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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

When Benedict de Spinoza was seeking for words to
define in the best manner what the concept of God meant
to him, he found the word "infinite" fulfilling the
highest expression of the essential nature bf God.
His own concise definition 1s: "By God, I mean a being
absolutely infinite." 1 Splnoza believed that a being
absolutely infinite had to be God. There could be no
more supremely perfect being. To be God, a being must
have thils characteristic of absolute infinitude.
Throughout the entire system of philosophy established
by this Jewish philosopheér of the seventeenth century,
the concept of God's infinity remains the keynote.
Upon the point of God's necessary infinity hinges
the entire remainder of Spinoza's system. Thils thesis
deals with Spinoza's treatment of the divine infinity.

All things flow forth from the one Supreme Béing.
This tenet 1s shared by the major philosophers of history.
The Greek cosmologists sought for one basic substance.
Aristotle believed in an Uncaused Cguse, a Prime Mover
that was Pure Form. Monotheistic religions look to one

God to worship. Even polytheistic religions seem to have

1. Spinoza, ETH, I, def. v. (All references are to Spinoza's
writings unless otherwise noted.)



one God who rules over the others as supreme deity.
Spinoza declared that "from the necessity of the divine
nature must follow an infinite number of things in
infinite ways." 1 "ghatsoever is, is in God, and without
God nothing can be, or be conceived." 2 Since all things
must come from God, they must follow from his essential
nature, infinitude. The proposition of God's infinity
must be proven by Spinoza at the very outset of his
philosophical argument, or his whole case is logically
unsound. For this reason he devoted the first book

of the Ethics, his principal work, and considerable
portions of his other writings to the proof of the
proposition that God is Absolutely Infinite.

Spinoza conceived the universe as totally composed
of one Substance, infinite, eternal, indivisible. The
logical steps of the Ethics demonstrate how and why
he believed the universe must be so. The existence of
only one Substance was to him more than a theory. It
became a logical necessity. In the proofs offered in
the Ethics, Spinoza demonstrated that Substance must
be infinite. Then he proceeded to call that Substance

God. The basic idea of the entire book concerning God

l. ETH, I, prop. xvi.
2, ETH, I, prop. Xv.



is that God, or Substance, must be infinite.
The idea of g universe composed of one sole Sub-
stance has been pondered by philosophers of all ages
in the history of philosophy. Thales claimed that
the common element of which all things are modifications
was water, He was the first of the monists. The second
was Anaximenes, who called the one substance air. Anaxi-
mander followed these men in agreeing that one substance
is basic to all things, but he felt that "no object in
our perceptual experience would fully explain the cease-
less mobility of nature." 1 He called it the Unlimited
or the Indeterminate--the apeiron. His term has also
been translated as the boundless.
According to Anaximander...the first principle is
not water, but in the infinite atmosphere from
which 1t comes in order to fructify the earth...
Everything that exists owes its being to the
first principle and arises from it by separation. 2
Anaximander refused to believe in the traditional Greek
gods, and accepted this Boundless something as his God.
This was the first major philosophical conception of
God in Europe, and the germ of the idea which centuries
later blossomed forth as Spinoza's primary thesis that

the universe 1s composed of one infinite or boundless

Substance which is identlcal with God.

l. Cushman, BHP, I, £25.
2. Weber and Perry, HP, 9.



Other philosophers continued the search for a definition

of the one Substance. Parmenides declared that "Being"
was the cosmic Substance. He assumed that it was "one,
eternal, imperishable, homogeneous, unchangeable, and
material." 1 He made the assumption, and continued with
explanations rather thean proofs, since it was so self-
evident to him. He conceived the universe as one whole,
having no parts, inasmuch as substance was indivisible.
This too foreshadowed Spinoza's philosophy. Parmenides
recognized the distinction between thought and objects,
but declared that thought was material, occupying space,
and therefore an element of Substance, which was material.
As time went on, philosophers began to distinguish between
thought and matter more clearly, but the conception of
the one common source for all things remained almost
unshakable,

Anaxagoras conceived the ultimate reality as being
related to mind and thought. He called it Nous, using
the Greek word meaning mind or reason.

In the beginning, the inert and unintelligible

elements were all jumbled together...an indeter-

minate and inert mass. The intelligent substance
alone lived a distinct 1life of its own. Then it
entered the chaos and disentangled it, making the

cosmos out of it.

This idea 1s somewhat reminiscent of the Geneslis account

which states that the "earth was without form and void"®

1. Cushman, BHP, I, 142. 3. Genesis 1l:2.
2. Weber and Perry, HP, 32.



Socrates and Plato followed this idea that Mind was the
ultimate, enlarging upon 1t considerably. Plato's concept

of the Nous Involved the idea of the Good. He ascribed

the terms "Deity" and "World-Reason" to the Nous. The
Idea of the Good is not a person or a spiritual being.
It is merely the absolute ethical end and purpose of the
world. 1 Plato also believed that a Demiurge, or World=-
forming God existed. |

In the philosophy of Plotinus, much of Spinoza's
teaching is foreshadowed. Here is found the pantheistic
notion of an impersonal Absolute of infinite magnitude.

Plotinus...emanatistic pantheism...that looks

upon the world as an overflow, as a diffusion of

the divine 1life, and upon its reabsorption in God

as the final goal of existence.
In the last analysis, thefe is but one Form, one Unity,
one God. This divine unity is not mathematical, but
equal to infinity and contains everything. God is Pure
Thought. God is the fundamental reality; the world is
an emanation, He did not, as did Splnoza, assign attributes
to God for that would be limiting his nature. "He is hoth
everything and nothing imaginable." 3 Individual persons

are only passing stages in the eternal scheme of things.

1. Cushman, BHP, I, 1l42.
2. Weber and Perry, HP, 128.
50 Ibid! y 129 -



For Plotinus, ths world emanates from the cne
underlying substance, God. He denled thgt any defi-
nitive statements could be made about God, for such
statements would limit his nature. This makes God
an abstraction. Such i1s not readily understandeble
in relation to his belief that everything 1s an ema-
nation from God. Seemingly; any statement made about
the emanétion would also apply to God. Windelband
discusses this problem in these words:

To Plotinus, the Godhead is the only original
Belng, superior to sll oppositions, insccessible
to all definitive characterlization, wholly un-
speakable.

It creates the world out of itself in an
eternal, timeless, and necessary process. It is
pregent in all creatures, yet it 1s separate and
distinet from plurality. 2
Certain elements of Plotinus' thought foreshadow

Spinoza's philosophy: an absolute Deity in whom all
reallity exists; this God 1s gbsolutely infinite;
nothing outside of God and the emanation from God

can exlst. However, Plotinus refused to assign any
attributes to God as Spinoza later did, on the grounds
that such would 1limit God's infinity. Hence, God is
everything, but yet a complete abstraction, in the

concept of Plotinus. Such an abstract absolute could

hardly be akin to a personal deity.

1. Windelband, HAP, 369.
2 TIbid., 370.



Individuality 1s not the final form of existence.

It is merely passage from God, the principle of

things, to God, their ideal goal; from God, the

infinite power, to God, the absolute actuality. 1

The concept of God and Substance was by this time
definitely associated with the idea of thought and mind,
but among philosophers God was not considered a person.
Spinoza did not think of God as a person, but rather
as an impersonal belng, far above the limitations of
thaet which is called personality. He felt he agreed
largely with the ancient philosophers regarding the
nature of God.

For I hold that God is of all things the cause

immanent, as the phrase is, and not transient.

I say that all things are in God and move in God,

thus agreeing with Paul, and perhgps, with all

the ancient philosophers.

These elements of ancient Greek philosophy became vital
links in the chain of Spinoza's thought.

This study of Spinoza will be concerned with his
meaning and use of the term "infinity" as applied to God.
Since it is central in importance to his entire philo-
sophical system, the starting point will be the initial
statement he mekes in Book One of the Ethics. Consideration

will be given to his geometric method of proof, the as-

sumptions he makes at the beginning, and the proofs

l. Weber and Perry, HP, 13l.

2. Letter XXI (LXXIII) to Oldenburg. (First numeral is that
used in Elwes, P0S. Numeral in parenthesis refers to the
edition of Spinoza's Correspondence by Van Vlioten.



employed to derive his conceclusions. Spinoza used as
his premises what Descartes reached as conclusions,
although he altered Descartes' ideas wherever necessary
to suit his own purposes. Spinoza's conception of
infinity is one of the most profound conceptions in
philosophy. 3Some elements of his system appear to be
contradlictory, for example, his ideas of a necessarily
infinite Being, and freedom. Some parts of his proof
of God's infinity seem contradictory as well. But
close study reveals that his proofs were very carefully
built, and almost necessarily follow immediately from
his premises. Thus the validity of his premises will
be an important test of his philosophy. Just as in a
syllogism, the major premise must be correct to arrive
at a valid conclusion. The implications of his con-
clusions regarding God's infinity will form the second
test. Finally, Spinoza's thought will be discussed in
relation to other philosopher's teachings upon the same
sub ject, discussions of Spinoza's theories by recent
thinkers, concluding with a compearison with the God of
Christianity.

Most of the investigation will be based upon Spinoza's
major work, the Ethics, particularly in Book One, "Con-
cerning God." Many of his letters to Oldenburg, Meyer,

Blyenbergh, and others are also valuable. The Short



Treatise, written prior to the Ethics, containsg infor-
mation about Spinoza's early ideas which appear more

. fully developed in the Ethics. Commentators on Spinoza
in books written especially about his ideas, such as
Wolfson, Joachim, McKeon, and Roth, add rich thoughts
in analysis of Spinoza's writings. Various histories
of philosophy written by such men as Ueberweg, Weber,
Windelband, Wright, Rogers, Cushman and others
will be referred to for support of the ideas to be
presented. Complete bibliographical data on these
books will be found in the bibliography of this thesis.

The concept of infinity is not specifically treated

in the writings about Spinoza. It appears in connection
with discussions of God and the attributes, but not
as a separate topic. Wolfson's two volume work on
Spinoza is an excellent study of Spinoza's entire system.

Fuller's History of Philosophy presents an acceptable

analysis of the main ideas. He pictures the Spinozistic
God as Reality, not a personal being as in Christianity.
His discussion of the infinite attributes is commendable.

Wright's History of Philosophy contains a well-outlined

. simple presentation of Spinoza's ideas wlth 1little ceriticism.

Alfred Weber in his History of Philosophy advances an

admirable critical wiew of Spinoza, with many ideas in

common with the findings of this thesis.




This will be noticed in his ideas on the intellectual
love of God, the divine intellect, and the personal
consciousness of God. Ueberweg's authoritative history
has an enlightening analysls of the propositions on

God in the Ethics, Book One, pointing out several

logical fallacies therein. The Christian viewpoint
represented in contrast to Spinoza will have Arminlan

and Wesleyan leanings, in contrast to Roman Catholic

or Calvinistic background. O0lin Alfred Curtis's theology,

The Christian Faith, and H, Orton Wiley's Christian

Theology in three volumes have been helpful in material
on the Infinite God of Christianity.

In order to evaluate the definition of God which
Spinoza propounded, it is necessary to understand his
entire philosophy and especially the terms which he chose
to explain it. Thus, the first problem is to present the
case as Spinoza discussed it 1n hilis writings, with a view
to comprehending the arguments exactly as he meant them
to be understood. Spinoza wrote in Latin during the
seventeenth century. The translation into English,
plus the changes in connotation of many words through
the years, makes an extended effort to understand Spinoza's
term essential. Only as his terms become meaningful
in the same light in which he used them will there be

found any coherence in his philosophy. This, of course,

10



)

would be true in understanding any philosophy.
The aim of all philosophy is to find truth. Thus,
it is our primary obligation to defend Spinoza,

following his arguments as he presented them, sear-

ching. for the truth to be found therein. If 1ncoherence

is suspected, let it be made certain that Spinozs,

not misunderstanding of Spinoza, 1s the seat of that
incoherence before accusations of error are made.
Spinoza found God to be infinite, In a very special
sense. To understand this special meaning he attached
to "infinity" and to evaluate his ascription of this
term to God in the light of his own complete system

of thought, our personal beliefs, and the beliefs of
philosophers other than Spinoza, finally with Christian

doctrine, is the object of this thesis.

L
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CHAPTER TWO
THE BASIS FOR SPINOZA'S PROOF OF GOD'S INFINITY

Spinoza's primary belief ahout God was that God
is an infinite being. Around this principle he framed
his entire philosophical system. The first book of
his Ethics is given to prove that God actually is
"a being absolutely infinite." ! He presented his
arguments elsewhere, but always in explangtion of the
proofs offered in the Ethics, or as previous thoughts

on the subject (as in the case of the Short Treatise).

First, then, considersation shall be given to the
definitions, axioms and propositions as set forth in
the Ethlcs, Book One. 2

Spinoza was a firm believer in the mathematical
method for finding truth in all fields. The geomstric
method of proof formed by Euclid for problems of lines,
points, and all plane figures became Spinoza's method of
proof for philosophicel ideas. Spinoza considered the
truth in his philosophy to be as necessary as any of the
demonstrations of geometry. Furthermore, this method of
setting up concrete propositions supported by logical
proofs is a very clear way to explain and establish the

veracity of a set of philosophical principles. Once certain

l. ETH, I, def., vi.
2. Cf. p. 1 above.



premises are granted, the logical results may be derived
from these premises, which Spinoza did, in an almost
unshakable way.

In the beginning, Spinoza presented eight definitions
of terms and phrases vital to the propositions which
were to follow. These definitions are for the following
terms: (1) that which is self-caused; (Z2) a thing called
finite after its kind;(3) substance; (4) attribute; (5)
mode; (6) God; (7) a free thing; and (8) eternity. The
first definition is actually the first premise of his
philosophy. It must precede all the others by logical
necessity. Its primary idea is that there is an Uncaused
Cause, some one source for all things, one cause, means,
and essence for all existence. Basically, then, all
things are inherent in one self-caused Being, unity in
the universe, the negation of pluralism. It is from
this and the succeeding definitions that he draws his
proofs for the opening propositions of Book One.

Other important definitions are the ones for sub-
stance, mode, and God. Spinoza defined substance as
"that which i1s in itself, and is conceived through
itself; in other words, that of which a conception can

be formed independently of any other conception." 1

1. ETH, I, def. 1ii.

13



An attribute 1s "that which the intellect perceives as
constituting the essence of substance." 1 1t 1s note-
worthy that Spinoza qualifies the actuality of these

attributes by stating they are what the intellect

perceives to be the essence or reality of substance.
Thus they are not necessarily the true or the only
attributes, but only what we perceive them to be.
Some, however, believe that whatever we think about
God clearly and distinctly, 1s necessarily true.
Spinoza later points out that there are only two attri-
butes known to man, thought and extension. His gsser-
tion of these attributes is positive. However, Spinoza
denies the power of men to know any other attributes
of God. The whole knowledge of the attributes is
tempered with this conditioning statement that they
are only what the intellect perceives as constituting
the essence of substance, and are not necessarily real
if the 1dea in the intellect is not clear and distinct.
A clear and distinct 1dea is necessarily true by virtue
of the necessary causal enchainment of ideas.

The next definition is that of a mode: "the modi-

fications (affectiones) of substance, or that which

exlists in, and is conceived through, something other

1. ETH, I, def. iv.

14



than itself." 1 There are finite modes and infinite
modes. Infinite modes are referred to in Proposition
XXII. In the preceding propositions he builds up to
the idea of infinite modes. Proposition XXI states:
All things, which follow from the absolute nature
of any attribute of God, must always exist and be
infinite, or, in other words, are eternal and
infinite through the said attribute.
The attributes of extension and thought have their
own Infinite modes. Spinoza sesems to be referring to
motion and rest as infinite modes of extension in Book II,
Axioms 1 and ii. "All bodies are either in motion or
at rest." © Bodies are distinguished from one another
in respect of their motion or rest, quickness and
slowness, and not in respect of substance. 4 These
aXxioms follow Proposition XIII, scholium. It is shown
elsewhere that the modes ofthought which are infinite
are ideas and volitions. Book I, Proposition XXXII
refers to will as a necessary cause. It being necessary,
then it belongs to the infinite modes. Proposition XXX
mentions the infinite function of intellect, or ideas.
Thus we have these two Infinite modes of thought. By

the next proposition, however, we might infer that love

and desire are also infinite modes in the attribute of

1. ETH, I, def. v.

2+..ETH, I, prop. xxi.

3« BTH; II, axlom I.

4, ETH, II, axiom ii, lemma i.

15



thought. These modes are not absolutely infinite, but
only infinite after their own kind, infinite within
theilr own sphere of being in the sense of being all
that exists of that mode.

The most important definition of Book I is the
definition of God. "By God, I msan a being absolutely
infinite--that 1s, a substance consisting in infinite
attributes, of which each expresses eternal and in-
finite essentiality." 1 From this definition we see
that Spinoza uses the word infinite in the key position
of the definition. It is the most expressive word used
to describe God in the entlre definition, the only term
to appear more than once, being used three times.

God has infinite attributes, both in number and in

scope. Infinity is ascribed to each of the attributes,
however numerous they may be. We only know two of the
attributes. However we camnot limit God by saying that
these two are the only attributes he has. That would deny
his infinity, according to Spinoza. Nothing must be
ascribed tc God that would in any way place a limit to
his nature. PFurther, we note that these attributes are
essential to the very nature of God. The attributes are
necessary to the very being of God. Everything which

follows from these necessary attributes also exists as

l. ETH, I, def. vi.

18



necessary and infinite. From this necessity we have

the infinite modes. These are distinguished from finite
modes in Book I, Proposition XXIV: " The essence of things
produced by God does not involve existence." Spinoza
stated later that the order of modes follows a fixed

order from the attributes of God, and .therefore are
necessary In thelir particular form, 1 These basic
definitions are the foundation for the geometric proof
which followed in the Ethics.

These definitions deserve special consideration in
themselves before they are discussed in connection with
the proofs of the propositions. In these definitions are
the seeds of the whole system of thought. If the state-
ments and conclusions founded upon these definitions are
to be true, the definitions must be sound. It is not
enough to have a logically correct system derived from
the premises, but those premises must conform to reality,
i.e., be true. Thus Spinoza had to be judiclously careful
in forming his definitlions. Spinoza felt that the content
of the definitions was necessary and unavoidable. He
derived them immediastely from his intuitions of the truth
of the universe. It may be argued that Spinoza included
within his definitions exactly what he aimed to prove by

them in the propositions, that he was argulng in a circle.

l. ETH, I, prop xXxv, corollary.

AT
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But when it 1is considered that Spinoza bhelieved that

truth. followed immediately and necessarily from the nature

of things, it cen be understood that there was no other

way his definitions could have been stated. The intul-

tive nature of the definitions relegates the propositions

to an explanatory function. The propositions are not

given to establish the truth of the propositions, but

to explain what their meaning is. To Spinoza, the defi-

éitions were self-evident truths. To his readers, they

needed the support and explanation of logical proofs.

As evidenced by the correspondence and by subsequent

commentators on Spinozé's works, even these propositional

proofs were nét adequate for complete understanding.
Spinoza started with the basic idea that all that

there is, is. The first problem is to establish = caussal

agent for all existence. "By thet which is self-caused,

I mean that of which the essence involves existence, or

that of which the nature 1s only conceivable as existant. 1

This first definition is a rewording of the usual expression

of the eterhality of God and Substance. Of course,

Spinoza is not yet ready to ascribe sternality to God,

in the loglical process of his argument. In effect, Spinoza

is describlng a thing which has always been in existence

l. ETH, I, def. i.
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and cannot be conceived of as not existing at some time,
past, present or future. In thinking of the beginning

of all things, we reason that there must have been some
starting point. The simplest deduction is that there was
only one self-caused thing that is eternally existent.
This has been the conclusion of Spinoza, as well as Plato,
Aristotle, Thomas Aquinas, the ancient monists of the
Eleatic School in Greece, and countless other philosophers.
The Hebrew-Christian doctrine of God reveals this eternal
oneness of the orliginal self-caused Belng. If a being

is self-caused, it must be éternally existent, for there
could not be a causation of a thing into existence by
no-thing. In thls first definition we find the confusion
of the terms essence and exlistence. Spinoza goes on to
say 1n Propoéition XX that God's essence and his existence
are the same thing. It is evident in his system thst

a concrete explanation of these two terms, especially of
essence, is needed. This is one of the elements lacking
in Spinozg's writings.

In the next definition, Splinoza described the qua l-
ity of finiteness. To be finite means to be limited in
some sense or other. "A thing is called finite after its
kind when it can be limited by another thing of the same

nature." 1 The distinction between thought and body

l. ETH, I, def. i1i.



enters here in this definition through the phrase

"of the same nature." A spatial object can be limited
in its size or greatness by another thing, but not by
a non-spatial idea Webster defines finiteness as:
"having definable limits; having a character or being
completely determinable, in theory or in fact." L

This concept of limitation as the essence of finiteness
and also of determination being part of finiteness,

1s comparable to Spinoza's definition. However, the
phrase "having a character" in Webster's definition is
not so easily reconciled with Spinoza. If character
is a quality of finiteness, then non-character must be
the essence of non-finiteness, or infiniteness. Such
was the position of Plotinus. In this light, an
infinite being must be devoid of all character, for

to state any attributes or characteristics of God
places limits to his nature. Spinoza affirms the
existence of infinite attributes of God, which place
no limit to his infinitude. They are a determination
of his nature that is not a negation. He states that
God 1s an absolutely indeterminate, free being, in
other words, that he cannot be limited by any being
outside of himself in any way. Here lies a fundamental

problem in the doctrine of the Infinite. How can God

1. Webster's Colleglate Dictionary (1949 Edition), 377.
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be infinite, if infinitude involves indetermination

in the sense of having no character assignable? But

is this what Spinoza means? Spinoza himself spesgks of
attributes of God, of characteristics, such as love.
Any statement relative to the nature of God is limiting
in the sense that its opposite could not also be true.
If God is rational, then he is not irrationsl. If the
universe is necessary and circumspect, it csnnot be
haphazard. God must have an essential nature or char-
acter. His characteristics are without finite limitations.
His 1s perfect character. Spinoza's idea of God's
infinity does not mean that God is without character,
but rather that God's character is infinite, and cannot
be violated by any other substance.

The meaning of infinity then can only refer to
limitation by something other, in either potential or
actual limitation. In a dualistic universe, divided
between mind and body, the limitation of a non-spsastial
idea by a spatial body is apparently impossible.
Spinoza's answer to this problem is complete parallelism
between the attributes and modes. A mode of thought and
a mode of extension are but two ways of expressing the
same thing. Any other attributes of God would apparently
have similar modes, all expressing the same thing in

some different mgnner. This correlation is complete,
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even though there is no direct intercommection, causally

or otherwise between the attributes, save that they are

all attributes of the one Substance. Since each attribute

mist be conceived solely through 1tself, according to the

original definition, there cannot be any vital connectlion

between the attributes to explalin this parallelism.

All of the attributes are inherent in the one Substance.
Spinoza equated the definitlons of God and Substance,

for they are identical terms. "By substance, I mean

that which is in itself, and is conceived through

itself'; in other words, that of which a conception can

be formed independently of any other conception.” 1

This implies a being which exists because of its own power,

having dependence upon nothing but 1tself for cause

eand sustalning energy. Evidence from experience leads

us to believe in the reglity of Substance, for Substance

is revealed and expressed in its modes. But substance is

not determined by the nature of the modes. Modes are

determined by Substance. Substance must be conceived as

independent and prior to its modes. As Joachlim states:

"To concelve Substance through the conception of its modes

would be to conceive 1t as dependent for its being on

their being. 2 He also declared that "all reality

l., BETH, I, def. 11%.
2. Cf. Joachim, SES, 17.
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ultimately rests upon that which is self-dependent.
To think Substance in its self-dependence is the only
way to think it truly." 1 Spincza assumed that there
was only one substence in which all thing exist, for
this definition. He went on then to show why his
assumption was correct by the opening porpositions.
He later claimed that all things are actually part of this
one Substance, yet not a divisible part, for Substance
cannot be divided. If Substance were divided, then
infinity could not belong to either part, since each
would limit the nature of the other. This would des-
troy unity in the universe, and the infinity which is
essential to the essence of Substance for Spinoza's
system of phililosophy.

His Substance is really an ultimate cause, that
one thing which depends upon nothing else for its being.
If it were caused by something else, it could not be
infinite because of its dependence upon that other thing
for origination. In trying to reduce the multiplicity
of tnings in the universe to an ultimate cause or causes,
the simplest answer is only one ultimate cause or substancs.
To go farther is to suggest an absolute nothingness,
which seems in the realm of absurdity. Something csannot
be created or produced by a non-existent agent out of

absolute nothingness. The effect necessarily depends on

1, Joachim, SES, 16.



ts cause. + Thus it is highly unreasonable to reduce
this multiplicity of things to less than one ultimate
cause., We must have a starting point.

Spinoza believed that God is the final and efficient
cause of all things, both of their existence and of their
essence. © It 1s necessary that all particular things
exist and act as they are conditioned to act, sgccording
the the nature of God. Descartes held the idea that God
is ths creator of all things. The omnipotent aspect of
God's infinity, from Descartes' view, 1s that God 1is
able to create anything which his infinite intellect
might conceive. God is greater than all of these created
things, since the ultimate cause must be greater than
the effect. Descartes says:

Now it 1s manifest by the natural light that there

must be at least as much reality in the efficient

and total cause as 1in its effect; for whence can

the effect draw its reality if not from the cause?
Descartes thought that God created only what he willed
to create. Spinoza believed that God caused all things
by the same necessity that a triangle causes its three
interior angles to be equal to two right angles. He
believed that given the cause God, the effects follow
necessarily. All modes flow from the nscessity of God's

nature. Spinoza believed that God's will, intellect, and

1. Implied in ETH, I, axiom i.
2. ETH, I, prop. XZXv.
3. Descartes, Meditations, IITI. In Rand, MCP, 137.




power are ldentical. Hence, whatever i3 in God's intellect
actually exists, for he wills 1t to exlst and causes 1t
to exist by his power simultanesusly.

Spinoza rejected the Cartesian idea of omnipotent
causality on the grounds that i1f everything within the
dlvine omniscient intellect were created by the choice of
the divine will, then God's omnipotence would be destroyed,
since God could create nothing more. Spinoza's own
words are these:

Although they conceive God as actually supremely
intelligent, they yet do not believe, that he can
bring into existence everything which he actually
understands, for they think that they would thus
destroy God's power. If, they contend, God has
created everything which is in hils intellect, he
would not be able to cereste anything more, that this
they think, wounld clash with God's omnipotence;
therefore, they prefer to assert that God is indiffer-
ent to all things, and that he creates nothling except
that which he has decided by some absolute exercise
of will, to crezte. However, I think that I have
shown sufficiently clearly (by prop. xvi.), that
from God's supreme power, or infinite nature, an
infinite nunber of things--that 1is, all things have
necessarily flowed forth 1a an infinite number of
WayS.e.e..The omnipotence of God has been displayed
from all eternity, and will for agll eternity remain
in the same state of activity. This manner of
treating the question attributes to God an omni-
potence, in my opinion, far more perfect. For
otherwise, we are compelled to confess that God
understands an infinite number of creatable things
which he will never be able to create, for, if he
created all that he understands, h: would, according
to this showing, ax?aust his omnipotence, snd render
himself imperfect.

l. ETH, I. prop. xvii, scholium.

25



Spinoza believed that his theory would preserwve the
divine omnipotence, and prevent it from the possibility
of reaching the point of exhaustion in having created all
that it would be possible to create. He makes intellect,
will, and power of God identical to reach this con-
clusion.

The problem in Spinogza's view here 1lies in the
co-existent infinity of both God's omnipotence and
omniscience., An infinite cannot be exhsusted, as
Spinoza has well demonstrated that an infinite substance
cannot be divided, for an infinite portion would still
remain. It is therefore impossible that the infinite
omniscience could be exhausted by the infinite omni-
potence. God must be eternslly acting, by his will,
bringing into reality that which his infinite intellect
conceives. This activity of the will is difficult to
concelve 1n the impersonal absolute which Spinoza calls
God. For a personal God, the idea is more plausible.
The absolute necessitarian position Spinoza holds is
the cause of this problem.

An attribute is "that which the intellect per-
ceives as constituting the essence of substance." 1

Attributes are general qualities of substance of which

1. BTH, I, def. iv.
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we may have knowledge. Spinoza sald that we can know
only two of the attributes, but there is the possibility
in the infinite nature of God of an infinite number of
other attributes, these being completely unknown to our
finlite intellects. To affirm that substance had only
two attributes would 1limit substance, thus mekines it
finite.

Bach of the attributes is infinite after its kind.
There 1s nothing to 1limit the attribute of thought
insofar as it 1s thought. A spatial object cannot
1limit a non-gspatial idea. The attributes are con-
ceived independently of each other, and yet they
are in complete parallelism. "A true idea must corres-
pond to its ideste or object." 1 Thus, a mode of
thought must correspond with the mode of extension to
which it refers. The mode of thought is an expression
of the same reality as the mode of extension. Yet there
is no causal connection between the attributes, and
cannot be, 1f they are to be concelved in themselves.
Precisely how this interrelation of the modes is
achleved without interaction is a difficult problem
in Spinoza's thought. No perfectly satisfactory solution

to this mind-body problem has been made.

l. ETH, I, axiom vi.
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Attributes are intangible qualities of substance.
The forms of reality with which we hesve immediate contact
are the modes, or modifications of substance. A mode 1s
anything which "exists in and is conceived through,
something other than itself." 1 Thus, a chair, which
does not exist through any power of its own, i.e., was
not self-caused, must be classified as a mode. A wooden
chair depends on the tree from which it was made. That
tree depends on the soll from which it grew, and the
seed from another tree. The soll is dependent upon
mabtter, which is a mode of extension, one of the attri-
butes of substance. Any object or thought may thus be
traced by such steps back to the one ultimate substance.
Joachim reworded Spinoza's definition of mode as '"that
which is a state of substance...The more we understand
modes, the more we understand Substance; for modes are

2 We must have

ways in which substance is expressed."
a conception of substance independent of all other
conceptions, but we may learn more about substance
through its expressions in the modes. The forms of
modes do not affect the general nature of substance,

but the modes are "through and through determined by

Substance." © Modes are all partial expressions of the

1. ETH, I, def. v.
2. Joachim, SES, 16.
3. Ibid.



total reality'of substance. A mode has definite limits,
and its nature is specifically defined. As such it is
a negation of all other things. If we call a thing an
apple, we do not also call it an orange. All determination
is negation of that which does not appertain to the
gspecific object determined or defined. An apple is
limited to being an apple; a triangle is limited to
being a triangle; it is not and cannot be a circle,
Hence they are modes and not substances. They are
not self-caused. The particular things which are parts
of our world of experience are all modes, modifications
of the one substance in which all things exist.

The sixth definition of Book I is the important
statement of the essence of God. Spinoza indicated
at this point of the definitions that God and Substance
are one and the same. In his argumentation, it would seem
that this idea, and others as well, are sometimes
assumed without proof. If such be true, it is only
becguse Spinoza believed they were necessary ideas, the
proof of which would be self-evident to the analytical
reader. Moreover, the very order of the definitions
themselves forms a compact logical system, step by step.
Spinoza's whole argument is epitomized in these definitions.
The propositions which follow are applications gnd ex-

planations of the truths of these definitions. It may



be contended thet Spinoza weighted his definitions
heavily in favor of the arguments which he proceeded
to prove on the basis of the definitions; and there
seems to be some truth in this idea. However; the
definitions are in themselves so logically arranged
as to form a proof in themselves, when considered as
a whole group and not separately. The definitions and
propositions are both explanations of what Spinoza’
saw Intuitively as ultimaste truth. Hence it 1s ne-
cessary that they should be analyzed in terms of
each other for complete umderstanding.

Thus we may say that Spinoza proved the truth of
his definitions in the propositions by referring to the
definitions for support. However, 1in Spinoza's mind,
these definitions were intuitive statements, clear,
distinct, necessary ideas, which he believed would be
accepted by thinkers without formal proof. In the
following argument, however, we find that once we accept
his premises in the definitions, the proof of the propo-
sitions must follow necessarily. The test then must be
of his definitions. TFirst: are they self-consistent?
Second: do they conform to reality? Third: does Spinoza
use his terms consistently each time he uses them? Fourth:

are they self-evident? These are the critical problems

to be dealt with later.



Conslidering again the definition of God, let us
analyze its phrases more carefully. This definition,
as fully stated by Spinoza, reads thus:
By God, I mean a being absolutely infinite--that
is, a substance consisting in infinite attributes,
of which each expresses eternal and infinite
essentiality. ;
Explanation.--1 say absolutely infinite, not
infinite after its kind: for of a thing infinite
only after its kind, infinite attributes may be
denled; but that which is absolutely infinite,
contains in its essence whatever expresses reality,
and involves no negation.
The words "absolutely infinite" concisely express the
essence of this definition. The succeeding words further
explain this phrase. God is declared to be a substance
with an infinite number of attributes, each infinite in
its own kind, each absolutely essential to the nature of
God. The attributes of God have no beginmming or ending,
but are co-eternal with God. There was no time when the
attributes of God were any different from what they are
now, and will be in the future. God 1s an absolutely
infinite being, for there is no other being that is in
his class. The attributes are infinite after thelr kind,
for their infinity is complete within their own sphere,
but there 1s more than one attribute sharing existence.

There is only one reality, one substance, one God. God

contains whatever truly expresses reality, that is, every

1. ETH, I, def. vi.
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real thing is a part of God. Spinoza says that there is
no negation in God. This iIs so because his conception
of God is that God includes everything. If we say that
this is God, end that is not God, we have negation. But
to say that everything real is a part of God involves

no negetion. Spinoza held that God is the absolute
affirmgtion of all existence.

Substance must not be thought of in terms of parts.
Substance is and must be indivisible, necessarily. The
individual things of reality are not parts divisible
from the whole of substance. An infinite substance
cannot consist of an addition of a number of finite
parts. Two finite numbers cannot equal an infinite
number. If an infinite substance were divided into
two parts, nelther part could retain the property of
infinitude in the absolute sense. Each part would be
limited by the other part. 1 The infinity of substance
is more than a multiplicity of modes added together.

It is more than & mgthematical infinity. The problem
of negation is erased by saying that substance is a
continuous whole of all reality. Still, this remeins
one of the critical points of Spinoza's philosophy.

In the light of this eriticism, it will appear later.

1. See ETH, I, prop. x11i for argument and proof.



The remaining two definitions of Book I are additionsl
thoughts about the nature of God. A free thing, he des-
cribed as that "which exists solely by the necessity of
1ts own nature, end of which the action must be determined
by itself alone." 1 Such a being must be God. There is
no other being with such freedom as this. This being must
be self-caused, governed by nothing other than itself,
free to act under its own volition without coercion or
constraint from any other being. The final definition
is of eternity. Splinoza equated this with existence.

It will be remembered that exlistence and a self-caused
being are linked together in the first definition.

This self-casused being is none other than God, so this

last definition affirms the eternality of God. "By eternity,
I mean existence 1tself, in so far as it is conceived
necessarily to follow solely from the definition of that
which is eternal" (i.e., God). °

Thus we have considered the definitions set forth
by Spinoza from an analytical standpoint. Following these
definitions are the axioms upon which, together with the
definitions, the proof of the propositions of Book I
rests. Let us proceed to analyze these axioms and propo-

sitions, viewing them as much as possible in the way that

1. ETH, I, def. vii.
2. ETH, I, def. viili.
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Spinoza saw their mesning, and suspending criticism of
his ideas until the whole outline of his arguments for
the infinity of God is before us,

Axioms are supoosed to be statements of truth
readily apparent to the human mind without any stated
proof. Spinoza presented seven gxioms in Book One,
primarily concerned with causglity. The first axiom
divides ell reality iInto two groups: that which is
in itself, and that which 1s in something else--the self-
cgused and the other-caused. Spinoza later used this axiom
to mean that "to exist in" equals "to be part of."

This 1s a part of hils bésis for claiming that the world
is ali of one substunce.

The second axiom is closely related to the first.

A thing that exists in 1tself must be concelved by

itself alone, Since God exlsts in himself, we must
conceive him directly. Spinoza's philosophy is God-
centered at this polnt. Only God may be concelved in
himself alone. All other things must be conceived in
terms that ultimately relate to God. But God must be
thought of directly, that is, by intuition. Spinoza
started wlth his i1dea of God, then deduced the real nature
of particular things, the modes.

Spinoza declared further in the third axiom that



"From =2 glven cause, an effect necessarily follows."
Without any cause, there can be no effect. Without a
First Cause, God, nothing else could exist. Since God
exists, there must be a necessary effect resulting

from God as First Cause. In the fourth axiom he
climaxed this notion of causality by saying that "the
knowledge of an effect depends on and involves the
knowledge of a cause." To know an effect, we must

go back to the cause. Knowledge of particular things,
wnich exist in something else, depends upon knowledze
of the causgl agent. Proposition xxiv of Book V

states that "the more we understand psrticular things
the more we understend God." FEKnowledge of particular
things is ultimately knowledge of God, since everything
is part of God, according to Spinoza. Knowledge of any
particular mode must involve knowledge of God.

The fifth axiom that things which are totally unlike
cannot be used to explain each other is important in
Spinoza's proof that there is only one substance. The
sixth axiom states that true ideas must correspond with
the ideate. This'is_important in interrelations of the
attributes. The seventh axiom is that "if a thing can

be conceived as non-existing, its essence does not

involve existence." Some self-caused being must
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be eternally existent to be the cause of all other things
having a temporal existence. There must be one First
Cause, God.

In geometry, once the premises are granted, and
accepted as valid statements, the succeeding propositions
must necessarily be true in the terms of those premises.
The properties of circles, triangles, rectangles, and
other geometric figures are immutable. Problems based
upon thelr immutable properties can have only one anéwer,
the necessary conclusion based on the premises. If all
these premises of Spinoza are valid, then from them flow
immutable propositions regarding the nature of things.
Any false proposition could not be upheld logically by
valid premises. But, 1n general, . a true proposition
would not be supported logically by.a set of false premises.
Assuming that the premises set forth are sound, and that
the universe 1s orderly and logically organized through-
out, the geometric method of proof is unshakable by any
complete analysis. But if one of the premises should be
proven false, the entire structure of proof would topple.
Spinoza's premises must be true if his system is to be
valid.

Thusfar the basls for Spinoza's system has been
established and presented. Let us proceed to lay upon it

the blocks of reasoning which he used to reach the upper
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levels of his system. The case which he presented
regarding the nature of God and Substance is implicit
in his definitions and axioms. Spinoza now has all the
background material he needs to prove his case. The
propositions and proofs of Book I must stand or fall

on the basis of these major premises. The terms used
in these premises must be used in the propositions

with the same meaning. Inconsistencies in this logical
system must be ruled out at the start, for they will only
lead to greater error. ie shall continue to seek the
mind of Spinoza as he presented the propositions of
Book I, reserving detailed criticism until Spinoza's

argument is completely before us.
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CHAPTER THREE
SPINOZA'S PROOF OF GOD'S INFINITY

In the first fifteen propositions of the first
book of his Ethics, Spinoza presented his proofs con-
cerning the nature of God as infinite. These are the
most crucial propositions of his entire book: upon them
rests the velldity of the remainder of his philosophy.
Spinoza has presented his definitions, ideas gleaned
from the intultive operations of his intellect. On the
basis of these postulates and his axioms the burden of
proof for the succeedine propositions is based. The
analysis of these propositions is now very important
to this study.

The first proposition, "Substance is by nature
prior to its modifications," is based on the definitions
of substence and mode. A mode exlists because of the
substance, and thus cannot exist before that substance,
either logically or temporally. Granting the nature of
the two definitions involved, this positive proposition
is logically consistent.

The second proposition states that "two substances
whose attributes are different, have nothing in common."

Spinoza started a series of propositions that show there

can be only one substance in existence. An attribute is

an element of the essential nature of substance, and
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be equated with substance. The attributes, when under-
stood to be substance itself as we perceive it to be,
cannot be pereeived apart from substance. Spinoza contended
tht two substances which are different in every essential
quality, i.e., attributes, have nothing in common, and
are totally unlike. He presented as proof the definition
of substance which requires that substance be conceived
solely through itself. If a substance had some attribute
in common with another substance, each might be conceived
through the common attribute with the other substance.
The logical answer here too 1s just as Spinoza proposed it.
The third proposition, "things which have nothing
in common cannot be one the cause of the other," makes
use of axioms for proof. Axioms IV and V involve caus-
ality andlknowledge of related or unrelated substances.
The fifth holds that things totally unlike cannot be
anderstood in terms of each other. On this basis, Spil-
noza determined, with the aid of the fourth axiom that
knowledge of effects must include knowledge of a cause,
that one substance cannot ceause another's existence.
The c¢limax of the proof of this argument is found 1= ter
in the sixth proposition.
Spinoza pointed out in the fourth proposition that
things are called different because of the nature of their

attributes or their modifications. Spinoza granted no



things except substance and its modifications, and the
understanding. In these respects only can differences
be determined between things. There can be little
question of the truth of this proposition.

The fifth oroposition is the counterpart of the
second. In the second, Spinoza showed that substances
with different attributes have nothing in common. In the
fifth he showed that substances cannot share a common
attribute. Hence, if there is more than one substance,
they cannot have anything in common with each other,

He proved this on the basis of the preceding proposition:
hthat substances must be distinguished by their attributes
or their modifications. But since modifications are only
secondary factors, only the attributes are essential,

and only the attributes need be considered in this matter.
If two substances have a common attribute, there is no
way of telling them apart, so they must be one substance.
This is a vital section in the proof of the system.

It erases the possibility of a multipliclty of substances,
leaving only one substance.

Tﬁe sixth proposition, "One substance casnnot be
produced by another substance,"” 1s a more final statement
of the third proposition. There cannot be two substances
with a common attribute. Thus, any such unlike substances

have nothing in common, and cannot bs the cause of the other.
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The third proposition refers to things generally. The
sixth is applied specifically to substances. Having
narrowed the field of the logical number of substances

to one, Spinoza showed that one substance could not at
some time produce another substance. This proposition
needed the fourth and fifth propositioné for proof before
the principle of the third proposition could be applied
to substance.

The carollary of this proposition is more vital than
the proposition itself to Spinoza's entire system. "Substance
cannot be produced by anything external to itself." This
leaves the one conclusion that substance must be self-
caused. If it were caused by something outside of itself,
it could not truly be a substance, according to these
propositions, for it would be dependentsupon that external
cause. Spinoza declared that substances and modes are
the only forms of existence. Modes depend upon substance
for their existence. One substance cannot produce anothsr.
Hence, each substance must be self-caused. It must be
completely in itself. This brings up the seventh propo-
sition that "existence belongs to the nature of substance."
According to the first definition, a self-caused thing
necessarily involves existence. Spinoza asserts in this

seventh proposition the truth of that definlition, and



applies it to substance. He has brought to light that
substance cannot be caused by anything other than itself.
The only remaining solution is that of self-causation.
Spinoza belleved that a self-caused being must have
existence as a necessary attribute. The being that

has existence as a necessary part of its nature is a
self-caused being. Substance is a self-caused being;
therefore, substance must have the essential attribute
of existence.

Spinoza declared the infinity of every substance
in the eighth proposition on the basis of two things.
There can be only one substance with the same identical
attribute. Existence has been shown to be gn attribute
necessary to substance. But this attribute can only
belong to one substance. Therefore no other substance
but one can exist. There is nothing in the infinite
realm, no other infinite substance possible in exis-
tence, to limit the infinity of the one substance.
Substance, furthermore, cannot exist as finite, for
a finite thing must be limited by another thing of the
same nature, gccording tc the second definition, of a
finite thing. Since there is no other being possessing

the attribute of exlistence, there is no other being to

limit the infinitude of substance. Indeed, if there were

several substances, each existing on a finite level, each
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limiting and interfering with the other, the universe
would become a multiverse, with as many confusing phenom-
ena as plague this present world of many sovereign nations.

In a note to this proposition, Splnoza said:

As finite existence involves a partial negation,

and infinite existence is the absolute affirmation
of the given nature, it follows (solely from Prop.

VII) that every substance is necessarily infinite. 1
Substance is given the place of the absolute affirmation
of all existence. Everything which has existence is a
part of substance. WNothing having existence can stem
from anything other than the infinite substance.

It is interesting to note that Splnoza spoke here
of "every" substance. This 1is to allow the possibility
in the readers!' minds that there might be one or more
than one substance. Whatever the nature of substance
might be, Spinoza wanted to demonstrate here that
substance alone has existence as its essential nature,
and that it is infinite. Of course, by this point in
the argument, it is evident that Spinoza referred to
only one Substance, but since the nature of that substance
had not been clarified, he wrote "every substance" to
include whatever conceptions the reader might have at
the moment.

The ninth proposition states that "the more reality

l. ETH, prop. viii, note 1i.
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or being a thing has the greater the number of its attri-
butes." The being with the most attributes, actual,
potential, or hypothetical, has the greatest reality.

A being with infinite attributes would be the most real

of all beings. Substance is the absolute affirmation of
all existence; thus, substance possesses all the attributes
possible, an infinite number of attributes.

Each attribute must be conceived through itself alone.
It may not be concelved through anything else, according
to Spinoza's intuitive definitions. He used this idea
in the tenth proposition to show that substance must
be conceived in each of its sttributes as infinite.

Each attribute must reveal in itself the infinity of
substance..

Now the climax of these propositions is at hand.
Spinoza equates God with his loglcally derived being
called substance, in the eleventh proposition: "God,
or Substance, consisting of infinite attributes, of
which each expresses eternal and infinite essentlality,
necessarily exists." The being possessing the most
attributes, en infinite number, each of which expresses
infinity in its own nature, 1ls the highest being it is
possible to conceive. Since we have the 1dea of such a
being, it must necessarily exist. This being is God.

It is our God whom we worship, whatever form of being
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we conceive him to be. Spinoza found him to be an
infinite and eternal cause, a self-caused being with
an infinite number of infinite attributes, thus granting
to this being the greatest reality possible. At this
point he has climaxed the logical argument which oresents
God as the Supreme Belng, the infinite Substance, the
one Being in which all other things have their existence.
The substance which Spinoza discussed in the opening
propositions is actually God, the highest being in the
universe. God has the greatest number of attributes,
is eternal, and infinite. All the previous statements
about substance are now applied to God. This God 1s the
Prime Creator, the fundamental cause of all things,
from whom flows an infinite number of things in an
"infinite number of ways, the only self-caused belng.
Since existence belongs to his nature, he must be
eternal, according to the last definition. of Book I.
Thus, Spinoza presented the eternal and infinite being
he called God.

In further propositions, Spinoza continued to explain
the nature of God.

Prop. XIII. Substance absolutely infinite is
indivisible.

Prop. XIV. Besides (God, no substance can be granted
or be conceived.

Corollary I. God is one.
Corollary II. Extension and thought are elther



attributes of God or (by Axiom I) accidents (affec-
tiones) of the attributes of God.

Prop. XV. Whatsoever is, is in God, and without

God nothing can be, or be conceived,

Prop. XVI. From the necessity of the divine nature
must follow an infinite number of things in

infinite ways--that 1s, all things which can fall
within the sphere of infinite intellect.

Corollary I. God is the efficient cause of all thdt
can fall within the sphere of an infinite intellect.
Corollary II. God is a cause in himself, and not
through an accident of his nature.

Corollary IITI. God is the absolutely first cause.

Prop. XVII.. God acts solely by the laws of his own
nature, and is not constrained by anyone.

Prop. XVIII. God is the indwelling and not the
transient cause of &ll things.

Prop. XIX. God and all the attributes of God are
eternal.

In this group of propositions, Spinoza refuted the idea
that the infinite consisted merely in a multiplicity of
parts too numerous to be counted. God 1s one being,
indivisible. The whole of nature is an indivisible
Substance. We may clalm that we divide Substance by
cutting an apple in two. Rather than dividing Substance,
we would have merely caused a change 1n one of the modes,
a finite mode. Substance is infinite, not confined to
or consisting of the material world as such, and cannot
be divided. Man could not divide the universe, nor could
any other being. To think of dividing Substance is to

think of it incorrectly.
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The first cause of all this earth and universe, of
all existence, is God. He is not only cause of the uni-
verse, but also cause of himself. Since he is self-caused,
he 1s not governed by anyone but himself, nor limited
in any way by some other being. Spinoza further declared
that it is inconceivable thet God should limit himself.
God has an intellect and will, but they are completely
different from that of a man. "As, therefore, God's in-
tellect 1s the sole cause of things, namely, both of their
essence and existence, it must necessarily differ from
them in respect to its essence and...existence." 1
Spinoza argued here that we csnnot know a cause through
the study of the effect, because the cause must be different
from the effect. However, the fourth axiom states that
we must know the cause in order to understand the effect.
In view of this axiom, it would seem that some knowledge
of the cause, God, could be gained by a study of the
effects, finite modes, e.g., man. There should be,
therefore, & greater relation between Finite Man and
Infinite God than Spinoza seems to allow in his system.

As the book of Genesis reads, "God created man in his
own image, in the image of God created he him." 2 Thisg

indicates a likeness between man and God, between the

l. ETH,I, prop. xvii, cor. 1i, note.
2. Geneslis 1:27.
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finite and the infinite. ©Spinoza, however, called such
notions anthropomorphic, and wanted to broaden the gulf
between the infinite and the finite, disclaim any
similarity between the human intellect and the divine,
to exalt the Infinite God.

Spinoza's claim of the dissimilarity between God
and the finite did not mean that God is a transient
cause of all existence. He did not create the world
and then witndraw from it completely, as the delsts
teach. Spinoza proclaimed that God is "the indwelling,
and not the transient cause of all things." 1 peism
maintains the personality of God, but eliminates his
active presence in the universe. Pantheism, such as
Spinoza's denies the personality of God, and emphsasizes
his immanence in the universe. Spinoza's doctrines also
depict the transcendence of God's infinity over the
finite things which flow from his nature. God is so
great that he is far above our finite selves. Yet we
can come to an adsquate knowledge of hls nature.

The doctrine is good: inasmuch as it teaches us to

act solely according to the decree of God, and to

be partakers in the Divine nature, and so much the
more, as we perform more gerfect actions and more

and more understand God.

The more we understand God, the more perfect our actions

l. ETH, I, prop. xviii,
2. ETH, II, prop. x1lix, corollary, note.



will be. This is akin to believing that knowledge is
virtue.. This relation between God and man will be con-
sidered again in the critical discussion of Spinoza's
doctrines.

In the correspondence, Spinoza casts a different
light on the intellects of God and man. Here he
maintained that the human mind is a part of the in-
finite understanding.

As regards the human mind, I believe that

it also is a part of nature; for I maintain that

there exists in nature an infinite power of think-

ing, which, in so far as it is infinite, contains
sub jectively the whole of nature, and its thoughts

proceed in the same manner as nature--that is, in
the sphere of ideas. Further, I take the human

mind to be identical with this power, not in so far

as it 1s infinite and perceives the whole nature,
but in so far as it is finite, and perceives only
the human body; in this manner, I maintain that
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the human mind is a part of the divine understanding. B

It still remains to be shown whether the human intellect

has any relation to the divine intellect, for Spinoza

does not here identify thils divine understanding power

in nature with the intellect of God. Perhaps he intended
to do so, but did not in this case. Thought is an attri-

bute of God, and human minds are a part of this attribute

which he termed the infinite understanding. But he has

stated in the Ethics that the human and divine intellects
are not alike. If this is so, perhaps the divine intellect

1s not the same as the infinite understonding. Otherwise,

1. Letter XV (XXXII) to Oldenburg.
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this is a contradiction in the statements of Spinoza.
Spinoza called the attributes part of the essence of God.
It might be concluded that Spinoza believed God had an
intellect apart from the attribute of thought, the divine
understanding. The only other alternative 1s that
Spinoza was confused on this polnt and created a contra-
diction in his philosophy. It is on the point of relation
between the divine intellect and human personality
that Spinoza has the greatest difficulty in his ideas.
He denies the personality of God, yet cannot escape
that infinite personality in talking about God's love.l He
objected to the language of the Bible, especially the
0ld Testament, where God 1is referred to as a heavenly
king, a righteous judge, etc., in terms of human under-
standing. This conception he calls anthropomorphic,
and degrading to the intellect of a philosopher and to
God's character.

According to the Bible account, man was created in
the Image of God, similar to God within the limits of
a finite being. We must not infer too much about the
nature of God from our imperfect finite personalities,
but we can believe that God is the perfect personality,
more than the sum total of the universe, an impersonal

being, without any feelings such as the joy of love.

l. ETH, V, prop xxvli must make his God slightly personal
regardless of the denial of personality.
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This is the principel error in Spinoza's philosophy:
he denies the personality of God and the personality
of man iIn the true sense of the word personality.
Spinoza 1s right in exalting his greatness, his infinity,
his self-caused existence, the unlty of the universe
under divine causatlon and immanent control, but the
denial of the personallty of God becomes his downfall.
The conflict of statements regarding the intellect of
man as related to the divine intellect are part of the
difflculty which Spinoza encountered in seeking to evade
this problem. One cannot evade the truth and arrive
at satisfactory conclusions. Spinoza built his case
well, but could not hurdle the personality of God;
It cannot be reasoned out of exlistence. More will be
said sbout this problem later.

Spinoza called God iﬁfinite, free from any limi-
tations. There is no being that has the possibility
of limiting the Supreme Being. It has been srgued that
God 1s not infinite on the grounds that he is limited
by the laws of logle, reason anc his own nature.
Spinoza admitted these laws, but_did not consider them
as limiting to the nature of God. The violetion of
those laws would be negation, falsehood, which has no
reality and therefore could not be in God. God is the

complete expression of all reality. All that 1s false



1s a negation. Anything which does not follow from the
necessity of God's own nature 1s not real and false.
God i1s perfectly free to express his own nature. In
thet lies his infinity. Nothing cen restrain the full
expression of the totsl reality of God. Everything
thet 1s real comes from God. God 1s under inner
compulsion to have perfect expression of his own nature.
Since it 1s his nature to be reasonable, logicel, snd
rational, he will of necesslity express that nature.
But God 1s not subject to any fate or chande whatever.
These are Spinoza's words on the subject:
I should like briefly to explain here in what sense
I assert that a fatal necessity presldes over all
things and actions, God I in no wlse subject
to fate: I concelve that all things follow with
inevitable necessity from the nature of God, 1in
the same way as every one concelves that 1t follows
from God's nature that God understeands himself.
This latter consequence all admit to follow
necessarily from the divine nature, yet no one
concelves that God is under the compulsion of
any fate, but that he understands himself quite
freely, though necessarily. 1
God, then, ls Infinite in respect to the absence of
limitations by any exterior force or being, and in
respect to his belng sole possessor of the attribute
of exlstence. But the fact that he acts necessarily

in accordance with his own nature does not constitute

any limitation to God 's infinity. He 1s Infinitely

1. Letter to Oldenburg, XXIII (LXXV).
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free to act according ta the necessity of his nature.

God is the only being to be so free from external com-
pulsion, for he haes complete power over all other beings.
Inasmuch as God has complete power over all other beings,
God is infinite. It is a logical neeessity that there
can only be one absolutely infinite being. God is that
infinite being.

The manner in which God has freedom is to be in
complete control of sll reality and understanding himself.
Finite crestures may have freedom by aligning themselves
with the divine laws, the necessary requirements of the
universe. When we act according to his laws, then nothing
can successfully oppose us. If our intellect is a part
of the divine understanding, the infinite understanding,
then our best function, our happiness (laetitia) comes
when we co-operate with God and attempt to understand God
more through intellectual love. We are free to express
our nature in the ways which the necessary laws of the
universe provide. We are not free to do otherwise.

Any action thet is contrary to God's will does not

have positive reality. God is perfectly free to act
according to his own nature, and no power can onstrain
him from so acting.

Spinoza's God 1s infinite in the respect that "what-

soever is, 1is iIn God, and without God, nothing can be,



or be conceived;" 1 nothing exists that is external to
God; nothing exists that can 1limit God in any way; God
is infinitely free to act solely according to the necessity
of his own nature, 1.e., 1f God iIs good, nothing can
prevent him from being good at all times; God is the
indwelling cesuse of all things; each of the infinite
number of attributes 1is infinite after its kind; God
alone is absolutely infinite; there cannot be another
absolutely infinite belng; all that there 1s, is God.
This completes the case which Spinoza presented
In the Ethics and the correspondence. The basic pro-
positions have been analyzed with a view to understanding
rather than criticizing Spinoza's position. Philosophers
and theologlans of all generatlons have sought to exalt
God. VFerhaps none has grasped such a magnificent in-
tuition of the infinity of God as Spinoza. Spinoza
was overwhelmed by the greatness of God. In his writings
he attempted to show his belief in this infinite God.
His metaphysical view is that everything is God: all
matter is g mode of the attribute of extension; agll ideas
are part of the infinite understanding, the attribute of
thought. The attributes are in complete parallelism.

The modes of thought and extension are dusl expressions

l. ETH, I, DProp. Zve.



of the one reslity. All of these are part of substance,
which 1s God. God is perfectly free to act according to
his own nature. There is no confusion in God, but perfect
order and understanding. God 1is the most perfect, the

most resl of all beings, the Ens Realissimum. God 1is

the Belng sbsolutely infinite.
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CHAPTER FOUR
INTERNAL CRITICISMS OF SPINOZA'S PROOF

The proof that Spinoza presented for the necessary
infinity of God has been analyzed. According to the
steps of Spinoza's reasoning, if they are all loglcally
consistent, no other conclusions can be drawn than those
which he has drawn. Time and again Spinoza offered a
proéoaition, end then challenged hls readers to supplant
it with any other proposal. In most cases he is com-
pletely successful with his challenge, for under the
terms of his propositions, no other condc usions are
possible.

Several guestions have been raised about the geo-
metric method of proof which Spinoze ussed. To Spinoza,
this loglcel method thet proceeds step by step to the
conclusions was the natural method to express the
necesslity for the idea of God's absolute infinity.

He bellieved that all thinges in the universe, all philos-
ophy, followed necessarily from the nature of God.
Therefore it was feasible to use a method of writing
that included necessary conclusions. But this is not
the opinion of all the subsequent philosophers who have

read Spinoza's Ethics.



Spinoza used the geometric form only in the Lthics.

The Short Treatise shows signs of the geometric method,

as docs some of the correspondence thet was written 1n
defense of the Ethlcs. Spinoza used it because he felt
it was the best method to prove the necessary conclusions

of cosmology. The Tractatus Theologico-Politicus and

Tractatus Politicus were not in the proposition-proof

form, although they did express something of the same
type of argument used in the Ethics.

One problem of the geometric method is the danger
of building a poor foundation for the system. If the
mea jor premises are false, it 1is highly probable that
the subsequent conclusions will involve errors as well.
There may be accidental exceptions to this principle,
but inconsistenciles will inevitably develop somewhere
in the sdvanced structure of the system of thought.
This problem is accentuated in the geometric method,
although it may occur in any method. A second problem
1s the difficulty of expressing abstract phileosophicel
ideas in the concrete form demanded by the Eudlidian
type of demonstration. Spinoza had'difficulty with the
form at times, even though he believed strongly in the
geometric method as the best system to show the necessity

of things. A third problem arises for a reader of Spinoza.

o7
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It 1s difficult to interpret the meaning of some of the
statements in the geometric form. Through this has arisen
much of the misunderstanding and conflicting Interpretations
of the doctrines of Spinoza.

The geometric method requires that the terms to be
used in the argument must be defined first. Then axioms,
universal truths that need no formal proof, are stated.
The proof of the propositions 1s based on these premises,
Spinoza formed his definitions in accordance with ideas
received through his highest mental power, the Intuition.
These definitions contained the essence of the proofs
that Spinoza presented in Book I of the Ethics. The
definitions themselves were arranged in a manner of
proof within themselves. A question may be raised
whether Spinoza said in the definitions exactly what
he intended to prove in propositions based on those
definitions. This is arguing in a cilrcle. The definitions
do seem to include the assumption of the conclusions thsat
Spinoza was alming for in the propositions. Naturally
he could prove his point from definitions that were al-
ready filled with the conclusions.

The definitions are statements of alleged fact, with-
out any ocroof. They are statements that Spinoza had

formulated intuitively. Actually, they were probsbly



wrltten after Spinoza had written the proofs, or at
least had them in mind. Ueberweg raised a very pointed
objection to the definitions of Spinoza's Ethics:

Spinoza has not actually proved the reality of the
subjects of his definitions. Euclid's definitions
are clear and may be easily followed by the imagi-
rnation--qualities which are almost entirely wanting
in the definitions of Spinoza, or which, where
figurative expressions are employed (like in se esse,
etec.), are only simulated; some of the definitions
of Spinoze (like that of causa sui, etc.) involve
contradictions. Euclld employs his terms through-
out only in the sense fixed upon in his definitions;
Spinoza sometimes presents an argumentation, the
first part of which is rendered plausible by the
employment of expressions in theilr ordinsry accep-
tation, while in the second part the same expressions
are repeated in the_senses given them by his arbi-
trary definitions.

In the light of this attack on the definitions, a new
problem appears. The definitions may be correct in
themselves, but when the premises are used in the pro-
positions, their meaning is changed from the traditionsal
concepts to Spinoza's ideas. Ueberweg claimed that
this distortion of the definitions is a major fallacy
in Spinoza's argument.

With regard to the origin of the definitions, Ratner
agrees that they were undoubtedly formed subsequent to
the working out of the propositions.

The definitions and axioms to the Flrst Part are the
ultimate constitutive elements into which Spinoza

1. Ueberweg, HP, II, 72.
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found he could loglcally resolve his subject-matter;
and therefore that they are the nececsary and suf-
ficient means for the analytical demonstration of-
his system of metaphysics. The definitions and
axioms are crystellized out of the propositi ons
rather than the propositions extracted from the
definitions and axioms.
It appears that Spinoza's definitions are prejudiced
in favor of the propositions which he derived from thenm.
The simple propositions are derived solely from the
definitions and axioms. The complex propositions of
later argumentatlion rest partly upon the first propo-
sitions. But they all refer back to the criginal
definitions. The definitions are ststements thsat
limit the subject-matter to be considered as included
in the meaning of a certain term. According to the
sbove argument by Ueberweg against Splnoza, it would
be well 1f Spinoza had maintalined the originsl meaning
accorded the definifions. Spinoza's definiticons sare
certalnly not so concrete in meaning or so well inter-
preted 1In the propositions as Buclid's geometry.
A word needeg to be said about the epistemology
of Spinoza with regard to how man obtaing his know-
ledge of God. Spinoza believad that three kinds of
knowledge exist:'thé imagination or opinion, reason,

end intuition. From the imagination arises 2ll1l of our

ideas which are false; reason and intuition embrace clear

l. Ratner, 330G, 7.
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and distinct ideas which are necessarily true. 1

Intuition is the highest type of knowledge. It is direct
knowledze of God. "The highest endeavor of the mind,
and the highest virtue, 1is to understandlthings by
intuition." © Spinoza used his intuition to discern
the truth expressed in the definitions, and the
explanation of those definitions in the proofs. OCur
knowledge of God is based partly on direct intuitional
contact with the infinite, and partly on the facts of
experience. "The more we understand particular things,
the more do we understand God." 3 For from the facts
of experience we may reason that God, or Substance
exists. The highest knowledge is gained by intuition.
This intultion eventuates in the intellectual love of
God. %

This intuitive view of ultimate truth may be the
solution to the problem raised about Spinoza arguing
in a circle with his definitions and proofs. Such
circuler arguing would become necessary by the fact that
in the last analysis, all ultimates must be analyzed

and expressed in terms of each other. For the definitions

1. ETH, II, prop. xli.
2. ETH, V, prop. Xxv.
5. ETH, I, prop. xxiv.
4, BETH, V, prop. xxxiii.
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to farm e proof within themselves 1s the natural thing,
if they each express truﬁh. Havi ng expressed the truth in
his definitions as he intultively saw it, Splinoza could
not put forth any differing principles in the propositions.
Viewed strictly from a loglcal viewpolint, Spinoza may
be guilty of arguing in a clrcle, slthough perhaps not
in any wrong ssnse. The crucial point of the use of the
definitions seems to lie with Ueberweg's argument that
Spinoza did not sufficlently prove the reality of the
subjects of his definitlions, and that he may have changed
the meaning of some terms when employed in the proofs.
Spinoza assumed God and his nature, and deduced the
universe from that starting point. His deductions are
not completely self-consistent. Descartes found reality
first in himself, then in other individusls like himself.
From these individuelities he reasoned that God must
exist. This latter course of inductive reasoning has
adventages. The most certain thing we know 1s our own
reality, our own consciousness. Without this we can know
nothing. It must be our starting point. Spinoza assuméd
the reality of God, defined God as he believed in his
intuition, and tried to fit all particular things into
that scheme. On the surface, the division of all things

into the two classes of that which 1s God and that which



flows from God, the modes, appears simple and satisfying.
But reality is more complex than that. Human personality
cannot be forced into a mold of the deterministic universe.
Neilther can the personality of God be so confined. The
definitions of Spinoza are définitely prejudiced 1in
favor of his conclusions. It may be sald they are his
conclusions, and the propositions are explanations of
those intuitive conclusions. Spinoza's definitions are
not the final truth.

Let us turn to the axioms. The axioms are supposedly
so self-evident that they need no formal proof. Those
of Huclid aré plainly so, but Spinoza's are guestionable,
The first axiom relative to things existing in themselves
or in something else can be applied two ways. Does Spinoza
mean that a thing 1s either caused by itself or something
else? The idea which persists in the propositions i1s that
"to exist in" means to be "part of." The next three axioms
are also concerned with causglity. The second and third
are more apparently true than the first. The fourth axiom
involves a slight contradiction. Spinoza taught that we
mast know God directly, intuitively. But this must not
exclude the possibility of knowing God through the modes.
In this axiom, it appears that the finite can give us

knowledge of the infinite. Spinoza here stated that the
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knowledge of an effect involves the knowledge of the
cause. He further insisted that finite beings need
the intellectual love of God in which they know more
about God.T If finite creatures are caused by God,
they cannot know themselves without knowing God.

But then Spinoza objects to thinking of God in terms
of human characteristics. Does not the effect have
resemblances of the cause according to this axiom?
Spinoza used the axiom tﬁ prove the one-ness of
substance, but he did not remember its implications
with regard to the knowledge of the infinite by the
finite, and regarding personality, divine and human.
The finite could not, of course, completely understand
the infinite cause. Indeed, a man cannot fully under-
stand himself, or any other finite being.

The fifth exiom that things which are different
from each other in every respect cannot be understood
in terms of the other 1s derived from a logical prin-
ciple. To distinguish between two things, the points
of similarity or of difference may be considered. But
total dissimilarity cannot lead to any relations of
knowledge value.

The gxioms are not all as self-evident as Spinoza

thought them. By his intuition, perhaps they were so.

1. BTH, V, prop. XxXxvi.



Spinoza used the axioms effectively in his proofs.
Once they are accepted, they lead into the necessary
logicsal process of his propositions. Unfortunately,
however, he did not consider all ths problems involved
in these axioms for the upper strata of his philosophy.
T 1s interesting to note the logical arrangement
of the definitions. First, Spinoza presented his idea
of self-causation, and related it to existence., Then,
the finlte is described. Substance appears as the self-
caused being that is independent of all other things.
Attributes are the qualities of this substance. Modes
are ths finite forms of existence dependent upon this
substance. The totality of all this is God, the abso-
lutely infinite being. These things are necessarily
true. Freedom lies 1in the unrestrained and necessary
expression of God's nature. Thus, these ideas are
all necessary and are eternaelly so. Spinoza planned
his definitions carefully, even to the extent that
they prove by theilr very order what the propositions
declare in Book I. If Spinoza were questioned about
arguing in a circle, he would probkably have replied

that all these statements are necessarily arranged

and stated in this manner. It aopears that Ueberweg

was essentially correct when he wrote that:



The supposed rigorous enchainment of ideas, which
has been unjustly praised in the Ethics of Spinoza,
is based, in by far the greater number of cases,

on defects of clearness and on paralogisms. A good

part of his theorems are far better than his argu-
mentations. 1

These criticisms of the premises for Spinoza's thought
reveal the possibility of error in the structure of

his philosophy. Even though the definitions and axlioms
contaln a large measure of truth, they must be used
consistently and logically. The complications which
evolved in Spinoza's system will be discussed in the
next chapter, dealing with criticisms by other philos-

ophers and comparisons with their views.



CHAPTER FIVE
EXTERNAL CRITICISMS OF SPINOZA'S IDEA OF
THE INFINITY OF GOD

Numerous philosophers have been concerned with
the infinite nature of ultimate reality. Spinoza
expressed his belief in an all-inclusive God having
the absolutest infinity possible. A comparison of his
ideas to those of other men is vital in evaluating
this profound concept of God's infinity.

The notion of the infinite is shared by many
thinkers. It is typical of religious belief to look
upon God as infinite. This paragraeph from Olin A.
Curtis is significant:

There 1s in all our morsl and religious life
the conception of the supernatural as the infinite
beyond nature. This in finite is to us a necessary
stopping place, an almighty finelity. No man can
or needs to urge his thinking beyond the sense of
the infinite. I do not claim that to all men the
infinite means ss much as the absolute means to the
philosopher; but it does mean as much as the first

cause means to the thelst. There 1is nothing beyond
it, and it is self-sufficient. Having, then, this

great conception in his own experisnce, it is natural

for a person to use it in desling with his cosmic
problem; and so he transfers the infinite to the
Creator of the unlverse, and now he has &a cause that
is potent, personal, unitary, and uncaused.

This guotation has several polnts of agreement and of

disagreement with Spinoza. It recognizes that ultimate

1. Curtis, CF, 102.
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causality rests in the self-sufficient infinite being.
There is nothing beyond or greater than the infinite.
Furthermore, it becomes natural, as Spinoza did in the
eleventh proposition, to unite this idea of ultimate
causation with the idea of the infinite God. Thus
emerges a cause that is "potent, unitary and uncaused.” 1
Curtis goes on to declare that this cause 1s personal,
an idga which Spinoza condemns as anthropomorphic. The
matter of personality in God will be seen in later
comparisons also.

God, according to Spinoza, is not only infinite
in his own nature, but in each of his infinite number
of attributes. In each attribute there 1s an expression
of every real thing in the universe. A mode of the
attribute of thought has its parallel in a mode of
extension, and in any other mode which may exist in
some other attribute. This is Spinoza's solution 6f
the mind-body problem. It 1s an eternal parallelism,
without interaction between the attributes. Each of
the attributes is conceived independently, yet, in
some utterly mysterious way the modes of each attribute
continually change in accordance with each other without

intersction. Reason demands some vital link between them.

1. Ibid.
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Joachim states this about the problem:

It is true, Spinoza admits, that each thing is
expressed in an infinite number of ways in the in-
finite intellect of God. But since evary attribute
is complete in itself and must be conceived per se,
the ideas of these infinitely different expressions
of a mode have no interconnexion with one another.
The problem of interaction mught be raised, but
since each attribute is independently conceived,
there 1s a curious lack of interaction. By some
mysterious way, all these corresponding modes
change in accordance with each other, and yet are
conceived separately. The Ceartesian oroblem of
dualism is thus multiplied to an infinite-ism

in Spinoza. Can there be some giant plneal gland
catalyzing the interaction of the many attributes?
That indeed seems to be the mystery of personality.
The mind-body problem is enlarged to a mind-body-x-x-x
ed infinitum problem. The core of God himself

(1f there be any such) must be some entity trans-
cendingall these attributes who causes their
interrelation. But of course, Spinoza's God is

an impersonal being sucn that a central core, self,
entity as postulated here would not exist in his
philosophical system.

No philosopher has arrived at a completely satisfactory
solution to the mind-body problem. Spinoza's solution
is far from being adequate for solution. It is rather
a further complication of the matter.

The solution does not lie in the modes, for they are
but expressions of the reality of substance. The natures
of the modes are determined by the nature of Substance.
"The general character of Substance is not altered by
the particular forms which it assumes through the modes,

but the nature of modes...is determined by Substance." 2

1. Joachim, SES, 135. 2, Ibld., 1%.
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We cannot know God by knowing the modes, but somshow
we are to achieve the intellectual love of God by
knowing about him. It would seem that our sources of
knowledge are the modes, for with them we have immediate
contact with the ultimate reality. We know only the
particulars, not the ultimates. Modes then, do not
determine the nature of Substance, but Substance deter-
mines what the modes shall be. Through this we gain
knowledge of God.

Spinoza refuted the idea that there could be any
negation in God. However, it 1s difficult to escape
from all negation. Any defining statement made about
God is, in a sense, a negation. If it is said about
God that he is infinite, that is a negation of the
idea that God is not infinite. Spinoza's reply might
be that "That i1s absurd, for two negations meke a
positive." There must be a type of negation within
the framework of reality. As Ueberweg explains:

The modes of substance do not constitute a

positive additions to it. They are, on the

contrary, mere limitations of it, determinations,
hence negations--(omnis determinatio est negatio),
just as every mathematical body, in virtue of
its.limitation, is a determination of the realm

of infinite extension, (negation of that pfrtion
of space which is external to that body).

Spinoza claimed that God is the complete affirmetion of

l. Ueberweg, HP, II, 66.
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all existence. This would admit of no negation in CGod
of any sort, even that just described. Spinoza distin-
guished between negation and privation thus:
I say then, first, that Privation is not the act
of depriving, but simply and merely a state of
want, which is in itself nothing: it is a mere
entity of the reason, a mode of thought framsd
in comparing one thing with another...Thus
privation is nothing else than denying of a thing
something, which we think belongs to its nature;
negation is denying of a thing something, which
we do not think belongs to its nature.
Thus there 1= nothing which exists that does not
belong to God. There 1s no negation in God, nor
privation, according to Spinoza. But in a sense,
we limit God by any statement we make about him.
It would seem, however, that the infinity Spinozs
insisted upon 1s precisely that outside of which
there is nothing. Every idea and every particular
mode of thought or extension must be about God, for
there 1s nothing else which could be the subject of
the idea. "Intellect, in function finite, or in function
infinite, must comprehend the attributes of God and
the modifications of God, and nothing else." 2
Another point should be mentioned here about the

limiting nature of statements made sbout God. Spinoza

held that "whatsoever we conceive to be in the power

1. Letter XXXIV (XXI) to Blyenbergh.
2. BETH, I, prop. Xxx.



of God, necessarily exists." 1 Thus, anything which
we concelve about God must already exist as part of
70d before we could concelve that 1dea. 1In this sense,
therefore, God exists prior to the ideas we hasve about
him. Those ideas describe hls attributes as they appear
to us, and have no limiting effect upon the real nature
of God.

Ancther way in which God in sald to be infinite
is indivisibility. Spinoza argued that if God were
divisible into two parts, then neither part would
retain infinity. The absolutely infinite cannot
exist with another being of its same kind. Spinoza
resolved all reality to the One God, to simplify his
system of metaphysics.

Since ultimate reality is only in God, all things
are conceived as part of God, indivisible from him.
A1l things have been created, or brought into being
Just as they are by necessity; that is, God could not
have done otherwise. All things are necessary, including
the actions of man. This drives Spinoza to the con-
clusions that human intellects are part of the divine
intellect.

The humen mind, in so far as it knows things

l. ETH, I, prop. XxXXv.



truly as a part of the infinite divine intellect
(pars est infiniti Dei intellectus), and its clear

and distinct fdeas must therefore be as necessarily

true as are the ideas of God. 1
It is significant that when the mind does not think
clearly and distinctly, it does not possess 1deas that
are a part of the divine intellect. Evidently such
ideas are only partiasl affirmations of reality and do
not complete fall within the realm of exlistence. Con-
fused 1ldeas do not possess existence as reality.
"Falsity consists in the privation of knowledge, which
inadequate, or confused ideas involve." 2 "Opinion
is the only source of falsity, reason and intultion are
necessarily true." ® "The actual being of ideas owns
God as its cause." 4 That which is false in the ideas
of men arises from partial knowledge and opinions.
Such ideas are not part of the divine mind. The re-
siduum of truth in these ideas would be a part of the
divine intellect, however.

Our minds snd the thoughts which constitute them,

gso far as they think clearly and thoroughly, are

parts of that one eternal system of thought.which

1s God viewed under the attribute of thought, just

es our bodies are parts of that eternal system of

matter in motion which 1s God viewed under the
attribute of extension.

1. Ueberweg, HP, II, 75.
2. BTH, II, prop. xxxii.
3. ETH,II, prop. x1li.

4, ETH, II, prop. v.

5, Webb, HP, 161,
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OQur reason or intuition does not participate in false
ideas, but only our opinion doss that. Thus reason and
intultion are always parts of the divine mind since they
only think ideas that are true. Spinoza further declared
that even the human will is determined by God:

In the mind there is no absolute or free will;

but the mind is determined to wish this or that

by a ceause, which has also been determined by

another cause, and this last by another cause,

and so on to infinity. 1
Ultimately these causes revert to God, who becomes the
author of all our choices and acts of will.

The Calvinistic doctrine of pre-election, predes-
tination, has a parallel in this idea of Spinoza's
system, This concept of God complete mastery over the
will of man is in disharmony with the real teachings
of Christianity. The very idea of moral obligation
implies the possibility of a choice between good and evil.
Without the free wlll of man to choose between good and
evil, there can be no moral obligation to do right.

A further example of how Spinoza believed that the human
mind end will are enchained by divine will is seen in
this proposition: "Things could not have heen brought

into being by God in any manner or in any order different

from that which has in fact obtained." 2@ All things

1. ETH; II; props: iviii,
2. ETH, I, prop. xxxiii.



have been pre-esteblished to be as they are, aend could
not have been changed, even by an infinite divine power.
Spinoza crliticized the miracles of Jesus by saylng that
God could not, or would not, depart from the necessary
order of all things. That would produce chaos in the
universe, according to Spinoza. But i1f God cannot change
this necessary order, it seems to be a limit to his
infinity. If all things exist by necessity and could
not be changed by the infinite power of God, is there
not scmethling which limits God to that necessary pattern
of action? Is this to be found in a Given, a rationsl
principle controlling all the actions of God in such

a way that they cannot vary from that which is pre-
determined?

It is necessary that God, as such, exist. There must
be some uncaused Cause, as Splnoza well pointed out in
the openingz arguments of the Ethics. But to declare
that everything exists and acts according to pure
necessity of causal activity does not correspond with
the fects of experience. Splnoza i1s incansistent in
denying the freedom of God to act, and then declaring that
whatsoever we concelve to be in the power of God necess-
arily exists. 1 For if we can conceive of God doing

something differently, then that would necessarily be so.

l. ETH, I, prop. Xxxv.



Spinoza's chief-difficulty arrises from his attempt to
make the human mind part of the divine mind, and the
human will completely and necessarily dominated by the
divine. He accounts for deviations from the divine will
by stating that they are indistinct ldeas and false
opinions only, thus having no reality.

This involves Spinoza's doctrines of epistemology
which are well outlined by Ueberweg:

Three kinds of cognition:

1. Opinio or imeginatio-~the development of
perceptions and of universal notions derived
from them, out of the impressions of the senses.

2. ratio--adequate ideas of the peculiarities
of things, or notiones communeg.

3. the highest, scientia'zntuiziva—-the intuitive
knowledge which the intellect has of God. “

Since the human mind is a certain and determinate
mode of thought, there is no absolute freedom of
the will. The will to affirm or deny ideas 1ls not
e causeless, arbitrary acti i1t is the necessary
congsequence of the 1deas.
The cholces which men make are thus predetermined by
the ideas which they have; those l1deas origlnate in God.
Take this to 1ts ultimate conclusion, and there 13 nothing
but an automaton universe, completely controlled by the
absolutely infinite God. There 1s no place for love here,
Intellectual or otherwise. Personality is completely

neglect=sd by the Spinozistlc system, both in God and man.

This, it will be seen, is hls principle error.

1, Ueberweg, HP, II, 75.

76



Spinoza's doctrine of God's infinity is that nothing
exists outside of God. Individual persons, finite minds,
must exist in God, 1f they have any reslity at all. The
power of free will, moral choices, and moral obligation
are obliterated. The individuality of persons 1s subjected
to the divine unlversality. If some element of personality.
does not behave in accordance with these divine principles,
Spinoza would refer to his proposition that "the essence
of things produced by God does not involve existence." 1
Basicsally, this proposition means that things which are
not self-csused are not nececssarily existent. This idea
must be contrested with the proposition that things
necessarily exist as they are now, and could not be changed
by God at any time. Thus the absolute necessity of the
universe, as Spinoza saw 1t, breaks up under the inherent
contradictions of its own system. There are internal
limitstions to God's power, according to Spinoza's own
words. Any limitation ig a denlal of infinity, whether
it.be from within or without. The pantheistic infinity
of Spinoza's God is not self-consistent.

Spinoza denled the personality of God in many ways.
Yet he 1s continually referring to the "intellectual

love" wherewlth God loves himself and we love God. There

1. ETH, I, pProp. xxiv.



l1s nothing eppealing in this coldly rationalistic lovse
of which he wrote. Matthew Arnold commented quits sig-
nificantly regarding this intellectual love as compared
with the Christlan meaning of the love of Ged:

Spilnozae's repeated and earnest assertions that
the love of God is men's summum bonum do not remove
the fundamental diversity between his doctrine
and the Hebrew and Christian doctrines. By the
love of God he does not mean the same thing which
the Hebrew and Christisn religions mean by the love
of God. He makes ths love of God to consiet in
the knowledge of God; and as we know God only
through his manifestation of himself in the laws
of nature, it is by knowing these lews that we
love God, and the more we know them the more we
love him. This may be true, but this 1s not what
the Christian means by the love of God. Spinoza's
i1deal is the intellectual 1life; the Christian's
1deal is the rellgious life. Between the two con-
é¢itions there is all the difference which there is
between being in love, and the following, with
delighted comprehension, a demonstration of Zuclid.
For Spinoza, undoubtedly, the crown of the intellec~-
tual life is a transport, as for the saint, the
crown of the religiousgs 1life is a transport; but
the transports are not the same. 1

Spinoza took a rather strange attitude toward love, and
toward all ideas which he termed passions. Our concep-
tlons of love and emotions gre quite different from his
views. Ueberweg explains them this way:

A passion 1s as such a confused idea; but as soon

as we form a distinct ldea of it, as we always may,

1t ceases to be a passion. The more the mind recog-

nizes all things as necessary the less does it
suffer from passions...God is free from all passions,

1. Arnold, EIC, 220.



because all ideas in God are true, and hence ade=-
guate, and bscause wlth God nou change in point of
perfection 1z possibie. God is, therefore, not
affected with passions, Jjoy and sadness, and hence,
elso, not with love and hatred.

The error here would seem to be in the original definition

of passlions as confused 1deas. Truly, God's perfection
does not change in the realization of particulasr gosls.
But this surely does not prevent emotions, feelings,
attitudes in God's consciousness toward that which he

is doing. Spinoza wanted to defend the perfection of
God, but included too much in his ideas of what makes
perfection. God has feelings In his super-consciousness
about the things which he does. In the words of the
prophet Isslah,

He was desplsed and rejected of men; a man of
sorrows and acquainted with grief: and as one

from whom men hide thelr face he was desplsed;

end we esteemed him not. Surely he hath born

cur griefs, =nd cerried our sorrows; yet we did
esteem him stricken, smitten of God, and afflicted.
But he was wounded for our treaensgressions, he was
bruised for our iniquities...and Jehovah heth

l2id on him the iniquity of us all, 2

The Scripture again reveals the feelings of God in the
gospel of John:
For God so loved the world, that he gave his

only begotten Son, that whosoever belleveth on
Him should not perish, but have eternsl life. 3

l. Ueberweg, HP, II, 77.
2. Iseiah 53: 3-6, American Standard Version.
3. St. John 3: 16, American Standard Version.

79



The Scriptures begr evidence that God feels sorrow for
the sins of man; that God loves man; that Cod rejoices
when man does righteously. The 1dea of God and suffer-
ing hes bezsn viewed differently through the years among
Christian theologians. Albert C. Knudson makes these
comments upon the problem:

The question as to whether God as well as man
suffers...To this question, Augustine re.arned an
emphatic negative. With him, suffering was %too
closely linked with sin to be attributed to deity.

But apart from that the early and medieval theolo-
glans and also Protestant theologians until qulte

recently were generally agreed in denying passibility

to God. One reason was the desire to avoid anthro-
pomorphism, a desire that was accentuated by the
current tendency in philosophy to emphasize the
divine transcencence. Another reason was the
current conception of the divine blessedness.
Suffering seemed to imply weakness, mutability,

end a perturbation of spirit, inconsistent with the
unchangeable perfection of the divine nature.
Something there was, of course, in God that corres-
ponded to the emotional 1life of man. Otherwlise

God would not have been a God of love and pity.

But the emotions of God were transfigured emotidns.
They were not passions. Passions, according to
Augustine, were movements "contrary to reason'

and as such could have no place in the life of God.
In this line of thought there is no doubt much

truth. We need to be on our guard ageinst ascribing

to God the_ feelings that grow out of our own
finitude. 1

This brings us to a revision of the view of all
emotlions as passions. It is truly sald that one cannot
think clearly when his mind is filled with anger. Some

do not think clearly when in love. There 1s 2 sense

1. Enudson, DOR, 185-186.
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iIn which emotions eare not assignable to God's nature.
But there must be something akin to "transfigured
emotions" in order that God might love man. Spinoza
strongly affirms the love of God for man:

In so far as God loves himself, he loves men also;
the love of God to men, and the intellectual love
cf men to God are identical. Our salvation, or
happiness, or freedom consists in constant and
eternal love to God, or in God's love to men.

The eternal part of the mind is the intellect,

in the use of which only we are active; the
perishable part is the imagination1 through

which we are subject to passlons.

Love 1s an activity of persons, of consclous, intelligent
Intellects. It is difficult to understand Spinoza's
views on the love of God compared with his views on the
impersonality of God.

Henry Sheldon made these remarks about Plato's
philosophy bearing on the question of the personality
of God:

"Plaeto," says Zeller, "often speaks of God
as a person; and we have no.right to see in this
only & conscious adaptation of his language %o
the popular religious notions. Such s mode of
representation was indispensable to hem on account
of the immobility of ideas, in order to explain
phenomena." (Plato and the Older Academy). In the
Platonlc writings God is described as the only
author of good, but far removed from any agency
in the production of evll; as unchangeable, in-
capable of falsehood, the fazirest and best that
1s conceivable, absolutely perfect in 211 his
ettributes; the Father of the universe, who framed
all things after an eternal and unchangeasble pattern;
the careful Creator and Ruler...true measure of all.

l. Ueberweg, HP, II, 78.
2. Sheldon, HCD, 15.
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Plato's theory of the eternal ideas that form the pattern
for all existence framed by God has its parellel in
Spinoza's idea that God could not have created things

in any other way that we might conceive, Seemingly some
super-principles or forms have governed the formation

of all things, according to both Flato and Spinoza.

God is surely governed by the laws of logic and reason:
he cannot both do and not do a particular thing. By
making these eternal Forms part of God's nature, the
philosophers escape the problem of an external limitation
to God's infinity.

Thus we are returned to the idea that to be infinlte
means for God to be all inclusive. Such was also the
view of Aquinas. ftienne Gilson has summarized hls ideas
on God's infinity as follows:

Since in fact God 1s per se, and since our concep-
tion of God absolutely excludes all non-being, and
all thet dependence that would result from non-
being, i1t follows that In him the fullness of
exlstence must be completely realized...

He 1s a tranquill ocean of substance, integrally
present to Himself, and for whom the very con-
ception of an event would be altogether meaningless.
But, at the same time, because it is of being that
God is the perfection, H=2 1s not merely its com-
plete fulfilment and realization, He is also 1lts
absolute expansion, that is to say, its infinity.

If we hold to the primacy of the good the idea of
perfection implies thst of limitation, and that 1is
why the Greeks prlor to the Christian era never
conceived infinity, save as an imperfection...

The perfection of being not only calls for sall
realisations, it also execludes all limits, generating
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thereby a positive infinity which refuses all deter-
mination...For St. Thomas, as for Duns Scotus, 1t

is of the very essence of God, as the pure form of
being, to be infinite...The infinity of the Thomlstic
tod 1s precisely that outside of which there is
nothing.

This writing reveals a great similarity to the views
of Spinoza on the infinite God. The words of Aquinas
himself reveal a more striking comparison:

It remains therefore to inguire whether infinity
is becoming to Him in respect of spiritual magnltude.
This spiritusl magnitude is referrable to two things:
namely, to power and to the goodness or perfection
of a thing's very nature...But in God the inflnite
is understood only negatively, because there 1is
no bound or end to His perfection, and He is the
supremely perfect being. For whatever is finite
by 1ts nature is confined to some generic notion.

Now God is in no genus, and His perfection contains
the perfections of all genera. Therefore he 1is
infinite. Since primary matter is infinite in its
potentiality, 1t follows that God, who is pure act,
is infinite in His actuality...Being itself, considered
absolutely, 1s infinite: for it can be participated
by an infinite number of things in an infinite number
of ways. Hence iIf we take a thing with finlte Being,
this being must be lim_ted by some other thing which
is in some way the cause of that being. Wow there

is no cause of God's being, since He 1s necessary

of Himself. Therefore, He is Infinite Being, and
Himself in Infinite.

These words from the Summa Contra Gentiles almost sound

like the words of Spinoza in some places.
Aquinas, like Spinoza, made self-ccusation a necessary
condition of infinity. They further agree that there is

no being of the same kind or genus as God. These idesas

1. Gilson, SMP, 54 ff.
2. Aquinas, SCG, 94 ff.



of self-causation and uniqueness of genus do not axclude
the idea of the reality of finite things. Truly ultimate
causstion cannot but go back to God, the only source of
eternsl existence. But finite things, created things,
have & finite existence, not a self-caused existence.
Spinoza claimed in Book I that one substance cannot
produce another substance. 1l 1In this he refers to the
ultimate reality, the first cause of existence. He
named the attributes as thought and extension, each
infinlte after their kind. These attributes do not
necescarily include the attribute of existence. 3Spinoza
claims that we know only the two attributes of God, .
thought and extension. Existence is not that kind of
an attribute. This may be an example of the dual meanings
which Spinoza applies to terms, in this case, attribute.
It may be that finlte things possess existence,
not in the infinite sense, but in a temporal senss.
It seems necessary to conclude that finite things do have
a finite existence that is not ultimate or eternal. It
may be everlasting, however, from the time of creation on.
Thls would account for the independence of the mind and
will of the human intellect.

The philosophy of Bruno is also similasr to Spinoza's

doctrines on God's infinity. It 1s easy to find passages

1. ETH, I, prop. vi.
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in Bruno that compare strikingly with Spinoza.
For both, the world waes in a sense...an infinite
living organism, not created by any outward csause,
but having the principles of all its existence and
all its activities within itself. All being, accor-
ding to Bruno, proceeds from the Infinite. The
Infinite is essentially rational and orders things
in the world, disposing them in the same manner
as the human reason connects its ideas. Unlike
Spinoza, Bruno conceived that this iInfinite basils
of things is itself unintelligible to us. "This
gbsolute activity which is the same as the absolute
potentiality, cannot be comprehended by the intellect,
except by negation." (De la Causa, Dial. 3). 1
All being must proceed from the infinite, but must it
necessarily conform to the infinite? Spinoza mesy have
been recognlizing the fact that human minds do not always
agree wlth the Infinite mind when he set forth his doc-
trine of the imaginations or opinions of the human mind.
If the human mind has such opinions, it is also able
to follow these indistinct or false ideas rather than
a cleer and distinct idea of reason or intuition. Such
i1s free will of men: the power to choose right or wrong,
false or true. Spinoza cannot consistently both affirm
the reality of the opinions and deny the ability of man
to live thereby. Dismissing such ideas as false, and
therefore not real, is not sufficlent. Spinoza must

account adequately for the independence of the human

mind or soul and its power to choose good or to sin.

1. McKeon, P0OS, 45,
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In a pantheistic universe, this is impossible. But
since Spinoza's ideas about the infinity of God agree

in many respects with these men quoted above, it does
not appear that infinity of God is incompatible with

the free will of human personality. Spinoza holds to
the absolute infinity of God in actual exlstence.
Aquines agreed with him that God is infinite Belng,

pure ect, complete affirmation of all existence, without
any potentliality.

Spinoza did not conceive God's infinity as a mathe-
matical Infinity. Such an infinite being might be divided,
leading to this problem presented by Josiah Royce:

An infinite collection, if real apart from Ynow-

ledge, could be concelved to be altered by depriving

it of some, or of a considerable fraction, of its
constitutive elements. The collection thus reduced
would be at once finite (since it would have lost
some of its members) and infinite, since no finite
number would be equal to exhausting the remaining
portion.
Royce and Spinoza agree that numerical infinity or the
gquantitative infinity of God is an untenable position.
Spinoza added to the proof that such a divided infinite
would be two natures of the same substance, hence both
finite. jowever, Royce did not feel that this Infinite
Being can logically exist as reason has described it

through the philosophers. His words speak for themselves:

l. Royce, WI, II, 5586.



Is not the compléete Infinite the very type of a
logical 'monster'? Is not the very conception

& self-contradiction? If thought, then, has to
concelve Reality as infinite, so much the worse,
one may say, for thought. ...30 space is for us
capable of infinite, that 1s, of indefinite division
if you choose to try to tske it to pileces...

But such divisibility is a mere possibility. The
limitless exists, therefore, only in potentia.

A number actually infinite is contradictory; for
then 1t could not be counted; it would have no
determinate size; and it would be so formless and
meaningless...Any whole of reality is limited

by its own form, end by the fact that, as an actusal
whole, it 1s perfectly determinate. The difficulty
as to the infinite must be solved, then, by saying
that what 1s regl forms s definite, and for that
reason, a finlte totality; while within this
totality there may be aspects which our thought
¢iscovers to be, in this or that respect, inex-
haustible through any process of counting that
follows some abstractly possible line of our own
sub jective distinctions or syntheses. But this
endlessness is potential only, and never actual .l

Infinity for Royce means inexhaustibllity. The whole

of reslity is a definitely limited whole, beyond which
there is nothing. He denles the actuality of an infinite
being, but affirms that 1t may exlst potentially.

All the foregoing objections to the conception of

the actually infinite rest, in large measure, upon

g. true and perfectly relevant principle, As a fact,
what 1s real is ipso facto determinate and individual.
It is this becasuse it is such that No Other can

teke 1ts place., The Real is the final, the deter-
minate, the totality....Reality, in the final and
determinate experience of the Absolute, cannot be
less than Infinitely wealthy, both in content and

in its order. <

1. Royce, WI, II, 554-555.
2. Ibid., 563, 569.
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The very 1ldea of the infinite is the highest, most
abstract thought of which man is capable. It is the
conceptlion of the greatest being, the greatest reality
that cen possibly have existence. It 1s impossible for
men to 'go beyond this climactlie thought. The very
thought of the infinite 1s exalting.

It is psychologlically impossible for man to
face the infinite in sny shape without exultation..

Any positive view of the universe beyond my ignor-

ance has power to Incite infinite devotion; not '

failing to tempt the spirit to an infinite dis-
loyalty to itself. The reconciliation of men with
such a world is no longer degrading nor disloyal;
for the breach which is opened up between man and
his world by the entrance of the unseen Claimant,
may be through that same presence completely
closed. Religion offers science the power and the
stimulus to proceed ad infinitum without fear

of ultimate obstacle, 1
When faced by the mighty infinity of the unlverse, a man
begins to feel his smallness, his infinite smallness.
But through the love of God he may feel his part in
this wonderful Infinite Reality.

L1fred North Whitehead voiced his copinion on the
infinite as an objection to the l1dea that has been so
difficult in the entire history of philosophy. He felt
thet the infinits wes a great nothingness, having no

reality apart from finite particular existence. A

summary of Whitehead's position is here given:

1. Hocklng, MGHE, 236=-237.
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The superstitious awe of Infinitude hssg been
the bane of philosophy. The infinite has no pro-
pertles. All value is the gift of finitude, which
ie the necessary condltion for sctivity.

There are no self-existent finlte entities.

The finite essentlially refers to an unbounded
background. Infinitude in itself is meaningless
end valueless. It acquires meaning and value

by its embodiment of finite entities. Apart from
the finlte, the infinite is devoid of meaning and
cannot be distinguished from nonentity.

Among philosophers, Spinoza emphasized the
fundamental infinitude and introduced a subordinate
differentiation by finite modes. Lelbnitz empha-
sized the necessity of finite monads and based them
upon a substratum of Delstic infinitude. Weither
of them adequately emphasized the fact that infinitude
is a mere vacancy apart from its embodiment of
finite values, and that finite values are mean%ngless
apert from their relations beyond themselves.

The Infinite Belng, then, must have some concrete essence
or existence with which we can have contact, unless the
ldea should be left vague and empty. Unless God is
conceived as an Infinite Person, there can be no meaning
to his infinity apart from finite expressions, And
perhaps even an Infinite Person would have to express
himself in finite things to achlieve any meaning or value.
What bearing does the idea of a personal God have
on this idea of an infinite God? Can the exalted gualities
of an infinite God be retained in s personal God while
eliminating the blank abstractness that characterizes the
notion of the infinite to Royce and Whitehead? 1In a

personal God we can have contact and confidence. With

1. Schilpp, POW, 674-675.
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a personsl God, finite persons can enjoy love and
fellowship far beyond that intellectual love which
Spinoza advocates as man's highest goal and function.l
The chief problem pointed out in Spinoza's thought has
been with regard to the relation between the divine gnd
human beings. Spinoza's psnthelsm makes all finlte
minds a part of the divine, infinite mind, insofar gs
they think clear and distinet, or true, ideas. The
personalistic view leaves the intellect of human beings
outside the belng of God, though created by God. An
explanation of this position is given by F. Gerald
Ensley thus:

A personel God 1s not all of reality, as the
pantheists would make him. He stands in relation
to finite selves that are not = part of him. What
ie the nature of this relation? On the one hand,
they are dependent on him, for he is their creator.
On the other hand, their very creation means granting
to them a relative independence of God and an
glienation of his power from himself. Finite
selves wield a measure of self-control and self-
direction. God's purposes do not prevail in men
by fiat, as with nature, but as men themselves
malkze the divine purposes thelr own. As a moral
being, God moves his human creatures through in-
fluence rather than mechanically.

Personalism...accepts the pantheistic view
that God is immanent in the universe but conceives
that immenence in volitional terms. Nature is not
a part of a divine substance but an effsct of divine
will, while man is one with God, not in the sense
of metaphysical identity, but in unity--when man
so wille it to be--of purvose.

l. Cf. p. 75 above and ETH, V, prop. xxxvi.
<. Ensley, Art. 1943, in Brightman, PIT, 119.



This conception of God does not agres with the idea
of Spinoza's doctrine of God and his infinity. A personal
God is bound by the determinateness of his own being, by
the inherent laws of logie and reason, by the moral obli-
gation to rightéousness and holiness. In a sense, however,
these limitations are akin to what Spinoza meant by saying
that God acts necessarily in accordance with his nature.
Spinoza believed firmly in a rational order, which is
necessary to avoid a chaotie universe. Therefore, God
is limited within himself by certain rational principles.

It goes without saying that a personal God
such as we have described possesses limitations.
For one thing, a personality is a determinate being,
end as such it 1s prevented from being its opposite.
It cannot be impersonal for the same reason a square
cannot be a circle. Since God is a rational being,
he cannot be irrational; he cannot make two and two
equal five. Since he 1s a moral beling, he cannot
regard virtue as the same as vice. He is constrained
to moral conduct in his own life: "the most free of
beings has no choice when he 1s confronted by the
best." (McConnell, Is God Limited) As a moral agent
there inheres in him the self-limitation that

o1

characterizes every will--the limitation of its purpose

(to will A is not to will B), and the limitations

of moral obligation (it is bound to realize its purpose

by every consistent means, but to renounce evil means
to its ends. 1

A personal God is further limlted by the finite selves
that he has created. He has endowed them with the power
to assert their will for good or evil, although he has

warned against the ultimate destruction of all evil.

1. Ibid., 120.



92

"God is limited not only by his own nature but by the
finite selves which he has caused. Since they are free
beings, they are at liberty to frustrate the Good which
he values." 1

Spinoza accounted for the evil in the universe by
saying that it arises from the imagination or opinions,
the passions of men, and that 1t consists in false, or
incomplete ideas. Evil is a negative thing, the absende
of complete knowledge. With the personal God there are
deep problems of the solution of the origin of evil. This
cannot be dealt with fully in this thesis, but must be men-
tioned in connection with the study of infinity. Somse
of the evil is due to the will of man in frustrating
the Good which God seeks to achieve through man. There
is scriptural evidence for the reality of an evil person,
known as Satan, Beelzebub, the Devil, and other like names,
who is responsible for aggravating ana instigation of
mach of the evil both in the universe and in the actions
of men. The responsibility for creating beings capable of
doinz evil must rest in God, for he is the Originator of
2ll things. Theologians have battled with the problem of
protectinz the holiness and goodness of God as well as his

infinity in the face of this responsibility. In addition,

l. Ibid., 121.
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there appeaers to be in the realm of nature an element of

discord called natural evil. If it is really evil, upon

whose shoulders shell the responsibility for it rest?

One proposed solution is this:
In addition to the limitations arising out of the
determinateness of God's beinz, there may be a passive
or resisting element within his nature--a "Given'--
which eternally thwarts the divine will and accounts
for the evil of the world. This 1s a point of
contention among personalists. 1

The Given is fully discussed in Brightman's Personality

eand Religlon, Ch. III and IV, and A Philosophy of Religion,

Ch. X, with the main argumesnts for the reality of the
Given. The opposing view in personalism is presented

by Knudson in The Doctrine of Redemption, 204-212. The

following statements from the Problem of God by Brightman

relate the problem of the Given to thls current study of
God's infinity.

This finite God, who achieves meaning in conflict
and who shares as a comrade in the struggles and
sufferings of humanity, may, as we have previously
intimated, be in some remote way akin to the Hegelian
Absolute, elthough plainly not identical with it.

The contrasts, tensionsg, and conflicts in the divine
nature may be another version of the dialectic prin-
ciple...

The best feature of traditional theism, both
religiously end intellectually, was 1ts emphasis on
the personality of God, which rendered intelligible
both the transcendent dignity of the divine self-
existence, namely, absolute rationality, and also the
relation of God to suffering humanity, namely, absolute
love. But the attributes of God in that theism,

l- Ibido’ 121-
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especially his omnipotence and lmpassibility set him
far apart from the pains and periles of experience.
Hence we suggested the hypothesis of the Given in
God which corresponds to and accounts for those
factors in experience (not due to human will) which
frustrate the attalnment of the highest values...
The Given limits the will snd probably ths foreknow-
ledge of God, without limiting his goodness or his
rationality or his power to mold the Given as to
derive value from it. God would no longer be omni-
potent or omniscient or impassible; but he would
remein the perfectly benevolent Crestor and the perfec-
tly wise Knower of all actual existence. He would
also be the controlling power of the universe,
guiding it through all struggles and delays toward
an ever-enlarging value.

Obviously, this view of a Glven in God's nature is opposed
to Spinoza's position of the complete infinity and per-
fection of God's nabure. The Given 1s an imperfection
of God's neture. From Spinoza's idea of God's infinity
that there is no other substance to limit God, no
other being of the same genus, Brightman's God is
equally infinite. There is but one God, one supreme
Being.

But Spinoza's doctrine of infinity includes the
idea that God 1s absolutely perfect in hls entire naturs.
The Glven stands as a limit to God's omnipotence, in
order to increase hisg goodness. Since Spinoza has
earnestly sought to defend God's omnipotence, 2 1t 1s

apparent that he would not accept this 1ldea of the Given.

1. Brightman, POG, 191-192.
2. ETH, I, prop xvii, scholium.



However, Spinoza did not make an adequate solution
for the problem of natural evil. The closing note
of Book One refutes the opinion of men that certain
things are evil because they affect him adversely.
He derides the idea that God seeks a harmonious uni-
verse. Spinoza wants to view the universe from God's
position, rather than by what is good or evil for man.
His words are these:
The perfection of taings is to be reckoned only
from their own nature and power; things are not
more or less perfect, sccording as they delight or
offend human senses, or according as they are
serviceable or repugnant to mankind. To those
who ask why God did not so creste all men, that
they should be governed only by reason, I give no
answer but this: Dbecause matter was not lacking
to him for the crestion of every degree of per-
fectlon from highest to lowest; or, more strictly,
because the laws of his nature are so vast, as
to suffice for the production of everything
conceivable by an infinite intelligence, as I
have shown in Prop. xvi.
Spinoza really dodged the issues of evll and imperfection
in nature. He agrees that God has created some things
less perfect than others. But since all things are part
of God, would not this place imperfection within the
nature of God? Does the existence of natural evil
constitute a limlt to God's omnipotence in that God could

not have created things otherwise? This conflict, which

i 09 ETH, I, appendix.
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gives rise to the 1dea of the Given, is not adequately
solved by Spinoza. An 1ssue cannot be solved by dodging
it or denying its existence. It would seem that Spinoza,
in recognizing that God has created some things that

are not perfect, has concedéd the reason for the hypo-
thesis of the Given. Yet he continues to affirm the
omnipotence and absolute infinity of God.

Thus the problem of infinity has been discussed by
some of the philosophers whose thought has bearing upon
Spinoza's doctrines. Some thinkers show points of
similgrity, others have marked differences and sharp
oppositions. Inconsistencies within Spinoza's philos-
ophy have appeared, especially with regard to the per-
sonality of God and man, thelr independence, and their
relations to each other. The problem of natural evil
i1s not solved adequately. The relation of Spinoza
to Christianity remains to be discussed in the next

chapter.
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CHAPTER SIX
SPINOZA'S INFINITE GOD COMPARED WITH THE
HEBREW-CHRISTIAN CONCEPT OF AN INFINITE GOD
The God of Spinoza is very different in many
respects from the God of Christian teaching. Spinoza
openly declares that he does not accept or comprehend
the Christian viewpoint. This is stated in the Tractatus

Theologico-Politicus and in correspondence, chiefly.

Even from the standpoint of ethics, the two are quite
distant. In the Ethicd, Book IV, Spinoza stated that humility
and repentance are not virtues.

Prop. LIIT.--Humility is not a virtue, or does not

erise from reason.

Prop. LIV.--Repentance is not a virtue, or does not

arise from reason, but he who repents of an action

is doubly wretched or infirm.
The Christian views humility as a primary virtue, and
repentance for sin as a necessary condition for salvetion.
Spinoze based his belief in saying that these are products
of feer and result in pailn to the soul, hence they are evil.
On the other hand, the virtues of love, self-approval (not
pride), gratefulness, rationally choosing the greater good,
acting in good faith, returning good for evil, are virtues

praised by both Christ and Spinoza. 1 The whole question

of ethics cannot be discussed, but it is noteworthy that a

1. ETH, IV, props. x1-1xxii, and Magtthew 5-7 (The Sermon on
the Mount) .
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difference does exist on this practical level. Any sound
ethical system must be founded upon a sound metaphysics.
Variances in the ethicel level indicate similar differences
in metaphysical premises. Therefore attention must be
turned to the ultimate reality.

The Bible is not a metaphysical or theological book.
There has been much speculation throuzh the centuries about
its doctrines. The Church has labelled some ideas as
heresies, while others have been adopted as dogma. Com-
plete agreement upon all theological dogma will not be
attalned on this earth, according to the experiences of
the history of man. Certain characteristics embraced by
a majority of Christian believers may be selected, however,
to form a fundamental conception for comparison with
Spinogza's doctrines.

The creeds of the Churches have mentioned the infinity
and perfection of God, and of Christ. Credal statements of
the Protestant Episcopal Church, the Methodist Church,
the Presbyterian Church, several Lutheran bodies, the
Church of the Nazarene, and others, acclaim the infinite
perfection of God. Such terms as "almighty,""everlasting,"

' "ommiscient," and

"omnipotent," "omnipresent," "perfect,'
"holy" are typical of Christian expressions about God.

The absolute sovereignty ofGod has been upheld by Augustine,
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Aguinas, Luther, Calvin, Wesley, and countless others.
Other ideas about God that are in common with Spinoza's
position are the goodness, rationality, Jjustice, and love
of God.

Spinoza's doctrine of pantheism, the idea that the
universs as a whole is God, does not agree with Christian
belief in a personal God. Fanthelsm requires an impersonal
absolute deity. Christianity requires a personal God.

The personality of God implies individuality that is not
consistent with the universality of pantheism. The
theologians of the Christian Church have not been pan-
theists. Various philosophers have ranged in their
thinkingz from the complete transcendence of God over the
universe (deism) to the complete immanence of God (pan-
theism). The most common ground seems to be that God is
transcendent in that he controls the universe from above,
and immanent in that he creasted it and remains with it

to maintein its order. Spinoza denied the accusation

of Oldenburg that hls God is nothing more then the material
world, but his God is far ffom ihe personal God of the
Christlan position. Spinoza's words of defense are:

For I hold that God is of gll things the czsuse immanent,

as the phrase is, and not transient. I say that all

things are in God and move in God, thus agreeing with

Pgul, and, perhaps, with all the ancient philosophers,
though the phraseology may be different...The supposition
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of some that I endeavor to prove in the Tractatus
Theologico-Politicus the unity of God and Nature
(meaning by the latter a certain mass of corporeal
matter), is wholly erroneous.

A vast difference still remains between an impersonal
Absolute and a personal Jehovah-God.

In another criticism of the Christian religion,
Spinoza assails the practice of seeking a basis of faith
through belief in miracles, which he calls ignorance.

The real basis of faith sould be true reason and intuiltion,
sccording to Spinoza. He makes Christianity little better
then & superstitlion. He believed that Jesus Christ was

a supreme manifestation of the true wisdom, in which

we must bellieve. But he did not understand what was meant
by the incarnation of God:

I do not think it 1s necessary for salvation to

know Christ according to the flesh: but with regard

to the Eternal Son of God, that is, the Eternal

iisdom of God, which has manifested itself in all
things and especially in the human mind, and above
all in Christ Jesus, the case is far otherwise.

For without this no one can come to a state of

blessedness, inasmuch as it alone teaches what is

true or false, good or evil. <
Spinoza's idea of Christology is similar to present day
unitarianism and liberal theology.

The determinism of Spinoza's God 1s also oopogsad to

Christian teaching. Spinoza declared that things could not

have been created in any other way than they have been.

1. Letter XXI (LXXIII) to Oldenburg.
2. Ibid.
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Everything 1s determined according to a fixed natural
law that cannot be changed. The Calvinlistic teaching
of election and predestination is akin to this deter-
minism. Cealvin's view of the sovreizgnty of God also
denies free will of man, insofar as salvation is con-
cerned. Ultimate salvation is bestowed arbitrarily
and irresistably by God's will and grace. Unlike
Spinoza, Calvin believed in a reality of sin and its
complete domination of the human heart before salvation.
The Arminian and Wesleyan theology, which includes
the doctrine of the free will agency of man in moral
choices, is more in harmony with personalistic philosophy.
This latter theological position is the interpretation
followed in this thesis. Spinoza, Celvin and Arminius
each emphasize thesovereipnty of God. For Arminlus this
does not include domination of the will of man by God,
as for Calvin; nor does it include metaphysical unity
of the mind of man with the divine intellect. Persons are
created by God with the power of choice to live according
to God's will or not, to love God or not. Disobedience
to God, sin, results inevitably in death, unless it is
forgiven by the grace of God through repentance and faith
of the sinner. Finite persons are not subject to the

determinism that Splnoza ushers into the scene of life.
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Note the effect upon morality of a deterministic
system. If the results are all predetermined, what is
the purpose of morality and consclence? If there is no
moral judgment or settlement, where is the virtue in
good living? The theory of determinism is untenable in
a moral universe. In his ethical system, Spinoza
seems to Indicate a choice between good and evil is
possible, but it is not in harmony with the principles
of his metaphysics. _

The Christian regards sin and evil as disobedience
to God. It is followed by a feeling of guilt and fear
of punishment, invariably. For Spinoza, evil is only
a negation of good, a lack of knowledge, arising apart
from rational principles in the imagination. It is
true that goodness is reasonable, but sin is more than
a lack of reason. Sin is a definite action that goes
against true reason. Spinoza stated his position on
the nature of evil thusly:

For my own part, I cannot admit that sin and
evil have any positive existence, far less that
anything éan exist, or come to pass, contrary to
the will of God. On the contrary, not only do I
agsert that sin has no positive existence, I aglso
maintain that only in spealzing improperly, or
humanly, can we say that we sin against God, as in
the expression that men offend God.

Again, we cannot say that Adam's will is at

variance with the law of God, and that it is evil
because it 1s displeasing to God; for besides the

fact that grave imperfection would be imputed to God,
or that he desires anything that he does not attain,
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or that his nature resembled that of his creatures

in having sympathy with some things more than others;

such an occurrence would be at complete variance

with the nature of the divine will. The will of God

is identical with his intellect; hence the former

can no more be contravened than the latter.
This position is diametrically opposed to the Biblical
account of sin. Typical expressions of sin against God
as found in the Bible are these:

So should you sin against the Lord your God.

Thy word have I hid in my heart that I might not

sin against thee. 9

Indeed, I have sinned against the Lord God of Israel. %

The Lord, he against whom we have sinned.

Neither do I condemn thee, go and sin no more. ©
This Christian doctrine is that men can sin against God,
but their disobedience will be punished, unless it is
forgiven by repentance and faith in Christ who died for
our sins to be forgiven. 7 The mark of judgment against
sin is unmistakable in the Bible. So also are the rewards
for loving God. God has given to man the free power to
will to live righteously or to sin. Spinoza cannot hold
to this position, since he also believes that ths humsan
intellect 1is a part of the divine intellect. Sin cannot
be a part of the nature of God. Once again it is evident
that this confusion of the metaphysical natures of the

human and divine intellects is a major error in Socinoza's

thought.

1. Letter XXXII (XIX) to Blyenbergh. 5. Isalah 42:24.

2. Deuteronomy 20:18. 6. St. John 3:11.
3. Psalms 119:11. 7. I Cor. 15:13;

4, Joshua 7:20. Hebrews 9:23.



Spinoza continued in the letter referred to above
with regard to the nature of Scriptures that ascribe
human characteristics to God:

I observe that Scripture, being chiefly fitted

for and beneficial to the multitude, speaks popularly
after the fashion of men. For the multitude are
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incapable of sublime conceptions...They constantly speak

of God as resembling a man, as sometimes angry, some-
times merciful, now desiring what is future, now
jealous and suspicious, even as deceived by the
devil; so that philosophers and all who are above

the law, that is, who follow after virtue, not in
obedience to law, but through love, because it is the
most excellent of all things, must not be hindered
by such expressions.

It is true that God deals with men through parables

and metaphors because they cannot fully apprehend the

depths of spiritual truth otherwise. Jesus was the greatest

user of paraebles in his ministry. But it must be under-
stood that a parable is onky a symbol of a much greater
reality. Christianity agrees that love 1s the greatest

of all things, as Paul testified in I Corinthians 13:13.

Love is the only motive around wnich a human personality
may be organized. Fear 1s a disorganizing motive. But
the punishments for sin are unavoidable. Occasionally
only the fear of punishment can bring men face to face
with God, and lead to salvation, and the love of God.
Spinoza advocated a life above the control of the
emotions and passions. His plea is that they are contrary

to reason. In actual life, emotions are a vital part

1. Letter XXXII (XIX) to Blyenbergh.



the humen personality. True, they are allowed to

dominate 1life excessively in some persons. However,

it should not be denied that they are an integral part

of normal personality. Bondage to emotions should be
avolded, but not a complete aveidance of their expression.
Spinocza called an emotion a disturbance of the spirit.

"An emotion, which is a passion, ceases to be s passion
as soon as we form a clear and distinct idea of 1t." 1

By a rational grasp of the necessity of all things,

we are able to abolish all emotion, theoretically, for
that 1s the true spirit of the intellectual lcove of God.
Since God 1s capable of only clear and distinet, rational
ideas, he 1s absolutely free from passions. Spinoza
continued his proof saying that the more we understand
and ratiocnalize our behavior, the more we shall understand
and love God., But we cannot expect God to love us in
return. € The Christian doctrine is that God loves us,
and gave his 1life in Christ to save us from sin and
reconcile us unto himself. The greatest scriptural text
for this thought is the classical John 3:16. The entire

1life of Christ is a demonstration of the love of God for
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sinful men. Men turn to God because they find the need for

1. ETH, V, prop. ii.
2. E'H, V, prop. xxl.



and the availability of the love of God for them.

This love of God is a soul—transforﬁing power.
Much as men may seek to live by their conscience and
iIn a rational way, they cannot succeed in righteous
living without the power of God iIn their hearts. Men,
left to themselves without the vitalizing power of God's
love, do evil, contrary to thelr best reason. The
atrocities of the two holocastic wars of this century
are indicative of the horrors of living against the
principles of God. Leaders of Germany, Italy, Japan,
and now Russia have denied and rejected God. The folly
of their position and the destruction which follows is
¥nown to all. Tne love of God for men is an essential
element of life. Spinoza avowed that hatred must be
conquered by love. God 1s the source of love. For him,
it is the intellectual love of an Absolute Belng, a
rational understanding of the necessity of nature, a love
that cannot expect returns from this Infinite Being.
For the Christian, love is the highest function of man
and God. PBut it is a mutual love, saared between persons.
Love is the power of a person, not an impersonal Absoclute.
There is little appeal in the love of which Spinoza wrote.
The appeal of the love of the Christian God touches the
whole life, including the emotions, and is rational.

This Chtistian way is the true way of life and love of God.
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In these ways, Spinoza disagrees with the Christian
position. That Christian position expressed in com-
parison with Spinoza is founded on Arminian and Wesleyan
concepts of Christianity. Certain views of Spinoza
have been shown as contraedicting other interpretations
of Christlianity. Complete agreement in Christian doctrine,
ss in phllosophy, is not to be found on this earth, and
with ali probability will not be gchieved in the present
order of things. However, each person must adopt in
faith that which for him comprises a practical absolute,

a doctrine that is most satisfactory to his thinking, and

thet leads him to know and love God.



CHAPTER SEVEN
CONCLUSIONS ON SPINOZA'S CONCEPT OF GOD'S INFINITY

Spinoza made & sincere effort in his philosophy to
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emphasize the exaltedness of God, the perfection of God, the

infinite magnitude of God, the absoluteness of God. It

must be agreed with Royce that men stands in reverent awe

in the presence of the infinite. This conception of the

infini ty of God staggers the human mind in imagination,
reason, and intuition. We cennot fully apprehend the
infinity of God, but an adequate knowledge is possible.
Spinoza's concept of God 1s stimulating to the mind.
The simple statement that God is "a Being absolutely
infinite" 1 brings one to an admiration of that great
Being, together with a profound consciousness of one's
own infinite smallness.

Who can tell the iInfinite greatness of even the
physical universe? The greatest telescopes man has
devised have not reached out to the full extent of 1it.
It is seemingly infinite in extension. Who can tell
the power enclosed within even the minutest electronl?
Scientists are only beginning to unlock the power held

within the atom. In the physical universe there 1s an

undeniable evidence and revelation of an Infinite Creator.

l. ETH, I, def. vi.
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It might be said that all of reality 1s a complete
unit, and hence finite in that it is perfectly determinate
within the limits of its own being. 1In another sense,
this gsserts the infinity of Reality, for there can be
no other to 1limit it be equal existence. This is Spinoza's
position: there is no other Substance iIn existence which
can 1limit God by its existence, for God includes everything
that is real. There 1s no limit to the extension or the
thought of God. God is the absolutely infinite being.
Since man can have such a conception of God, and ideas
are csused only by real things, then the reality of the
Infinite God must be assumed (the ontological argument,
basically). Spinoza pointed out the absolute perfection
of God's nature. Nothing false or negative can be in
God's nature, which is the absolute affirmation of all
existence. This exalted view of God captures the wonder
of the intellect. However, this alone does not produce
the love of God as known in Christian teachings.

If God's nature includes within himself all that
exists, then the human mind must be included within God.
Spinoza's absolute being is an impersonal being, yet
it i1s sald to contaln human personality. Personality is
the greatest creation of God. If effects cannot be grester
then the cause, then God too must be a person. A person

may be defined as a self-conscious being. Spinoza agrees
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that God perfectly understends himself. Surely God is

self-conscious. Intellect, Reason, and Love are functions

of & person, not an abstract impersonal Absoclute.

Spinoza acknowledged that there are some elements of

human personality that are false, evil, bound by passions.

This 1s not to be found in God, however. Evil 1s a

negative thing. The affirmation of existence in a

finite cresture is that part of him which is in God.

That which is false or evil is not real. Suppose that

a person were partly real, partly unreal. If he comes

to understand his passions and act rationally, he

achieves more reality, and adds to the total rational

reality In God. But that would be absurd to Splnoza,

for God cannot be added to; he is perfectly complete.

Everything is determined by God; human volition has

no place in Spinoza's philosophy; all ie based on the

law of cause and effect. The reality of sin and evil

is apparent in human 1life. The power of choice between

good and evil is given to man. Human minds cannot be

a pert of the divine intellect, although they may com-

prehend some of the same thoughts. Personality, human and

divine, 1s the greatest problem 1in Spinoza's philosophy.
Spinoza has been charged with a denial of religion.

He was excommunicated from his Jewish synagogue for heresies.



Certalnly he denles many Hebrew and Christlan concepts
of religion and God. Spinoza defended himself in these
words:
BPut I would ask, whether a man throws off all
religion, who maintains that God must be acknow-
ledeed as the highest good, and must, as such
be loved with the free mind: or again, that the
reward of virtue is virtue itself, while the
punishment of folly and weakness is folly itself?
or lastly, that every man ought to love his
neighbor, and to obey the commands of the supreme
power? Such doctrines I have not only expressly
stated, but have also demonstrated them by very
solid reasoning.
Truly Splnoza did not deny true religion. He conceived
Christianity to be the religion of high principles, many
of which he upheld and sought to establish by the soundest
reason possible. But Spinoza violently objected to the
superstitious, as he called it, element of Christianity.
The mystery of the Incarnation of Christ was not under-
stood at all, hence denied by him. Perhaps some of his
objection to superstitions of Christlianity arose from the
practices of the Roman Catholic Church in his day. In
another letter he objected strenuously to that false
brand of Christianity:

Do you set it down to pride and arrogasnce, that
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I employ reason and acquiesce in this true Word of God,

which 1s in the mind and can never be depraved or
corrupted: Cast away this deadly superstition,
acknowledze the reason which God has given you, and

1. Letter XLIX to Isaac Orobio.



follow that, unless you would be numbered with
the brutes. Ceass, I say, to call ridiculous
errors mysteries, and do not basely confound thoss
things which are unknown to us, or have not yet been
discovered, with what 1s proved to be absurd, like
the horrible secrets of this Church of yours, which,
in proportion as they are repugnant to right_reason,
you believe to transcend the understanding.
Spinoza upheld the principles in Christianity that he
believed were the elements of true religion. Others
he rejected boldly. In view of the degradation of the
Catholie Church, Christianity's largest group of nominal
adherents, during Spinoza's day, it is not diffucult
to understand a reason for his adverse opinion of
Christianity in many ways. Spinoza earnestly sought
a true ethic for living, based on a sound metaphysics.
He embraced many truths about God and men, but, as has
been shown, confused his 1deas about personszlity, both
humen and divine. A completely satisfactory ethics
cannot be founded on such a metaphysical position.
Soinoza proved the complete sovereignty of God and
the infinity of God from the standpoint of his surpassing
all other beings, including s8ll reality within himself.
But he did not achieve a compnletely satisfactory philosophy
since he denies the personality of God, and engulfs the

personality of finite men in the abstractness of the

1. Letter LXXIV (LXXVI) to Albert Burgh.
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Infinite Being. The divine relationship with men 1is

a personal one. It is a continual struggle to free men
from their depraved, evil condition. Pringle-Pattison
aptly desecribed this relationship:

This is the conclusion...no God, or Absolute,
existing in solitary bliss and perfection, but a
God who lives in the perpetual giving of himself,
who shares in the 1life of his finite creatures,
bearing in and with them the whole burden of their
finitude, their sinful wanderings and sorrows,
and the suffering without which they cannot be
made perfect. We must interpret the divine on
the analogy of what we feel to be profoundest in
our own experience. The divine omnipotence
consists in the all-compelling power of goodness
eand love to enlighten the grossest darkness and to
melt the hardest heart. We needs must love the
highest when we see it. It 1s of the essence of the
divine prerogative to seek no other means of
triumph--as, indeed, a real triumph is possible
on no other terms.

God...the eternal Redeemer of the world.

This perpetual process 1s the very life of God,
in which, besides the effort and paln, He_tastes,
we must believe, the joy of victory won.

God is the Perfect Person who continually expresses his
infinite being in love to finite man.
Spinoza said, "By God, we mean a Being supremely

2 There cannot be

perfect and absolutely infinite;"
a greater concept of the infinity of God than Spinoza's.
He adequately proved that God exlsts as the First Cause,
that his greatness in all of his attributes is infinite

beyond comprehension. God is the most real of all beings.

l. Pringle-Pattison, I0G, 411-412.
2. Letter ITI to Oldenburg.
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It is unfortunate the Spinoza did not grasp the reality
of God as the Perfect Person, loving and caring for
finite persons which are the highest beinzs of his
creation. Finlite creatures cannot become equal to or
greater than the Infinite God. ©No being can equal him
and 1limit him in that way. There can be only one
Supreme being. Finite men cannot abrogate the will

of (od without punishment, but they are frees to realize
and reclprocate in the fellowshlp and love of God the
Father, the Infinite Personality. The love of the
Infinite, Supremely Perfect God is the greatest thing

in Resglity.
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ABSTRACT
The fundamental principle of the philosophy of
Benedict de Spinoza 1s the necessary and absolpte infinity
of God. He defined God as an absolutely infinite being.
This concept is the starting point of his philosophy.
A1l of his thinking is God-centered. The proof of his
principle’of Infinity is presented in the Ethics, Book I.
Spinoza began with an intuitive notion of God.
He expresséd his intultive beliefs in definitions and
axioms to begin the structure of his philosophy. The
propositions and proofs which follow are rational ex-
plenations of the intultive definitions. The reality
of God 1s proven by the necessity for a First Cause,
a self-caused being. The infinity of God is affirmed
because God is the only substance which can pcssess the
attribute of existence. There is no other being of the
same kind as God; therefore nothing exists which can 1liait
God. All particular things flow necessarily from the
neture of God., All reality i1s 1In God. Everything that
is, 1is God.

Once the premises of Spinoza's philosophy are
granted, the logical steps of his proof of infinity
and the nature of God follow necessarily. The geometric
method makes the premises highly important. Spinoza

intuitively conceived his definition of God. From this



definition he proceeded to form his entire philosophy
by deductive reasoning. There is nothing which does not
follow necessarily from God's nature.

The infinity of God means the complete affirmation
of 2ll existence. Everythinz real i1s a part of God.
All things are present to the eternally perfect God.
God eternslly causes, by his omnipotence, the reality
of everything which 1s in hls Infinite iIntellect. God's
power, will, and intellect are one. God has the power
to cause anything within his infinite intellect, and
necessarily wills to do sco. Splnoza rejected the Car-
tesian idea of creative, mataphysical cause on the
grounds that 1t would destroy God's omnipotence. Either
God would not be able to create everything in his
infinite intellect, or, if he could do so, he would
then be able to create nothing more. Hence his infinity
and omnipotence would be destroyed. Therefore Spinoza
unites will, intellect, and power. But Spinoza did

not consider that an infinlite cannot be exhausted.

The infinite intellect cannot be exhausted by the infinite

power. The power of the infinite is to continually create

as it chooses to do so.

Many philos=sophers have discussed the notion of the
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infinite. Aquinas agreed with Spinoza that God is infinite.

This infinity 1s understood only negatively, for there is



no limit to his perfection. Bruno concurs that all being
proceeds from the infinite. Royce ohjected to the term
"infinite" as being a complete abstraction, a logical
monster without definite meaning. Infinity means inex-
haustibllity to Royce. Whitehead claimed that the infinite
Belng achleved meaning only in the finite and particular.

One of the chief errors in the philosophy of Spinoza
is the denial of the personality of God. Secondly, he
included all things within the nature of God, including
human personality. In the necessary, determined order
of things, human personality 1s denied moral fresdom.
Brrors within the human intellect are made a part of
the divine intellect. Such is not consistent with the
teaching that there is no imperfection in God.

Spinoza denied that anything can hapgpen to frustrate
the will of God. There is no such thing as sin against
God. Evil is only negative--the absence of true knowledge.
It arlses from the imagination, not reason or intuition.
Spinoza denied the reality of natural evil. Things are
not evil merely because they are contrary to man's well-
being. There 1s no real natural evil for Spinoza. God
had sufficient matter to create every level »f perfection.
But since everything is a part of-God, and God 1s perfect,
why are not all things perfect? Spinoza dodged any real

answer to this problem. Althouzh he denied the reality of
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natural evil and imperfection within God, the notion

persists. It appears to be akin to the Given as proposed

by Edger S. Brightman to explain natﬁral evil. Spinoza's

solution for the problem of evil, both in msn and nature,

1s not adequate. It stands as a problem to infinity of God.
Spinoza disagreed fundamentally with Christianity.

He denied the personality of God essential to the Christian

faith. He did not comprehend the meaning of Christ's

incarnation, but believed that Jesus perceived and tauzht

the highest truths. Spinoza objected to irrational belief

in miracles and mysteries as a basis for faith in the

Infinite God. He rejected the ides of sin, and denied

the freedom of the human will to choose goocd or evil,

The Christian doctrine of salvation 1s by forgiveness

of sins through repentance and faith. Spinoza denied the

possibility of sins against God, and condemned repentance

as paln, or evil resulting from fear. Spinoza and

Christianity agree that love 1s the highest function of

God and man. But Spinoza's intellectual love consisting

in the mental comprehension of the necessary truths of

the universe is not to be compared with the glorious

love of the Christian God which is shared and reciprocated

by finite men in a personal union of spirit with the

infinite God.



Spinoza's concept of God's infinity is perhﬁps the
greatest concept held sbout God. It ié exalting to
think sbout the Infinlite God. That Infinite God can
achieve real meaning, however, only as he 1ls the Perfect
Person. UPerfect Personality does not 1limit the being
of God. This is the'highest concept of God possible.
The highest function of man is to participate in the

Infinite Love of the Infinitely Perfect Person of God.
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