Spinoza's views can be reconciié&thicsis taken as saying that very many things can theorstibalknown

by intuitive knowledge, and TIE as saying that what Spirf@masucceeded in knowing in this way is very little
(ibid, p.189). But see Lloyd on Spinozistic intuition (pp.10).

® The examples Spinoza gives of human intuitions in the TIEEZh&40 S2 are general mathematical truths,
common notions. Yet in E5 P36 C Spinoza says that intuitive knowlefigingular things is much more
powerful "than the universal knowledge | have called knowledigéhe second kind", and that "the best
conclusion is drawn from some particular affirmative essesrdsive] from a true and legitimate definition"
(TIE 93). Although common notions are axiomatic, undenighky are reason, "knowledge of the second kind."
But "knowledge of the second and of the third kind is neckgtaie" (E2 P41).
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to knowledge of a common property which must loycamecessarily exist. Lloyd
contributes to the assurance that, for Spinozanommnotions are not Cartesian flashes
of divine light, by explaining how Spinozistic 'spectival awareness is radical' because
Spinoza's common notions do not reach individuala idifferent way from inadequate
thoughts, but are anchored in our status as ttesidéparticular bodies (Lloyd pp.45-6).
All perceptions, true and false, are functions of bodies' ability to bear traces of other
bodies with which they interact. Common notions @oé intuitions for Spinoza, but are
classified by him as "reason" (E2 P40 S2). WherscB#des distinguishes between 'innate'
(inborn) ideas and those which are 'adventiticasired by experience), we have seen
that Spinoza holds that all ideas are innate inséiese of being necessary parts of the
mind, so this distinction is demystified and cofiap. As seen in 83.1, innateness has no

special relation, for Spinoza, to truth.

Spinoza's intention to eliminate doubt, mystery ahdolete assumptions is typified
by his use of geometrical-style proofs. These asetl on axioms which are themselves
propositions or theorems subject to rational dedoct He expounds Descartes's
Principles in this 'manner familiar to the geometricians' (Mey Preface, C p.227),
supplying a Demonstration (Proof) for each Propasibr theorem as a Euclidean test,
and hinting that fewer things surpass our undedatgnthan Descartes supposes, given
different foundations for the sciences (ibid. p.230
Given this commitment to de-mystifying the mentaljs not surprising that Spinoza
aspires to analysing the first principle of intgdihce. He finds it incoherent to suppose
that the principle of all thought is itself unirligible, as Descartes's remarks above
suggest (although it is relevant to recall thagréh Descartes was addressing the Catholic
theologian Mersenne). Spinoza wants to halt theteSan practice of what Allison
describes as using God as 'a place where the expigirouck stops, as it were' (Allison
p.48). Spinoza argues that while we cannot achemequate cognition of particular
affirmative essences, we can comprehend the samfioite understanding of connections
in Nature such perfect cognition would involve. @itar existences are too complex for
us to comprehend in detail, but they are not knowsome superhuman way. "God", he
believes, does not have a different kind of minahrfrour own: it simply knows more.

This belief is shortly to be severely tested.
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8 4.2 All modes of thought are ideas.

Spinoza, being at pains to avoid an accusationra¥iging 'no distinct idea of mind’,
explains to his pupils why thought, conceived alsdy, is explanatorily empty, and why
it is that we have to define the essence of thotlgbugh its modifications. De Vries had

written to him about a group worry :-

'l reported what you, Sir, said, ... that the ileiel can be considered either under
thought or as consisting of ideas. But we do netdearly what this distinction
would be. For we think that if we conceive rightlye must comprehend it in
relation to ideas, since if all ideas were remofreth it, we would destroy thought
itself’ (Letter 8).

Spinoza replies that "thought" has indeed no megpnimess understood in relation to
concepts, which cannot be "put aside" from thoublet.comments, "It is no wonder that
when you have done this, nothing remains for youhtok of" (Letter 9). In fixing a
definition of thought Spinoza therefore choosessighation which expresses as well as
possible, given the inadequacy of vocabulary (T96; %I P16 Proof) the mental features
he considers indispensable for any possible modeooight.

Up to this point in my thesis we have, in ordertid distraction from Spinoza's basic
claim that the mental is an autonomous and sella@gpory attribute of a single entity,
and that all possible mental modifications shamimon or general thinking essence,
described Spinozistic mental modes loosely as ghtsi We have also seen that the
power of the mind is "intelligence" and that hunmaimds are parts of all "intellect”. But
Spinoza's definitional term for any mode of thoughtidea" (E2 A3; E2 PIl C). Spinoza
defines thought in terms of "ideas" : there aremmmles of thought which are not "ideas".
Descartes, in all his later works at lehstakes ideas just one mode of thought (Ds 1-2,
2nd Replies, CSM 11 p.113):-

'I make it quite clear in several places througtbatbooMeditations]

6. During the early seventeenth-century 'ideas' weopia of widespread scholarly dissension. The strict
conception of 'ldeas' as Forms became confused by refereimoages' or ‘phantasms' imprinted on the brain as
'‘phantastick ideas', and by the emergence of the vagud tise word 'idea’ in conversation to mean anything
conceived in the mind (Michael p.32). An 'idea’ could mean ggaallincorporeal eternal truth (Form) or an

image in the corporeal imagination. Descartes in a getses to Platonic usage.
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... that | am taking the word 'idea’ to refer toatdver is perceived immediately by
the mind ... | used the word 'idea' because it thasstandard philosophical term
used to refer to the forms of perception belondm¢he divine mind' (3rd Replies,
CSM 11 p.127).

For Spinoza, all modes of thought are (in his speteflationary sense) "divine" in being
partial expressions of "God". It is, | surmise, &ese all thoughts are aspects of "God's"
thinking, and "God" has (as ideal mind) only irgetual ideas, that all finite modes of
thought must have a basic nature of intellect, idds does not stop them, for Spinoza,
from being (usually) inadequate.

Spinoza's conception of an idea is, in containmgsd full implications his entire
philosophy of mind, the topic of this and the néxbt Chapters. The thesis of formal
mental being which we are currently examining is/dhe first of the essential elements
of a Spinozistic "idea". For the rest of this sestive scrutinise Cartesian strictures on the
use of the concept of 'idea’ which Spinoza collapgecause he believes Descartes
misunderstands the nature of the mental, and becdois Spinoza, understanding the
mental means seeing all instances of it as theesgmn of "God's" thought. We have
already seen that (1) Spinozistic ideas do notrale an immateriasubstanceand that
(2) that any mode of thought at all is an "idea".

3. For Spinoza, all ideas, that is, all the modbglwvDescartes calls 'thought' (and
more, since Spinoza includes sensations and ensotimch are not always, for
Descartes, wholly thought) are conceptions andéocgptions. Spinoza uses "conception”
and "perception” indiscriminately in his textd. believe that the tension created by
Spinoza's extrapolation from Whole-mind (all ides)part-minds is encapsulated in his
Definition and Explanation of "idea":-

"By idea | understand a concept of the mind thatriind forms because it is a

thinking thing" (E2 D3). "l say concept rather thparception, because the word

perception seems to indicate that the mind is agpeh by the object. But concept

seems to express an action of the mind' (E2 D3)Exp.

7. It is sometimes claimed that Spinoza contrasts attiwaceptions" with "passive" perceptions, but this
distinction cannot be pressed hard. In E2 P48 he makes all"mwaseptions”, and in E2 P49 Proof Spinoza
equates concept with idgaonceptio sivezWea),whereas in the TIE he classifies all kinds of Kedge,

adequate and inadequate, as "perceptions” (TIE §19).



82

As claimed earlier (83.2) a traditional 'Mind of @&onust be a set of active concepts. |
have argued that Spinoza never renounces this diorenf "God" asall truths, and in
this dimension ideas are typically concepts, dissatad throughout Nature as concept-
fragments. On the other hand, God/Nature considasatlinclusivemust contain mental
events which are passive, confused, and for Descatarcely mental or not mental.
Viewedthisway, all human ideas will typically be perceptiohkyd has shown how all
human ideas have a basis for Spinoza in perceptoause all, including our (adequate)
common notions are grounded in a direct awarentsody (Lloyd p.106). Thus, for
Spinoza, it has to be right to call human idea$ lmainceptions and perceptions, and on
grounds of theall-inclusivenessf the attribute of thought it has to be right @l ¢he
constituents of "God's" mind both conceptions aat@ptions, too.

Whereas Descartes unpacks thoughts into categahésh include quasi-mental
events(Principles 1 848) all Spinozistic ideas are strictly mentaksbartes does not
regard perceptions, which are for him non-intellatfaculties, as purely mental, and uses
sentire, to sense, rather thapercipere,to perceive, for image-seeing and sensation,
neither being a 'necessary constituent of my oveerese, that is of the essence of the
mind' (6th Meditation, CSM 11 p.51). The 'passiohthe soul, for example, 'differ from
all its other thoughts' in being ‘caused, maintdiaed strengthened by some movement of
[animal] spirits' (Passions1l 29, CSM 1 p.339). For Spinoza all ideas, whoewer
whatever has them, and whether conscious or unicuss¢we discuss this below) are
perceptions and conceptions.

Descartes defines an idea as the mode of thinkaograng 'whenever | express
something in words, and understand what | am say®®? 2nd Replies, CSM 11 p.113).
Such ideas are not necessarily true; they are ynelesrly perceivedPrinciples 1,46). In
Spinoza's view, this is one of several Cartesiailogdphical tangles resulting from
Descartes's urge to confer soul on humans, aloral @feated species. Humans alone
have language: and without language, says Descdtiese is no reason, and 'no
intelligence at all(DiscoursePart 6, CSM 1 pp.140-141). Genuine language isir@ 's

sign' of the presence in humans of a wholly nonspta/ thing,



83

namely a rational soul (Letter to More, 5 Februa®g#9, CSMK p.366). Like Descartes,
Spinoza believes we can lucidly utter received higes or outright falsities. But Spinoza
points out that words catbme apart from ideaand that at times we have to ignore or
substitute them to grasp what is in the mind, bseawords positively misledtHe says,
for example, that there was no positive mentalrerrdhe man "whom | recently heard
cry out that his courtyard had flown into his ndaghr's hen, because what he had in mind

seemed sufficiently clear to me" (E2 P47 S). Furthecalising is in itself not mental-

"For the essence of words and of images is cotetitanly by corporeal motions,
which do not at all involve the concept of thougti! P49 SlI).

This point is made merely in order to emphasis¢ ftlaSpinoza there is no necessary
connection between language and ideas, and thdekignation "idea" covers a spectrum
of mental events which includes registerings ofwld unlinked to language. Yet his
radically non-Cartesian thesis of ideas as the comourrency of all possible thinking
confers on all these modes of thought a charadteognition (idea or cognition - E2
P20). All expressions of God/Nature-thinking areysvabf knowing, no matter how
mutilated or confused. Descartes finds it absurdstppose that all thoughts are
cognitive:- 'No act of awareness that can be reeloubtful seems fit to be called
knowledge' (2nd Replies, CSM 11 p.101). SpinoZ®sis is that our minds just are the
ideas we have - what we know. There is no elememiod' that is not knowledge. For
Spinoza ideas (cognitions) are of three kinds, esging inadequacy (partiality) or
adequacy (completeness) on a scale of 1-3, of whighfirst kind", which Spinoza calls
collectively "opinion or imagination" is "the sotmuse of falsity” (E2 P41). It includes
dreaming, which is "sheer imagination” (Letter 1But imagination is, like the second
kind (reasoning) and the third kind (intuition -rmadiate apprehension of truths [see Note
6 above]), a kind of knowing. Spinoza never mergiany ideas other than those of his
three kinds of knowledge. | mentioned in 8§2.2 thé condition for formal mental being
supports the claim that there is no soul-stuff auet above ideas, or mental 'thihgving

ideas.

8. TIE88ff; TIE96; E2P18S; E2P47S; E2PWOS
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Barker, who, as seen, thinks Spinozastpostulate mental stuff, admits that if thought
is essentially cognitive Spinoza is stuck with #iesurd claim that mental stuff must be
true or false (Barker 1 p.121). | believe it is napparent that the characterisation of
mental formal being as soul-stuff or thing inheatitby Spinoza from the notion of
Cartesian immaterial substance no longer oper&ewe all modes of thought are
necessarily ideas, and ideas are necessarily membebpgnitive categories, it is evident
that 'soul’ of either a Cartesian or Neoplatoni@iktannot be a Spinozistic property. | also
suggested (in 84.1) that whilermaliteris importantly translated as ‘inherently’, modes of
thought inhere in nothing beyond themselves. If deenot accept that ideas aselely
cognitions we shall have to isolate and label sother mental property which 'has' the

ideas. Spinoza supplies no clue to such an engerpri

"When we say that the human mind perceives thikhat, we are saying nothing
but that God, not insofar as he is infinite, budafar as he [it] is explained [or
displayed] through the nature of the human mordnsofar as he constitutes the

essence of the human mind, has this or that idea'P(l C).

It is clear that the Barker-Odegard worry over mgkhuman thoughts merely mental
states or events embodies a concern that thisnvdbme way dissolve the formal being
of ideas. Both are concerned that cognition doets atne, properly characterise
Spinoza's robust essential property of thought. él@w, it is not clear what role an
additional existential property of thought wouldvbaover and above the mental formal
being of ideas as cognitions/judgements, in présgrmental irreducibility. If our
(essentially mental) ideas are caused only byfegselerated and self-empowering system
of idea-creation, having no causal link with theqasses of extension, the autonomy and
irreducibility of the mental is not assailed. Myaich that all Spinozistic ideas are
instances or part-expressions of "God's" cognitiarsd that no aspect of Spinozistic
mentality requires a characterisationneénsas soul-stuff or soul 'thing’, will be further
defended in Chapters 5 and 6.

4. Besides being necessarily cognitive, Spinozideas are necessarily
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Immediate judgements or beliel(affirmations or denials).Having an idea
is, for him, sufficient condition for the making af judgement. For Descartes, acts of
judgement are only one kind of thinking. Descardesounts for error by separately
classifying the will involved making judgementstheught does not, for him, become an

idea until the will has acted upon it:-

'In order to make a judgement, the intellect i€aiirse required since, in the case
of something which we do not in any way perceiberée is no judgement we can
make. But the will is also required so that, onomsthing is perceived in some
manner, our assent may then be given. Now a judgeswne kind of judgement
at least - can be made without the need for a cetejpind exhaustive perception of
the thing in question, for we can assent to mamgtwhich we know only in a

very obscure and confused maniiBrinciplesl, 34, CSM p.204).

Spinoza's doctrine of ideas as immediate cognjtilgements is iconoclastic. We saw the
origins of his commitment to the view that the walhd intellect cannot come apart in
Chapter 1. "Will* cannot lie outside Nature, theref the 'will' taken by Descartes and
Aristotle to be an independent power is "no thingNiature, but only a fiction" (KV 2,
XVI 4). "The will and the intellect are one and tkame" (E2 P49 C) because "God"
makes (is) all immediate judgements and our 'miadsfinite and determined fractions of
that thinking power. Spinoza thus denies the twditronal stages of firstly entertaining a
thought and then, secondly, confirming or denyir@g@position concerning it. We do not
have, he says, the power of suspending judgeméat.ideas we have are those we are

determined to have:-

" Inadequate and confused ideas follow with the esaracessity as adequate, or
clear and distinct ideas" (E2 P36).

Much hangs on the term "follow" used here, and #pargument is needed to show that
ideas are internally caused, and cause one and@lparoza's principle of independent
mental power is fully discussed in Chapter 6. Hare,need register only thate cannot
withhold judgementOur choice of what ideas to have is a necessargiuptoof our

internal natures and all the external factors tinatpmbination,

9. Judgement: Parkinson pp.102 and 180; Hampshire p.74. Affirm&tmragan p.46. Belief: Allison

p.88. Allison says he follows Bennett, but Bennett does ndicékpstate this view of ideas.
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determine that this idea, and not that idea, vaduw to us. For Spinoza, to have a mode of
thought is to make, consciously or unconsciousiydgement. (For Descartes we cannot
make judgements unconsciously. | discuss thismiffee of view shortly.) For Spinoza, if
we think of a winged horse, for example, we pereeiad affirm or deny that idea in one
and the same apprehension (E2 P49 S3 Bii). Affionat and denials are equally
perceptions: there is no mode of thought whiclfioisSpinoza, undetermined or in its own
being an error or a doubt, a suspension of judgeroem piece of utter indifference.
While disbelief is positive judgement, what we adlubt, or "vacillation” consists in the
holding of two contrary imaginings or opinions, imdhis one, now that" (E2 P44 S).
Each of these inadequate ideas is equally, in mjodgement made: the setting forth of
an argument involves 'now this belief, now thatisTprocess goes on within the little
network of our own 'mind’ when we "vacillate". Skbhgomeone say they are indifferent
to the outcome of a particular issue, that isselfta judgement on the issue.

To summarise, we have seen that the formal beirg $pinozistic "idea" differs
from the Cartesian model in the following respects:
1. Inits formal being as an expression of aom@amous attribute of a single entity,

rather than as an immaterial and divine substance.
2. In characterising any mode of thought at@h§cious or unconscious, perceptual

or conceptual, and including emotions and senssitias an "idea".

3. In being necessarily cognitive.  All Sprstic modes of thought (adequate or
inadequate, true or false ideas) belong to sommel"&f knowledge".
4. In being an immediate judgement or beliefifaf@tion or denial). No separate act

of will operates, when we have an idea, to makeguidgement.

Spinoza categorises all perceivings, knowings,dilegs, sensations and feelings, as
immediate cognitive judgements which are elements isingle internally determined
mental ordering. | propose that this charactepsadbf formal mental being is a direct
result of his rejection of Descartes's startingapéor fixing the nature of human thoughts
(i.e. in his own awareness), and of his alternapivgect of extrapolating to what any
thought must be from the concept of All Thoughtjekhis both God/Nature
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(all-inclusive)and "God"(all truths). The prima facieastonishing claim which this thesis
entails (i.e. that all human thoughts are judgesjanttested in 84.5, after we have

established the logically prior principle of merfiamal being "in God".

8 4.3 All true ideas have formal being as units &nowledge, judgements.

| do not think that in the case of an infinite iiget considered as omniscient and
"perfected” knowledge it is hard for Spinoza tatifyscalling all thoughts "ideas", and all
ideas immediate cognitive judgements. DescarteddMoave done the same. This short
section therefore principally endorses the claing®®, that is, 'In one logical dimension
an infinite intellect isall truths', by stressing that the set of true propositions,tthth
about Nature, is a set of infinitely true and ihfdé judgements. As we saw in that
delineation of a distinct logical dimension of thdinite intellect, such a set of true
propositions is obviously ‘ideal' in being all cdetp or adequate ideas, which are "true"
in agreeing with their objects. There is a true addquate (complete) idea of any object,
thinking or extended. The true idea, in agreeingray with its object, will be the
"perfect” (complete) judgement, that is, everythiingt could be known about it. To know
a thing truly is, as we have seen, not only to kitsvessence and precise existence, but to
know its causes. Since "God" knows things undeagpect of eternity, knowledge of
causes will involve every relevant causal connectigthin the entire system of modes.
Finite minds cannot make judgements of this conepless about particular objects. But
they can conceive of an ideal intellect constigtinfinite - limitless and also timelessly

true - judgements.

An eternal truth is plausibly immediately known, thvino second stage of
judgement. We do not suppose an ideal intelledlittzer in its judgements - to weigh up
contrasting notions or consist in a multitude ohftioting ideas - although of course it
will do so in its other dimension of infinity adl-inclusiveness the ideas of all its modes.
If all the ideas in which it consists agree witleithobjects there is no room for doubt or
emendation of ideas following reasoning or reflact{as noted by Barker, above 83.3).
The ideas of this ideal dimension of the infinitéellect express the laws of Nature and,
as we have seen, it is self-contradictory to suggdaw can override a law. If they are

truths they are truths under any circumstances.
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The most general set of true judgements is equivdte a statement of the most
general laws of Nature (e.g. all bodies functiorotigh motion and rest). Less general
ideas are statements of the instantiation of lafvsomnemodes of Nature (e.g. water
freezes at 32°F or 0°C at sea level). As we sa@8if, there also exist true judgements of

all singular occurrences, each of which is a

"particular affirmative essence” (TIE §98), "andtla same time [drawn] from the
laws inscribed in these things, as in their trudesp according to which all singular

things come to be, and are ordered' (TIE §101).

Not surprisingly, Spinoza does not supply an exangblthis kind of fact, since true and
adequate judgements of particulars are not avail&blfinite minds. As noted (above,
Notes 4-5) the only examples Spinoza gives of fimi- supposedly ideas of particular
essences and existences - are general mathentattbal common notions.

This set of judgements (or laws and instantiatiohsws) is what we would want
to call scientific truth, judgement existing withotlne limitation and alteration brought
about by subjectival perspective. It is a unifigétem of ideas in which there is no
ignorance, no confusion, no vacillation, no contiodn and no perspectival bias. It
represents for us the ideal to which we aspire wapect tgphysicalevents. We see in
Chapter 6 that Spinoza also claims that a setusf judgements of alnental events
necessarily exists, and that we can aspire to kmpwome of its more general laws (the
‘laws of logic' - Allison p.128) and some of thdess general ones related only to human

minds, and can infer from these conditional trtheut particular ideas.

8 4.4 Are inadequate ideas, having the same formbéing as adequate ideas,

necessarily units of knowledge, immediate judgemesf

| believe we can accept Spinoza's claim that "id'Goe in an infinite intellect conceived

as ideal) all ideas would be necessarily cognitarel immediate judgements. However, it
was argued in Chapter 3 that if examples of thaugbtld be found which did not share
the same basic nature, the possibility would attisé some thoughts are physical, or of
some other kind. Spinoza is clearly aware of thigdt to the coherence of an attribute

asserted to be infinite (self-contained and inoleisif all in its kind).
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His conferring on all modes of thought the definidgsignation of "idea" is meant to
avoid the Cartesian hiatus between modes of thowdith are pure intellect and those
which are will (capable of overriding intellect)pé between these modes of thought and
sensations, perceptions and emotions which have sgat of body.

Spinoza has asserted that all modes of thoughidaes (E2 D3), and that all ideas are
immediate affirmations or denials (E2 P49 S3 B#dr his extrapolation from the set of
true facts of an intellect conceived as all truel auequate immediate judgements to
follow seamlessly throughout the moded\aftura naturatawhich are partial expressions
of that mental formal being (arigso factofor his principle of mental formal being to
hold) Spinoza must demonstrate that immediate jogge is inseparable from thinking in
any finite mode of thought, that is, in any familraental event - the kind of thought we
have when we take the world on face valdan Spinoza show that all "singular thoughts
or this or that thought ... as they are related to shmgular mind of someone" are

immediate judgements? He says that

"an idea is called true when it shows us the tlaisgf is in itself, and false when it
shows us the thing otherwise than it is. For idaas nothing but narrativesy
mental histories of Nature" (CM 1 vi, C p.312).

An ideal mind isthe true history of Nature. Human minds spin their omarratives of
Nature. While we may be inclined to accept Spireozkdim thatmanyof our inadequate
ideas are judgements, it is not intuitively obvidimt all mental events are instant
judgements - or judgements at all. Some seem bmypeessions. They may be instant
registerings of the world but they do not seemagudgements(We are not at this point
concerned with the truth of ideas as judgemeftsbjects,although it is obvious that
many of these partial accounts of Nature fail tweagwith objects. Representational
content pertains to a further Spinozistic principlbich we discuss in Chapter 5.) The
question asked in the present discussion is mé&galy all human ideas be plausibly said
to have the mental formal being Spinoza assigns?h&y yardstick is that this or that
inadequate idea is an instant judgement or biligé raw, face-value aspect, as a way of

knowing through the "common order of naturé’shall argue that while Spinoza's claim
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has more going for it than might at first be sugahshe cannot successfully make the
move he wants from "God's" knowledge to the knog&edf the minds said to be its
parts, for his claim thaall human ideas are cognitive, instant judgements is no
sustainable.

Spinoza claims that we cannot stop ourselves mgkishgements. If we think, we
affirm or deny. Descartes himself does not claiat fndgement islwaysa second stage
following the entertaining of a proposition, for haives this second act of will in the
case of knowledge by 'natural light', since withamel to clear and distinct ideas there is
no question of doubt or confusion. Curley points that whereas an ‘image' is not apt to
be affirmed or denied, if any clearly perceivedaids already a proposition, then it is a
statement about something before (according to &) a judgement is made about it,
and that original statementas an involuntary affirmation or denial about somethin
(Curley 2 p.173). Curley argues that there arerathses of involuntary human judgement
which Spinoza might have invoked to refute Dessaltg showing that 'belief is not a
voluntary action, not something that we decide @o st something that happens to us'
(ibid, p.178) - like flashes of divine light. Heaains, for example, that no-one thinks we
alwayschoose what to believe, which is why 'heterodoximpis are not a proper subject
for legislation (ibid. p.163).

Dreaming, Donagan points out, is the strongestfpreocould have that affirming
or denying ideas 'depends on your power to fornasdend not on a power of will

independent of it' (Donagan 2 p.47). Dreaming sspee:-

"When the body is at rest in sleep, the mind atsdrae time remains senseless with

it, nor does it have the power of thinking as ieslovhen awake" (E2 P2 SJi]).

While the concept of unconscious ideas is for Degsaa contradiction in terms, |
think dreaming may be seen as a paradigm casecohagnious ideas which are instant or
involuntary judgements. Even if we find it straimdlief to call the fantasies of our dreams
‘judgements’, | believe the examples given beloansthese mental events to be so akin
to subliminal thinking that at least some dreanaglenust be accounted such. Spinoza

recounts a nightmare which was so vivid that fanedime after waking he still
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believed "a certain black, scabby Brazilian whohad never seen before" was standing in
his room (Letter 17). His unconscious idea perdist¢o consciousness. The probability

of involuntary belief-formation under conditions ioensibility is strongly suggested by

current legislation against the transmission ofisubally received messages in films and

television advertising.

Unconsciously-madgudgements may be hard to shake off even after being
confronted with reliable evidence. For example, experiences while dreaming may be
so graphic that, as in the case of Spinoza's inshgevisitor, they linger for a while as
beliefs. More sinisterly, attitudes insinuated whiinds are dulled by brutality, narcotics
or passion may result in beliefs sustained forfetithe (e.g. that it all right to Kill
members of this or that ethnic group because &llazy, deceitful, and so on). No
reflection or 'holding before the mind' has takéce in the case of such judgements.

It is Spinoza's thesis that we are at times putémtal bondage by past unconscious
judgements. Descartes gives an analogous exampie ofvn 'special inclination to love'
‘persons with a squint', deriving from his earlysgan for a young girl of his own age
who was slightly cross-eyed. But for Descartes tloisipulsion has a physical cause. He
believes a fold was made in his brain by the ihiégperience, and its tendency to be
folded again in the same manner was deepened htreadorcement of attraction to
‘persons with a squint' (Letter to Chanut 1647, &SpI322). Spinoza makes this
syndrome a purely mental one: an unconscious itheatacross-eyed people has been
stored in the (mental) memory. For Descartes meni®rphysical, not the store of
"imaginings" it is for Spinoza (E3 P2 Sii). Spinobalieves imagination can deceive;
hence such tricks as false projection of emotiang, false associations of ideas. But it is

a purely mental operation, and, for him, a fornjudigement.

| believe some defence can be offered for this viear if the retained impressions
of past ideas armghysiologicalstates, it would seem that, for Descartes, myr@ins we
use daily in a cognitive fashion also lack essénmantality. Without this store of
memories (unconscious judgements) we would hawibsciously 're-have' each of the

thoughts involved in any chain of thinking. For exae, |1 would not be able to talk
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philosophy or politics with you while | ironed oraVve the car, because | would have to
think consciously all the time about what | wasndp{press collar first etc.; change gear,
look in mirror etc:). If, by drawing on these mdntapressions, and working on them,
and sometimes using them as sound reasons fonaotiw minds operate rationally, we
can scarcely submit that they are not instant jodges. We surely want to say that, in
being held 'at the back of our minds', and inténgctintellectually with present
judgements, these past ideas are indubitably aaducibly mental - angudgements we
could not help makingThey cause our present ideas and are part andl pErdke
conditions of consistency and rational coherenciehvimake it reasonable for us to assert
things.

Spinoza further argues that we may mask our ofiiginigements by "feigning” or

denying them. He claims that words can expresss/we do not truly affirm:-

"Although | know that the earth is round, nothingeyents me from saying to
someone that the earth is a hemisphere and likeahabrange on a plate, or that

the sun moves around the earth, and the like" §8&).

It is Spinoza's general view, as we have seen,wibadls and meanings can come apart.

We can say one thing while believing another: judigen disavow our judgement:-

"Those who confuse words with the idea, or the vafifirmation that the idea

involves, think that they can will something comgréao what they are aware of,
when they only affirm or deny with words somethiogntrary to what they are

aware of (E2 P49 SlI).

"We cannot feign, so long as we are thinking, thatare thinking and not thinking

... or, after we know the nature of the soul, wentd feign that it is square, though

there is nothing that cannot be put into words'E(868).

Spinoza is arguing that judgements are instantty iaternally determined, but that they
are not necessarily overtly asserted. We can disleeor lie, or we can keep silent. We
may deny a belief for reasons of expediency, adgdgbublicly disavowed his belief that
the sun was circumnavigated by the earth. In tise o& self-deception a spontaneous idea

is quickly suppressed. On the other hand, it istiecent to speak of someone as saying-
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in-their-heart what they do not think is true. Thettuld bea contradiction - at once a belief
and a deniat?

Certainly we conceal powerful emotions which maylyape described as instant
judgements. Emotions or "affects" are, for Spinguaely mental states, having no physical
input of motion through animal spirits as they dw Descartes. They interact with our
adequate ideas (and may, as we see in Chapter @yrfeed into rational emotions) just

because they are ideas, on a continuum with adiratieas :-

"So we maintain that knowledge is the proximateseaaf all the 'Passions' of the
soul" (KV 2ii [4] C p.99).

For Spinoza, affects are judgements of imaginatiorstant appraisals of people and
situations. They may infiltrate our arguments ire ttorm of ad hominemjudgements -
emotions masquerading as reason. Such mental state$e near-unconscious, the speaker
unaware of these judgements made 'in his heart'.u¥ider conditions of sleep or near-
unconsciousness words and meanings do not comg aparcoincide, for it is known that
when the mind is ail-but senseless its cognitiongudgements -including acknowledged
feelings - are freely released on questioning. ®aodency to make genuine utterances under
such circumstances (or our inability to dissemidagadily exploited through hypnosis or the
mind-numbing processes of torture.

Sense perceptions, too, are for Spinoza instargejménts. We may deny our brute
impression in the light of further knowledge, hgsaut making it was an involuntary and
inevitable result of our (perspectival) view of twerld. Our "imaginings" (ideas of images)
are instant and, Spinoza points out, it is posgibkve a lifetime making only such confused
judgements (ElI Appendix 111; E2 P18 S), never "aimgi them through reason. For
Spinoza, to take our sense-perceptions neat isongason, but it is, nonetheless, to make
judgements. (Lloyd, as seen, argues that all huitkess are versions of sense perception.)
Sensations are not classified by Descartes as,idéhsugh sense 'perception’ is, for him, a
mode of thinking. Yet in my view it is hard to digjuish the 'sensations' of animals from

many of the confused judgements made by humangalies would not deny this: he thinks

1 This point is made by Delahunty (Delahunty p.9), and éufCurley 2 p.177), crediting P.Geach

(Mental Acts¥or the technical concept 'saying-in-one's-heart'.
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‘commonsense is barely thought at alf. For both philosophers the senses sometimes
convey indispensable information, sometimes datahwis prejudicial to true judgement
(El Appendix; E2 P40 SI). Descartes blames thisy dob easily acquired and often
deceptive information for intellectual errors (Meditation, CSM pp.12-13), since it is
taken as truth. It seems Heestherefore regard as instant judgements at leasethense
perceptions which do battle in our minds with ra#ib considered judgements, for these
sensations clearly have interplay on an intelldatoatinuum. Thus Descartes's claim that
sensations are not a 'necessary constituent ofwnyessence, that is of the essence of the
mind' begins to look doubtful, and Spinoza's cldhmat sense perceptions are instant
judgements, less outlandish.

There is als@primafaciecase for pain as immediate judgement. For Spinueaia,
is an emotion - a kind of sadness - and therefdee,all emotions, amenable to rational
emendation. Even if pain does not strike us as idiate judgement, we may later think it
wasan instance of cognition having a vital place ia tausal network of our beliefs and
desires. My pain has causal effects on later ideas | subsequently have the idea of
staying in bed, or going to the doctor). By applyreason to my pain-idea, | may see that
others do not go to bed when they have appeante tiés kind of pain. | may then think
about the circumstances of my pain. It is certatolpe hoped that my pain-idea has, as a
judgement or belief, intellectual clout within thetwork of beliefs and judgements of my
doctor, for a doctor's report on my body-state caie logically sufficient for the truth of
my mental pain.

There is, then, something to be said to suppomdai's view that "the will and the
intellect are one and the same” - that there islippage between having an idea and
making a judgement. But while we may concede tleass perceptions and emotions,
including pain, are mental awarenesses or regigterf the world, do we think they are
properly calledudgementsMany sense perceptions are raw feels or passiveesains
which we only reflectupon, for example the 'Ouch!’, which causes the lateggmaent

That hurt'. Some emotions, too, cannot be condtaseopinions. They may affirm or

M Descartes uses this term in an Aristotelian way, ithas a ‘common sensorium' or faculty by which
the soul discriminates between the perceptions of the sg@tkddeditation, CSM 11 p.59).
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deny nothing. They may conceivably lsausedby ideas but they themselves lack
cognitive or judgemental quality. Depression, feample, is a state of mind which hardly
seems to be a judgement about anything. And # iitat, at face value, a judgement, then
we have found a loophole in Spinoza's thesis.

We have found, perhaps in more instances than ewegtit possible, that the human
ideas we have examined have been immediate judgemBat if we find just one
ordinary thought which is not an instant judgem#rgn Spinoza fails acceptably to
characterise our inadequate ideas. His principlmental formal being will not act as a

control on a shared basic nature for all thoudhis will collapse.

There is more to say before drawing this conclysi@amd it involves recalling
Spinoza's exhortation that we should try to unéatour thoughts through reason, since
"It is of the nature of reason to perceive thingsler a certain species of eternity". We
cannot hope, he says, to understand our ideas ibokeat them as they occur "from the

common order of Nature".

Here we come up against the same problem we h&hapter 3 with falsity and
evil. 1 suggested there that Spinoza made us cgaven evil thoughts from two
perspectives, for while on the one hand he addidessenotion of evil we humans just do
have, on the other he asked us to look at evil ghtau metaphysically. It is easy
(following the lead of Allison and Lloyd, in partitar) to make use of the form of
explanation we employed at the end of Chapter 3ottbms can readily be perceived as
judgements through the metaphysical picture Spinbekeves we can grasp if we
remember that "The idea of the human body is coegos$ these many ideas of the parts
composing the body" (E2 P15 Proof). Inadequatesigiest are "God's" judgements about
body-states as that body interacts with its envirent. Sensations can readily be seen as
the intelligence of our direct bodily interactiomséth our surroundings. We have come
close to merging the ideal and the experientiabpettives in the case of pain, when we
cannot help thinking about our body. When we havygia our idea is directly of our
body. We can also conceive depression as the idé&¢d") of a particular body (brain)

state. It will have a particular physiological céenpart, perhaps a chemical state.

But are either of these notions (of pain and girdssion) ouoriginal experiences?



96

In my view, in conceiving our depression as "Godiglgement about our body we
abandon our face value judgement in favour of avVvia relation to God". Lloyd seems

to accept that it is all right for the judgementaived to be "God's":-

‘The adequacy that is lacking within the limits afmind is supplied in wider

contexts of which it is a part. To say that alhtys flow from God's nature with the
same necessity as the sum of its angles flows themature of a triangle is to say
that in the infinite intellect of God all truthseanecessary. But their affirmation is
not always encompassed in our minds. Ideas are ysalve@companied by

affirmation, but the affirmation is not always "slrin Descartes's sense' (Lloyd
p.71).

But in my view 'our' ideas must have the formalnigefreality) proper taghem,andthis
has to be characterised, whether or not this dist®pinoza's extrapolation from "God's"
mind to its part-minds. If an idea is essentiallgagnitive judgement, as Spinoza claims,
this must so in all cases, without altering or edieg some ideas in order to
accommodate them within a complete view we can balyeafter our raw experience.
Thus a claim that ideaare affirmations even if they jusio not(in being "those ideas
which things which now actually present to us adurce in us”) affirm or deny anything,
is false. The view above, explicated by LlogaplainsSpinoza's claim about all adequate
ideas being judgements in reality, but (I submahmot not justify it with respect to our
ideas if the "affirmation is not always "ours" '.
| have mentioned earlier that commentators who ludjected to this Spinozistic

switch in perspective may (like Joachim) believe @eas cannot, therefore, be 'real,
since if theyarereal their reality does not seem to have the remdowhich is asserted to
be their real being. It seems we must either emddoachim's move of making inadequate
ideas an illusion (i.eotreal) or adopt some other deflationary strategyefare to accept
Spinoza's claim thabur ideas are judgements. Joachim denies our ideagyreald
Spinoza cannot want it endorsed, for he says hadsdghuman inadequate ideas as real
"properties which belong” to Nature (TP 1 4, Wemha263).

| suggest Spinoza does adopt a deflationary stamcsome of our face-value
experiences. | propose that when he says we doaleys acknowledge our first

judgement, but feign that a second judgement idimir he does not see that this is
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what he himself is doing with regard to our brutgressions and passive emotions. For |
believe he is asking us to disregard our first,,rgenuine responses to the world. For
example, | have suggested that taking our pairat@ been a judgement may be to make
a judgemengaboutour pain: the "That hurt' which follows 'Ouch!agudgement. But it is
not clear that 'Ouch!" is a judgement. | have ctdnthat according to Spinoza's defining
of formal being as ideas, and ideas as immediaaittee judgementsall ideas, from the
true and adequate to the nadir of ignorance anchgvhenological confusion in "the
singular mind of someonetustbe characterised in the same way. Moreover, weldhou
not forget that Spinoza's metaphysical concatenatid®Vhole-mind and part-mind allows
for an in-principle extrapolation to mental evemts non-human minds. It is to be
presumed that since reason does not function muthosse minds, we shall allow even
fewer of those non-human thoughts to be immediatggments.

| conclude that Spinoza fails to show that the ralefdrmal being of all modes of
thought is necessarily immediate cognitive judgemén attempting to move from his
starting-point in the mind of "God" to the mentarrhal being of its fragmentary
expressions, Spinoza tries to force through a cldiat "God's" wholly active ideas
(which are readily conceived to be judgements) expressed as partial, confused or
distorted fractions in the inadequate ideasNatura naturata.ln so doing he further
exposes the rift between two perspectives on yedliat is, between how wexplainour
thoughts (i.e. make appeal to some metaphysicadc@ntific scheme) and how we

experiencghem face-on.

We next address the further necessary feature yfSapmozistic mode of thought
(idea) which is itsobjectivebeing". Here, the chasm between the representatongent
of our ideas as known metaphysically and as expee "from the common order of
Nature" or as "related only to the human mind"ageeat that, in my view, even adequate
human ideas fail to be properly describable asspErtGod's" complete ideas of states of

our bodies as these interact with their surrourgling
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CHAPTER 5 PRINCIPLE OF OBJECTIVE BEING
8§ 5.1 Any idea has objective being.

For Spinoza every idea, in its inmost nature, mdy dnas "formal being" as a mode of
intellect, but also exists "objectively" by necasigaepresenting an "object". (Objective",

in the sense of 'of or 'about' an object, is unected with any modern use of this word.)
Descartes also includes in his Definitions the @iy that while a thing hdsrmaliter

its inherent characteristics, it has objectivelg ttharacteristics of whatever it is 'about'.

Descartes defines the objective 'reality’ of amide

‘By this | mean the being of the thing which isregented by an idea, insofar as
this exists in the idea. .. For whatever we peeeis being in the objects of our
ideas exists objectively in the ideas themselve® @dd Replies, CSM 11 p.114).

Spinoza reproduces this definition in Rignciples of Descartes's Philosop(®art 1, D3,
C p.239). He does not supply a similar definitiamself. Yet objective being turns out to
be a central notion for him. At times he actualiyates "objective being" with ideas (KV
Appendix 2, passim; TIES8 32-36; E2 P8 Esse objectiva sive idea&jnce all thoughts
are ideas, all thoughts necessarily have objebineg.

For Descartes, there are degrees of objectivetyedln so far as different ideas ore
considered as images which represent differeng#hiit is clear that they differ widely’
(3rd Meditation, CSM 11 p.28). For example, someutihts lack objective reality
altogether since they are 'materially false’, thanot representing anything. Alternatively,
they may 'represent non-things (chimaerical thimpsch cannot exist) as things' (ibid.
p.30). As seen earlier, such thoughts do not dntiaek objective being since 'Everything
in a chimera that can be clearly and distinctlycawed is a true and real entity’' (CSMK
p.343).

For Spinoza, too, the objective being of an idedegan accordance with the truth it
expresses of its object. We saw in Chapter 4 tbtt Descartes and Spinoza use the idea
of the sun as an example of an object which ilates 'a great disparity between an object
and its idea in many cases' (3rd Meditation, CS\p.2T).
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Descartes adds to his two ideas of the sun the @mnthat 'Obviously both these ideas
cannot resemble the sun which exists outside meweder, Hobbes and Gassendi
consider that both Descartes's iddasn some way resemble the s{dbjections3 and 5,
CSM 11 pp.129 and 197). While it is impossible footh Descartes's ideas (or in
Spinoza's view, either of them, the sun being &iqdar object) to beheidea of the sun,
they can both 'resemble’ it, being directed towdérglssome more (or less) confused way.
For Spinoza, objective being is a necessary featiamy idea, logically entailed because
all ideas are units of knowing, judgement or belgihce we could give no sense to a
cognition or judgement/belief/affirmation if it didot necessarily involve an attitude
towards, of, or about something, the objectiveepresentative dimension of ideas is not
an extrinsic or relational extra tagged on to aistayg formal characterisation, but an
intrinsic component of it. This may further explain Spinoza's response tovdes's
worry, quoted in 84.2. Spinoza could mean, whendlls de Vries that "thought" has
indeed no meaning unless understood in relatimobaepts (ideas), not only that the term
‘thought' is explanatorily vacuous, but that withadeas there is nothing to thindf
because all concepts or ideas necessarily havetsbior Spinoza, all mental functioning
is intrinsically representational: the system doesoperate without cognitive focus on an
object.

Objective being is not existence as an image. s Thian interpretation Spinoza

especially wants to avoid, since images were ugtallen in his day to be corporeal:-

"By ideas | understand not images formed at thé loh¢he eye - and if you like,
in the middle of the brain - but conceptions ofuglbt (or the objective being of a

thing insofar as it consists only in thought)" (E28 S).

Spinoza also fears that the use of the term "imagmild intrude the notion of an
intermediary object, preventing direct judgemerdula real object. He stresses that ideas

are not "mute pictures on a panel" (E2 P49 Slhething hovering between

! Lloyd and Allison make objective being a central feanfr&pinoza's theory of mind. Intentionality or
representation is as a necessary feature of any Spginddésa is specifically affirmed by Sprigge p.153: Matson
p.59; Kashap (in Shahan and Biro) p.58; Bennett p. 155. ddwnaquates it with representativeness and says
that it is 'a fundamental non-physical property' for both Bees and Spinoza (Donagan p.38). Delahunty calls

it Spinoza's 'Postulate of Representationalism' (Reighp. 109).
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mind and body. Spinoza accuses Descartes, perimdaisiy® of missing the essentially
mental character of objective being by construingsi images (E2 P49 SllI). Whether or
not this accusation is unfair, the point Spinozantwao make, and which needs to be
stressed here, is that mental representationdar&pinoza, irreducibly mental, and are
also directly of real objects ("the thing itselfthe object perceived” (E2 P5). Sometimes
Spinoza himself talks misleadingly of mental repreations as images, but he does not
mean they are physical representations or intermmngdibjects of perception. They are

figments of imagination - imaginings:-

"In just the same way as thoughts and ideas areeoted in the mind, so the
affections of the body, or images of things arecoed and connected in the body"
(E5 PI). "When the mind regards bodies in this wag,shall say that it imagines”
(E2 P17 S).

It is evident that the dogma of objective being wibrk harder for Spinoza than it
does for Descartes, since the necessary presentebjeictive”-ness in all modes of
thought is entailed by the cognitive and judgemlesti@us Spinoza confers on them all.
Cartesian thoughts are not necessarily either jmégés or about anything. Spinoza's
doctrine of ideas forces us to consider in detal hotion of '‘of-ness or 'aboutness’ in
ideas, currently familiar in the philosophy of miad 'intentionality®. Objective being is,
for Spinoza, essentially mental, the affirming otellectual measuring of some object.
That is not to suggest that intentionality is, &pinoza, the defining feature of the mental

- sufficientcondition for mental irreducibility. Indeed, | shatgue that Spinoza's doctrine

2 Spinoza must have Descartes's early works {geatise on MarCSM p.106) in mind. Curley writes that,
given Descartes's usual insistence on drawing a sharpctiisti between ideas and images (e.g. in 3rd and 6th
Meditations, and in reply to Hobbes's 5th Objection) it is curiousee a central tenet of his doctrine of
judgement traced to a confusion of ideas with images' (Curlpyt86, Note 74). Descartes sometimes makes
use of, and sometimes rejects, the standard scholastiéndoof ‘intentional forms'. Intentional forms were
abstractions interposed between ideas and the things widctheir proper objects. Descartes rejects this
doctrine(Optics,CSM 1 p. 154). He views more favourably Gassendi's comfeptentional forms as corporeal

images which transmit information from the senses to the 4tuReplies, CSM 11 p.174).

3. Brentano writes:- 'Every mental phenomenon is chetiaed by what the Scholastics of the Middle Ages
called the intentional (or mental) inexistence of an objaod what we might call, though not wholly

unambiguously, reference to a content, direction towards an dpybath is not to be understood here as
meaning a thing) or immanent objectivity. Every mentalngineenon includes something as object within itself,

although they do not all do so in the same way'(Brentano.p.88)
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is instructive in showing us why it cannot be scertél irreducibility is, for Spinoza,
guaranteed by the formal mental being of any mestaht as a mode of sui generis
attribute, and is strongly bolstered (as will bplaimed in Chapter 6) by the postulation of
autonomous mental causation. Objective-ness outabss' is a necessary condition of a
Spinozistic idea, but while Spinoza sometimes ssgg¢hat ideas are equivalent to
objective being, he often appends a condition ofmfd mental being, as in the remark
quoted above:- " .. the objective being of a thimgpfar as it consists only in thought"
(my italics).

We might, in fact, take the quite opposite viewmety that Spinoza need not
separately postulate objective being because imsdabat cognitive judgememntails
representational content. Spinoza does not, asdnab®ve, assign any independent
character to objective being through definition.ridoes his laconic Definition of "idea"

exhibit an idea's necessary elements of formabgative being:-

"By idea | understand a concept of the mind thatrind forms because it is a
thinking thing" (E2 D3).

We have had to unpack "idea" as a technical terorder to see how it includes all the
essential features of the mental (i.e. cognitiamnediate judgement and direction on an
object). Thus, while | believe it could be saidttbhjective being is logically dependent
on the mental formal being of ideas since it isligipin that characterisation, any idea
has two elements dbrmal being andobjectivebeing. These conditions are, for Spinoza,
individually necessary and collectively sufficidat mentality, and they perform different

roles in his theory of mind. The logical distinctseof the dimension of the "objective-
ness" condition is enhanced in my view (as in tiegvs of Hampshire, Allison, Lloyd and

others) in being the basis of Spinoza's theorhefrhind-body relation. Only the element
of objective being lets Spinoza claim that "Frore fact that | know the essence of the
soul | know that it is united to the body" (TIE §2ZThis thesis is grounded in the

agreement of true ideas with their objects, whiobw clarify.

§ 5.2 Atrue idea is an objective essence.

Two principles are at work in order for Spinozectaim:- "God has all things objectively
in himself" (CM 1, 11), one ontological and oneitag. On the one hand, we know that

"God sought no matter outside himself' (CM 2 v8lubstance is thinking and extended in
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every one of its instantiations. On the other hd@ad" is all judgements and is therefore
inherently 'objective’. As noted, objective-nesarud operate in a vacuum: an “idea",
being a judgement, logically necessitates an obj&axd" is all true judgements. Since it
is absurd to think th#ue idea of an object could be, in fact, of some ottigect, all true
ideas are internally logically bound to their oligeAnd (to recall from 83.2) since a true
idea is, in being adequatiie complete ideaf its object (i.e. everything that is true of it
considered in relation to all other modes) therenly one true and complete idea of any
object. There could not be a completely true idiea thing and yet there be another thing
true of it. The system of idea-object union corddrby this internal logical relation is
thoroughgoing: mind-body unions are, as we disshsstly in depth, only one feature of
this system, for the "all things" which "God" hasbfectively in himself" includes, as

seen, objects which may not be bodies :-

"The idea, as far as its formal essence is conderen be the object of another
objective essence, and this other objective essenten will also be, considered

in itself, something real and intelligible, andeg indefinitely” (TIE 833).

"God" is infinite objective essence, not only df@bssible ideas and all possible physical
objects, but also of the modes of any other atteiibhere might logically possibly be,
unknown by human minds. In an early work Spinozaates this objective essence

(essentia objectivayith certainty:-

"Certainty is nothing but the objective essencelfits.e. the mode by which we are

aware of the formal essence is certainty itselfE(336).

Certainty requires no proof. It is an internal tiela, not a juggling of ideas until we have

brought our idea into line with its object. Agafipinoza takes his readers back to the
'‘Mind of God', which he recasts in this case asad#quate objective being, in order to
demonstrate the logical constraints on certaineagent. Objects are not prior to the true

ideas of them, but things are matusedoy God's intelligence, either:-

"The formal being of things which are not modeshafiking does not follow from

the divine nature because God has first knownttimgs; rather the objects of
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ideas follow and are inferred fromtheir attributes in the same way and by the
same necessity as that with which we have shovasittefollow from the attribute
of thought™ (E2 P6 C).

There is, then, in an ideal intellect, for any abje true idea of it to which it is
internally logically bound, and for any idea anesitjof which there is a complete idea. A
perfect idea-object correspondence maps out theetga as an infinity of differentiations
of substance in the form of unified pairs of modéshought and extension (or thought
and another idea, or thought and a mode of any attrdbute of which thought may have
objective being). When an idea is true it agredsedy with its object: it is the essence of
its object, expressed in thought.

| stress that we refer here to the logically indefent ideal cognitive dimension of
the infinite intellect ("God"), in which there is single true and adequate idea of any
object, and to any entirely adequate ideas we naag (if we have any: there is more on
this below). The haphazardness of the objectivacgef inadequate ideas, that is, their
inaccurate and confused direction on the worldsesrifrom "singular things which have
been represented to us through the senses in ghataig mutilated, confused, and without
order for the intellect; for that reason | have rbeecustomed to call such perceptions
knowledge from random experience" (E2 P40 S2). Syaigements” lack the perfect
union of ideas with objects which holds "in God":-

"It should be noted here that we are speaking of sdeas as necessarily arise in
God from the existence of things, together withirtlessence, not of those ideas
which things now actually present to us or produces. Between these two there is
a great difference. For in God the ideas arise filoenexistence and essence [of the
things], according to all they are, not - as in-usom one or more of the senses
(with the result that we are nearly always affedbydthings only imperfectly and
that my idea and yours differ, though one and #rmaesthing produces them in us)"
(KV 2 xx Note cio, C 1 p.136).

In Ethics Spinoza distinguishes between the having of inaateqideas "from the
common order of Nature", and the having of adeqigktas according to "the order of the
intellect”, and says that while the former "imagihdengages with mental images -
reflections of images in the body) the latter "méres things through their first causes”
and "explains the nature of the same things" (E2 8l The latter constitutes the ideal

view or system of objective essences "in God" wheske property is to understand
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everything clearly and distinctly at all times" (KMix, C p.92), and it is this system alone
which maintains a union of idea and object. Whilgeotive being is, Spinoza says,
intrinsic to any idea, "truth" is aaxtrinsic or relationaldenomination of an idea (E2 D4
Exp.). Objectivebeing (direction towards) does not entail objectegssencdagreement
and certainty). Only the objective "essence" or plete agreement of idea and object
supports the unified relation (which we have noerses one of logical interdependence)
between idea and object. Most of our ideas arectdidetowards objects external to
ourselves, whereas "God's" mind is directed onlyobjects of which it is the objective
essence. Few of them agree with objects in Spisatatt sense. | therefore reserve the
term "objective essence"” for ideas which agreeagtwvith their objects, and | shall call
this thorough-going system of agreement of ide& wiiject (called by the Scholastics 'the

conformity or likeness of the thing and the inteflethe 'pairs' or ‘isomorphism' doctrifie.

§ 5.3 The mind is the idea of the body: any Inwan idea is the idea of a state of an

actually existing body.

| now expound the view that Spinoza's doctrine lgjective essence or true agreement,
that is, his thesis of a correspondence of idea @jdct which is so immediate that
constitutes certainty, is inextricable from Spinezdoctrine of the mind-body union. |
shall argue that it constitutes an argument in sttpgf the identity of modes of mind and
body asserted by the identity principle. | sha#rthargue that while this doctrine seems
problematic even on its most basic level, thatassidering the mind as the true idea of a
body (its objective essence), Spinoza's metaphHysicheme can sustain this claim
internally. However, it cannot justify his claimathall our ideas have content (objective

being) of states of our bodies.

4. This term (a) allows for Spinozas's full thesis of oty essence, which is not restricted to ideas of
human bodies. It (b) avoids using the term 'paralleligrhich is not appropriate until we have explicated the
claim about dual causal ordering. A parallel catisal of (token-token identical) modes of thought and modes
in extension involves an additional element, namely an "orddrcannection" of ideas and objects, or the
concurrent flow of determined causes within the powersttoibutes of Nature. Whether Spinoza satisfactorily
demonstrates a thesis of parallelism is a mattedigrussion in Chapters 6 and 7. The truth of parallelism
affects the validity of Spinoza's theorem concerning the +hody relation, but it does not affect the doctrine of
pairs of ideas of bodies, and bodies (i.e. token-tokentity). In my view (as in Allison's and Lloyd's) the
doctrine of objective essence (and only objective essenoe mere objective being or intentionality) upholds
the mode-identity claim without recourse to the issua@éioand connection.
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Many commentators hold that mind-body identity imding on the basis of

Spinoza's ontological stipulations (e.g. in El BRLE2 P7 and E3 P2 S) alone:-

'Since "substance thinking" and "substance exténdes but the one substance under
different attributes, there must also be a unitynaterial modes and their corresponding
ideas' (Lloyd p.20). ... 'A well-formed [adequaigéa cannot lack its object, for idea and
object are not separate items to be brought irignmlent. They are one and the same
thing - their identity grounded in that of thougirtd matter as different attributes of one
substance' (ibid. p.59).

However, | believe (with Hampshire and Allison)tttize principle otrue objective being
(objective essence), which makes a mind a singigpbtex idea of the body, constitutes an
important premisédor the expression of substance in two ways, or mosteseinforcing
one of the grounds for Spinoza's claim of monisithatstart oEthicsPart 1, namely that
essential properties which have no effect on oreghan, but which logically necessarily
complement each other because each requires tle @ih the expression of any
instantiation of God/Nature, must be identical ubstance. Any idea requires an object,
and would not exist without the object: nor does dibject exist without a true idea of it.
A true idea entails perfect idea-object correspande Setting aside the condition of
parallelism (i.e. the concurrent dual flow of meérdad physical dispositions-to-power
which ensures isomorphic order and connection) séparate conditions of formal being

and objective being support an identity of mind-eatd body-mode. Allison says:-

'Insofar as ideas are considered in the latter erafire. as the ideas of bodies],
their "object” is identified with their physical eoterpart (in the case of the human

mind, this is the human body) (Allison p.88).

Every mind is the idea of (i.e. corresponds with,i<oa function of, or reflects, or is

isomorphous or identical in substance with) a paldr body. It would clearly be absurd
to suggest that the true idea of a certain bodygadly the idea of another body. Minds
belong, then, as the ideas of bodies, to the pdatidodies of which they are the ideas:

they are internally connected with them:-

"Between the ldea and the object there must nedlgsba a union, because the one

cannot exist without the other. For there is naghof which there is not an idea in the
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thinking thing, and no idea can exisunless the thing also exists.
Further, the object cannot be changed unless the ikl also changed, and
vice versa, so that no third thing is necessarg kdrich would produce the union of
body and soul" (KV 2 xx Note 10, C p. 136).

This identification of singular 'minds' with padier bodies extends throughout Nature.
Humans are generally 'minded’ in a more or lesdaiway to one another on the macro
level, their minds being common notions of the camrproperties of their bodiésThe
latter parts oEthicsdealing with social and political harmony requinattwe understand
"the laws of human nature" through adequate idéasromon properties. But each body,
although a fragment of one undivided Body, exisith wecognisable individuality. Thus
an isomorphism of true ideas of bodies with theié®df which they are the ideas forms

the paired modes of substance we call people:-

"The union of mind and body which constitutes aperfis] only a special case of
the general principle of the coincidence of idead theirideata ...For everything
which would ordinarily be called a human body, #hekists an idea of that body,

and such an idea is what is ordinarily called thean mind' (Hampshire p.61).

| conclude that Spinoza's mind-body 'pairs' or isgshism doctrine depends on

three principles only:- i) Wherever substance igeaed it is also thinking (KV 2 xx Note
clO; E2 P7 S and E3 P2 S); (i) The attributeshafught and extension are autonomous
properties (El P10); (iii) The mind is the objeetigssence of the body (E2 P3 and PIl). No
thesis of causal ordering within attributes is ilwed here, although it becomes important
later on. At this stage Spinoza's identity doctioeld be a kind of "anomalous monism"”,
that is, a thesis stipulating no lawlike dual flolvmodes.

| have argued that Spinoza's theory of mind, thahis concept of a particular mind
as the idea of a particular body, is a developroéttie traditional concept of the 'Mind of
God' and the cosmological speculations of the Stdieoplatonists and Cabalists who

inspired his interest in an all-encompassing amdpsete intelligence of

® While (I think) Spinoza never says explicitly thatinos related solely to human minds are common
notions, Hampshire holds human minds to be types of idemsbhire p.60). Bennett writes critically on the
extrapolation from this to "common”, or type, human &g8ennett p.74 and pp.299-302). Parkinson
distinguishes between common notions and the "adequate adehe properties of things" (E2 P40 S2) said in

E2 P39 to correspond to a finite system of bodies rather thaodées (Parkinson 1 pp.164-165).
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physical things within one natural Whole. The mbutly relation as described above is,
as Spinoza has promised, a metaphysical thesigatbt@ showing the place of the mind
in Nature. 'Minds' exist as the true ideas of,aftections of, or functions of body-states,
and any one of our ideas reflects a state of odyb@ur perceptions are the ideas of
particular modifications or proportions of motiomdarest in our bodies:-
"So this existing portion's objective essence i tifinking attribute is the soul of
the body. Hence when one of these modes (motiorest) changes, either by
increasing or decreasing, the idea also changesspamdingly. For example, if the
rest happens to increase, and the motion to dexrdespain or sadness we calld
is thereby produced" (KV Appendix 11 815, C p.155).

This is the true story "in God". It is the metapiogs account of our 'minds’ as ideas
in the mind of "God". (The story of the directiohaur ideas on the world is a different
story, which we are not yet addressing.) As a nigtsipal thesis - as a pieoéscientia -
it is in line with a token-token identity accourftraental events and body events. | shall
stick with the term 'body events' because | dowant to restrict Spinoza's claim by
saying that ideas are functions lofain states. While Spinoza quite often refers to the
brain (e.g. "By ideas | understand not images farmaethe back of the eye - and if you
like, in the middle of the brain ..." (E2 P48 Sg Hoes not suggest anywhere that his
isomorphism involves only the brain or, for thattteg a body of flesh and blood. To
suggest this would be foolishly parochial, for "Gdths ideas of bodies which do not
have brains. In my view it must misrepresent Spa'eomsight to be very specific about
bodily functions or processes, since our anthropwwimeand perhaps in the long run time-
dated physiological or chemical theory would ddtrfrom the way his postulate "the
mind is the idea of the body" is intended to bevarsally true, unbounded by present
knowledge, and not confined to the human case.03pls metaphysic is, as we have seen,
calculatedly neutral in this respect. That saidnhynduman ideas seem likely to be

identified with complex states specifically of theain.

Spinoza's metaphysical description of our peroeptis that our bodies interrelate
with their surroundings, of which they retain trac®ur ideas are generally inadequate

representations of their objects because "the idedsave of external bodies
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indicate the condition of our body more than théure of the external bodies" (E2 PI6

C2). They are the intelligence of the interpbdypur bodies with their environment:-

"When we say that God has this or that idea, nbt imsofar as he constitutes the
nature of the human mind, but insofar as he alstha idea of another thing
together with the human mind, then we say thaththmman mind perceives the

thing only partially, or inadequately" (E2 PII S).
For Lloyd and Allison our mental experiences ediis imetaphysical view:-

The mind as the idea of the body ... reflects enréalm of thought everything that
occurs in the world of extension .. the human bpoyvides the focal point from

and through which alone the human mind can perdtsweorld' (Allison p.107).

'For Spinoza the reality of the mind consists ia thality of inadequate ideas - in
the awareness of body from within the totality déas of body. The individual

mind is a direct, inherently perspectival awarersddsody' (Lloyd p.44)

Both Allison and Lloyd believe that, for Spinozayaaeness of the body is necessary for

self-awareness (Lloyd p.46; Allison p.111). Tdegews endorse Spinoza's —

"The essence of the mind (Proposition Xlll, Par} @édnsists only in this, that it is
the idea of a body actually existing” (Letter 64).
Yet | am not convinced that this essence aptlyadtarises all human ideas, even on

a metaphysical or scientific level. | shall haveamuo say soon on how Spinoza fails to
capture the representational content of most métalanexperiencesMy criticism will
endorse Wilson's clearly argued thesis that "Thisne major respect in which the theory
of "minds" (God's ideas) fails to provide an aceéf# model of human mentality’
(Wilson p.113). But for the moment | press the pihility of Spinoza's metaphysical

thesis of the mind-body union as viewed on a levétuth.

Why is Spinoza's basic claim that the mind is ttemiof the body, and all our ideas
representative of a state of body, unsatisfactbtydbjection does not involve Spinoza's
definition of ideas with regartb formalmental being. | agree with Allison and Lloyd that

there is no radical equivocation over the realitpeing of an idea, since as either a
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mental state correlated with a body state as a belief directed on some object external
to the human body, an idea conforms to Spinoza&i lsharacterisation as an affirmation
or belief, caused only by other ideas, operatinky @aithin a context of a continuum of
adequate and inadequate ideas (Lloyd p.26) antrexis 'a function of the sensitivity of
the body" (Allison p.1005.

My criticism is, at this stage, that it is not edsysee how all ideas are, even "in
relation to God" invariably identical with statef a particular body "actually existing”.
Consider, for example, what happens to Spinozidéas and bodies when we die. The
body clearly ceases to be an individual, for itmponent parts return to the realm of all
body. We know that the "essence of the mind" is twdhahing can neither be nor be
without. If the essence of the mind is the idea bbdy actually existing, what happens to
the mind when the body of which it is the idea @smore, or is dust? Spinoza says that
some ideas "cannot be destroyed absolutely wittbtingy" (EI P23). And if human ideas
endure, they dmot remain as the ideas of the bits of bodies now decsed, or as the
ideas of particular past bodies. They exist, hes;saternally, having an "existence that
cannot be defined by time or explained through tilumé (E5 P23 SY.So in what sense
are they now identical with the human body statew/tuch they were once the ideas?
Spinoza's view, clearly expounded in his earliest,tis that human ideas aot remain
the same after death :-

"Our body had a different proportion of motion arebt when we were unborn

children, and later when we are dead, it will hatik another. Nevertheless, there

6.Taylor and Barker claim that Spinoza confusesnffieand cognitive relations by making human ideas
sometimes mental stuff and sometimes knowledgebjafcts (representations). Barker holds, as seepitée
Spinoza's assertions that the mind is essentialjyitive, that 'knowledges of objects' cannot bgntiselves
constitute a mind. Thesse formal@f the human mindnust,Barker says, be mind-stuff, yet mind-stuff, as an
essence, cannot be essentially cognitive. Taylossgls Barker's complaint by accusing Spinoza dfiatorg

the human mind (which he dubs the 'concipienthie concept (Taylor p.200), for Spinoza says bt the
mind is an idea, and that the concepts that nfiag are also ideas. In Taylor's view, Spinoza postslate
correspondence difieidea (that is, the mental complex which correspdndeter's brain and nervous system)
of Peter with Peter's body, and makes this is antity relation, whereas Paul's idea of Peterheeibf his
body or his mind - is purely a matter of 'infornaeti (Taylor 1 p.206).

" Spinoza says that the eternal part of the mintldsactive intellect, and that the imagination slees (E5 P39

C). We do not need to engage with this contentiaea of Spinoza's philosophy (on which the general
judgement is that his thesis does not allow thedninhave any existence at all apart from the Hblbye 13 C
p.606j) to protest that many of the ideas in oundsi- some of them common notions, some modes of
imagination, do survive the states of body assediat identified with them.
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was before our birth, and will be after our death|dea, knowledge, etc: of our
body in the thinking thing, as there is now. Buvés not, and will not be at all the
same, because now it has a different proportianaifon and rest" .
An idea which is a function of a living body haviagproportion of motion and rest (of,
say, 1-3) is not a function of that body staterafiath:-
"If other bodies act on ours with such force thne proportion of motion [to rest]
cannot remain 1-3, that is death, and the destnuct the soul, insofar as it is only
an Idea, knowledge etc: of a body having this propo of motion and rest" (KV
Preface to Part 2 [10], [14] C p.95).
It is not easy to see in what form the id®aldremain, given its essential character as an
idea of an actually existing body-state, excepghasdea of a bit of dust or whatever. Yet
we have many ideas originating in the minds of perswws dead which have no obvious
associations with the particular bodies of thossqes, and we suppose them to have the
very same content they had when conceived. Foanostwe have Copernicus's idea that
the earth moves rather than the sun, wedhare Wordsworth's imagining of a host of
golden daffodils dancing on a hill side. The cohtehthese ideas seems, moreover,
wholly to be their object represented in thouglat @& body state represented in thought
together with that object. We think Copernicusksaidhat the earth moves is 'of the earth's
movement, not of Copernicus's body, dead or ali¥e take Wordsworth's idea of
daffodils dancing to be about daffodils, not ab&ibrdsworth's body mixed with
daffodils blowing in the wind. We think we can 'leathese ideas with no knowledge of a
particular body existing in place and time, and tha ideas exist without "a body actually
existing". Even if we feel able to describe thedeas as at one time having been functions

or reflections of specific bodies, we cannot saythave that content now.

| conclude that unless we are to believe that spelssed-on ideas exist
independently of the bodies with whose states these once identified, as free-floating
denizens of the universe (a thesis which Spinaltrine absolutely precludes), we must
accept that they are now ideas reflecting bodies. Someone else's idea is now ours - a
function ofour organic complexity. If our brains were examined suppose that a state
precisely correlative with those ideas would benfiby we who have never had the direct
perception ofthose dancing daffodils. Spinoza seems to affirm thatagdare always
functions of living bodies when he consoles a filievho has lost a child that the child's

sighs haunt him because
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"since the father's soul participates ideally ia things which follow from the sons's
essence, he can sometimes imagine something of felawvs from the son's
essence as vividly as if he had it in his preseflcetter 17).

The son's emotion is now the father's.

This account of ideas as reflections of body st&gslains why, for Spinoza,
inadequate ideas are not (truly known) identicatamtent no matter how many minds
share them. There is no duplication of any findea because each is identical with a
different body-state. My thought today about objediffers from my thought about it
yesterday, since today's idea is identical witlodybstate changed (at least) by passage of
time. Thus my twin's idea of John Major's presetitugle to the IRA, which could seem
to be ‘'identical' in content with mine, making ttea | have, supposedly of my body, also
the idea of my twins's, cannot have - under Spilsan@taphysical perspective - the same
idea as mine. We know that human bodies are venjlasi and that we therefore have
many similar ideas. Moreover, Spinoza wants thedmumorld to turn on exactly similar
human ideas, for common notions constitute trueetstdnding of Nature, and generate
harmony in human minds. The principles of the faRarts ofEthics,and of the political
works, which concern how we should live, are bulpinoza claims, on these rational
foundations. But such notions do not lead to kndgéeof particular affirmative essences
of particular existences (e.g. John Major's presstitude to the IRA) because these
inadequate ideas differ in terms of their minut@ifjerentiated being in our bodies. There
cannot be a true union of 'minds' via a combinifignadequate ideas, for an apparent
union of minds through opinion or emotion is disesnent, and ultimately
disadvantageous.

Yet a serious problem remains about the actualcolgethe idea. The account of
our ideas "in relation to God" makes 'the actudjéot”, or correlate' of those ideas
(Allison p.107) a state of our bodies. As Wilsoraapoints out, Spinoza's thesis dictates
that this is ouonly object of thought: there can be no ideas in thedrumind that are not

'of parts, processes or aspects of the human Batlgon p. 109). What we take to be

8 E4 Ps 32-34; TPP Ch.xvii (Wernham p. 129); TP ii 14 (ipie77) and TP vii 12 (ibid, p.345).
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some particular external object is, Spinoza insetstate of our own body mixed with its

perceived object. Spinoza admits at this poiritimcsPart 2 that
"Here, no doubt, my readers will come to halt, #mdk of many things that will
give them pause. For this reason | ask them toiraomtwith me slowly, step by
step, and to make no judgement on these matteittheyt have read through them
all" (E2 PII S).

This plea precedes a yet more astonishing claim :-
"Whatever happens in the object of the idea cartsig the human mind must be
perceived by the human mind, or, there will necalgsbe an idea of that thing in
the mind, i.e. if the object of the idea constitgtithe human mind is a body,
nothing can happen in the body which is not peegtivy the mind" "Knowledge
of this thing will necessarily be in the minat, the mind will perceive it" (E2 P12

and Proof, my italics).

We may acknowledge that an adequate idea of theriymg bodily transaction with

our phenomenal object exists, and that we couldagétin part through scientific study.

We may concur with Parkinson that the mind onlycpafes the body in that 'nothing
occurs in the organism that does not have its rhentaelate' (Parkinson 1 pp. 110-11).
But that is not what Spinoza is saying. He says éfleour ideas of external objects are
directly of our bodiesnd that we are aware of thide insists that "nothing can happen in
the body which is not perceived by the mind" Kn6wledge of this thing will necessarily

be in the mind, ofsive] the mind will perceive it" (E2 P12 and Proof).

In my view, as in Wilson's, this Spinozistic claabout the perceived or face-value
content of our ideas makes his principle of objectbeing untenable. While it holds in
instances of sensation (pain, for example, hasimgthut our body as its object) we do
not normally seem to think about what is happerimgur bodies at all. We are not
always consciously aware of our bodies when we hideas, even when those ideas
involve our bodies. For example, we normally uselegs without being at all aware of
them. Dancers, athletes, actors and learners & fiage to be trained into awareness of
their limbs. An idea of walking to the station magt include any representational content
of our leg. Our ideas of daffodils, or of the shapéhe earth, certainly involve no explicit

data of our bodies. Moreover, | shall argue, manyun adequate ideas (i.e. common
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notions) do not exhibit representationecontent of our bodies, either. Descartes
points out that the way we experience our thougbts not require us to be aware of the
underlying metaphysical transaction going on. Wtienrational soul 'considers directly’
that which it perceives, it does not experiencenitsome specific part of the body
(Treatise on ManCSM 1 p.106;Passionsl, 33). It was the intuitive plausibility of
Descartes's conception of the thinking self astiegjsapart from the body - a sensation
familiar to us all, to which he could make appemthich provided the springboard for his
thesis of mental irreducibility.

Perhaps the most plausible and valuable defenc8pafoza's claim that our
direction on the world necessarily includes a conht& direct awareness of our body
would be evidence for the proposition that we haweonsciouswareness of interactions
in our own bodies. This state of affairs arguabdyds in some cases of perception. We
preserve our own existence by avoiding dangerotexred obstacles, driving carefully,
and so on, without being aware that we are consawur bodies, although we must on
some profound level be aware of them. But Spinaz@scdot say that our ideas have a
content ofunconsciougswareness of our bodies. On the contrary, he wents grant that

we are always aware of the body that is ours:-

"All those postulates which | have assumed contairdly anything that is not
established by experience which we cannot doubty afe have shown that the

human body exists as we are aware of it" (E2 P17 S)

The implausibility of Spinoza's claim that we exXpace all perception to have a content
of our own body is not mitigated, in my view, byysa that such knowledge is
inadequate - that we only have an inkling of wisagoing on - as Donagan suggests in

response to Wilson's criticism that the object wf ideasmustbe our body:-

'In saying that your mind "perceives" every happgnin your body, Spinoza
therefore implies no more than that you must haresidea of what is happening

in it, not that your idea must be clear and adegj(@bnagan 2 p.129).

| want to protest that not only is it untrue thabthing can happen in that body
which is not perceived by the mind", but that exdegsome cases of direct perception we

perceivenothing at allof an interaction in our body with things surroumglit.
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Whydoes Spinoza make all mental events direct awasesad the interplay with
external bodies that takes place in our bodiels@ffer two possible reasons.
1. He needs to establish that we are only awdrene body in our perceptual
experiences - our own - and that therefore we astfied in believing that "the human
body exists, as we are aware of it" (E2 P13 C)Allison sees the E2 P12 passage about

perceiving the processes of our bodies as furngsaiproof of this:-

'.. the basic point seems clear enough: namely, tthes human mind has an
immediate, sensitive awareness of its own bodyaints own body alone (I feel
my pain and not somebody else's). Thus the objethenidea constituting my
mind must be my body' (Allison p.96).

This is an important foundational tenet for therdgistic account of a self, not because
we would ever suppose the body we are aware obriseene else's, but because it is
important for Spinoza to refute the Cartesian clthat we can readily observe ourselves
to exist without a body. The Spinozistic counteaitl is that our bodies are always
present to our perception and that therefore wenaapretend our minds have an
independent existence. Lloyd further explains thatdirect presence of the body to the
mind precludes images or mental representatioresposed between idea and object,
‘awaiting the mind's choice' (Lloyd p.74) as that€@san thesis of thoughts held before
the mind prior to judgement would seem to havdlite mind's awareness of images is
strictly of its own bodily traces (ibid.).

2. A fruitful scientific thesis is made possilbig the certainty that all minds are the
ideas of the particular bodies those minds conciee 'their own'. It advises us that
we shouldtake a specific state of our body into consideratitong with our experiential
idea.  Spinoza thinks that only a metaphysioavvexpresses the content of our ideas.
In his view, Descartes's project of inquiry got ¢df a poor start because he did not
meditate first on how things must, necessarilyinbghe whole scheme of things, but took
his mental experiences at face value.  Spinode8 must be that had Descartes not
banned from the stove-heated room all the metapllysaind scientific data at his
intellectual disposal he would not, as is suggestedis remarks above on failing to
perceive transactions in his body, have submittati his thoughts could exist in isolation

from his body. It is important, Spinoza empées, to be aware of the transactions of
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the body in relation to the flux of ideas in thenchi We have seen in the case of
depression (84.4) that we accept our states of noifee reflections of states of our body
responding to external stimuli. We are likely toncede that depression (a mental state or
event) has a physiological counterpart (a chenstatle or some such). Our perceived
depression is that state, expressed as a mentat. eMee depression considered as a
mental event may be understood (as is explaingthempter 6) by analysing the train of
mental occurrences which have caused it, but iteeladed chemically abnormal body
state is also available for treatment through ustdeding ofts causes.

Spinoza’s thesis seems to me justified to the éxteits claim that, viewed under an
aspect of eternity (i.e. scientifically, or fromdatached, non-experiential viewpoint) "the
ideas we have of external bodies indicate the timmdof our body more than the nature
of the external bodies" (E2 P16 C2), and that

"The human mind does not know the human body jtself does it know that it
exists, except through ideas of affections by whiah body is affected .... To that

extent only, the human mind perceives the humary iedlf (E2 P19 and Proof).

When | have an idea of an extended thing - a bodsreal to myself, say, the sun -my
ideais plausibly a function of my body interacting withetlsun. We may concede after
reasoned reflection that Wordsworth's idea of dhffowvas the working of imagination on
an idea of sense perception, and that it is nowodrmeir ideas, correlated with one of our
brain states, and we may accept that the percepbuar of the mind is, as a mental act, a
function of the sensitivity of the body to its eronment. Spinoza insists that the adequate
scientific view must be taken into account whenmaake assertions about the place of the
mind in Nature. This compels us to switch to a mpleyaical account. For example, in re-
conceiving depression -which did not seem from experiential viewpoint to be a
judgement - as a judgement about our body, we badwitch from our face value
judgement or knowing "from the common order of Natu(E2 P29 C), in which our
thought is "related only to the human mind" (E2 P28 a view "in relation to God".

When we have that correct view, Spinoza says, eaecessarily aware of our bodies.
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Perhaps by now we are so used to switching fronp#raal or subjective to the
metaphysical view that some of the ideas whichrst $eemed to threaten the plausibility
of Spinoza's thesis now appear thoroughly susdeptibhis analysis. It is easy, in my
view, to be sympathetic to Spinoza's propositicet thur perception just plays us false,
this being the inevitable result of our fragmentature and fragmented knowledge.
However, | maintain that on a day-to-day basis wgeeence, as Descartes suggests, only
our own direct intelligence of things existing bagoour bodies. It seems to me after
much struggling with what is involved in this pegsfive switch that the 'actual object'
has to be the onee apprehend, as the content of our ordinary mentpémence. We
know our raw, unexamined experienoeghtto be interpreted by taking a broader
perspective on it - seeing its place in the fuliemture of nature - if we are not to have a
distorted view of life. But my (Cartesian) point tisat all our thoughts doot have
metaphysical content. This point is related to Bdskprotest that 'the ideas which are
inadequate in man must surely undergo a changeder @0 become adequate' (Barker
111 p.166), and that our body states 'are objedysfor the physiologist' (11, p.142).

Spinoza in a sense grants this, too, when he admaitsSthere is a great difference”
between "God's" true ideas and "those ideas witigs now actually present to us or
produce in us". He suggests that philosophengn philosophisindi.e. in pursuit of
scientia)will want to know our human ideas as they trulysg¢xthat is, as Nature itself

knows thensub specie aeternitatis

"... so that our mind, as far as possible, reproducgstively the formal character
of Nature, both as to the whole and as to the 'p@rtk §91).

But this thesis of the "emendation of the intellesmdd the rationalising of the emotions
(which we examine in Chapter 6), demonstrates ategjy ofaspect-switchingrom an

inadequate view under an aspect of duration to deguwate view under an aspect of
eternity. Spinoza knows it is one thing &xplain our ideas (that is, to adopt a
philosophical or scientific approach, so allowingw content to augment and influence
our phenomenal ideas) and another just to 'haveldeas in the sense of experiencing

them. He concedes that our phenomenal experieagémin tension with our critical
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or scientific ideas and thatve must consciously set ourselves to adopt an adequ

perspectiveWe have to, as it were, put on scientific spectaele

"When we look at the sun, we imagine it as aboGtf2@t away from us ... even when
we later come to know that it is more than 600 ditars of the earth away from us,

we nevertheless imagine it is near" (E2 P35 S).

Spinoza's recognition here that we automaticaliyrreto our phenomenological notion of the
sun shows how we have consciously to 'turn our glind make a shift of perspective from
the phenomenal experience of our body to a detachedientific view. This is how Allison
interprets Spinoza. In Allison's view, passivelcequting the "common order of Nature" is
error. Conversely, if we actively review our pergep in the light of knowledge about the
way an external object is affecting our sensoryaagus, then 'error is avoided insofar as our
thought follows "the order of the intellect™ (Adtbn p.107). But even a perspective switch and
a scientific "emendation” of our idea does not seaely endow all ideas with a content of
data about our body.

We begin to see how Spinoza, by urging us to umaledsthings in a less partial and
perspectival way, is asking us to adjust our phezrmtogical experience - to superimpose, as
| suggested in 84.4, a second judgement on oumatigrute impressions. | think we can see
what is going on by recalling how we have foundécessary to use expressions like 'in
relation to God' or, according to "the order of ihiellect” or ‘a detached or scientific view'.
Our face-value representations are berglainedby the addition of new content. This helps
us to improve our understanding of our object. Aggested above, we can often quite
effortlessly make the required switch and augmbatdontent of our ideas to include new
knowledge, so "emending" our understanding. Formgte, our experiential idea of a daffodil
is now enlarged (if not wholly altered) to makeait idea of something interacting with our

body. But we are, | submit, giving our original &ea content thegid not havebefore.

The example used earlier of the idea of our legvshoot only the need to alter our
perspective if we are to "emend" our ideas, bub #te disparity in content between ideas
truly characterised and the representations we tmathee ordinary course of events. We may
feel pain in our leg. This is an idea directly abour leg. It hurts.We may subsequently see
an x-ray of it. When we do, our idea of our leg emgbes a change of content. We
become aware of it as a construction rather thasom@ limb. In both ideas the

representational content (objective being) is ipdiably real. (1 do not suggest our
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scientific idea isthe true idea of our leg: the content of our ideas rbay'emended”
without matching the ideal or true idea.) Nonetbglé'emended"”, our idea of our leg 15
not the same ideas our original pain-idea. Two distinct lots of itent’ seem to be
involved here. While in the case of ideas of oy b®th representations do include our
bodies, the idea is nevertheless altered and @&uarg

The objective being of the ideas contained in agalidview is not, therefore,
equivalent to the objective being of our experien@gued in §3.3 that there is no way in
which our experiential thought can be other thdnagmentary expression of that very
same idea which is "God's" idea of a state of amdyb This characterisation constitutes
the formal and the objective being of our 'mindsd consequently the essence of an idea.
For both Descartes and Spinoza conditions of 'beioliectively state what a thing can
neither be nor be without, and thereby stipulate define a thing's essence. Spinozistic
conditions of being are in place, yet if we asloir' ideas 'really’ have in their reality the
basic nature of thought as defined, | believe we iaclined to challenge Spinoza's

account. Lloyd says on this:-

‘Omniscience about what happens in a body may lbeeay well for a divine
intellect. But the ideas that are vehicles of #tmewledge are supposed to be the
minds we know and love so well. It is not less dewintuitive to be told that the
ideas are "inadequate." For there is surely a grealtthat goes on in our bodies of

which we cannot be said to have even inadequatelkdge” (Lloyd p.22).

But Lloyd's view is that

"To follow Spinoza here, we must both think of alves as knowing subjects, with
particular perspectives on the world, and places&ues outside that perspective, to

think of relationships among ideas that includeselwes’ (Lloyd p.21).

It is Lloyd's thesis that Spinoza's characterisatiban idea evinces a deliberate attempt to
give a more satisfactory account of the represemtatelation than Descartes, in
supposing that the mind could exist without regkots of representation, could contrive
(Lloyd p.27). Lloyd wants it to make it clear thar awareness of real objects may be
distorted because our perceptions registay the interactions of our bodies with real

external objects. Allison does not assign Spinbeddbsurdity' that ‘we have conscious
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awareness of everything that occurs in oibodies' (Allison p.110). But he believes

true ideaexpresses

'the condition of the organism in its interplay lwthe environment (which is their
actual "object", or correlate), rather than theetmature of some independent
reality’ (Allison p.107).

Both Lloyd and Allison concede here that havingetideas requires a perspective shift,
and in conceding this they imply that there isféedénce in our phenomenological object
from what Allison calls the 'actual object' of ddea (i.e. our body state). Lloyd, being
concerned with knowledge of the self rather thaexaérnal physical objects or ideas, can
avoid the problem of Spinoza's insistence that reasacessarilyaware of the body - that

all ideas have that awareness as part of their cor8erte the quest for self-knowledige

a quasi-scientific project she is able to build®mpinoza's notion of the self through the
notion of the mind as the idea of a particular hoalyd to show how self-knowledge

results from looking consciously at one's mind s tway, as Spinoza suggests we
should. Because all ideas are of a particular batgt particular body both has

individuality and is necessarily subjectively otigted:-

"The mind's immersion in the totality of modes dibaght means it lacks a
standpoint from which it could readily have "adegtiaunderstanding either of
things or of itself.

To be self-aware, then, is not to direct attentoran intellectual object - there to
be known, independent of an awareness of bodys, ltather, a refining of the

direct sensory awareness of body" (Lloyd p.18).

Lloyd therefore advocates aspect-switching, andsdo& address Spinoza's failure to

characterise the face-value representational coofesur ideas.

However, while Lloyd can use Spinoza's thesis dafilgaawareness instructively for
her purpose, | believe our concern with the dicecion the world of our ordinary ideas
forces us to question Spinoza's claim about théeobdrof our ideas in so far as they are
‘ours'. His scientific thesis does not truly daserihecontentof our face-on ideas, but our

ideas of them when we want to adopt a scientifrsective. My worry is not about the
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rampant confusion of our direction on the worldt the actual representational content of
our ideas. | am concerned with Spinoza's attemptmtmve seamlessly from the
representational content of the Mind of "God" tattbf its fractional expressions. | think
we have to reject Spinoza's dictum that our nordiaction on the world consciously
represents for us the physical state of our bodgesvell as the phenomenal object we
would more naturally call its intentional objectje@ when we have what Spinoza must
say is an adequate idea. It is not clear that mstscientific ideas (e.g. of the sun) always
include data of its bodily interactions with itssalvers, although science may allow for
the human body's contribution. Our mathematicaclmions and common notions about
extension (e.g. the general properties of a trangk of the boiling-point of water)
certainly do not include understanding of our bedie

This omission seems to underline how little pad tiody plays in relation to our
perceptions and theories about objects. If ourrteao not involve data about our body-
states they are inadequate, and if they do, they meaperspectival in a thoroughgoing
way. In Spinozistic terms this representationaltent concerning our bodies seems to
indicate that our 'adequate’ ideas are inadequBEtes consideration compels the
conclusion not only that our science is radicatipdequate, but that "God's" adequate
ideas, in including this content, are more adeqtf@e our 'adequate’ idehtt may be
that we never put on 'truly' scientific spectaclasany case, many of our ideas just do not
have the representational content Spinoza claiondijdmans do not seem to be endowed
with much overt mental sensitivity to the interpléetween their bodies and the
environment.

| conclude that Spinoza's principle of objectivengebreaks down for the same
reason that many other theories of mind have progappointing; namely that he fails to

characterise thought as the psychological and phenological reality we

9. | cannot go into this worry in detail. Spinozhréts that we cannot have adequate ideas of plnticuvret |
do not think common notions involve "adequate" espntation, either, if this involves necessary espntational
content of our body states. Craig remarks:- 'Thadtvwour best endeavours tell us is a valid infeeenay not be so in
the sight of God is a thought that never seemsitier Spinoza's head. If it had, he would probablyehdismissed it ...
on grounds internal to his philosophy' (Craig p.46)
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experiencé? | have argued that to integrate the undisputelityesf our raw experiential

or face-value ideas with Spinoza's account of tlesmdeas of organic complexity we
have generally to "emend" them by adding a newgutgnt and new content. | suggested
earlier that although Spinoza blames incoherenniesrlier accounts of the human mind
on erroneous starting-points (especially startintty wpecifically human mentality, or just
one aspect of it, such as conscious awarenessj idaar that Spinoza does any better by
adopting as a starting-point the mind of "God" axtrapolating from that to a part-mind
whose ideas must (as Lloyd demonstrates) be funulathe perspectival. | have further
suggested that our adequate ideas often includaare representational content of our
bodies than our inadequate ideas: that, indeeded@ms those ideas most directly
expressing a content of knowledge of our body-staten out to be the crudest of our

sensations, and therefore inadequate ideas (eagela headache).

8§ 5.4 The face-value representational content buman ideas.

| have found Spinoza's claim that all our ideaseheeal content of their object together
with a state of our body false. We simply ask, ndvpinoza is justified in claiming that
our thoughts necessarily expresg/ intentionality, and if so, what the significancetbis

is for preserving mental irreducibility. We knowiBpza claims that the most mutilated or
confused of our ideas represestamething(TIE 8832-36; E2 P8 C). | propose that he
argues persuasively for this weaker claim, andtieatas a thorough understanding of the
role of intentionality in our thinking. | believeehmakes us ponder what our thinking
consistwould consist in if it was directed towards nothing wivate We recall how he
tells de Vries that removing ideas leaves nothmghink 'of. Yet | shall conclude that
Spinoza cannot show thatl our thoughts exhibit intentionality of any kind t(lalone

direct perception of our bodies).

 The lacuna between a metaphysical understanding of aiahstates, and the representational content
of our mental experiences is at least implicitly acknowlddigeseveral scholarly readings. Barker (following
Pollock) directly attacks Spinoza's thesis (Barkepf1136-144). The rift may account for Joachim's belief tha
all inadequate ideas must be illusions (Joachim pp.113-122%€ltars's view that Spinoza's aim in improving
the intellect is the elimination of commonplace ways ofkinig and feeling (Sellars p.8); for Cook's belief that
Spinoza may want us to adopt an eliminative attitude tdsvaur minds (Cook p.94) and for Balz's thesis that,

for Spinoza, no psychological ideas actually exist (Balz)p.52
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First, we have to clarify the matter of the 'ineliya(noted in 83.3) or many-one
relation conferred by the mapping on to any ongefimode (in extension or thought) of
our inadequate ideas. The infinite modificationimhdequate ideas, and their infinite
reflexivity (i.e. many inadequate ideas of one objand many inadequate ideas of one
inadequate idea) is entailed by the definition ofatribute as being infinite in its kind.
This infinity of inadequate representations, refdrito by Joachim as the ‘indefinite
infinity of the finite', was observed by Spinoz®arned correspondent Tschirnhaus, who
objected that The Attribute of Thought is made mucbre extensive than the other
attributes' (Letter 70). There are not only thosgbt modes in all attributes, but many
inadequate thoughts of one object. This 'inequdiityscare quotes to warn that we do not
want to introduce the concept of number into thecept of infinity), or prolific
dissemination of the mental, is admitted by SpinoZa.. each thing is expressed in
infinite modes in the infinite understanding of Gddetter 66). One object (say, the sun)

may be represented in an infinity of singular ideas

"Different men can be affected differently by omeldhe same object; and one and
the same man can be affected differently at diffetenes by one and the same
object" (E3 P51).

In each idea (as noted) the cognitive and reprasenal content will be different.

This ‘'inequality’ does not seem to me a problemtlier characterisation dfue
ideas. The doctrine of 'pairs’ or 'unions' - trdeais of objects - which sustains the mind-
body relation remains intact. The tidiness of tbislly true system, and the messiness or
'indefinite infinity’ of our raw direction on theosld, are irrelevant here. We know now
that most of our idea-object directedness has ngtta do with the identity principle, for
Spinoza says our inadequate ideas are not identitialtheir phenomenological objects,
and | have suggested that even our seemingly atteieas are less than true by virtue of
their lack of data about our body-states - for 8p& their actual object. Nor is Spinoza's
claim about the actual representational conteouofinadequate ideas any longer at stake.
All we address now is the schema of confused astortiéd human direction on the world,
with a view to seeing whether each of our mentalegiences can be said to exhibit such

direction.
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Spinoza makes objective being inherenanyidea(esse objectiva sive ideae -B3 C),

and reinforces it with an axiom as a necessaryfeaif emotions:-

"There are no modes of thinking, such as loverdger whatever is designated by

the word affects of the mind, unless there is & shme individual the idea of the

thing loved, desired, etc: But there can be an,idgan though there is no other

mode of thinking" (E2 A3).
Any emotion is, he says, a variant of one of thpamary affects, namely joy, sadness or
desire (E3 PIl S). These same affects are ackngetedy Descartes as three of six
‘primitive passions(Passionsll, 69). They are, for Spinoza, true type-ideatuman
minds, and therefore common notions (cf. above,eN&)t Since Spinoza holds that
common notions can be "caused" (E2 P40 Sl), thatais be conclusions deduced from
true premises which are in themselves common matideductions can be made from the
definitions of the three primary affects.

| think most emotionsare acknowledged to be about something. Love, loathing
and desire obviously have objects (n.b. we aretalking of causes) at which they are
directed. But some emotions (as was noted whemsbstg emotions as judgements) do
not clearly concern anything outside themselves.escartes, 'Passions of the soul' are

emotions which do not refer to external objects:-

"... they are so close and so internal to the #oatl it cannot possibly feel them
unless they are truly as it feels them to(Pa'ssionsl, 26, CSM 1 p.338.)

Descartes has support for his belief that some ien®tdo not take objects. Hume, for
example, writes that 'When | am angry, | am acjuptissessed by passion, and in that
emotion have no more reference to any other oltfeast when | am thirsty or sick ..’
(Treatisep.415). Object-less emotions are also cited in motterature as threats to the
notion that intentionality is a necessary (let alsufficient) condition of the mental.
Thalberg admits that emotions whidb take objects are thoughts but he argues that not
all emotions take objects. Depression, euphoriatatadl apathy are, for Thalberg, object-
less. Pride might also be thought in some instat@dsve no object. While it is readily
conceived as intentional in an instance such ae'jm’ an achievement, we may ask what

the proud person is proud 'of? Is his mental stk that of the depressed or euphoric
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person, merely a reflection of a body-state, havaug-value representational content? |
have argued that for intentionality to be a suéiiti condition of any experiential idea
each emotion must have apparentobject. Spinoza meets this challenge. Simply, he

says, the proud person is proud 'of himself:-

"Pride is thinking more highly of oneself thanust{, out of love of oneself ... Pride
is an effect of the property of Self-love. Therefoit can also be defined as Love

of oneself, or self-esteem" (E3 Definitions of thiéects, xxviii).

Self-esteem, a synonym for this kind of pride, eomd the elements of intentional
judgement in its very wording (esteem 'of oneséti)me agreed that in the case of pride
‘This object is self, or that succession of relatdelas and impressions (Treatise
p.277)* Yet this Spinoza-Hume view reintroduces a doubt th mind which is only
ideas can constitute a 'self apt to be an objethadight. It was suggested in §3.3 that
Spinoza ignores the notion of self-consciousnessnight also be suggested that he
ignores the notion of a conscious subject which bass the object of, feelings. | have
argued that Spinoza's doctrine of the mind as iddash aresolely kinds of knowing
(above, 84.2), and his thesis concerning what happe our minds after death (above,
§2.2 and §5.3), affirm that he dissolves the 'givotihe machine- a subject-self grasping
and rejecting ideas at will. Spinoza's preoccupatiith the fate of individuals shows that
he must, like Hume, think that he has furnisheatssfactory concept of 'self as subject,
and also as an object of representations. | dothiok the conception of a self as an
aggregate of attitudes is hard to justify. We confr'idea-selves' as the objects of our
thought whenever we contemplate fictional charact®ickwick and the man in the
moon, for example, have no other being than asiddareover, a Cartesian soul may be
riven and incoherent - its component thoughts doobuune with one another that as a
self it seems radically split into diverse subjeatsmultiple personalities. Or it may be

observed to express no 'selfhood' at all.

11. For Hume, although pride may be immediately perceige@draoriginal existence' or 'ultimate felt
quality’ which has no reference to any other objeds @nalysed as being 'directed to' some oljéctatise
pp.415, 292). Hume's analysis matches Spinoza's viewdd pbout an achievement), or a pride 'about’ or 'of
oneself. In 'Hume's Cognitive Theory of Pride' Davidsotesithat Hume distinguishes the cause of pride from
the object of pride (HCTP p.28Zreatise 28811 & 111), and says that this relation of the subject tolfect
of pride is a matter of unquestionable logical connectiod,({ni290).
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Spinoza has some contemporary support for his dla@all emotions must have an
object. One modern philosopher has considered dmsegjuences of conceding some

emotions to be about nothing at all, and foundehmmsequences disquieting:-

'it is conceptually impossible that someone be yaggt not angry about something'..
‘The aboutness of anger seems to me to be a vemyriamt semantic feature, for
without it anger would be little more than a strarsychosis that strikes people
suddenly from time to time, saddling them with ugliesires and bizarre

physiological disturbances' (Gordon p.35).

What Gordon says here (in The Aboutness of Emgtamlld equally support a belief that

emotions such as anger must haatises -a point not at issue here. But it does also
suggest that we are bewildered when emotions dese®m to have an object. Gordon
points out that object-less anger (like other eors) is so rare

'that we not have a contrasting term which enalde® say, ‘This is not
true anger but at most-----."  Were such casé®tome common,
| should think they would soon acquire a name efrtbwn - most likely a name

that clearly marks the state as a disease' (ibid.)

Truly object-less anger, euphoria, apathy or dejiwasseem tantamount to a physical
illness which we would describe in mental terms'iasanity’, or in physical terms as

clinical malfunction. Had we to endure object-lessery or apathy for long, we would

soon want to consult a doctor (or someone elsedyaul our behalf) because mental or
physical disturbance on the neural level would bspscted. Spinoza would say this
vindicates his thesis that it is our bodies thaisga/ely react to the world, and that our
ideas reflect this. But this conceptualisationneaduces Spinoza's metaphysical view of
ideas as reflections of body states, and | havaearghat for intentionality to be true it

must be true of "those ideas which things now digtgaesent to us or produce in us", not
as we make a second, later judgement on them.slbnigetimes argued today that pain
does not take an object. Pain is currently conetller sensation, but for Spinoza it is a

mental event? a chronic and wretched state of mind best expdesstay in the American

12. Descartes was unsure about this. For him, pain is orfee@rtiotions or passions of the mind' which
'must not be referred either to the mind alone or to the bhmhe'(Principles1,48).
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‘I am hurting'. Spinozistic "pain” is always sadnés3 PIl S), and as a variant of one of
the three primargffects it must have an object, since all emotioage objects. Yet the
intransitivity of the expression 'l am hurting' g@gts that no object is involved with pain
whether it is taken as an emotion or a sensati@weier, | suggested earlier (following
Lloyd) that no inadequate idea justifies more cosiglely than pain Spinoza's claim that
our ideas involve a direct awareness of body. Baknown as directed on our body not
merely wherexplainedthat way, but as a raw perception. As noted abg¢etf we could
not intelligibly make a claim about a pain unlessvas perceived by us as having our
body as its object. Are there, then, no object-Emssations? | suggested (above, §4.4)
that those who claim that cognitive awareness failsharacterise sensations must explain
how we have most of our understanding of the waidge sensations 'of or '‘about’ our
surroundings are largely supposed to constitutekihawledge. Yet it is clear that we do
sometimes have creepy or odd sensations, suclswiddan violent shiver, or a prickle of
fear, or the conviction that someone is standingirzk us, which have no obvious
direction on a real external thing. (Again, we di speak here afauses.Spinoza must
say that such experiences are, "truly”, ideas nbahalities in the nervous system, but we
are currently discounting that metaphysical stomhich has now been exposed as
additionalrepresentational content.

While Spinoza anticipates Brentdfand later philosophers of mind who think
intentionality is a necessary mark of the mentabelieve his defining of ideas shows
insight in the following ways into how - althoughténtionality does not pertain to any
attribute other than thought - the condition o&mttonality requires a further condition of
formal mental being (ie. a mental property) if5tto establish purely mental direction on
the world. 1. Spinoza makes all thoughts intringjceepresentational: an idea, being
formally defined as a judgement, has to be of a@ualsomething. 2. If intentionality is

specified as mere 'direction on the world' it haglistinctive inmost nature. We might

3 Many philosophers credit the term ‘intentionality’ Brentano, its first twentieth- century proponéef.
above, Chapter 5, Note 4). Attending to Brentareesling is likely to forefront conditions of (i) msciousness, since
Brentano argues protractedly for his conclusiort thare are no unconscious ideas (Brentano p. 4@d)(ii) not-
physical-ness. Brentano holds that for Spinozdpa®escartes and Kant, mental phenomena are atgéihas 'those
phenomena which do not have extension or spateatin' (Brentano p.85). Absence of extension iseaessary
condition for Spinozistic ideas, but intentional@gnnot be a sufficient condition for their beirgideas, since being
non-extended is, for Spinoza, the mark of modesngfattribute other than extension. But no otheibate expresses

objective being.



127

take heat-seeking mechanisms or predatory insti(migh physical properties) to be
direction on the world. Unless the propensity foental representation is claimed to
inhere in mental properties, there is nothing djmedly mental about representatih.

3. An idea may be the obje@tleatum)of another idea, and so cexd infinitum,all these
relations holding within one attribute. What, tHere, distinguishes one idea from
another if not somextra element of formal being? We cannot claim that aaid/hich
has X as its content cannot coherently be X itseléss we assign distinct mental formal
being to each individual idea. | conclude that @unfy intentionality to the mental

requires an additional stipulation of mentality,igthSpinoza provides.

However, | have proposed that Spinoza does notbledtaintentionality as a
necessary feature of all thoughts. If experieneeh sas vague sensations or emotions
have no apparent object it will not do to replalcent with new ideas which confer on
these undirected thoughts some metaphysical iotality in the mind of "God". |
conclude that while intentionality qua mere direnton the world characterisesanyof
our thoughts, it does not characterise thallp so is not a necessary condition for
mentality. If we add to this deficiency the failucé Spinozistic ideas to include as
features of their necessary representational costates of our bodies, | conclude that

Spinoza fails to characterisgostof our ideas.

14. "Davidson chooses intentionality as the markhaf mental:- 'On the proposed test of the meitia,
distinguishing feature of the mental is not thas iprivate, subjective, or immaterial, but thagxhibits what Brentano
calls intentionality' (ME p.211). Intentionality,ehproposes, acts as a test and, as a criterioheofnental, covers
events which 'one would intuitively accept as pbabi(ibid, p.211). Davidson's thesis is non-paraich'We can
afford Spinozistic extravagance with the men{ME p.212). 'There seems no compelling reasonety dhat there
could be coextensive predicates, one mental angbysical' (ibid, p.215). But, as we have seen, amdlacdonald
notes, Davidson's 'generous construal of the mdmyjalinguistic formulations of the intentionalityrierion' is
exploited by him in his claim that every event csuas physical (Macdonald p.8). Davidson is thusrawthat

intentionality does not guarantaepurelymental description.



128

CHAPTER 6
PRINCIPLE OF INDEPENDENT MENTAL CAUSAL POWER

8 6.1 The gap in the evidence for 'parallelism'.

We have so far examined the following Spinozistim@ples which may be seen as
premises concerning a theorem of the mind-bodyiosla
1. Identity premise. (Wherever substance isreded it is also thinking - KV 2 xx
Note clO; E2 P7 S; E3 P2 S).
2. Autonomy premise. (The attribute of thoughetiernally (necessarily and always)
independent from the physical - El D2; EI P10 S;H52 E2 P6 Proof).
3. Holism premise. (The attribute of thoughfifiite intellect] is a self-contained and
all-inclusive explanatorily independent realm -[E2S).
4. Formal being premise. (Any mode of thouglan idea - E2 A3; E2 PII C: any
idea is a judgement - (E2 P49 S3 Bii).
5. Objective essence premise. (The mind isdise of the body - E2 P3; E2 PII).

The theorem these premises go some way to supgoisinexpressed in a
proposition which is widely recognised by Spinozanmentators as one of the most

troublesome irEthics,but one which is pivotal to Spinoza's theory of dxn

"The order and connection of ideas is the saméasotder and connection of
things" (E2 P7).

It is re-stated with more direct reference to thed¥body relation irEthicsPart 5:-

"In just the same way as thoughts and ideas areeoted in the mind, so the
affections of the body, or images of things areecoed and connected in the body"
(E5 PI).

The Short Treatisestatement of the mind-body ‘parallelism’ runs:-

"So this existing portion's objective essence i tifinking attribute is the soul of
the body. Hence when one of these modes (motiorest) changes, either by
increasing or decreasing, the idea also changesspmndingly.” (KV Appendix 11

815, C p.155).
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This is a strong claim aboutconcurrent causal processes. We saw in
82.1 that Spinoza assigns causal explanationglgtt either a physical or a mental
domain, and says this is due to diverse causakepses, due in turn to dissimilar causal
natures or potentialities. The significant Spinbeisausal claim is that, over and above
the pairs of ideas and objects (i.e. human idedsady states) entailed by the principles
or premises we have already discussed, in any segqud such paired states a dual causal
ordering is at work. For example, at a specificetitnoccurs to me to sit in the sun. This
idea is identical with a state of my body. Latesitl in the sun and my idea of this
experience is also identical with a particular estat my body, but the two events are
separately nomically connected on mental and phlydevels. We may clarify this
Spinozistic claim of two separate but unified tr.ck events by analogy with a cine-film.
Just as the succession of pictures is in one diimere story or train of ideas and in
another a sequence of celluloid images, for Spinogaideas and my body states,
identical in substance, follow their own mental ginysical trajectories. For him, they are
determined by disparate causal powers.

This Spinozistic thesis is traditionally calledparallelism'’. (This is not Spinoza's
terminology, but Spinoza offers us no alternatiabel). It embraces - in modern
terminology - a dual flowchart and a token-tokeantity of mental and physical events.
At the point where the parallelism claim comeskHithics Part 2 it should, as already
mentioned, be a theorem: that is, we should be tabdgpend 'Q.E.D." to it because it is
derived from separately demonstrated premisesn8u¢ of the principles or premises we
have discussed so far legitimises a claim thainkatal is either causally efficacious or
ordered in a regular or lawlike way. Given thatrfggia postulates a mental property
which is maximally independently causally efficacso and given that modern debate
centres for many philosophers on the requirementrfental irreducibility of a causally
efficacious mental properfyevidence for a principle of the independent powér o
intelligence is urgently needed. We know Spinbeéevesthat all modes of thought are
“the concern of logic", and that "Inadequate andfesed ideas follow with the same
necessity as adequate, or clear and distinct iq&2sP36). But ideas must be shown to be
strictly causally ordered in their own formal beiigsuch an account cannot be supplied,
Spinoza's theory of

! See for example Jackson, Frank. 'Essentialism, tAfléProperties and Causation'. Proceedings of the
Aristotelian Society. Vol. XCV, 1995. Brewer Bitind Crane, Tim. "The Mental Causation Debéfée Aristotelian

Society Supplementary Volume LX1X 1995, pp.211-236. YalBdephen, 'Mental CausatiorThe Philosophical
Review\ol.101, April 1992.
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independent mental causation may be, in the enithtidgeary. What we call 'mental’

causal roles could all be physical. The paralleldoctrine requires explanation of the
disposition-to-power of intelligence, that is, advh ideas move along under their own
steam correlatively with the body states of whiobytare the functions. While the mind is
a function of the body, or a reflection of its sgtwe know Spinoza thinks that "The
power of the mind is intelligence itself" (E2 P4R 8 the idea changes it is changed by

the power of intelligence alone because

"The body cannot determine the mind to thinking] #me mind cannot determine
the body to motion" (E3 P2).

But it is not generally thought that Spinoza sugplany account of why or how the
"power of intelligence" determines ideas. Sevemhmentators have scrutinis&dhics
Part 1 and the six propositions leading up to tBePE 'parallelism’ statement and found
them deficient in this respetiThus the first problem connected with Spinozaisqiple

of the power of intelligence is its validity. Wetda address the objection that Spinoza's
claim that inadequate ideas are nomically deterdhisenotplausible.First, however, we
deal with the objection that Spinoza's claim thktpsycho-psycho connections are
necessarily nomically ordered is rjostified.

We seem, in questioning Spinoza's doctrine of nhecagasal connections, to
assume he has explained his clairmafnic physicatausal relations. In fact, he has given
no more justification for this in the pre-paralggh statement of E2 P7 than he has for
mental lawlikeness. His thesis has been quite gémegarding determinism, causality,

and the equivalence of Nature's laws with the retyesf God/Nature:-

"From the necessity of the divine Nature alone(vanat is the same thing) from

the laws of his Nature alone, absolutely infinliangs follow" (ElI P17 Proof).

What does Spinoza mean by the 'laws of Naturechvhe claims in the latter passages of

EthicsPart 1 equally to govermdatura NaturangGod/Nature conceived as causal) and

“Allison (pp.90-94), Bennett (pp.129-131), Delahunty (pp.198-2@%inciples of holism, necessary
determinism, power, objective being and identity are redalh the Proof to E2 P3. E2 P4 reaffirms that the
holism of the mental is unique: there can be no mextahts outside the infinite intellect. E2 P4 and E2 P5
specifically address the concept of God as the efficdause of the formal being of ideas 'insofar as he is
thinking thing". But there is no explanation of what mentalsal poweis.
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Natura Naturata(i.e. all Nature's effects)? He explains elsengtthat

"The word 'law' in the widest sense means a ruladoordance with which all
individual things, or all things of the same spsc@ some of them, act in one and

the same fixed and determinate way" (TTP iv, Wenmipe67).

Laws, then, are the actual regularities in Natuhéctv nothing can elude. We saw in §1.1
Spinoza's early insistence that God himself cafioat the laws of Nature. For Spinoza

there can be no miracles or contingencies. Thenclae now examine is that things

happen as they must not merely because they aeendeed but because they determined
in a certain wayAny singular occurrence, however bizarre, accidesttannatural it may

seem, is subject to natural explanation throughutaiie laws:-

"Nothing happens in Nature which can be attributedny defect in it, for Nature
is always the same, and its virtue and power ohgare everywhere one and the
same, i.e. the laws and rules of Nature, accortbnghich all things happen, and
change from one form to another, are always andyedere the same. So the way
of understanding the nature of anythira§, whatever kindmust always be the
same, viz. through the universal laws and rulesNafure"” (E3 Preface, my

emphasis).

It is not difficult for us to acquiesce in Spinazdelief that the causal processes of
extension are lawlike. As Spinoza points out, theb® allow God an arbitrary will to

disrupt Nature's causal laws must also grant kndgdéscientid)to be impossible:-

"If they are willing to reflect on the matter, andnsider properly the chain of our
demonstrations, in the end they will utterly rejét freedom they now attribute to

God, not only as futile, but as a great obstackctence” (El P33 S2).

We currently consider it reasonable to treat thgsygal world as behaving in a lawlike
way despite the warnings of physicists that nagiredeterminate on the micro level. But
the emphasis in E3 Preface (above) shows that, Sjpinoza, Nature's laws are

thoroughgoing. The mental is a natural kind antb, is lawlike.

It seems at this point that we are prepared tot@pmoza an assumption of



132

physical lawlikeness while we are inclined to tdvade his unsupported assumption of
lawlike mental behaviour. Why should this be? Wecd& probe deeper into the actual
causal claim Spinoza makes. This doesinvolve, as noted above, the notion that the
mental may be thought of as behaving in a lawlikg Wwecause we understand it best as a
function of the physical, and we grant that thegitgl is lawlike. This is not a Spinozistic
claim and it would allow for causal roles to lietive physical. As argued earlier (83.3) for
Spinoza, physical statements are never logicalfficent for the truth of mental ones:
Spinoza is not a behaviourist (Bennett p.137). [blgecal interdependence of mental and
physical properties confers no causal dependenteeahental on the physical as regards
the etiology of mental states.

It is evident from the number of allusions madearnlier Chapters of my thesis to
Spinoza's causal thesis that causality is, for &ana dominant metaphysical concept.
There is, for him, no true knowledge which does matolve knowledge of causes.
Rational explanation necessarily includes knowledfieauses, and any explanation is
inadequate which is not intrinsically a causal argtion. Spinoza makes it axiomatic that
"The knowledge of an effect depends on, and ingltee knowledge of its cause" (El
A4), and says again in E2 P28 SlI that "God's é&ffean neither be nor be conceived
without their cause”. Any instance of causalitamexpression of God/Nature's causality.
God/Nature is sole causal principle and, beingrivgleto Nature, constitutes all causal
power and all actual causal roles. Spinoza is ataeatory rationalist: for him there is, in
principle, a true causal story to be told about aogurrence. We have seen that "God" as
all truthsis marked off as all true and complete knowledgeanfses - the total history of
each thing, everything that could be known aboirt ferms of its causal connections with
every other mode of its kind. And, as seen, in kngwhe generalities of Nature truly,
and other aspects partially, we humans also knowsesa generally or partially, for
causation does not come apart from a nature/esséfienever we say what kind of thing
some thing is we say at the same time that it ix@ression of a certain kind of causal
power. For example, even if we merely say the sumot, we refer implicitly to a causal
power. The Mayan sun god 'Sun Face Fire Macawdirgyr malignantly across the sky
with a flaming torch in his hand, represents th@ewbf the Maya people that some sun-
power makes things hot (Thompson p.72). A thing&eace, that is, what a thing is, and

cannot exist without - is its place in a causateyf a certain kindThat essences are
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powers through some attribute (i.e. of some kisddhown by the equivalence of "God's
supreme poweor infinite nature" (El P17 Sl). Since "God's powerhis essence itself"
(El P34) and God/Nature just is its attributes "@oall the Attributes of God" (El P19),
essence-as-nature = essence-as-causal role. Tiyuattempt at a causal explanation of a
mental event drives us back to a specific thesiadgpendent mental causality. This will
involve a section of the chain of purely mentalsesiwhich leads back to the immediate
infinite mode of thought, or first causal princigé&thought.

However, onlyafterthe parallelism statement does Spinoza make it the&ideas
do not ‘flow' in some mysterious manner from "Gbodrought-essence but are caused

through a modal system in which

"The cause of one singular idea is another ide@aat, insofar as he is considered
to be affected by another idea; and of this alsd Gahe cause, insofar as he is

considered to be affected by another, and so dnfitaty, g.e.d." (E2 P9 Proof).
This concatenation is echoed in the causal systaheattribute of extension:-

"a body which moves or is at rest must be deterdhtoenotion or rest by another
body, which has also been determined to motiorest oy another, and that again
by another, and so on, to infinity" (E2 P13 L3).nthif we proceed in this way to

infinity, we shall easily conceive that the whofeNature is one Individual, whose

part, i.e. all bodies, vary in infinite ways, wititoany change of the whole
individual" (E2 P13 L7 S¥.

Spinoza stresses in the Proofs Ethics Part 2 Propositions 2-6 that all causality is
necessarily limited to some attribute, yet the tacd’roof to E2 P7 ("The order and
connection of ideas is the same as the order andection of things") makes reference
solely to El A4:- "The knowledge of an effect degemn, and involves, the knowledge of

its cause” (El A4). Allison voices the scepticisfrother Spinoza interpreters (especially

%1 shall not dwell on the problem noted by Taylor and ottteas God/Nature cannot be both a cause through
essence (immanent cause) and also operate throughemsgt local causal connections, which for Taylor,
following Martineau, is transitive causation (Taylor pp648. | think theories in modern physics make it easy
to conceive of an internal force disseminated througtdiétf. Bennett (pp.88-92 and 149-151).
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Bennett [Bennett pp.127-131]) that EI A4, 'a clambout the dependence of the
knowledge, or cognition, of a cadsshould have anything to do with the causal order o
ideas considered solely as mental occurrenceshllp.90).

| suggest that Spinoza does not make explicit tleenjse we need in the early
Propositions oEthicsPart 2 because it is very obvious to his contemesal believe he
exploits certain scholastic concepts and works witter hidden assumptions (familiar to
his readers) to support his doctrine of mental 8or@hd connection" and of a network of
intelligence he postulates as "the concern of Ipgiod that thesare coherently deduced
from El A4. Two such scholastic claims are embeditedn earlyEthics Proposition:-
"For each thing there must be assigned a caugsen)reason, as much for its existence
as its inexistence" (El PIl). The claims are (&ttfor each thing there must be assigned a
cause, and (ii) that causes and reasons are egputival

Regarding the Cartesian and scholastic assertairfaheach thing there must be a
certain cause on account of which it exists, tltse must, for Spinoza, be an 'efficient’
one, that is, a 'push’ which contains everythingded for a given effect. If a cause
contains more than is required for a given effect said by Descartes to be an 'eminent’
cause and, for him, God is the eminent cause othalights. Descartes appeals in
Meditationsto the principle of ‘eminent' cause to justify #wastence of his idea of God's
existence (3rd Meditation, CSM pp.28-29,32), anassguently to justify all his clear and
distinct perceptions (4th Meditation, CSM p.43)r Bescartes, God, as external efficient
cause, has '‘pushed’ all eternal truths into hisdnfiiom outside Nature. Spinoza also
makes his God/Nature the efficient cause of alighj not (as we saw in 881.2 and 3.2) as
a traditional First Cause - an external power gjvan'push’ from outside Nature - but as
sole internal or essential cause. Spinoza's Godrblad internal Natural power, while the
Cartesian 'God' exerts powen its created effects. The God of the Neoplatonists,
remains in its divine intellectual dimension extdrto, and above, Nature, ‘infusing’
Nature from this greater power. In contrast, Spit@zGod/Nature subsumes any

conception of God, leaving no God outside Natura eieative or animating principle :-

"We say that God is an emanative or productiveeafiis actions ....

He is an immanent and not a transitive cause, $ia@pes everything in himself,
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and not outside himself (because outside him tisen@thing)” (KV 1 iii, 1 and 2,
C p.80)?

Whatever power inheres in thought is integral tduNg and, by the holism principle,
whatever essential power is expressed in God'gytitamust also be expressed in some
adequate or inadequate way in the thoughts of Guadisal expressions. We see here that
Spinoza exploits the assumptions of his contemesrdny hijacking their assumption of a
cause for any existing thing, and their assumptioet 'God's' intellect is causal. In
Platonic, Aristotelian, Neoplatonic and Judaeo-§&fan ancient philosophy alike 'God's'
intellect is first causal principle (not only ofaiaght, but of material things, too). Spinoza
manipulates these assumptions into conjunction higlclaim that the causal potential of
thought must be the same in our human minds as fiori "God" since our minds are
fragments of "God's" thought. Our ideas must berimdlly determined by the same power
of intelligence as is "God's". But Spinoza disseltiee planning and willing aspect of all
earlier 'Gods' - Neoplatonic, Judaic and Christlarhis view the assertion of God/Nature
as logical grounds is made consistent only by ehotythe 'will of God' as an arbitrary
and external causal force. God cannot conflict whth laws of Nature: it is those laws
expressed in a Natural generation of things andsidesuggest that this adaptation of a
familiar causal principle gets Spinoza part wag f@rinciple of independent mental causal
power. His claim is that, because divine thinkirgupr is immanent irall ideas, the

reason we think 'pulls' us to a decision is reaflyinner push:-

"What is called a final cause is nothing but a honagpetite insofar as it is

considered as principle gsive] primary cause, of some thing" (E4 Preface).

Turning to the claim that, for Spinoza, causes@agons are equivalent, Spinoza equates

cause with reasoftausa sen ratiojiot just once, but seven times, in El PIl, 2nd Proo

* When Spinoza says, "l do not separate God from Natuevexyone known to me has done" (Letter 6) he
marks his thesis off from Neo-platonists, Cabalists andretioe whom 'God' does not exist entirely within, or
as, Nature. He must think this includes those Stoics fmmw'God' adogos,divine intelligence, designed and
created the natural order, making the world in a sans®duct of '‘God's' thinking-power (James S. p.304), but

is contained in matter 'in a more relaxed and lesdiceeaay' (Hallie p.21).
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Causes in extension are reasons, and reasonsefas @te the causes of them. By this
Spinoza means that God/Nature is the logical grafrall things: all things follow from
this causal principle just as they are deduced fibnThis is a medieval assumption
(Allison p.55). There is no causal sequence whschotat the same tima set of reasons:
effects follow from God/Nature in exactly the samvay as the conclusion of a valid
argument follows from its premises. It might haveeb more convenient for us to take
Spinoza's 'or' as a disjunction and accept Curlayigestion that the causes lie in the
physical flow while the logical relations intercaut the mental ‘propositions' (Curley 1
pp.123-4). But | do not think Spinoza intends tHAike assertions he makes which equate
causation with logical entailment would seem nosgeth if we did not understand this to
be deliberate. For example, Spinoza says that deaions in extension would be a
"contradiction” (KV 1 ii 20). We have also just sethe equivalence of "principler
primary cause", and we shortly encounter an eqeinad of "inferredor perceived
through some attribute” (EI P23 Proof). Causes wabons seem, for Spinoza, truly
interchangeable.

Spinoza also stresses in the medieval El Pl ctaahthere is a reason for then-
existenceof a thing. If something does not exist, this ig do the logical causation which
dictates that [p]-* not g. This is his explanatioh why things are determinedly, not
contingently, absent from the world. As used irPElthe cause/ reason equation seems to
be a principle of sufficient reason; that is, Sgmalaims that there is a reason, which
represents an actual cause, for the existenceytfiag.>

The cause/reason equation is a commonplace amaoggphers preceding Hume
(Bennett p.30). For Spinoza and others it is aatogf causal rationalism representing an
ideal in scientific explanation. The ideal is Edelan. Explaining means showing, through
reasons, how one thing must be the logically nesgssonsequence of another.

Explanations demonstrate necessary connectionebatreal things. This view was

5. The [p]—> not g formulation is from Savile. Bennett bedis Spinoza's causal rationalism is forced on him by
his explanatory rationalism (Bennett p.31 and Ch.2, §9)8-See also Hampshire pp.39-40; Allison pp.63-64
and Lloyd pp.9 and 53. Barker thinks Spinoza ‘confuses theorelaticause and effect with that of ground and

consequence, or that he resolves the former into the, latteven that he rejects the former altogether' @&atk

p. 118). Donagan takes a line closer to Curley'smatg that Spinoza 'did not confound causal necessity with
logical necessity' (Donagan p.113):- 'Like Descartesreefim and all physicists after him, Spinoza believed
that, given a law of naturea statement of an effect worded in terms of that lalvlegically follow from a

similarly worded statement of its cause (Donagan p.75).
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repudiated by later philosophers on the grounds thasal necessity is weaker than
logical necessity; that we can argue logically meany a bizarre causal thesis without
contradicting ourselves, but that such admittedlydvarguments do not entail real causal
possibilities. For Spinoza, causal rationalismingdd in practice with cognitiva prior
ism: science is in the first instance a matter of purduttion, made without recourse to
experience or experiment. Spinoza is generallyghbto be a more thoroughgoing causal
rationalist in his science than Descaftér Spinoza, looking for scientific truth always
requires the mind's eye; hence the equivalencdertead or perceived through some
attribute” (El P23 Proof). Both Descartes and Spanalso make use of the medieval
philosophical technique of arguing things into exi€e. But while Descartes relies more
heavily than Spinoza on a medieval ontological areut for the existence of Giche
makes strenuous efforts in his science to disched excesses of causal rationalism
commonly used. He attacks and rejects the caulagsyns of the scholastics, which he
says can produce false judgments and ridiculousngfic conclusions. For, from any

consistent (non-contradictory) set of premises are ¢

® For Spinoza the role of experience is curtailed and goettid:- "Experience does not teach us any essences
of things. The most it can do is to determine our mindhiktonly of certain essences of things" (Letter 10).
Severity (and sarcasm) is evident in Letters 39, 40 4ihd "The fact is that if nothing else is taken into
consideration except the length of the eye or of the @bpescwve should have to make very long telescopes
before we could see the objects on the moon as distinstihe objects here on earth" (Letter 39). It is
interesting that Spinoza owned a microscope (Colerus prdRy@und optical lenses for most of his adult life
but did not record any findings, despite having Huygens (whisexl the lenses he bought from Spinoza) as a
neighbour, and van Loewenhoek making discoveries about insectarraff in Delft. He seems to see no
point, for example, in Boyle's chemical research, wheRescartes is willing to concede that causes cannot
always be ascertained from the armchair. For Spinoza tkene point in looking for laws in a few local
sequences of causal interaction (TIE 8§27 and LettalBlough the water-pressure experiment he sets up in his
garden seems not to be geared to previous calcul&itte( 41).

"i.e. a claim for God's real existence on the groundswhatan deduce his existence from our concepts. This
form of argument was attacked by Hobbes (3rd ObjectioMetitations)and was later definitively refuted by
Kant. Spinoza's claim, on the other hand, that "God'&€nessinvolves, that is, entails, or is logically insepé
from, his existence, is to be unpacked into separatelgniable scientific statements, that is, axioms and
postulates concerning what must be true about Nature. Wailaay not find them all undeniable eithgima
facieor after protracted debate, it cannot be said that Spietiza on an ontological argument for the existence
of God as traditionally conceived, upon whose truth aliritassertions depend. Bennett finds the scholastic
phrase "essence involves existence" vacuous, but admitSphraiza 'is really operating with the notion of a

thing whose nature must be instantiated' (Bennett p.74).
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‘draw a conclusion which is certain simply in vetof the form.  But .. truth often
slips through these fetters, while those who emplegm are left entrapped in
them'(Rules10, CSM 1 p.36).

Nonetheless, Descartes urges the use of rationddictlen for establishing causes,

claiming that sense perception distorts our viewhofgs :-

'If a cause allows all the phenomena to be cleddgiuced from it, then it is
virtually impossible that it should not be trfinciples3, 43, CSM 1 p.255).

Spinoza, however, seems at times to reaffirm the#b necessity of the causal syllogisms
of scholastic philosophy. Hubbeling believes 'thisraot so much difference between the
syllogistic thinking of Scholasticism as a method ahe geometrical thinking of Spinoza’
(Hubbeling pp.25 and 33-4).

| conclude that in his iconoclastic reorganisatain'God's" ideal mind Spinoza

appropriates the assumptions of his contemporaridanakes them work for his thesis of

immanent cause. "God's" reasons are causes; suiEe'God's" reasons/ causes, insofar
as these are ideas cause only ideas; so do ourgledccan elude this causal network.
Even if our ideas are inadequate they are passiget® in a unified causal network of
thought, and can be acted upon. We return to hieisié in 86.4. | further suggest Spinoza
capitalises on another medieval assumption, asicheedarding the accepted dogma of
God/Nature's attribute plenitude. | refer to El RII7in which Spinoza expounds at some
length why God/Nature "is only an efficient causent the force of his own perfection”
(ElI P17 Cl and Note). Spinoza argues that the tability with which all things flow from

the divine nature indicates that

"God's omnipotence has been actual from eternity witl remain in the same
actuality to eternity. And in this way, at leastmy opinion, God's omnipotence is

maintained far more perfectly" (EI P17 Sl).

| have indicated Spinoza's view that 'God' canobecently intervene in Nature or disrupt
its lawlike necessity. Here he claims that God/Kgtuthoroughgoing involvement in
Nature (whichwe might deem radical or maximal intervention) canyomlaximise God's

omnipotence. As shown earlier in relation to dewitsother alien pockets of mentality

which seem to elude a general characterisationanfght, Spinoza claims here that for a
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consistent account of mental causality nmode of thought can have a causal role

outside the network of "God's" causality - the mMaystem of ideas.

| have tried to show that Spinoza has interfusedtaiepower with Nature, and
conferred internal mental power on every mode, n@akill mental dispositions-to-power
both causes and reasons. A thoroughgoing sysfedeterminedmental causality is in
place. But is ilawlike? Do "God's" true ideas interconnect in a lawlike vjast because
they follow necessarily? Spinoza equates neceanitylawlikeness:- "From the necessity
of the divine nature alone, or (what is the sanmegjhfrom the laws of his nature alone”...
(El P17 Proof). He therefore asserts a nomic clerdar Nature.

| believe that underlying this assertion of a thamjlogoing lawlike concatenation of
thought is the notion of "God" as ideal mindadk truths, which precisely reflects states

and changes in extension. We recall :-

"The aim, then is to have clear and distinct idea&nd then, so that all ideas may
be led back to one, we shall strive to connect@deér them so that our mind, as
far as possible, reproduces objectively the foroharacter of Nature, both as to
the whole and as to the parts" (TIE §91).

"The truth and formal essence of things is what ltecause it exists objectively in
that way in God's intellect” (El P17 S).

| have used examples of a fir cone and the trugligence of its material growth (82.2)
and of a cine-film and the story it tells (above)show the reflection of physical events in
mental events, and to demonstrate the duality ohtaheand physical "order and
connection” Spinoza espouses. Bennett points @it ahpattern of true knowledge of

objects is established just before the parallebsmement of E2 P7:-

"In God there is necessarily an idea, both of lsiseace and of everything that

necessarily follows from his essence" (E2 P3).

This does not, Bennett says (Bennett pp.130-13dt)fyuthe parallelism claim. It only

states that there is a system of pairs logicallgted by the objective essence of the true
ideas "in God". This is, as noted at the starhaf Chapter, one premise for the "order and
connection” claim. But | think it provides a clug ta why Spinoza refers us back from E2
P7 to El A4, "The knowledge of [ddea of] an effect depends on, and involves, the

knowledge of [olidea of] its cause". For | believe E2 P3 says implicitiythe word
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"follows", in a way which is obscure for us but whiwould not have been in Spinoza's
day, that not only is there in an infinite inteleccomplete, true knowledge of all objects
including their causes, but th&od's intellect is in itself causally activ€his is a third
scholastic claim. Craig gives an extensive accaur€hapter 1, 'The Mind of God', of
how the traditional scholastic belief that God'®Wledge was the perfect conformity or
likeness of intellect with thing, and that God'setrideas were logically interconnected
while corresponding with their objects, became ngeied in the seventeenth-century
philosophies of Galileo, Descartes, Spinoza, Leilamd Malebranche. It was believed by
these rationalists, and other intellectuals ineigdihe Cambridge Platonists, that 'God's
reason resembled human reason, and the doctrithe afivine perfection insisted that he
possessed it and used it to the logical maximumai@¢Cp.37). The logico-mathematical
model which was a normative ideal for man was scdptive ideal for God' (ibid. p.39).
This divine chain of causes and effects was judgecembodiment of a deductive system:
causal connections (or reasons) had to be ‘intdigand must therefore stand in a

lawlike relation:-

'If it were not so, there would be facts about doeirse of events which were
intrinsically inexplicable; and this last thoughigcause of its position in the
complex of ideas composing the epistemological ivarginsight Ideal] of the
Image of God doctrine, was in the seventeenth-cgntmidely felt to be
intolerable’ (ibid. p.40).

Craig holds that Spinoza's 'mind of God' is theotfit of natureordine geometrico,
generating all ideas actively and deductively fnithin its own intellect (ibid. p.47).

The "order and connection” of ideas was univeysadsumed to be perfect within
a totally causally active mind: God's ideas "folem as a conclusion follows premises.
We have already conceded that God's active ideaplausibly judgements and plausibly
identical with their objects in the sense of expi@g their essence in thought. Since God
could only think logically and know perfectly, tieewould also be no slippage between
the two trains of mental and physical causal caration. The concept of parallelism
(omitting the Spinozistic doctrine of immanence jethmakes the agreement of true ideas
with their objects a matter of identity for SpindE P17 S2]), is not peculiar to Spinoza,
but was familiar before he started to philosophi8s.is implicitly acknowledged in

E2 PI 8 S, and in a thesis written at a universibge to Spinoza, during his
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lifetime,? the objective being obur ideas has nothing to do with the 'parallelism'rolai
(Bennett p.220). However, the doctrine of objectgsence has everything to do with the
binding parallelism outlined above: without theeimtal logical relation of a true idea with
its object there would be no mind-body unions aadaken-token identity of events and
causal processes in those minds and bodies.

We are likely to have intuitive sympathy wi8pinoza's belief that logical truths
generate true implications and, conversely, thatect inferences can be traced back to
foundational, undeniable principles. Allison conegdhat there may be a logically correct
order of inference in so far as the intellect civiee things adequately, since in this case,
'the belief thatA provides "adequate” (logically compelling) grouridsthe belief thaB\
making its ideas causally condition one anotheligéh p.91). This happens of necessity,
and in a lawlike way, given that we hold logicahoections to be homonomic (operating
within a closed system) and quasi-mathematicalll lideas are true, all ideas may indeed
be led back to one, as Spinoza claims. Leibniziiad by Aristotle, held this to be an
ideal to be worked towardsEven Hobbes, who acknowledged no divine logico-
mathematical paradigm so did not share the genéal of his contemporaries that the
human mind converged, when reasoning, on God'gytitpgonsidered Euclid the model
of rational thought and regarded ratiocination §oeéng) as '‘computatio(De Corporel,

1, 2 (Hobbes 2 p.3). But, because for Spinoza huthanghts are fractions of God's

thought, his much stronger claim is that all finideas, being empowered by the same

force which drives "God's mind" are in some degngaressions of the same Natural law:-
"Whether a man is led by reason or by desire albaeglways acts in accordance
with the laws and rules of Nature" (TP ii 5, Wernhp.269).

8. It is seldom noted that de Raei, a Cartesian physatideiden University, published in 1654 a book on the
medieval notion of a relation between the order of idedstlae order of objects. Spinoza is likely to have heard
or read Raei's version of this doctrine. Dunin-Borkowskites:- 'This was not a new problem for the
philosophical circles of his time. The later Spinozistidom "Ordo idearum idem est ac ordo et connexio
rerum" can be found in Raei in a weaker form and of course in pletety different systematic classification.
He says that it is "true in most cases". It is alwaye if human beings abide by the laws of reason. Howeve
since human beings are deceived by the senses becahse& dependence on their bodies, they fail to grasp the

truth' (Dunin-Borkowski 2 p. 157. Translated by Jorg Tusk@yersity of London).

° Leibniz on Aristotle's extension of mathematics to logletter to Wagner, 1596. Leibniz's logical calculus
(Characteristica Universalis)vhence in some combinatory way truths could arise andtbea¢sd as though
by numbers' when translated into symbols and treated abrailggd calculations(Elementa Rationisvas
dreamed up as a boy (Thomas p.538).
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Because Spinoza believes all human thought andratti be determined in a lawlike
way, he says he will "consider human actions anpbties just as if it were a question of

lines, planes and bodies" (E3 Preface):-

"In order to investigate the topics pertaining hestbranch of knowledge with the
same objectivity as we generally show in matherahtinquiries, | have ....
regarded human passions like love, hate, angery, gonvde, pity, and other
feelings that agitate the mind, not as vices of ammature, but as properties which
belong to it in the same way as heat, cold, sttéhomder and the like belong to the
nature of the atmosphere. Inconvenient though beysuch things are necessary
properties; they have definite causes through whvehtry to understand their
nature” (TP i 4, Wernham p.263).

Our minds are "the concern of logic" however minignghey may express the logical
truth of "God"(all truth), for they are partial expressions of that logicélesoe.

Spinoza extrapolates from the perfect mind of "Gmdhuman minds in a way the
great rationalists of the seventeenth-century a@id Ror both Descartes and Leibniz, all
causation ultimately rests in the overriding wifl @ God external to Nature. For them,
thoughts do not cause thoughts through their owrepoWe recall that, for Descartes, the
intellect is acted on by will, and that for Leibnideas cannot in themselves be active
(above, 82.2). We thus confront in Spinoza's ppieciof independent mental causal
power a further example of the tension caused dyniierence from "God's" mind to part-
minds. Again, in asserting how things must be om itteal level, Spinoza introduces
anomalies from the human or finite perspective.n8p& must show how passive,
inadequate ideas either express in some measucksiesition-to-power of ideas which
are wholly active, or can cohere with that power.

We have now seen enough of the transition from \@inaihd to part-mind to see
at once that Spinoza will want us to apprehend tthetausal principle (reason) for our
decision stands apart from what we conceive toureeason for that decisioithereason
(cause) lies in our determined thinking naturesatWe conceivdo be the reason or the
cause is imposed by our partial or mutilated urtdaing of causal process@hereason

for an effect is understood in terms of logicalylige relationships between ideas, not in
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terms of the way we see it as distorted by imagnatopinion or emotion. Yet we are
asked to believe thaur ideas cause each other in a lawlike way, so th&trifexample, |
have the idea that a repulsively ugly cross-eyedqueis attractive, or the (psychotic) idea
that a gnome lives in my chimney) there is a caesgplanation which will account for my
idea in a logical way. We shall be in a better pasito deal with this tension when we
have finished explicating the dual causal thesithissis conceived by Spinoza to hold at
the level ofall truths.

§6.2 There are (at least) two causal powers, eacbnfined to its own attribute *°

We have seen that Spinoza assigns causal explasatinctly to either a physical or a
mental domain, and that this is due to diverse agu®cesses, due in turn to dissimilar
causal natures or potentialities. It is therefooé surprising that the tension addressed in
Chapters 1 and 2 above concerning Spinoza's poetutzf two radically diverse essential
properties within one entity also appears to resaf Spinoza's twofold causal system is
geared to demonstrating the absurdity of suggegtiag) pieces of matter are pushed
around through logical implication, or that ideaavé causal interactions through
exchanges of motion and rest. To avoid what he ssethe utter implausibility of
physical-mental or mental-physical causation (bitih\&n eye, | shall argue, to preserving
mental irreducibility) Spinoza is logically compsdl to posit separate causal/rational
flowpaths. Only the system of thought involves tadiimplication and inference, and

makes ideas cause one another:-

"The formal being of ideas admits God as a cau$einsofar as he is considered
as a thinking thing, and not insofar as he is aersid under any other attribute”
(E2 P5).

Mental power is not the sankénd of power as physical power, the power of extension,
although we need hardly reiterate that it is araiguatural power. Whereas "Bodies are
distinguished from one another by reason of magiod rest” (E2 P13 LI), "The power of

the mind is intelligence itself" (E2 P43 S), anddes of thought are marked off from one

1% We are not concerned in this thesis with attrisutther than extension and thought, but Spinozaisat thesis

entails a necessarily exclusive power per attrifessential property).
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another within the causal network of all thoughtading to their individual expression
of this thinking power. The power of motion andtrés extension, and the power of
intelligence in thought, function only within theown attributes/natures/essences. A
causal chain is internal to each of God/Naturdisbates, and any singular event has a
place on one of those chains. Spinoza, objectifdescartes's thesis of mind-body causal

interaction, points out that

"since there is no common measure between thgaofitod/Nature] and motion,
there is also no comparison between the powefsioe] forces of the mind and
those of the body" (E5 Preface).

For the time being we shall be talking abbaththe causal powers involved in the mind-
body relation. We cannot examine the expressioth@fpower of intelligence in human
ideas until we have said more on the basics ofrhtésm, as this functions in human
minds and bodies, and have described the powet@hgon.

The last dozen propositions BthicsPart 1 cement and explain Spinoza's thesis of
determinism:- "God acts from the laws of his ownuna alone, and is compelled by no

one" (EI P17). Yet, as seen,

"God acts with the same necessity by which he wtaeds himself, i.e. just as it
follows from the necessity of the divine naturettGad understands himself, with
the same necessity it follows that God does irdlgitmany things in infinitely
many modes" (E2 P3 S).

Moreover, since "God acts from the laws of his owvature alone, and is compelled by no
one", it is no good petitioning 'him' for favoul&od's guidance' or '‘God's help' consists in
understanding ‘his' laws, the laws of nature:- tBg help of God, | mean the fixed and
immutable order of nature, or the coherent ordenatitiral things" (TTP 111, Wernham

p.53). God/Nature considered as sole calNaura naturans)is not subject to causal

pressures external to itself, any more than "Gamliceived as ideal mind is subject to
ignorance or error. Finite modes, on the other haned causally dependent and do not

'necessarily' exist as either minds or bodies:-
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"The essence of man does ncinvolve necessary existence, i.e. from the

order of nature it can happen equally that thishat man does exist, or that he
does not exist" (E2 Al).

Yet, as seen earlier, Spinoza does not want ukimé finite modes exist contingently.
Anything which exists, exists necessarily, as chyssetermined (El P33 and Proof).
Finite things express the powers of thought andreston in an internally determined way,
so far as they can resist external pressures.dricduset system ofNatura Naturata
finite modes of both attributes are causally aBfddty external pressures. They must exert
themselves to persist in their own particular negutthat is, to survive in body, and to
express the mental power of their own minds agdhestexertions of other finite modes.
Spinoza adopts from scholastic philosophy, and dteally adapts, the concept of

conatusa medieval term meaning the striving of a thingeesist in itself:-

"Each thing, as far as it can by its own poweilys# to persevere in its own being"
(E3 P6).

Conatusis traditionally diversely expressed in bodies amdds, but for Spinoza physical
and mental modes express - uniquely in the philogagd his time -independent kinds of
internal force. Spinozatonatuss more than Cartesian solid resistance to extérogdies:

it is internal, positive and active striving, thewer of God/Nature-extended expressed in
every mode. Theonatusis "nothing but the actual essence of the thing2 B): any
thing is an expression of a certain power. We caroamceive of striving without
conceiving of some thing or kind striving. Theremgntal striving and physical striving,
and they are different. Mental power operates ftijinothe conatus as mental endeavour
(E3 P9).Conatuss the source of our words 'conation’ and ‘conatimeaning the exertion
of willing, desire or aversion. This kind of endeav is quite different from the 'push’ of
motion and rest in body. The face of the univessenbdified into causal complexes
obeying specific laws of motion-and-rest in extensibut the "mind" of the universe is
modified into dispositions-to-power of intelligendeorce, the essence of God/Nature, is
twofold: each attribute-force has a different irdrgrnature. Yet the two are inextricably
related: one does not function without the otheth@ mind-body relation. A chain of
ideas is mapped on to a chain of correlated baatgstthe ideas being functions of those

brain states:-
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"Mind's conatuss the endeavour to persist as an active artiaunlatnd affirmation

of the body. But thisonatusis not a mere passive reflection of the body's
vicissitudes. As well as being mapped on to a segmokthe material world, the
mind is inserted into the totality of thought. Tlgwes, it as it were, scope for
expansion that is causally independent of the b@tlg. mind strives to understand

its own connections with other ideas." (Lloyd p.27)

Before discussing the implications of this dual ssusystem for our notions of
perception and volition we summarise the charaaft@pinoza's power of extensibh.
Any account of causality in extension must be cxiesit with El Pl 6, which says that
infinitely many things follow from the necessity thfe divine nature, God/ Nature being
"cause through himself", first cause and efficieautse. To this end we must show that the
extended essence of God/Nature is expressed immhargsnmotion and rest in all its
modes, and that all modes exhibit a dispositiopgaer of this kind.

| have argued that Spinozistic thought is not Gaaite thought. We now see that
his attribute of extension is not Cartesian, eitf@re intrinsic properties of Descartes's
indefinitely divisible extended particles (moving vortices) are their spatiality, and their
inertia or cohesive resistance to other particlesmatter moving to replace them.
Descartes rejects the traditional notioncohatus,adopting instead the law of inertia of
the corpuscularian system (Harre p.129; Williamg.254). 'Striving' in extension is for
Descartes inert or inelastic resistance, the emmgavwt to yield to other bodies so much
of its own quantity of motion and rest that the iBlguum which constitutes its being as a
recognisable conglomerate of particles is disturlmedking those particles re-form into

new differentiations:-

'Since God preserves the world by the selfsameraetnd in accordance with the
selfsame laws as when he created it, the motiorctwihie preserves is not
something permanently fixed in given pieces of sratbut something which is
mutually transferred when collisions occ{tinciples 2,42, CSM 1 p.243).

The properties of Cartesian created corporeal anbss are limited to primary qualities

such as length, breadth and defthinciples 2,4). Bodies retain their solidity according

11. This account owes much to Harre, Williams, LecrivaaghHterman, Frankel, Bennett, Wolf and Zukav.
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to the laws of motion and rest as these operatelation to the geometridentities of the
finite extended substances themselves. Descartess gio explanation of particular
transactions of force (Wolf 2 p.23; Williams 2 pS25but this is not a purely Cartesian
lacuna in explanation. In all mechanistic theodassation, as a relation between bodies,
is a matter of impact, but the origins of the foneeolved in the impact are obscure. We
learn how regular causes and effects occur, butwby they occur. Action as reaction
does not explain force: this point is made in aitiques of mechanical theory (Harre
p.64). Within Spinoza's lifetime Newton introducadconcept of force in which force is
shown to depend on the natures of bodies, butheld by contemporary scientists and
philosophers of science that even for Newexplanationof force is in scientific terms
absent. Despite Descartes's claim that the prie€ipf geometry and pure mathematics
can explain all natural phenomefRrinciples 2,64), he does not demonstrate trgins

of force in corporeal substances except by invokirggunscientific principle of external
divine will ruling matter. While Descartes claimsat the only principles he accepts or
requires in order to explain the behaviour of ratphenomena are those of geometry or
pure mathematics, and repudiates magical forcanatiély he allows for supernatural
divine agency to provide the 'pdsim Nature, as does Boyle, who describes the causal
agency fixing the relation of the principle of maaits (motion) to matter as the 'hidden
transactions that pass among the minute parti¢lesdies' (Frankel p.416).

Spinoza's theory of causation in extension is ith@od/Nature is every extended
item, then God/Nature's power is right there inhesode: its essence is such as to cause
motion and rest in itself and in all its partialpegssions. Bodies are not mechanical
devices subject to domination by divine or humadl, winfluenced to advantage or
disadvantage by mind, but individually internallipgowered causal units possessed of an
intrinsically dynamic nature; partial expressiorisan independent, infinitely active and
causally productive attribute of extension. Extensis not "as Descartes conceives it, a
quiescent mass" (Letter 81). Spinozistic efficieaiuse is not a shunting of passive
particles or compositions of matter since modeserfension express active-power
transmission intrinsically. Thus, while Spinozatinpiple of motion and rest in bodies

reflects the concept of conservation and transprssf motion inherent to Cartesian
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mechanics, it differs from Cartesian and all otmexchanistic physics to the point where it
cannot be called 'mechanical’. There is no extgraaler giving a '‘push’ from outside the
attribute. Lachterman suggests that Spinoza's digneausal system succeeds in uniting
force and causation in an internally ordered, tisabte system (Lachterman p.82), so
plugging an explanatory lacuna in physitsTo summarise:- Our bodies cause our
physical actions either by themselves, or as peterchined by external bodies in so far as
we interact with them, or as wholly externally detaed if we fail to resist the pressures
of other bodies.

This physical system deliberately provides no pkacdalk about causal processes
between thoughts. Spinoza's dissatisfaction wighitiplausible Cartesian thesis of mind-
body interaction, as well as his awareness of lineat to the autonomy of the mental
posed by a Hobbesian reduction of thought to matiothe brain, leads him to preserve
mental irreducibility at all costs. For Spinozat mmly are causal explanations entirely
different: two essentially different causal powars postulated. The gulf between these
two causal systems is not, in fact, maximal: Madelshe, criticising Descartes's thesis of
mind-body causal interaction but wanting to retammaterial, non-natural soul-stuff,
argued (in Spinoza's lifetime) that the correlatimiween physical and mental changes
should be described by saying that one might béottmsion' of the other, rather than the
cause. Because this thesis implied divine contralas acceptable to the orthodoxly
religious. Spinoza wants neither mystery nor anlicagon of external control, and
instead offers aexplanationof the identity of physical and mental changes ufgrohis
arguments for monism and objective essence. Itesalise each idea is logically
necessarily a reflection of a physical state th@ih&a's doctrine of parallelism has an
explanatory edge on Malebranche's. The concatenafigpower in two diverse causal

systems is unified and made logically interdepenteth through the attribute theory

2 Spinoza's thesis of modes of extension as units of forcet isegim to make his physics compatible with the
claims of modern physics to a single unified force dissated throughout nature, and his scientific explanation
compatible with a mathematical physics which posits playthings as configurations of energy (cf. Wolf 1
p.62; Bennett pp.91-2). But while it is generally deshthat Spinoza transforms theories of extension by
including and explaining natural force, all modes of extenis@we properties of body, and most philosophers of
science that | have read find his science of extensioentain a study of material particles, practisecinithe

parameters of the mathematical science of his day.



149

(above, Chapter 1) and the theory of mind-bodytie@iaprovided by the doctrine of
objective essence (883.2, 4.3 and 5.3). Yet theerstwaldity which characterises
occasionalism also colours Spinoza's causal th&%is.justify such an arcane and
extravagant metaphysical scheme Spinoza must supplgonvincing account of
autonomous mental connections.

Two major concerns underlie the following final alissions of the causal system
of God/Nature thinking. 1. Given my claim that ttemsion between the autonomy and
identity principles may be healthy, we want to knesvat explanatory benefit accrues
from Spinoza's assertion of a purely mental casigstem and ban on attribute-interaction.
2. We need to know how a seamless continuum ot&bgnterconnections between ideas
is possible, bearing in mind not only that our agstons of ideas are manifestly not
always logical, but that Spinoza's open-ended nhgtp allows for mental processes in
embodied creatures which do not reason at all. &he® concerns pull together the
threads of discussion from earlier Chapters, fergtinciple of independent mental causal
power forefronts both the tensions addressed sontmely (vis-a-vis concern 1) the
tension between the identity and autonomy prinsipg@d (regarding concern 2) the
tension between Whole-mind and part-mind. | addcesgern 1 in 86.3 and concern 2 in

86.4, the concluding discussion of my thesis.

8§ 6.3 "So long as things are considered as mod#ghinking, we must explain the
order of the whole of Nature, or the connection ofauses, through the attribute of
thought alone" (E2P75S).

We can start to focus on what is involved in conckr(i.e. the explanatory benefit of an
exclusively mental causal system and ban on caunsadaction) by reconsidering the
possibility of isolating an individual 'mind" inehflow of all ideas, without reference to it
as the idea of a particular body. Wherever inpats @utputs of the power of intelligence
mark off a particular local interplay of ideas @sated with a particular body), there
exists a mind. We saw that Lloyd makes a specialysbf Spinozistic selfhood, with

particular reference to understanding our 'seive®rms of the limitations of our bodies.
Yet, as seen, she also emphasises that ‘the mimagisen a totality of thought that relates

directly to substance': our mind is both 'mappedooa segment of the material world, and
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inserted into the totality of thought' (Lloyd p)2Tn this context the mind is considered
without reference to the body. Lloyd stresses S emphasis on recognising the
inherently perspectival content of our ideas, andooking to wider wholes than our own
soul-selves, which can so easily and distortingey deen as independent Cartesian
substances. When we look beyond our 'selves' weehppd the continual interaction of
our ideas with "the frequently overwhelming extérf@aces that put the mind into
bondage' (Lloyd p.30). "Human bondage" means, fon&a, the domination of our
minds by passive mental states caused by inadeddess. If we strive to make
inferences from common notions we begin to freeselwes from radical subjectivity - to
see our mental states in a more detached way. Wfdystook into this strategy.

As noted earlier (83.1), this thesis doe# signal a Spinozistic ambition of
unravelling the tangle of ideas which is a paracuiind’ to the point where it merges
indistinguishably into the flux of all ideas. Whiéemind can "participate” in a system of
ideas (as indicated in 85.3 by the father's suféedf his child's ideas) Spinoza would not
endorse, for example, a concept of rational altnuisvolving a blurring of the boundaries
of actually existing minds. Spinoza refers to th&tidct 'natures' and needs of singular
minds as discrete, purely mental, complexes (Let&kr and 23, C pp.380 and 389)
without reference to his separate thesis that mameldogically bound to bodies. As noted
above, for neither Spinoza nor Hume could a petsamproud of him or her 'self if a
complex of ideas were not logically sufficient fotself.

Two prima facieexplanatory benefits are conferred by Spinoza'srih@cof an
exclusively mental causal system and ban on meigdical interaction, namely (1) that
looking for unsuspected purely mental causes isuaistic for discovering the truth about
what causes our thoughts, and (2) that a self-owdacausal system of intelligence
facilitates in principle a transference of ideasyirone mind to another. | sgyrima facie'
because | think Spinoza's rigid constraints onpeaeent mental causation undermine the
first benefit and confer minimal benefit over thartésian account in the case of the
second. | argue towards the end of this sectian tite full picture of Spinoza's dual
causal thesis (in both its explanatory profit asdmplausibility) is shown by referring it

to the modern doctrine of functionalism.
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Regarding (1) - looking for unsuspected purely raeoauses - Spinoza makes us
recognise that we do not always notice some ostages which occur in causal episodes,
and so we often assign causes erroneously. Beamgtés in support of Spinoza's thesis
that Nature could intelligibly embody a quite difat causal system from that which we
observe. Certain events are hidden from us, arsddbmfuses us into thinking there is
mind-body causal interactidi.We simply tend to 'focus on the bits of each [ohaie
are acquainted with' (Bennett p.132). Sprigge, soggests that finite minds often have to
mix physical and psychological explanation, appeato that aspect of a process which is
best known to us; e.g. we may explain the stimediching our sense organs physically,
and our reaction to them psychologically (Sprigge 260). An example of this approach
seems evident when, for instance, | claim that¢aryhas made me bad-tempered'. This is
a claim that a physical object has caused a mstatd. If | think carefully about the chain
of events preceding my anger, | may decide thaag caused by my ideaboutmy car;
by, for example, resentment that it doesn't wotkradll |1 have spent on it. Similarly, if |
think about what has made me red-faced, | may cdecit was not my anger (which
would be a mental cause for a physical event), that body-state my mental anger
reflects. Following such a scrupulous search foe tauses, interactive causes are denied
in favour of causes within one attribute, and Spa'® point about our error in taking the
apparentcause to béhecause may be found to be well made.

However, we do not inevitably draw these new caosiolns. While Spinoza's
heuristic for rigorous etiological inquimtpayresult in an emendation of a particular causal
story, | may not, for instance, be dissuaded frbmlelief that my car caused my anger,
or alternatively that some pathological body-statmones or whatever, was the true -
and physical - cause of that mental event. | magure that my angry feeling (mental
event) caused my red face (physical event). My atoctay think so, too, and warn me

against anger with a view to the health of my bollys the case that not only do we

13 Bennett merely explicates Spinoza's thesis. But Ruben afigaieso current concept or theory of causation
escapes fatal criticism because none copes satisfgatattil a) effects b) epiphenomena and c) preemption. The

concept may be unanalysable (Ruben p.35).
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observe interaction, but that following scientifinquiry we may still insist that physical
events cause mental events, and vice versa.

Willingness to admit unsuspected mental causesniemtal events on just some
occasions will not do for Spinoza. His thesis reggitotal commitment to a purely mental
causal explanation of mental events. In his viewlkmowledge of causes is just wrong if
we grantany mental-physical or physical-mental causal explamsti To grant interactive
causal explanation is disastrous for Spinoza'sighgsven that, for him, reasorme
causes. If he allows a single instance of causedraotion he gains nothing over
Descartes's claim of a certain range of "occuéthsactions: Descartes, too, explains many
mental events via the purely mental processes dfict®on and thought association. A
single instance of physical-mental causation alkmwva the possibility of Hobbesian
materialism, for if one thought is alleged to beised by the physical, perhaps it is an
illusion to suppose that there are any non-physizaights.

| have suggested that a mental causal propertyhathie physical cannot touch is
Spinoza's ace bid for mental irreducibility. Bue tprice of preserving this mental causal
independence is that we must oftéeny that we see the causal connections we see.
Spinoza requires that we not only deny all posgybif mind-body interactive cause, but
that we see causation quite differently from theywae normally 'have to' see it. He
believes that if we want to know the place of thimdnin Nature we have tset our
experiences asidéle wants us to grasp thidtte causal principle (reason) for a particular
decision stands apart from what we conceive tourereason for it. He asks us to deny
the "common order" of our ordinary perceptionsauadur of subjecting our experience to
the "order of the intellect" (E2 P18 S) - the orded connection of ideas "in God". A
metaphysical inquiry, like a scientific one, lookw what underlies our experience.
Spinoza scorns the allegedly scientific thesis Bass constructs on the basis of apparent

transactions between mind and body:-

"l cannot wonder enough that a philosopher of highee .. should assume a hypothesis
more occult than any occult quality .. | shouldysruch like to know how many degrees

of motion the mind can give to that pineal glan@5 Preface).
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Spinoza's view is that since we are parts of Natare our view of causality is
accordingly limited and perspectival, it is obvidhat our normal experience of causation
will lead to difficulties in theorising about cads. We are constrained foerceive
mental events as interacting with our bodies, pih&a's claim is that we should not
construct a grotesque scientific hypothesis orbtees of that belief. While we are indeed
confronted by real everyday experience of causessdys that we should seek to
understand them in terms of a true natural hist@yr inadequate ideas of causal
transactions undoubtedly exist, but theyiameevantto the enterprise of supplying a true
etiology of the events involved.

This enterprise may be illustrated by the car eXanysed above. The causal
stages of the car's gradual deterioration anddheat stages of my thoughts about my car
were not available at the time of my anger. Bubh#y were, we would have to distinguish
the true causal story of my ideas as reflectingoogy states from the mental causal story
of my face-value viewsn the subject of my car. For while in the formtarg the order
and connection of ideas would reflect the order emanection of my body states, there
would be no such parallel ordering regarding myagef their representational object -
the car. | did not include the principle of the negentational content of inadequate ideas
as a premise supporting the parallelism theorem| foelieve it does the opposite: it
undermines it. Our inadequate ideas lie outside sbkeeme of parallelism which
establishes mind-body unions in Nature. Spinoza aa¢ suppose we would confuse our
direction on the world with this true scheme ohtis. He claims (as seen in §3.2) that the

union of idea with object pertains only to agreetaem "God" as ideal mind:-

"Between the idea and the object there must necglgsba a union, because the
one cannot exist without the other... But it shobkl noted here that we are
speaking of such ideas as necessarily arise in f@aod the existence of things,
together with their essence, not of those ideaswthings now actually present to
us or produce in us. Between these two there ieat glifference” (KV 2 xx Note
clO, C 1 p.136).

Spinoza does not think there is a pairing or alfgisan of an inadequate idea with the
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representational object we take that idea to ireolor him, the true representational
object in a human idea is always a body-state antarg with that object. Thus, when
Spinoza says that "The order and connection ofsideathe same as the order and
connection of things", he is talking about the agrent of true ideas with objects, and the
mind-body relation this confers, not the relatidniradequate ideas and their apparent
objects. While parallelism holds in the case oétideas, inadequate ideas are, as we have
seen, of "singular things which have been represetd us through the senses in a way
that is mutilated, confused, and without order tfog intellect” (E2 P40 S2). Emotions,
opinions and imaginings also follow "from the commurder of Nature", not according to
the order of the intellect.

As Craig has shown, a search such as Spinozailedsons/causes involves the
belief that our perceptual states are brute facksclw have no explanatory force
concerning themselves, or interconnections betwbemselves or between external
things. Seeinghat something is the case is a kind of access to yealitt 'Seeingvhyit is
the case is a quite different intellectual operataalling for a rather different mental
capacity' (Craig p.38). Spinoza does not think peirceptions, imaginings, emotions or
opinions reveal causal connections in God/Nature] Be wants us to see just how
radically faulty such inadequate ideas can be. Blem¢ension is built up between our
ordinary experience of causal connections, and &2pis account of what that causal
ordering truly is, "in God". While this is a specdlly causal tension we nonetheless in a
sense cover old ground here, for Spinoza is onae rasking us to discount our mental
experiences. In the same way that he requires asdall human ideas as judgements of
body states, he now wants us to see that our fakcevideas of mental and physical
causes and effects are distortions of the truthtlaaidwe must look beyond them.

This disregard for the actual content of our inaieg ideas is now a familiar
feature of Spinoza's doctrine of ideas, so we shaot find it surprising that Spinoza is
unperturbed by an apparent conflict of his dualsehuaccount with our everyday
experience. Denying the veracity of views formewbrif the common ordef Nature" is
of no more significance for him than dismay causgdhe discovery that the earth moves,
rather than the sun. | have argued that he regezdeal but distorted "those ideas which

things now actually present to us or produce in astl asks us to emend that view in
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favour of a metaphysical one, and | concluded thiaite Spinoza does not reduce the
mental, he does reduce our ordinary direction @ world. | believe his principle of
independent mental causation reduces our ordingrgreence of causation, since for him
many of the causes we apprehelodnot count.

| now turn to the secondrima facieexplanatory profit of Spinoza's exclusively
mental causal system and ban on causal interactamegly that a self-contained causal
system of intelligence facilitates in principle rarisference of ideas (i) between human
minds and non-human minds, and (ii) between indi@ichuman minds. We have noted
that Spinoza's thesis of individual minds as cansédorks in a unified thinking whole is
a development of the holism principle. Regardingve saw in §3.1 that Spinoza does not
contemplate an exchange of ideas between speoiegjch a thesis is not an explicitly
Spinozistic insight and | do not pursue®itRespecting (ii), a thesis of mental
interconnectedness between human minds shouldedaot only from the doctrine of
common notions but from the causal claim that Gadiiike is "cause through himself",
first cause, and efficient cause through local eations. We know Spinoza sets out to
avoid the egocentric predicament created by Dessadnd his infinite continuum of
thought is designed to allow for the intelligiblaterrelation of all adequate and
inadequate ideas in a literal meeting of 'minddiat\difference does this make? | shall try
to show below that, despite some promising conalticdfior an interchange of
understanding, Spinoza's holistic, exclusively rakrtausal scheme is much advance on
the Cartesian thesis in which all human ideas &e eaused in the same way as one
another (i.e. through the operation of a discret@-substance on an individual pineal
gland) and so also share a common human mentakratad a common etiology. | argue
(as | shall again in 86.4) that although Spinozgkeme dissolves certain Cartesian

obstacles which work against a causal continuuthaight, it does not prevent alienation

14 A developed psychology addresses the question of intelégEnaon-human species (n.b. not intelligence
between species.) One neuroscientist argues that 'stuetiijence may be vast in relation to explicit or 'agtiv

intelligence, and that there should be a procedure for magsti former. Human inventions may aspire to
mechanisms perfected in the 'intelligence' of certain nomalnuforms of life, such as plants (Gregory pp.317-
320). | think my conclusion that some human thoughtdesku lawlike network of thought covers non-human

thoughts makes it unnecessary to extend investigations tburoan thoughts.



156

and failure in communication between human minds.

Lloyd has much to say on the importance of theediffices between Cartesian
created thinking substances, worked on by independgls, and Spinozistic minds
which are not isolated from one another in this walye stresses that while a Cartesian
mind acquires knowledge from outside itself, itinssome sense locked into its own
mental states since the mind is a self-containdmstance and discrete mental system
involving a rational, autonomous will which traneds nature and ‘can conduct forays
into the world, extending the realm of its contewld hence of its rightful self-esteem’
(Lloyd p.154). Williams also argues that Descadesstantly affirms that this viewpoint
comes first in cognitive inquiry (cf. Williams 2 §8-71). It is generally admitted that this
viewpoint is detrimental to Descartes's epistemickigorogramme, since such starting-
point impedes access to a mind-independent reddy.Descartes, God is guarantor of
true knowledge in a private, one-to-one relatiopshi soul to God, and the common
notions which are for Descartes (as seen in 84ethal truths residing separately within
our minds, are to be individually divined. For Spa, on the other hand, these truths are
literally common properties in the minds which acenplexes of ideas.

Lloyd propounds the enhanced relation to worldad@pinozistic mind which is
freed from the stress of interaction endured byaatéSian mind. She describes, for
example, the difficulty for a Cartesian soul in Wiog what is natural in its thoughts and
what is not (Lloyd p.152) and therefore what agraed disagrees with its nature (ibid,
p.155)*® She also dwells on the harmonising and fruitfiieets of Spinoza's view of
reason as natural, emphasising that the continuureason, sensation and emotion as
purely mental states means that Spinozistic se&resnot subject to the confusion
generated in a mind which has as a constitutiveneh a rational, autonomous will
transcending Nature, but which is simultaneouslifeanto a body that is a mechanical

system in Nature (ibid.). Whereas Descartes urgée distrust the information conveyed

15. This thesis is relevant to Williams's quest forabsolute conception as 'a conception of reality as it is
independently of our thought, and to which representations of reaitybe related' (Williams p.211). An
absolute conception must not only include the images graspetl bgsarvers, but must 'relate the various

points of view comprehensibly to each other' (ibid, p.245).

% See Lloyd on this topic from p. 149 to the end of hekkboo
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by senseimpressions in favour of the clear and distincaslef pure intellect, forcing us
to make a sharp distinction between the two, amchipéng our self-esteem to reside in
our mental ‘transcendence and the prospects faratavhich go with it (ibid, p.159), for
Spinoza the findings of reason and the directly &slarenesses of body remain on a
natural continuum (ibid. p.155). If a man feels kaifi to be a superior creature within
Nature this is not because he thinks himself pessesf the reasoning, immaterial soul
which makes humankind a "State within a State" daaause he knows himself possessed
of a body of a complexity which is reflected in hi®wer of reasoning and the
understanding of other things this brings (ibid,58). The obvious human-centredness of
our interests does not, Lloyd suggests, result mamowly anthropocentric view of the
world since reason leads us look at all times fberconnectedness with the rest of the
world rather than (as is likely for a Cartesianlsta some other, spiritual, world where it
equally belongs.

| agree that Spinoza dissolves the yearning fgirtsal home beyond the natural
which deflects human concern from the businessvidfaglied living (E5 P41 S), and that
he disposes of thegoas a mental manager controlling inputs of thoughtave argued
that no mental thing 'has' our thoughts, and shedue further that the power of
intelligence inherent in ideas permits their intdrgeneration: no soul-thing wilfully
grasps or rejects them. It is clear that, as se&pinoza's claim that the whole lgatura
Naturatais one individual (E2 Pl S ff) and, for example,his claim that "The father's
soul participates ideallyin the things which follow from the sons's esseneethannel of
communication isn principle open, permitting a natural participation in a deteed
flow of purely mental processes of inference anglication.

This clearly has important implications for educatand psychological theory. It
is also the basis of Spinoza's social and politicabry. Differences of race and religion
shouldfade, he says, in the face of a mental continuueraiing between all levels of
ideas in which a union or agreement of minds, oplliyra social contract (TTP Ch.xvi),
can come about. But such agreement depends oftrithegof the mind through reason,
without external pressures, and (as we discushedutbelow) Spinoza does not believe
reason is sufficiently universally used for mucbgress to be made in this direction (E4

P35 S; TP vi 3). While the exertiaf just someational minds to understand the laws of
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human mental nature can assuage the divisive eftdgbassion on society, unreasoning
individuals remain trapped in radically perspedtiattitudes which they are unable to
place in a wider perspective.

Thus it seems that a version of the egocentricipaetknt is sustained in Spinoza's
doctrine, for ultimately, as is made plain in thaifcal Works and the final propositions
of EthicsPart 5, the Cartesian confusion brought about Isgwte mind-body transactions
is almost matched by Spinozistic individual inadeguperspectives -"So many heads, so
many attitudes" - and by the passions he believasemimen by nature enemies" (TP ii
14, Wernham p.277) which are difficult to resiseevor those most habitually guided by
reason (E5 P42 S; TP vi 3). Spinoza's admissianttieae can be no agreement of minds
through imagination, passion, opinion or ordinagnse perception seems to me to
acknowledge and to perpetuate, despite the roldeofdoctrine of common notions in
helping us to emend our inadequate ideas (on wimote is said in §6.4) the mental
confusion and isolation we experience as indiviglual

Can Spinoza show us that a ban on causal interacti@xptanatorily fruitful? |
have said that | believe the full picture of Spiaszdual causal thesis is revealed by
referring it to the modern doctrine of functionatisand | now try to demonstrate this. A
functionalist theory in the philosophy of mind cfe that the entire essence of a mental
item is captured by its psychological causal rdleis is not just a claim that any mental
item has a place within a network of causal conaest but that the causal role logically
includes the full phenomenal character of the me@arrently, functionalism is almost
exclusively a physicalist thesis. For Spinoza, hmvecausal roles are identical with an
essence/attribute/nature ofkand, and this ensures that the mental causal concatenati
cannot be reduced to a single flow of physical abudes. It is thus clear that if Spinoza

is a functionalist he is not a physicalist functiist but a 'dual’-functionalist.

" With regard to a causal role theory of "All Attributés8 might be considered a pluralistic functionalist, but
insofar as functionalism is considered a doctrine in theogdphy of mind he is a dual-functionalist -if he is
aptly described as a functionalist at all. Bennett rgjaictionalism as a non-Spinozistic, materialist thgss,

holds Spinoza to have grasped its insights (Bennett ppriBI39).
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Functionalism is held by some commentators to s&re Spinoza's truest intentions
regarding the mind-body relation. Cook has recenthimed that Spinoza espouses a
functionalist theory of mind: his account is disses below. | also believe a certain proto-
typical functionalist view of Spinozistic mentagihs is implicit in Joachim's analysis, and
it may be helpful to look at this first.

Joachim's (1901) thesis predates ‘functionalisma #seory in the philosophy of
mind, but he nonetheless sees Spinozistic modgsasrtausal thing-stages. He builds his
thesis on Spinoza's avowals that extended modeslstenguished by" and are "nothing
but" their ratios of motion-and rest, and humandsiare only the ideas of these states,
not differentiated any other way and in themselwesely mentafelata (Joachim pp.23-
24).

Further, Joachim professes surprise at the eagptae of other commentators
of a 'parallel' relation between the two attribufiésd. p.137). He holds instead that The
inner articulation of each attribute is one and shene; or there is, in reality, only one
modal system' (ibid. p.126). The same mode whichniddea, Joachim claims, is also
extended:- 'It is the same thing, one and the sawde of God, which is both body and
soul' (ibid. p.71). Joachim asserts that '‘God's freusality is actual in two separate lines
of force' (ibid. p. 140), but he merges the divesees in those lines. | do not think this
move is justified, for Spinoza makes it clear tvaile the mind is the intelligence of the
functionality of the body, and mind and body arentical in substance, the mind is a self-
contained causal system, operating through a pevisch cannot influence extension.
Humans are therefore radically twofold in naturéey aretwo modes in uniorsince
substance expresses two eternally disparate eslseatures. Spinoza's thesis of parallel
power-concatenation (that is, the way in whichanse y of thinking-power relates to
instance x of extension-power, in a logically nesegg correlation) shows that Nature is a
unified causal system, but that its two separatesalasystems are not reducible to just
one. His principles forbid us to liken his causalertheory to a functionalism which
allows the causal role of a mental item to lie @itin the physical, or in some attribute-
neutral flow of power. As seen above, he claims :-

"Since there is no common measure between thdofibod] and motion, there is

also no comparison between the power|sore] forces of the mind and those of

the body" (E5 Preface).
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Yet Spinoza's parallelism statement ("The order eodnection of ideas is the
same as the order and connection of things" [E2 B7#pken by Cook as evidence for a
single kind of "increasing and decreasing" of attivCook, an admirer of Spinoza, does
not want to leave Spinoza committed to a dual dasygstem. He thinks we could be
wrongly assigning Spinoza double vision, a faultyl @xtravagant view of Nature quite
out of line with Spinoza's true design. Cook argisesa physicalist functionalism in two
stages. He first proposes a 'functional psycho-phlyaccount of ideas and affects’ (Cook
p.81), which must include a necessarily separaggesy of intentionality (ibid. p.83). But
he goes on to infer from Spinoza's remark thatether'only one way of understanding
anything" (E3 Preface) that this one way is throagtension, so that the causal role of an

idea must lie in the physical:-

'Having laboriously explained the individuation lmbdies ... he is not obliged to
provide further account of the individuation of m& And since the mind is
epistemically related to the body, mental processas be understood and
discussed by reference to the physical processeshath they are cognitive

reflections' (Cook p.84).

Cook argues that we need not follow the 'etiolddicaory of the emotions' dthicsPart
3, since Spinoza himself exploits the possibilities understanding all variants of the
three basic affects (desire, joy and sadness)rinstef 'the body's natural homeostatic
endeavour' (ibid. p.85). Cook thinks our recogmitaf this might well bring about the
blessedness or salvation Spinoza wants for useslRor a mind which knows itself in
physiological terms, there is no conceptual foathfor the debilitating passions which
concern Spinoza as philosophical therapist' (ipi@1). To the end of his paper Cook is
slightly worried by his own question, 'How coulétmind have an intentional structure if
it is identical with physical states which are maentionally structured?' (ibid. p.92). Yet
he concludes that 'functionalists can deal witk thsue (as could Spinoza, at the level of
functional descriptions of the body)' (ibid. p.9€pok is thus satisfied that what we call
intentionality actually exists in the body. In effehe seeks to identify mental 'direction
towards' with physicatonatuswhich Spinoza distinguishes from mental ‘will' gpetite.

In my view, Cook's belief that Spinoza's schemeintélligence of the body's

functionality is dispensable as a distinctly memdain of intentionality misrepresents
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Spinoza's metaphysical system and philosophicatasms. It goes against the thrust of
Spinoza's ethical doctrine, which occupies two ivé fParts ofEthics, to suggest that
Spinoza wants us to look at ourselves in physicklgierms. (We see this in §6.4). Yet it
is clear that at points in his explication of thendabody relation Spinoza does seem to
confer radical causal dependency on the body. Bpewza's aspiration therefore conflict
with the metaphysic he supplies, so that while Caskmistaken about Spinoza's
intentions, he is right about what his metaphysitatdes? | concluded in 81.3 that
Spinoza overcommits himself to exclusively mentaplanation. We also saw (above
85.3) that it is very hard to assign any beingSpmozistic human ideas once the actually
existing body of which they are ideas disintegrat¥ghout the existence of our bodies
we would have no ideas. Moreover, Spinoza's thbaisour ideas are reflections of states
of our bodies bearing traces of their contact vather bodies suggests that we would
have no ideas without the existence of externataibjeither. Further, we know that all
our ideas, including common notions, are ideas wf @vn body states. That is why

Spinoza says when concluding his account of tledogty of common notions, that

"From this is follows that the mind is the more able of perceiving many things

adequately as its body has many things in commd¢m ather bodies" (E2 P39 C).

We saw earlier that a mind capable of perceivingyeat many things is a reflection or
function of a complex brain, and we acknowledgedllqiving Lloyd) that we feel

ourselves superior among living creatures becausekmow we have bodies of a
complexity which is reflected in correlatively poritd understanding. Does Spinoza then,
in the final analysis, commit himself to causal lextion through the body, and therefore

(by his cause/reasons equivalence) to physicaksanfsmental event¥?

18. Lloyd sometimes comes close to indicating a Spitioziausal dependency of mental states on body states.
For example, 'Sex differences apply to minds just as mydmdsbecause, they apply to bodies' (Lloyd p.166).
But she does not come as close as does Spinoza himseltheherites:- "From this proportion of motion and
rest, then, there conies to exist also this body of di¥"Preface to Part 2, C p.95), and "To understand how
this mode, which we call soul, has its origins from the baahgl also how its change depends on the body ..."
(KV Appendix 11, C p.152). An annotation, generally relgaras a reader's comment, indicates how close to a
causal relation Spinoza's logical "union" appeared to sonme Nbe reads, 'l.e. our soul being an Idea of the
body, it has its first being from the body, for it is natyoa representation of the body, both of the whole and of
the parts, in the thinking thing' (Note b, Curley 1 p. 140. &se Spinoza's (KV Preface to Pt 2, [7] Curley 1

p.95). However, Spinoza's metaphysical scheme fothis€onclusion.



162

The crunch question on the issue of a single of fthwa of God's essence must be,
'What determines that our ideas have the contexy to?' For Spinoza, neither the
common properties of our bodies nor their singyhysical differentiations cause our
ideas. Lloyd notes that introspective awarenesthefflux of perceptionpresupposes
sensory intake, but that this is not a Lockeiasighef knowledge being constructed out of
ideas conveyed by the senses (Lloyd pp.170-171no3a definesthe attributes of
thought and extension as having no causal clout @ne another ("A body is not limited
by a thought nor a thought by a body [El D2]), anbsequently (I think) gives repecific
examples of causal explanation of ideas as origigah the body. He is careful at all
times to indicate the identity, concurrence or isgohic expression of mental and
physical states. He emphasises, for example, thatdividual is determined to express
conatusas mental "will" but as "appetite" through the migwad body "together” (E3 P9

S), and that these two expressions of causal parediunctions of one another:-

"The decision of the mind and the appetite andditermination of the body by
nature exist together - or rather are one and #meesthing, which we call a
decision when it is considered under, and explaittedugh, the attribute of
thought, and which we call a determination wherisitconsidered under the

attribute of extension and deduced from the lawsafion and rest" (E3 P2 S).

| wish to say at this point that | do not thinkcan be argued that there is no physical
causation of mental statbecausemental and physical modes are identical in substanc
It is sometimes claimed that a bodily change da#sproduce a mental change because
every bodily changes a mental change and vice vet8&ut it is the case thatithout a

stipulation of two distinct causal forcapne physical/mental

9 e.g. by Hampshire p.72. In contrast to this view, Delahutaims that the acceptance of an identity theory
entails an acceptance of interactionism (Delahunty p. Bid),Bennett also fears this is so (Jerusalem Spinoza
Conference 1989). Delia Rocca argues against this that Dejahalatim is only true if the attributes and their

modes are taken as real properties, existents, not noereteptual distinctions (Delia Rocca p.271).
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thing causes another physical/mental thing, thesighy component of the causal
physical/mental thing must be part-cause of the talenomponent of the caused
physical/mental thing. That is, iy (reflectingp causes m(reflecting p), then it seems
m, cause9, andp; causesamn,. This must be the case even if the identity involoaly
meanings, that is, if there is no constitutive eiéince in the two elements identified, for
the single referent of the two conceptual distmtsi embodies a causal interconnection at
the most fundamental ontological le¥®l.Spinoza's identity thesis avoids attribute
interaction only because there are two distinctsahghains generated by two diverse
causal powers, ndiecausethe modes are identified in substance. Thus, whgEno3a
says that a thing is 'considered under, and exgdaihrough' a certain attribute, he must -
if he thinks such a claim supports or even coheviés his denial of interaction - be
relying on a hidden assumption about reasons hminges, which assumption entails that
mental causal explanations are generated only bbyaheauses.

Taylor, as seen in 83.4, denies that Spinoza aebien independent mental
explanatory domain. He thinks Spinoza should naiushe any physical data when

reasoning about the etiology of mental states:-

'Since no appeal is to be made to any fact of ttearder in accounting for any
fact of the other, our psychology, theory of knodge, ethics should never be
allowed to make any mention of the existence ofidmdthey should deal

exclusively with relations between "modes of thatigiTaylor p.203).

| have proposed that when Spinoza involves the eqnaf body while explaining mental
states he is not giving eausal explanation. | argued in 83.4 that explicating hama
thinking sometimes, for purposes of enlightenmamiplves the concepaf the body-
states with which modes of thought are correlaBad, as we saw with the case of euvil,
this is not a causal explanation. No knowledge antal etiology is provided by
knowledge of physical states. We have further sekihe discussing Cook's reading of
Spinoza that we cannot say what an ideaithout saying it is the idea of a body state. Its

objective essence is intrinsic to its definitiors Boyd's thesis demonstrates, it is

% |t seems clear to me that it is on these very groundDdnzdson is able to help himself to causal interaction

andtwo distinct conceptual realms within his version of the iitiettieory.
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necessary to include reference to the body wheticaxipg Spinoza's theory of mind if
we are properly to understand the place of the mindNature. We also need to be
accurate when referring to the 'mind'. For examipleiote at the start of this section that
'Wherever inputs and outputs of the power of ilgehce mark off a particular local
interplay of ideas (associated with a particulagdyypthere exists a mind'. | had to add the
phrase in parentheses because it would not have d@eect to say that every local
interplay of ideas is a mind. For Spinoza, 'mirade’ defined as the ideas of bodies, but a
'local interplay of ideas' could have as its objextdes of some attribute of which we
know nothing. The reference | made in that casthéohuman body was not a causal
explanation, but one of relation.

However, when Cook writes that 'the mind can bé seea monitoring of various
physical processes in the body, so that mentalgdsgnan be discussed as reflections of
physical changes' (Cook p.84), he correctly expedise indispensablelation between
the orders and connections of mind-power and bayep. Spinoza clearly wants us to
be aware of the unified nature of paired modes, Heris intent on eradicating the
implausible isolation of the Cartesian soul angbsitively wants us to see that our ideas
as identical with states of our bodies. The expoessf thought in substance is "at the
same time" the expression of extension: the whaleemce of substance has to be
manifested wherever substance ranges. Should weatakction through substance at any
point we would find that all ideas are reflectiamfsstates of extension. Thus, even as we
blinker off our causal explanations of mental sdtem the physical flow of events, the
idea-body state identity is always there, undedyany idea, inextricably logically linked
to it.

| conclude that the only way Spinoza can avoidradgon within a monism is to
postulate a dual functionalism involving esseniallverse causal properties. | believe
this is what he does, and that the final sectiomgfthesis (§86.4) will demonstrate that
Cook is beyond question mistaken in claiming thpin8za wants us to abjure mental
etiology and look for causal explanations in phigiecal terms. That said, | shall argue
that Spinoza's intentions are undermined bynéteire of the independent mental power

he postulates.
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A dual functionalist scheme interestingly revealsmdrbody causal correlations,
and as a thesis of relations between two diffeses of causes and effects it confers
explanatory fruitfulness in cases of particular taéstates about which we want to know
the correlated physical story. We saw in 86.2 thatthink depression (a mental event)
has a physiological counterpart. We are likely Hlova that depression considered as a
mental event can be understood by analysing thwe &famental occurrences which have
caused it, while the chemically abnormal body stai#h which it is identical is also
available for treatment through understandingt®tauses. The dispositions of the body
are not (as Cook would have it) all that causatyrds, but they are nonetheless, for
Spinoza, logically inextricable from the causalrgtdf we pick out any particular human
mental event and ask 'What is it?' we must repy ithis a mode of thought, caused only
by thought, but that it islso necessarilyn the mind of "God" the idea of a body state.
This is not a dependency relation of the mentaihenphysical, but it is a metaphysically
necessary one.

It may be objected to this claim that neither asependent essence of the mental,
nor a distinct chain of mentatausesis necessary for independent mental causal
explanation. We do not need to postulate a metagdiythesis at all: we can supply two
sets of causal explanations or two descriptionchviallow a purely mental account of
connections between mental events while denyingcausal chaind? But, for Spinoza, a
merely semantic distinction of this sort, espegialhen coupled with a thesis of mental-
physical interaction, not only lets in confusiondaerror in causal explanation, as
explained above, but threatens the autonomy ofrtéetal as a distinct causal force. We
recall that Spinoza's original motive for stiputgtiindependent mental causal power
probably sprang from contemplating Hobbes's mdistrithesis. He must have seen the
seriousness of Hobbes's attack (in his Objectioddditations}on Descartes's certainty

that his awareness of himself was caused indepégadris own corporeal nature

! Davidson specifies a distinct conceptual and explanatental domain (ME pp.222, 225) which expressly
excludes physical causal explanation (ME p.224; MM p.258). Bugre is no dualism of "causal factors",

"causal systems" or "types of causation”. Nor is theréhere any reason to suppose, from the dualism of
descriptions, that there are two kinds of la@ausesare physical (ME p.215; PP [Comments and Replies]

p.243). In my view this thesis exposes Davidson's shaltoangtment to mental causal efficacy.
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(above, 82.1), especially since Hobbes's objecti@s endorsed by the theologian
Mersenne (above, 84.1). We saw in 81.3 that Spisdasistence on an essential mental
property was probably motivated because Descarfessulation of an independent
thinking substancevas deemed insufficient to show that the mentahissed only by the
mental. Thus Spinoza sets out to guarantee mewntanomy bystipulating an
independent causal power. He must have seen thiatsclof mental holism and purely
mental explanation could not by themselves presereatal irreducibility, for Hobbes
regarded the scope of logical mental interconnadi@ptness for ‘computation’) with awe,
yet still declared that nothing could be shown tmpsthe causal role of these mental
events from lying in the physical. The special Bgnef Spinoza's principle of
independent mental causation is (all other conustitbeing satisfactory) its rigorous
preservation of mental causal efficacy. This pptei added to the autonomy principle
(which, as seen in 82.2, posits eternal and negesaasal independence, so ensuring that
mental states cannot be emergent from physicaésstat any stage in the history of
substance) makes it impossible for any mental ¢aakato turn out to be physical.

| conclude that Spinoza has sound reasons fordfixiraximal constraints on
mental irreducibility within an innovative framewoof non-reductive monism, and that
his theory of mind shows how we could be drivem imetaphysics if we take the project
of demonstrating mental irreducibility seriously.n&f we may consider an intolerably
rigid ban on interaction between attributes - littés which we may in turn see as
intolerably robust essential properties - may bevitable conditions for preventing a
reduction of the mental to the physical. Followidigcussion on dual aspect theories
(above, 82.3) | concluded that any weaker commitntlean Spinoza's to properties of
thought and body may fail to preserve mental iroduility. | now add to that conclusion
the thought that if we do not want to accept Spireprinciple of independent mental
causation we may have to abandon the search fatexrtight argument for mental causal
efficacy, since it seems we cannot postulate striconstraints than Spinoza's essential
mental property and radically autonomous mentakaton without thereby sacrificing

monism.
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I do not thereby claim that Spinoza's thesis anstma formula for preserving the
mental within a framework of non-reductive monidnsuggested at the end of §2.3 that
interest in Spinoza's constraints on mental irrédlity cannot be accompanied by a
claim that he gives us a satisfactory prototyptbakis of non-reductive monism. | have
tried since then to show that even if we see thsid@ involved in a diversity of essential
properties and causal forces as healthy (i.e. hglpd preserve mental irreducibility,
Spinoza's theory of mind does not succeed in shpthiea place of the mind in Nature. For
it is my thesis that a more damaging tension iatei between the principles of holism,
objective essence and independent mental caus&rgnwSpinoza's disregard for the real
content of our inadequate ideas. | argue furtherttics claim in my final discussion,

which now follows.

8§ 6.4 "The power of the mind is intelligence ielf* (E2P43S).

In this last discussion we scrutinise Spinoza'srcidat "The order and connection of
ideas" which is "the same as the order and cororecti things" is lawlike, and that all
ideas are the concern of logic because the powdogal reasoning can "emend”
inadequate ideas in a way which reveals their Bigioterconnections with adequate
ideas. Spinoza's claim is that even if our ideasirradequate and passive they are effects
in a unified causal network of thought, and carabgd upon. | have proposed that we
shall want to know how a seamless continuum ofcllginterconnections between ideas
is possible, bearing in mind that the connectioetwben many of our ideas are
associative rather than logical, and that somesidegm disconnected from any ordered
flow of ideas. It isprima faciehard to see how mutilated and confused ideas aamyn
sense governed by the laws of logic. How can theepof intelligence govern the inputs
and outputs of ideas which are frankly irratioralg( a baby's perception or a psychotic
delusion)? | believe Spinoza's claim about a lasvitkdering of all ideas gives rise to
anomalies regarding (i) the operation of our witiéllect on our own minds, (ii) human
agency in decision-making, and (iii) the lawlikaerconnectedness of inadequate ideas
with adequate ideas. | argue below that while adienatandardly noted regarding the
operation of our will/intellecon our own ideas, and regarding human agency, neloeno
serious since Spinoza seems to provide a plauatdeunt of the degree of freewill we

might naturally expect to have, Spinoza's claingareing the lawlike interconnection of
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inadequate ideas, added to the implausible chaisatieon and implausible
representational content he assigns most humas,idedoes his account of the place of
the human mind in Nature.

From earlier discussions | believe we can alreadythat Spinoza will claim our
ideas are logically interconnected whether we trsokor not. For him, they are partial
manifestations of an all-inclusive thinking schemkich, being entirely within "God",
can only be logical. Spinoza will ask us (as heihaonnection with earlier principles) to
deny what isapparentto us regarding the anomalous ordering of our imags,
emotions, opinions and desires. Herein Spinozanag&ates a lacuna between what he
says is necessarily the true understanding of humamtality, and our perception of it,
and | shall intensify my claim that while Spinozdéxtrine is not reductive with respect to
the mental it is reductive vis-a-vis our ordinaryredtion on the world, since his
constraints on the essential nature and causalsitgm of ideas seem to preclude most of
"those ideas which things now actually presentdmuproduce in us". These strictures
entail, implausibly, that any idea is determined gver a result of, or a cause of, free
decision) and an instant judgement.

However, we should not beg the question of Spisofalure since he is in my
view, as in the view of several Spinoza commensateery persuasive with regard to the
possibility of a determined, all-inclusive and noally causally interconnected network
of ideas which encompasses such inadequate idepasa®ns and sense perceptions -
states of mind which are not generally consideadioally ordered.

For Spinoza, the logico-mathematical paradigm whdtaracterises "God's"
thought (shown above, 86.f)so factocovers its partial expressions, making the analysis
of all mental trains of thought a science. His conflattdnGod/Nature asll-inclusive
with "God" asall truths entails this condition. The attribute of thoughtis independent
and unified explanatory domabecausets modes are conceived as sharing a basic nature
as units of that power. Even if finite modes ofufbt are not themselves active they
cannot avoid being 'pushed’ by their inner natufé® power of intelligence has causal
clout with them, making all ideas homonomic (i.e. principle predictable) because
contained in the closed and lawlike system of "Gibdtiking.

Spinoza believes we can improve our understandigrationalise our emotions
on the basis of common notions which are undenigoly and are therefore epistemic
building blocks which preclude an infinite sceptioegress. From them we can construct

conditional a priori claims through which logic cget a foothold in the morass of
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inadequate ideas in which our minds largely con3ise passive ideas of the unreasoning
individual may be "emended" (made active) through guidance (power) of reason, not
just by a detached observer, but by the individhimiself: -

"Nothing is more useful to man in preserving hig\geand enjoying a rational life
than a man who is guided by reason. Again, becaoseng singular things, we
know nothing more excellent than a man who is giliidg reason, we can best
show how much our skill and understanding are wbstreducating men so that

they live according to the command of their owrsoee (E4 Appendix 1X).

The motivation for emending our intellects is egisic, social, ethical, politic or
psychotherapeutic, but in each case it involvegreahic psychofunctionalism. | cannot
expound this without first setting forth as cleadyg possible what Spinoza means by
mental determinism; distinguishing reason as a edusm reason as the (adequate)
second kind of knowledge, and explaining the apgaparadox of the power of the
(passive) affects. It is my view that Spinoza'sjgebof turning inadequate affects into
‘rational emotions', which is, according to Delayyna terrible tangle' (Delahunty
p.236ff), is clearly expounded (as we see below)dyes and Lloyéf

Spinoza's basic metaphysic dictates that inadeddess are compelled to follow
in the same necessary way as adequate ideas fdlieadequate and confused ideas

follow with the same necessity as adequate, or eled distinct ideas" (E2 P36):-

"For even if each one is determined by a singuiiargtto exist in a certain way,
still the force by which each one perseveres irstarg follows from the eternal
necessity of God's nature" (E2 P45 S).

Ideas are internally generated through our pagrcoatures, and there are no ideas which
do not exist in just the way they must. Cognitioegjotions and volitions are alike
determined by the constituents of our own minds, tie minds of others in so far as we
fail to resist external pressures. Any appearamakasions being willed by ourselves in

a stronger sense is, Spinoza says, an illusioragrdjection upon Nature (El Appendix).

22 James, Susan (1) and (2). See also Lloyd Ch.| pp.238r81Chs.2 and 3 (passim); Wernham's Introduction
(pp.6-10 and p. 15), and Delahunty's critical ‘'The LawSeafling (Delahunty §87.7).



170

Whatever local cause for our decision we may assigm essence as a fragment of
"God's" thought igshe operative cause. But inadequate ideas are 'pusdthdl than being

active components in the 'push’:-

"The power of the mind is defined by knowledge alowhereas lack of power, or
(sive) passion, is judged solely by the privation of knedge, i.e. by that through
which ideas are called inadequate” (E5 P20 S5).

As we have seen, there is no Cartesian ‘will' dpey&xternally on ideas, no second stage
of judgement-making disrupting their natural trépeg. This is the case with both active
and passive ideas. For Spinoza, the striving ira@lin logical thinking (wherein we
actively participate in the concatenation of "Gbébgic) is also internal and determined,
rather than, as for Descartes, external, an agilbfvhich is a 'striving' to correct natural
faults by overcoming intellect, flesh, sensatiod passior(Passions3, 211 CSM p.403).
Mental empowerment is possible only through reasdrich gets to work on the fixed

ordering of causes/reasons among inadequate ideas:-

"Matters here stand as they do with corporeal tools the same way the intellect,
by its inborn power, makes intellectual tools ftself, and from these works still
other tools, or the power of searching further, aagroceeds by stages ..." (TIE
8829-31).

Two distinct concepts of 'reason’ are operatingefier Reason is, as "the power of
searching further" the second kind of knowledge clvhiSpinoza says, is "necessarily
true" (E2 P41¥* It is the epistemic property of the 'reason’ whishthe stream of

causes/reasons of ideas as causal items. Bothspeeta of the power of intelligence.

Reason (second kind of knowledge) is the "logicivbfch the universal concatenation of

%1 owe the point about the conflation of two uses of "reasort'layd. The first way of interpreting the
necessary "following" of inadequate ideas answers too3pls rationalism. The second answers to his realistic
recognition of the limitations of reason. It is a tendiwet runs right through thethics'(LIoyd pp.52-3).

4 While Spinoza retains the concept of intuition as anlides of knowing, which | have suggested, with
Bennett and Parkinson, seems unavailable to humans (abbteN&te 6) his practical doctrines rely on the

powers of intelligence operated through reason and the commmonsot
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mental events is "the concern”. While reason igagl in Spinoza's esteem it remains on
a continuum of all ideas:- 'Reason, in Spinozatsiga of it, although clearly superior to
sense and imagination, does not transcend thehei€artesian way' (Lloyd p.44). Lloyd
argues that it is 'this notion ol transition betwdevels of ideas that is crucial to
understanding Spinoza's treatmen of self-conscesssand self-knowledge' (Lloyd p.45).
Reason is itself an idea ol the body. Common netidoo, are not flashes of divine
inspiration from a different realm of thought fraganse perceptions, but (as noted 83.1)
ideas which are true because as ideas of the begyare also true of all others (at least of
their type). Thus, Spinoza claims, there is anrfate of all ideas, through which they can
work on each other. Confused and mutilated ideashea'emended" by relating them to
generala priori conditional truths. For example, we can use ourn#tedge about the
general principles of triangularity to think morkearly about what looks to us like a
triangle. Erroneous or partial ideas can be undedsby tracing them back through to an
earlier confusion. In this way, a chain of reasasszauses is uncovered.

Spinoza's claim is not contentious with respeati¢as which have truth conditions
or are otherwise amenable to conditions of conststeand rational coherence because
they are predictable, that is, in some sense sitatly logically ordered. Schools function
on the premise that knowledge and sound judgemamtbe erected on the basis of
ignorance and unreason, given some elementary atdegleas. The Mayan who grasps
that the sun causally affects things on earth bageddeas and is ready to learn more. His
ideas of the sun are not differentkind from ours, as ours do not differ in kind from those
our descendants may have, using methods of siterggearch inconceivable now. Our
knowledge that the sun is hot arises from subjectiv perspectival experience, and our
mathematical calculations about the sun are thdyatoof reason, but all these ideas can

be cognitively related to common notions of extensiLloyd explains,

'‘Method must start from within knowledge. Ratheartlsetting itself to acquire
true ideas, it begins from the awareness of tr@addwe already have' (Lloyd
p.56).

But Spinoza also claims that emotions, passionsaimdons are subject to rational
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ordering® His "emendation” thesis is central not only to fireject of emending the
intellect in relation to cognition and to theories social and racial policy, political
consensus, religious tolerance and "morafifyptit also to singular and subjective beliefs,
desires and perceptions, that is, all those aréasyezhology and phenomenology most
generally thought to elude rational analysis. Lagkiat how these mental states are
connected to the "laws of human nature"”, whichofelfrom more general laws of Nature
(TTP Chs.iv and xvi, Wernham pp.67 and 125), rathan remaining blindly trapped in
them, reveals the power of our reasoning to gainfraedom from epistemic and
emotional bondage, for we start to see how oumiiegs of thinking are linked to the
whole. We can remain passive and shackled by edtprassures and internal bias, or we
can embark on the mental task of investigating itipaits and outputs of intelligence
which constitute our own mentality.

But if passions are the products of passive, inaateqideas (E3 P3), why does
Spinoza say that the "power of the passions” caevgmt the mind from understanding”
(E5 P10 Proof) and entitethicsPart 4 "The Power of the Affects™? How can inadeégua
ideas have the "power" to blot out reason and putnubondage if they are passive?
Spinoza does not think passive ideas surpass therpaf reason. While "To be able not
to exist is to lack power, to be able to existashave power" (El PIl Proof), so that it
would seem that any existent idea, however paska® some power, we know that "The
mind is more active the more it has adequate id@a3"PI C). In what, then, does the
power of an affect consist? Strictly, mental stades ideas of affects - their mental
correlates. Spinoza often calls mental states &edte "affects” (e.g. in E3 P14) but he

definesaffects as extended items:-

"By affect | understand affections of the body,vidyich the body's power of acting

is increased or diminished, aided or restrained,arthe same time, the ideas of

25. It is on this issue that Davidson claims mental anorsakss. For him, lawlike mental events, which can be
seen as connected by causal conditions, come aparafiomalous desires and beliefs whose causal processes
cannot be provided:- 'What prevents us from giving necessargudfident conditions for acting on a reason

also prevents us from giving serious laws connecting nsasad actions' (PP pp.232-3).

%6 "Morality" is to be construed in a uniquely Spinozisténse, since what is moral is what is deduced through
reason being to the advantage of all (E4 P18 Siii and ESB37
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these affections. Therefore, if we can be the cadsany of these affections, |

understand by the affect an action; otherwise aipa’s(E3 D3).

The mind's experience of passion is caused bydiasi of external extended sources of
force (E4 P57 S). This is received by the corponeelgination in the form of images.
Passive imaginings (the ideal correlates of thesdily images) are not powerful, but
indicate feeble mental power. Our ideas of thectédfexpress low active power in their

"privation of knowledge" of one's own emotionaltetal hus:-

"The order of actions and passions of our bodpysNature, at one with the order

of actions and passions of the mind" (E3 P2 S,grapdh 1).

The system of thinking, not the system of extensismesponsible for the mind's passive
states. When Spinoza says that a person is ledidimes "because hidden external causes
so dispose his imagination” (E4 P20 S), he doesnaatn that extended power causes the
suicidal idea, but that a suicidal notion is (trikigown) a passive, irrational idea of a
body-state overwhelmed by external pressures. Wghtmwant to call this body-state a
nervous condition, but the idea of it is a passilea, caused by other ideas. As in the case
of depression (discussed above, 86.2 and 86.3)stheidal mental state may be
understood by analysing the train of mental oceues which have caused it, but its
correlated chemically abnormal body state is alsailable for treatment through
understanding afs causes.

As a scientific thesis which gets behiagparentcausal connections the thesis of
the emendation of the passions is plausible wipeet to many emotions. We saw above
(85.4) that for Spinoza all emotions fall under soemotion-type, or common notion. A
passion in a singular mind, say, sexual jealousyy seem to be the complex product of
totality irrational input, yet Spinoza says, itrist to be eradicated, but understood and
thereby emended (E3 P35 Proof and S). As with legrprocesses, power over the
affects is a matter of cognitive emendation througiproved knowledge of what is
happening:- "The more an affect is known us, theembis in our power" (E5 P3 C):
"There is no affect of which we cannot some cleat distinct concept” (E5 P4 C). We

can, Spinoza says, free ourselves from bondagardipassions” (as we can from the
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epistemic bondage of ignorance) through the agtoxger of reason; through recognising
that these inadequate ideas are 'of a state obady which is passively responding to
external force. After examining our "affects' iristvay we can have (more) adequate
ideas of them, and so prevent the state of mewtaddge which arises when inadequate
ideas of the body's affections grip our minds. Timesshould not purge our feelings and
opinions, but maximise their potential as ideagping them from irrational (passive)
feelings to rational (active emotions. We can tiadm 'rational emotions' because our
ideas are no longer rational idedsoutour emotions, but are those emotions.

It is clear that if we are able to rationalise @motions, an interactive process
involving purely psycho-psycho connections relassson to inadequate ideas in one and
the same mind. Our mind is a little local netwoperating as it must within the greater
scheme of the mental. All its ideas are equallgeined: none is a matte of free choice.
James shows us how, in accepting the passionstasmiged, we must also see how
reason and "morality” merge, for our view is diegrtfrom the passion; of others to the

causal functioning of the system which gives rséhem:-

'Our feelings for others are normally based onagumption that their actions are
within their control, so that it is appropriatefoaise or blame, love or hate them,
for what they do. We take it that they are in gahable to choose whether or not
to act, and identify something about them - somestmlation of passions for

instance - as the cause of their action. But ratienquiry will show us that these

assumptions are mistaken' (James 2, forthcominguggp1997).

Not only are passions determined, but so is thiemal potential of each 'mind'. The
screw-turn of Spinoza's philosophy lies for meha seemingly unfair endowment o the
intellectually gifted, whose power-to-reason mustseems, determine their mind; to
knowledge of causes, not only of the workings @irtibodies, but of the etiology of their
psychological mental states. Since adequate ideasergte adequate ideas people
habitually guided by reason should in principlecged in avoiding of states of mental
bondage, and in due course should achieve a sanguitetached genera mental attitude
(E5 P25ff). Spinoza becomes increasingly aware shate minds cannot be reached by

reason. That is why in his last political work loesivears the social contract he has earlier
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postulated as agreement, grounded in reason, abotital advantag€. Yet Spinoza
warns that a consistently rational mentality iserdor "it requires a singular power of
mind to bear with each one according to his undadihg, and to restrain oneself from
imitating their affects” (E4 Appendix XllI).

One standardly noted tension in Spinoza's claimutaltioe emendation of the
intellect is that this project seems blatantly aédgical, that is, it requires a
purposefulness or working towards an end whichneinpatible with his doctrine of
determinisn?® While on the one hand Spinoza says we do not hayesay in what we
think, on the other we can, it seems, alter ouughds through our own will to look
beyond our immediate responses, so that there édeament of self-control not dissimilar
to a Cartesian striving of the will. However, whilee difference between Descartes's and
Spinoza's theories of the schooling of the intéli@ed the curbing of the passions is
subtle, | believe it is there, and that this patSpinoza's thesis is sound. In both
Descartes's and Spinoza's moral philosophies thengleed some version of the conflict
between the strong and the weak propensities ohatures.

For Descartes the weaknesses of the flesh (inauttie errors induced by sense
perception) are parts of a nature with which welamgbered and from which we aspire to
escape to a sunnier soul-life. For Spinoza we ddawe that prospect to look forward to
in any personal sense, so our understanding otlvess is geared to "blessedness” right
here and now. There is no eschatological profghaking off the shackles of ignorance,
prejudice and passion: the "advantage" is immedjmtavth, dependent not only on
understanding our place in the Whole but alsot a®ie, on examining the hand of cards
Nature has dealt us as individuals. This involvesking inwards and backwards at
causes, rather than outwards and forwards at sffécheans we are in a sense abandoned
by 'God' to the internal determinings of God/Nati@®ad's help' is not forthcoming except

from within ourselves. Our mental power is a fuotof the complexity of our brains and

27. The social contract is expounded in Theologico -Political Treatis€h.xi. It is abandoned by the time
Spinoza supplies his theory of democracy based on reasorjugl some individuals, in theolitical Treatise:-
Thosewho believe that a people, or men divided over public businessecamuced to live by reason's dictate

alone, are dreaming of the poets' golden age, or ofyattde’ (TP i 5, Wernham p.265).

% This topic is treated especially thoroughly by Benppt213-230 and pp.244-5. Lloyd p.61.
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its contact with other bodies and it is not (as daunas just shown) under our control in
any Cartesian sense.

Spinoza’'s thesis of determinism allows, in my viehgices proper to the potential
of our own natures. The functional systems whidah @ir minds do not permit just one
outcome from their complexity of input. Reasoningymesult in multiple choice; so may
succumbing to external pressures. Vacillation tesals we have seen (above 84.2) from
holding two contrary imaginings or opinions, "ndwstone, now that" (E2 P44 S). Thus it
seems our final idea need not the one determined thought our nature allows but will
emerge from a clutch of ideas. Spinoza says, famgte, that a suicide could have done
otherwise than kill himself: that the urge to pstrsn one's being conferred by active

reasoning precludes such a decision: -

"Those who kill themselves are weak-minded and detaly conquered by

external causes contrary to their nature" (E4 BI8 S

Reason was overcome by the predomination in thel mfrideas of external pressures.
EthicsParts 3 and 4 contain numbers of such multiplecghdeterminations, in which the
input of ideas is shown to be prolific, complex asidcordant. Consider, for example,

Spinoza's thesis of the causes of hope or fear:

"Things which are accidenfdlcauses of hope or fear are called good or bad
omens. And in so far as these same omens are calibepe or fear, they are
causes of joy or sadness; consequently, we lova thie hate them, and strive
either to use them as means to the things we hmperfremove them as obstacles
or causes of fear" (E3 P50 S).

Lloyd calls Spinoza's rational enterprise an opgnup of conceptual space,
resulting in 'an increased awareness of what déiasel is, and of what it might yet be'
(Lloyd p.174). Reasoning is the active power otligence and it brings thinking into

line with the "order of the intellect" - the truauses/reasons flow of "God".

29. See 83.2 p.51 on Spinoza's thesis that what afgpaarcontingencies are possibilities when conceived by a

ideal, all-knowing intellect, and what we conceive as pdi&b may or may not in fact be so.
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To allow a choice of among a clutch of determinegas is to furnish a
compatibilist reading of Spinoza. As a doctrindiofited choice within the propensities
of our own natures, it offers the amount of ageweyanyway suppose ourselves to have.
This is important, for Kant later claimed that asgtisfactory theory of mind must
reconcile the apparent contradiction of man's &gency and his subjection to the laws of
Nature:-

"It is an indispensable problem of speculative ggobhy to show that its illusion

respecting the contradiction rests on this, thathimk of man in a different sense

and relation when we call him free, and when wergdim as subject to the laws
of nature ... it must therefore show that not otdyn both of these very well co-
exist, but that both must be thoughtasf necessarily unitesh the same subject’

(Kant, Fundamental Principles of the Metaphysics of Marédks-6,quoted in ME

p.225).

Kant's stipulation has been taken by Davidson ttaikrthat 'there are no strict
deterministic laws on the basis of which mentalntyecan be predicted and explained'
(ME p.208). For Davidson, the determinism of phgsis compatible with every
appearance of intentional action (MM p.247), butgb®logical phenomena are not, '‘even
in theory, amenable to precise prediction or sulpgiom under deterministic laws' (PP
p.239). Davidson wants to supply 'a version of idhentity theory of the mental' (ME
p.209) which satisfies the condition found indisgedrle by Kant that we just do View
men as rational agents with goals and purpose).(&39). Davidson writes:-
'We explain a man's free actions, for example, jpyeal to his desires, habits,
knowledge and perceptions. Such accounts of imtealtibehaviour operate in a
conceptual framework removed from the direct reafgbhysical law by describing
both cause and effect, reason and action, as aspleatportrait of a human agent.
The anomalism of the mental is thus a necessargitam for viewing action as
autonomous(ME p.224).
Spinoza's doctrine as presented above shpimsa faciethat freedom of the will, as we
commonly recognise it in ourselves, is consisteith va determination of the causal
connections of the contents of our minds by theslafvNature. We cannot make choices

which go against the laws of Nature, but we dd Iséi’e choice.
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But Spinoza will reject this compatibilist readionfy his doctrine. He wants us to
shed what he calls the "superstition" of free wdince for him this superstition is
grounded in ignorance of causes (El Appendix). Eléetses that the more we understand
the workings of our minds the more we will see tatare not really free at all and that
our eventual decision was indeed entirely deterchibg forces in Nature (E2 P48
Moreover, we shall now see that the constraintptis on the causal roles of ideas
(including the special class of psychological idedsch Davidson takes to elude any
nomological scheme) entail that the anomalies whiglse from his doctrine of
determinismare troublesome andlo threaten his theory of mind. | argue that Spinoza
does not want his theory of mind rescued and teamnhbst therefore pay the price of its
being found implausible.

I have tried to show how all Spinozistic ideas aac¢ only fragments of aall-
inclusiveinfinite intellect but they are also inevitably raents of "God" aall truths By
making God both co-extensive with all there is, aisb a 'Mind of God' which ha; lost
nothing of its awesome logical and cognitive cagyacBpinoza is committed to a
characterisation of human minds as partghig God. It caused him trouble with the
principle of holism (re evil and error); with therfal mental being of ideas (n
characterising all ideas as immediate judgemeiatsy, with the principle of objective
being (re the representational content of our igadee ideas). It was not a problem with
respect to the principle of objective essence,esinca thoroughgoing agreement of true
ideas with objects, in which the very essence a$¢hobjects is expressed in thought, only
truth is involved. | have agreed with Hampshirelistin, Lloyd and others that the
principle of objective essence ensures a preciseegmondence of pairs of ideas and
bodily objects - mind-body unions. But | have pethtout that we humans only see
ourselves in that metaphysical perspective by smpasing second-order judgements on
our ordinary direction on the world. | believe thiso happens with regard to the principle
of independent mental causation under discussion.

Spinoza says that all ideas are "the concern ad'lpthat is, they are captured by a
logical principle. This is a strong claim. | do reddress the even stronger claim that all

ideas, however mutilated and confused, are (ingopant-expressions of "God's" thought),

¥ 1t is paradoxical, in my view, that Spinoza acleigwan intuitively acceptable version of free will Henies i,
whereas Davidson's physicalist causal thesis shibatsmental events are determined in a lawlike \fiaybeing
physical events), but he maintains that they aceratous.
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themselves essentially logical. Although this casmn seems deducible from Spinoza's

metaphysic, he explicitly denies this. We mustsags,

"... distinguish between understanding and imagnatbr between true ideas and
the rest, namely the fictitious, the false, the lathd, and absolutely all those that

depend on the memory" (Letter 37).

Inadequate ideas are not logical elements in theriang of the intellect. But this does not
mean, for Spinoza, that they are outside its re&ihce for any idea there is a
cause/reason, the apparently logic-resistant, discted opinions of (for example) a
psychotic mind can only, being internally deterndirty "God", be elements in thai single
lawlike concatenation of thought, and so must bprinciple predictable and explainable
through intelligence. The mental is not, for Spmoan any of its manifestations,
positively anomalous, because there are no ideashwtannot satisfy conditions of
consistency and rational coherence if their inteneztions in the entire system of mental
modes are known. This is the claim | now critici8®. complaint is that we cannot argue
all inadequate ideas to have a place in a nomicallgretdscheme, although many can be
shown to be amenable in principle to such ordering.

This claim gives most Spinoza commentators "paus&’hile some try to show
how all ideas could "follow" in some lawlike waydaise Spinoza postulates mental laws
which fall short of being logical but which govetuman thinking (Lloyd, Allison,
Parkinson, and - up to a point - Delahunty), ottesl that ideas which follow from "the
common order of nature” have no place in a lawtikekeme and that we cannot avoid a
rift in Spinoza's causal account any more than addcregarding the lacuna between a
metaphysical understanding of our mental statégragions of the organic complexity of
our bodies, and our ordinary direction on the wddbove, p. 122). For Bennett, Spinoza
is incoherent on this topic (Bennett pp.276-278).Allison's view, as we saw above,
while true ideas are plausibly logically compelléa,the case of inadequate ideas the
ordering is plainly illogical and does not justify belief thd. It is certainly not obvious
how we can get in touch, through reasoning, witimes@f our inadequate ideas. There

seems no rational point of contact with, for exaempl sexual desire, or if there is, any
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rational order is imposed by gsnot inherent in the desire. Allison doubts thatatvhe
calls 'the laws of psychology' can follow from (teduced from) the laws of logic which
must be the most general laws of thought. Yet Sgairgays clearly (i) that "The order of
actions and passions of our body is, by Naturegre with the order of actions and
passions of the mind" (E3 P2 S), and (ii) that deguate and confused ideas follow with
the same necessity as adequate, or clear andctlisteas” (E2 P36). The first of these
propositions asserts the parallelism thesis: tloors® makes appeal to the doctrine of
causes/reasons in which "following necessarily" msefallowing in a lawlike way.

Allison does not share Bennett's and Delahunigtical scepticism about the
ordering of our ideas in relation to objects, siheeaccepts (i) - the parallelism claim. Our
inadequate ideaare functions of bodies states: they relate to a boaliject in that sense.
He affirms that since the ideas in one's mind c¢flee nature of one's own. and external,
bodies, 'the laws determining the relations of sdeathe mind musl reflect the laws
determining the relations of bodies conceived uniher attribute of extension' (ibid,
p.108)% Allison proposes that this 'quasi-mechanistic psymgy, which formulates
universal laws concerning the relations of ideaslkes inadequate or psychological ideas
'natural and predictable' in waygher thanthe logically necessary. For example, the
fundamental operations of the mind include imagamtmemory and ‘the law of the
association of ideas' (ibid. pp.108-9). He findpéarfectly plausible that God's true ideas
“follow" in a lawlike way, and that they are acdaraeflections of states of our bodies,
but he abandons hope that human psychological ideaglly express that logical
ordering. As seen (above, 84.3) for Allison the dawn¥ logic are the first principles and
most general laws of thought, and the less geraved relating only to human minds,
which Allison calls 'the laws of psychology' shoditddlow from them as common notions
in human minds (Allison pp.114-115 and p.128). Bliison holds that the laws of
psychology are congenitally different from the laws logic. He says he follows

Parkinson in this reading. Parkinson certaintligally distinguishes the laws of logic

31. This is Davidson's view.

32. This affirmation seems to confirm psycho-physical laws
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from the laws of psychology (Parkinson 1 p. 164).

As | understand the contrast made by ParkinsonAdingbn between the laws of
logic and the laws of psychology, which is devetbpe Allison's later, socially and
politically orientated chapters, the refusal ofsdaéwo commentators to let these laws lie
on a continuum collapses the concatenation of rhdaas Spinoza postulates. Do we
have to accept this without further defence of 8pa? It is clear that Spinoza's thesis
entails that the laws of psychology must be derivative e taws of logic, just as the
more detailed laws of extension, pertaining onlyldoal connections between finite
modes cannot be different in kind from the mostegahlaws of motion and rest in
bodies, buimust bdocalised applications of more general physicalsladanthe laws of
"imagination” be inferred from the laws of logic?

While | am led by my earlier conclusions on rogheughts such as falsity, evil,
hazy registerings which are not judgements, andsideving no representational content
of our bodies, to conclude that the principle ofidm finally comes unstuck over this
severe constraint of nomic ordering among all thndsigl do not think we have to reject
Spinoza's principle of independent causal powertlan issue of the relation of the
association of ideas to the logical order. Forimkhwve can grasp how the "order of the
imagination" is a distortion of, and thereby naedeemably lost to, "the order of the
intellect” in, for instance, Descartes 'specialiiration to love' ‘persons with a squint'. In
this case a link with a past idea is elicited bingghe tools of reason. Sense perceptions
often give rise to emotions or opinions which maydmended into reasons. For example,
my pain makes me bitter, or bad-tempered, or syngbatto others, but may result in
rational propositions following subjection to reasbloyd, as we know, believes all ideas
are grounded in sense perception:-

'Sensation is not a distorting and irrelevant isitva into the mind's clarity. It is

basic to knowledge. Although it is transcended ugiothe cultivation of reason, it

remains on a continuum with the higher forms oflealge’ (Lloyd p.40).

| believe we can 'see the logic' in the everydayng of thought of rational individuals

when they apply reason to their inadequate ide&sc&ll someone reasonable if they



182

apply reason to their sense perceptions, or rdigendheir emotions. According to
Spinoza, and as explained by James and Lloyd, thexseideas then become rational.
Reason labours on behalf of logical interconnectfoNeurotic ideas are not generally
considered to be outside the reach of rationalyaisl that is why we bother with
psychoanalysis - the study of the inputs and ostpfipsychological idea$.Consider for
example, the child who suddenly develops an 'oreti’ fear of school, and undergoes
months of counselling before it is dredged from he¥mory that on the last day she
attended school the teacher said, Tomorrow | amggtm divide you all into two'. This
confused idea has clear potential for 'seeing algec’l Consider, too, instances of sexual
jealousy which are 'reasonable’ in that the compiexit of ideas which produces them
can be seen as coherent (e.g. notions of commifrbetrtayal etc.) Anger may also be
'reasonable’, if its causes can be traced in tefresrlier ideas: so may envy and hatred
and the many other psychological states whose penee Spinoza traces through reason
(EthicsParts 3 and 4). | believe that on the basis of téss (i.e. the conceivability of a
train of earlier ideas as causes for a particuladequate idea) the laws of type-modes of
human thinking may interrelate with the adequagagdof reason (and thereby the laws of
logic) to a greater extent than Allison, Parkins@elahunty, Balz and others allow,
without supposing that order to be imposed by us.

Nonetheless, | do not think Spinoza demonstratgg Ito have clout withall
mental states - and that is his claim. Some notseesn definitely to lie beyond reach of
the power of intelligence. Even the maximally wggrson must sometimes have ideas
which seem to arisa proposof nothing at all, perhaps in dreams, like Spir®zavid
impression that a Brazilian was standing in hisnmmo&pinoza calls these apparently
disconnected notions imaginings (of images in tbdyl). We might want to put them

down to random firings of the synapses. The dr&heas reflecting some such firings

% See Fisher, Alec.The Logic of Real Argument€ambridge University Press, 1988

% Forrester's thesis of 'the logic of repetition' @ddes the triggering of an early traumatic memory (a

malfunctioning mental input) by a later mental experienceréSter p.295).
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may be so inconsequential that they are not evemgstied to memory.

| have also distinguished between neurotic ideas psychotic ideas. Sexual
jealousy may be psychotic. It may focus on a puliigre, or a piece of clothing. While a
psychoanalyst might succeed in finding causal cotimes or a distorting earlier idea in
some such cases (along the lines of ferreting nwtaaly idea such as Descartes's about
squinting), our reaction to someone who is sexuadyous of a gnome which, he says,
comes down the chimney, is likely to be ratheregéht. We are likely to doubt from the
outset that reason can assign this idea a plaagpirely mental flowchart. It must elude
even the psychological process of the associafietleas. We recall Gordon's suggestion
(above, 85.4) that anger which was not about angthiould be 'little more than a strange
psychosis'. While Spinoza's thesis that "The oodexctions and passions of our body is,
by Nature, at one with the order of actions andsipas of the mind" is interestingly
relevant, we may reject his claim that the angeaahadman is apt for emendation
through a chain of purely mental causes.

Spinoza's thesis of lawlike mental causal powerowlr up a plethora of
unanswered questions, for an infinity of finite needf thought less rational than the least
rational of human ideas must exist in the univegseen that extension and thought apply
of necessity everywhere, and are also in prindipéeconcern of logic. Spinoza is not to
be expected to provide an account of such conmestiany more than his doctrine
explains detailed connections in extenstoBut he needs to show how all human mental
direction on the world can fit into his causal soee If we can come up with a single
mental event which appears to elude any conceivalilebranch of the laws of logic then
| believe he has put himself in an indefensibleitpms | believe thereare psychotic
ideas, brute impressions and thoughts which arenocused as to elude any mental
causal network - and also ideas which séeevitablyto have physical causes. Ideas in
this last class may be emended through some tatierasting to show purely mental
provenance, but | propose that they are not, tftereaur genuine, original ideas. For

example, if | drive round a motorway bend and comifia traffic standstill, my idea is

35. "I do not know how the parts are really interconneatethe agreement of each part with the whole..tdor

know this it would be necessary to know the whole of Natodeadl its parts" (Letter 32).
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(qua Spinoza) an input of all my earlier ideas almaws, motorways, driving etc. But |
want to say it is caused by a visual object - @-pp. | suggest a mental causal
explanation of this impression which conies outtd# blue is a judgemein my brute
impression as squarely as 'That hurt' is a judgéswgrerimposed on my original reaction
of '‘Ouch!’

| conclude that Spinoza's independent, lawlike @alecsusal system is ultimately
undermined by his non-recognition of the realityooir ordinary direction on the world
and our ordinary apprehension of causes. Whilenkthis thesis is more plausible than
Allison and others allow, Spinoza has not accouritedndispensable elements of our
thinking which elude the metaphysical scheme esdally his principle of independent
causal power. Despite his admission that such idaetsially present” things to us, his
response to mental states which resist his analysfsat this just is not how they really
are: they are really are the way they are metapalygiexplained.

Spinoza's principle of independent causal powethiss doomed, in my view,
without disputing his thesis of dual causality dre tautonomy-identity tension it
reinforces. It collapses simply on the grounds thatdisdains (to recall Craig's view)
'seeingthat something is the casand only admits the quite different mental oderabf
'Seeingwhy it is the case'. Consequently a tension builds etpvéen having our face-on
mental experiences and understanding them throigbausal scheme. In my view we
must finally give up on Spinoza's principle of ipgadent mental causation because he
denies that brute impressions and psychotic theugtd, in their immediate being, flashes
on the trackway of our thoughts, only explicabldwactions of body states, beyond reach
of rational emendation, and therefore having naela the only mental scheme he
allows.

At this point | conclude that Spinoza has failedcapture the essence of the
mental, and | briefly recapitulate the elementshisf theory of mind which | take to

prevent us from accepting it as a model of non-cédet monism.
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CONCLUSION

| have proposed that by deflating the Cartesiarception of immaterial substance into an
essential property which consists merely in idedsclwv are dispositions-to-power of
intelligence Spinoza expedites his claim of moniang that by retaining radically diverse
mental and physical essential properties and cdasas he positively preserves mental
irreducibility. But | suggested at the end of 82l again in Chapters 4, 5 and 6 that even
if we see the tensions these constraints bring taé®unealthy, we must reject Spinoza's
theory of mind since it does not succeed in showhegplace o&ll elements of the human
mindin Nature.

It was not obvious at the start of my thesis that treorganisation of the Mind of
God into the Mind of God/Nature would confer oniten(human) thoughts an implausible
characterisation. Spinoza seemed alert to the apmeintality of humans. Yet he has left
us with thoughts which have as their defining featimstant cognitive judgement; which
necessarily express as their representational mbstates of bodies; which are strictly
determined, and which are logically interconneatstth the other thoughts in our minds
(and in the long run with all other thoughts). Heshin sum, shown disregard for the real
phenomenological content of our ordinary ideas. Why

| have argued that Spinoza's postulation of Godfi¢athinking (thought
conceived asll-inclusive)is in tension with his barely disguised traditionaw of God
as an elite, logico-mathematically ordered set afif truths. Thus, when Spinoza
extrapolates to the nature of human minds fromnthieire of an infinite intellect he is
constrained, not by a view of thought-in-general, lty a criterion of ideal knowledge, of
which human thinkinghas to bein some sense a partial expression. So it is tbhat o
thoughts end up as (albeit mutilated, confusedgestildal and perspectival) "ideas” which
are cognitive and instantaneous judgements; fot @lsa could "God's" ideas be but units
of intellect, necessarily true, instantaneous jndgets? "God's" ideas are necessarily
reflections of our body states; so what else couldthoughts be, in their objective being,
but partial or distorted representations of ourybsthtes? And since "God's" ideas can
only be logically ordered, ours are also, as eldmehthat mental causal concatenation,
nomically ordered, whether we apprehend that codeot.

| have proposed that if we look at our ideas fromedaphysical perspective (as
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advised by Allison and Lloyd), we may find Spinazatcount of the mind as the idea of
the body plausible. But Spinoza claims to show tallwour perceptions, imaginings,

emotions and opinions fit into Natuas the real properties they are:-

“I have regarded human passions like love, hatgemrenvy, pride, pity, and other
feelings that agitate the mind, not as vices of ammature, but as properties which
belong to it in the same way as heat, cold, stthomder and the like belong to the

nature of the atmosphere” (TP i 4. Wernham p.263).

This, | have contended, he does not do. In asgdtet "The necessity of things concerns
metaphysics, the knowledge of which must alwaysedinst” (Letter 27), and in starting
from the nature of God, and God's causal laws, &pgirtraps himself in a metaphysical
enterprise which fails to capture phenomenologicgiressions as surely as Descartes's
starting-point makes it hard for him to get outsid® a mind-independent reality. From
his perspective Spinoza cannot get to face-on mentarassions, for a consistently
metaphysical view looks at what these stabesst benot what they just are for us. His
thesis therefore sustains a rift between the mgtagdl view and the view we do, rawly,
have. Because he adheres to a metaphysical pavep@ot him a scientific perspective)
he is caught out as thoroughly as is the elimigathaterialist, who cannot dislodge our
talk about folk psychology, but fails to give it assential place in his conceptual scheme.
It has been my thesis that Spinoza's theory of rfaild through his extrapolation
from the mind of God to the minds of its parts. Buas | have suggested, it shows us on
the one hand that a robust metaphysic is needpdes®rve mental irreducibility, yet on
the other that a metaphysical (‘scientific’) act¢oah psychological mental events as
elements in an independent mental realm will nosfsetorily characterise our thoughts,
it seems that neither eradicating the mind of "Giool' dissolving God/Nature into nature

will help to solve the mind-body problem.
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