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ABSTRACT

Thisinvestigatory bibliographiprojecton Spinoza and the problem of
universals draws four principal conclusions. (1) Spinoza is a realist concerning
universals. Indeed, Spinoza endorses a radical form adme&hown as universalism,
the doctrine according to which every ontologically authentic entity is a universal. (2)
Spinoza is a realist concerning universal species natures. He holds that a given species
nature (such as human nature) is wholly instardiateeach species member. (3)
SpinozacombinegAristotelian and Platonic realism. On the one hand, he holds that no
universal is ontologically anterior to the one substance God. On the other hand, he holds
that all universals with instantiations in thelreaf modes are eternal forms
ontologically anterior to those instantiat:.
universals are compatible with his realism. Such remarks are aimed merely at universals

apprehendable by sense perception rather thanipiailect.
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NOMENCLATURE

All Spinoza citations are froif8pinoza OperaGe bhar dt 6 s Latin crit
The citations use the following format: abbreviated work title followed by part, chapter,
and section (when applicable), and ti@peravolume number, page numband line
number (when applicable). The title abbreviations are standettgrs and Replies
(Ep); Treatise on the Emendation of the IntelleldIE); Short Treatis€KV); Appendix
ContainingMetaphysical Thought{s€CM); TheologicalPolitical Treatise(TTP);
Political Treatise(TP); Hebrew GrammafHG);Descar t es6s Principl es
(DPP). So, for ex apgtlehaptdi CdleAppertix| / 263/ 50 i s
Containing Metaphysical Thoughtshich is volume 1, page 263, line 5 of fhpera
Following standard practice, citations from ththicsrefer to the formal apparatus of
the Ethicsitself followed by thevolume number, page number, and line number of
Opera(when needed). e first Arabic numeral indicates tpart of the book and the
following letter abbreviations indicate thygpeo f p a s s aaxieny fMa@ pfoorf or
appendix i ccorollarng r f ddéfinifion(when it comes right after the part
numeral) odemonstratiof f or most, but not all, of the o
proposition i p r e fpréfacé o M ssoholiing r fi e xegplicatioroHence
A3p59sdd4dexpo is the explication ofninthhe four
proposition ofEthicspart three. With exception to the occasional modification of my
own,transht i ons ar e The CanpleteOMork$ of §pihgral. 1). For letters

2984, TP, TTP, and HG I refer to Shirleyds t
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CHAPTER | (PART 1. OVERVIEW): INTRODUCTION

1.1 Preface

Met hane mol ecules, mail boxes, humans, th
Rome, Japanese temples, and all such beings wfenate but the necessary and
immanent expressions of God: the one and only substantial individual, the one and only
self-caused and seéixplained being that is not itself an element of anything else. Such
is the grand vision of Baruch or Benedictus Spin(16321677), the 17 century
philosopher whose thought still informs not only contemporary philosophy, but also
such divergent fields of inquiry as ecology, neurophysiology, and socibBggn
t hough the wulti mate goamanstbtheéSpe blessedaedss wor k
foundin a life led not by emotion and superstionbity r eason al oneodo (4p6
2pref; TTP 4.4), it is that provocative and perhaps, as Bayle and Leibniz saw it,

Amonstrouso and fAmost evi ptohimihareceivesthd God a

1 Spinoza went through a period ireth8"c ent ury wher e he was, as his admir
dead dogo (see Yo Vand2(cendufes Spin@® started to meceivénhas due @ttention.

We have, for example, Hegel declaring that being a Spinozist is a necamsaition for being a

philosopher (see Della Rocca 2008, 288), Nietzsche declaring his joy to have found a precursor in Spinoza
(see Della Rocca 2008, 296), and Einstein declaring
(see Paty 1986). Smima appears to have a strong relevance fc@atury thinkers as well. Spinoza is

the implicit touchstone for the recent bloom of arguments for and against monism in contemporary

analytic philosophy (see R. Cameron 2010; Schaffer 2010; Sider 2007pTrogd2 0 0 9 ; Horgan and
2008 Rea2001)Fr ench Mar xi sts are also starting to find Sp
t han to Hegel. I n general, now that contemporary ph
metaphysics (theutn according to which metaphysicians could only be said to be engaging in conceptual

analysis), rationalist orientations towards metaphysics, such as that we find in Spinoza, are more accepted.
Regarding Spinozads i nf | therfietdeof inguiry besides ghilosophg,aeet r el e v
De Jonge 2004, Breiger 201Damasio 2003Naess 1993 or an i mport ant articl e on
for today, see Sharp 2005b.



most critical and inspiratory attentidfEven though Spinoza in fact believed himself to
have accomplished his ultimate goal by the culmination of his systematic masterpiece
the Ethics many students have remained at the basgad his thought to puzzle over
its claims concerning the fundamental nature of reality and its arguments in defense of
those claims. Like so many students before me, most of whom have seen the summit
only by means of the flyby, | have remained at basscdy project here is base camp
work.

However much intrinsic interest in the metaphysical ideas of Spinoza may alone
warrant our continued endeavors, those of us down here provide an important service for

trekkers facing their own challenges in the hesghkixplained in terms of methodology,

2 Bayle 1991, 29€97; Leibniz 1965 IV 5086098 These sorts of vituperativemarks against Spinoza
and his philosophy were common from the time of his official excommunication (where Jewish leaders

publicly announced that his teachings were fihorrend«
1999, 120) to welloverahundte year s after his death. We see much t
(Grew 1701, first |line of Preface) and-17lbt.2, 1 t hought
1.67, 2.3, 2.23, 2.366); Spinozd®s1.323 Mdieclfa8d and Ak n:
102ff ; Mal ebr anche 1688, Dialogue 9; Dippel 1729, |
(Gottsched 1738, title page); Spinoza -Z“dand fAdirty al
Aplainly pest iDlgaamtdi allh opmreamsp hulse t1s667 2(, Thomasi asds dedi
1701, 96f.; Morhof 1708, 1.57 9 ) ; Splnoza as an fiinsaneo teacher ( Wa
bl asphemyd¢ (Batelier 1673) and fAbest i higbutyo (Berns
AunintelligiFhlaa:®ak] mavsas 0) { Amonstrous in its prirt
consequences (Bernis 1753, wvii; Chaudon 17689, 162) ;
(Bontekoe 1678; see Pollock 196653y , an i mpost e r202 4()K o rat hiorlott t1e6n8 Oma nlo4

1684, 18; Malebranche 1690,1454 9 ) , an fAabomi nabl e DwpoamdThenasiugav oi di ng
1672, title page; Massillon 1802, 3.42f.) whose reprobate face is to be burned Wedislinger 1738,
942-945; see Colerus 1733, caption under the Spinoza portrait); Spinoza azaosout u pt i ng fis
the Bibled (Mayer 1693, 418ff.) and who is |it
17n39, 4142 #10) as can ifact beproven(Helvetius 1680)Pierre Daniel Huet takes the venomous
remarks a step further. Spinoza, according to the good bishaop, isane and evil man, who deserves to
be covered with chains and whipped with adod( s e e St e \GbY. $eeral Oties thredted 4
violence against Spinoza. Dippel, for example, says
words, but with bilb.wavdrable eactonsBoeSpihozalinghss geriodvere rare.

Only a few said good thgs about his philosophy (see Geulincx 1675, xxiv; Cuffeler 1684, 1.103,-1.120

127, 1.222256). Most simply said that his philosophy was horrible, but that he as a person was upstanding
(Hornius and Bekker 1685, 38f.).



Spinoza derives his positions on all areas of philosophy from his core metaphysical
positions. Explained in terms of philosophical content, the peace and happiness found in
a life arranged by reason involves, accordm&pinoza, understanding the fundamental
nature of reality (which is, of course, the typifying concern of metaphysics) (see TdIE 39
[1/16/11-20; 2p49s 11/132/4, 5p42s; Ep. 21 1V/127/38). In particular, the peace and
happiness that comes from perfegtthe intellect requires understanddnthrough
Aphil osophical reasoni ng 0 #eédeterministicnaddermfur e t ho
which we are embedded and the Absolute Godhead from which that order emanates
(4p28d and Ep. 75). Spinoza puts the point imghe appendix to Part 4 of ti&hics
[I]t is especially useful to perfect, as far as we can, our intellect or reason. In this one
thing consists manés highest happiness or
is nothing but understanding &ahis attributes, and his actions, which follow from
the necessity of his nature. So the ultimate end of the man who is led by reason, that
is, his highest desire, by which he strives to moderate all the others, is that by which
he is led to conceive adeately both himself and all things which can fall under his
understanding. (4app4 11/26714)
Several of Spinozads metaphysical c¢cl aims, n
there is no personal God, no ultimate purpose or overarching plan; hareamsa
continuum with all things of nature, controlled by the same forces governing carbon
atoms and nebulae; everything that happens is guaranteed to happen from eternity and

could happen in no other way; the mind and body are merely two formalites @nd

the same thing; and so on (lapp, 2p7s, 4pref). These claims, furthermore, have direct

relevance to Spinozads ultimate goal: to ex
never absolute:4p4p4c) freedom from t he afiidothet ness, de
evi l passionso that have us i n -4 pef)ir eal h e



to explain how humans can remain collected and efficacious while undergoing the
potentially debilitating ups anunadocawns of i
be delivered into beatitude from bitterness, regret, and the varieties of struggle against
finitude (see Ep. 21; 5p42s).
At the heart of all baseamp debates concerning the metaphysical underpinnings
of Spinozads t he oempttodidure buewhére Spinodaestandsonthb e at t
most enduring of philosophical problems: the problem of universals. The central
problem of the problem of universals is whether there are universals. A universal, to
provide its core characterization throughthe history of philosophyjs aqualitas
entityd property, nature, essence, type, qualitiiat is in principle disposed to be
undivided in many.In the (boilerplate) words dartholoméeus Keckermann, the

principal direct i nindingefuniveesalgamunivergalisttmz a 6s und

3 See the following, for example. Atatle (De Interpretation&’ 17a3940; MetaphysicZ 13 1038b,

Metaphysics 245, 1040a2:b30 in light of 1040a9.7; Posterior Analyticd00aj, SuareAMD 6.4.2, MD

6.4.6, MD 6.4.12, MD 6.4.13Fonsecal591, ch. 1; see Madeira 200&ustachius a Sancta®o (®e

Gilson 1912, 30&08), KeckermannX602, 4648, 68; see Di Vona 1960, 15Bonaventurel882,

2.18.1.3; see King 1994, 15Burgersdijck (1697, 1.1.3), Ockham (see Spade 1999, 111), Peter of Spain

(1990, 17), Buridan (2001, 109)|otinus Adanmson2013), Al Farabi (see Ravitski 2009, 19298),

Porphyry (1992, 58n94 and 82; see Adamson 2013338}, Walter Burley (see Brown 1974), Aquinas

(see Gilson 1912, 78), Boethius (1906, 217, 219), Ordo of Tournai (see Erismann 2011, 77n7; Resnick

1997, 39ff), Gersonides (seRudavski 1994, 84Goodman 1992, 26 Nadler 2001a, 55pr

Gersonidesés influence on Spinoza se®é), HRuwd@laisky 2011,
(see Andrews 1993), Scotus (Ord., 2.3.1.1, n. 37; see Spade 198}, 65

A sufficient indicator of such a disposition, say o
there was a distinct individual p with Fness too and o and p were indiscernible in Fness, the Fness in each

would be strictly one and thame, literally undivided, in both. In contemporary metaphysics, some may

separate global and nagtobal versions of this claim. For example, Fness might still be counted as a

universal even though the Fness of individual A in possible world 1 is indistEelut nonidentical to the

Fness in individual B in possible world 2. Fness might still be counted as such if its disposition to be one

and undivided in many remains in, say, the domain of a single possibledwdHdse sorts of finer

distinctions abouthte domain in which the universal has its characteristic disposition does not really apply

to my discussion here and | see no historical examples of these finer distinctions.



which is apt tununjaptunoestenultis imessg)al.o say tifafia]

universal is apt to be one in many is to say, at minimum, tdaes not itself impose a

restriction on the number of individualsstantiating it (see 1p8s2 11/8051 in light of

2p49s).As an entity apt to be one and the same in mpeyi@entitatenrather tharper

similitudinen), a universal is unique in that, as Keckermann further explains in line with
Suarezonly it can proule the tightest possible unity among a multitudeunity tighter

than the tightest of extrinsic attachments among things even in the most perfect

operational harmony, a unity tighter in fact than the unity of inherent exact similarity.

As an entity dispaed to remain one and undivided in many (rather that divvied up or

portioned out in many)a universal provides the unity of strict equality in diversity or,

as Leibniz describes the unique service of
variety &fogi ve Spinozadés own explicit gloss on t
reflecting these core facts as mueh as it a
Interpretatione7 17a3940), a universal is that which is sauholly andequallyof each

thing of which it is said (2p49s 11/134/80, 4p4d 11/213/181 9) such that it An
eacho individual of which it is said, dthe

just as the essence of man is A[NS: wholly

5 Keckermann 1602, 488, 68; see Freudenthal 1899, entry 106; Di Vona 1960,Q&Tato 2008, 119

120; Van De Ven 2014, 13.

6 See SuarekID 5.2.8, MD 6.1.1215, MD 6.2.32, MD 6.2.13, MD 6.5.3, MD 6.6.5, MD 6.6.12, MD

6.7.2; see Burns 1914, 82; Ross 1962, 743.

"SeeMeno77a.Socr ates tells Meno: i t leAnd stopnreakingloset(thev i rt ue i s
singular)] into many [(the plural)] as the joke goes when someone breaks something. Leave virtue whole

and sound, not broken up into a number of pieces. 0O
8 Leibniz 1860, 172 and 161; Leibniz A VI, 3, 122:1%; Leibniz G Il 256De Careil 1854, cvMahnke

1925, Intro.2n11. See also Brown 1988, 588 in light of 571n1; Fullerton 1899, 27; Rojek 2008, 369.



(2p49s, 11/135/5ft, 3pref 11/138/128; see TdIE 76; TP 3.18). In short, a universal is the
sort of entity that, even when in many individuals, is wholly and equally in each of those
individuals.

There are numerous problems constituting the problemigérsals other than
merely whether there are universals. Here are the big ones. Are there such entities as
properties, whether they be universals or not? Are properties required to serve as the
ontological ground for correct predications? Or is it thaatwhakes it correct to
characterize individual o (say, a rock) as F (say, extended) is simply the ontologically
structureless individual o itself and so not some inner property of o? If there are no
universals, how are we to account for similarities betwbengs? Based on what, in
other words, is there unity among those things considered tokens of the same type if
there are no universals? If there are universals, do they exist merely as instantiated, that
is, merely as they present themselves througlvithatals? Or do universals exist even
without instantiation, even independent of the individuals into whose being they
undividedly enter? If there are universals, are there nonuniversals in addition? What is
the relationship between properties, whetherensial or not, and those individuals said
to possess them? Do the properties of an individual inhere in a substratum, some
underlying propertyless stuff? Or is it that individuals are nothing but their properties? If
there are properties at all, is thereedar each possible meaningful predicate or should
oneds ontology of properties be more sparse
true properties there are if there are any at all? Do we consult language? Physics? Pure

reason? How best are we tonk of properties? As powers? As ways? As concrete (like



a hole or an event)? As abstract (like a nu
ontology individuated, especially those said to agree propes? By bare particular
bearer or, in other wds, by substratum? By spatial position? By history? By other
properties? By just being nonuniversal or, in other words, by just being particular?

My intention is to offer an introductory
fundamental problem#danfred Walther announceid 1981that booklength attention
to the topic of Spinoza and the problem of
for commentators specializing inlthake met aph
been over thirty years. Wprojectis the first to answethis call. It brings out the sources
for Spinozads thinking about wuniversals. 11t
concerning Spinoza and the status of univer
rejection of univerda with what a growing number of commentators in the English
speaking world are taking to be his endorse
various positions relating to the problem of universals are informed by and are pertinent
to other key areasf debate in Spinoza scholarship. It even provides a-ppgeific
listing of over 1200 sources that have considered the topic of Spinoza and universals
(see Appendix D).
1.2Background and guiding aim

Consideri ng SiqpsomeonpudEay, crypiiowctingistyle, and
considering as well his typical unwillingness to respond to confused correspondents with

much more than simply Aattend more cl osely

9 Walther 1981, 285.



perhaps little surprise that so many conflicting doctrireagetbeen drawn from his

philosophy throughout the centuries: materialism, idealism; atheism, pantheism,

panentheism; cold rationalism, Gottoxicated mysticism® Figuring out whether

Spinoza is a realist or an antirealist concerning universals has lpesnady difficult.

For those who have studied Spinozads Vi ews

remar k by Mason is telling in this regard.

is almost as hard to dicern as his positio
On the one hand, Spinoza voices what could be considered antirealist sentiments,

sentiments to the effect that there are no universals and thus no chance for strict

sameness in true otherness, literal identity among individuated items. He suggests, for

example, that imagination leads us astray when it has us believe that corresponding to

notions such asorsethere is a selfsame property, $arsenesswholly present in all

and only horses (2p40s1, 2p49s; see KV 2.16.4 1/82/5ff). He even seems to.sHy (Ep

IV/92) that, because infinite intellect has only true ideas, infinite intellect does not know

that which universals are for him: abstractions (TdIE 19.3, TdH7/&@dIE 93, and

TdIE 99100; 2p49s 11/135/23; see 4p62s 11/257/28). This suggests,iaszap

elsewhere explicitly states, that universals are figments of the imagidatideed, that

At hey are not h-8 K\Y1010 I(56 XV 2116.8a 1/81/:&93KN 2.16.4

1/82/5ff; CM 1.1 1/235/1630; CM 2.7 1/263/5B; 1app, 2p49s, 11/135/223, foref

11/207; Ep. 2 1V/19/1620).

10 Garrett 1996, 2.
11 Mason 2007, 29



Such remarks have | ed to | arge agreement

downri ght e ne my?Forfsome commentatars, Spineza is molless. 0

ot

pitilesso i n hiStheomaswhanulgibat d uhbabne dH oab bfessy p e r
n o mi n glusquarm Nominal)sfor his apparent endorsement of predicate

nomi nalism, the extreme view that a thingos
red, or so on) is parasitic Yndicewithtahastr e bei n
of other commentator$ Montag in fact holds that Spinoza is a more virulent antirealist

than Hobbes, tolerating no suggestion of a one undivided in many.

[I]t is Spinoza not Hobbes who is the more consistent nominalist. . . . While

[Hobbes] argues irLeviathant hat t here is Anothing in the
nameso . . . Hobbesdéds individuals . . . al
perpetual and restlesse desire of Power a

be subduedby the more primary fear of death and the means reason prescribes to

avoid such a fate. Thus, the singularity of individuals is only apparent: Hobbes,
despite his expressed contempt for the | a
universal essence ofan of which every individual is the bearer. . . . [But] to

conceive of the individual [in the way that Spinoza does] as a composite entity

formed out of fAthe encounter of singul ar |
humankind [or any other kind] . and to replace [them] with absolutely singular

essences whose desires, fears and behaviors, even under identical conditions, are

subject to infinite variatioA®

To be sure, not all who regar™dthitkpi noza a

that he is asadical as Hobbes has been said to be. Motivated by passages where

2 pollock 1966, 141.

13 Pollock 1966, 356. See Hampshire 1951,-118; Kolakowski 2004, 19, 32, 34, 4Rjilbank 2006,

200.

14 Leibniz AA V1 ii, 428.

15 See De Deugd 1966, 3Aeibleman 1954b, 11&lein 2003b, 195196, 204, 214212, 214n10.

16 Montag 1999, 6&%9. See APPENDIX D for @ampling of those who seem at least ta leavard seeing
Spinoza as an antirealist concerning universals.

17 Rorty 1996, 41; Bernstein 2012, 212; N. A. 1897, 420; Iverach 1904, 158; Caird 18881821958,
272n47 Pollock 1966, 137.



Spinoza says that things can CMdakE284/6not only
7), ®veral proponents of the antirealist interpretaticmopen to the view that things

can beobjectivelysimilard indeed, even 0 t he i ma®diinma | SOp i dneogzraedes
world.!® They insist, however, that Spinoza understands simitaikyin the manner of

the antirealist rather than the realist. Th
(converentia) and similarity similitudo) between items (or of items sharing properties

or having natures in common) is to be wunder
i dentoirt yi,nodefied any relation stronger than [
items®®As Ri ce puts it, and as Barbone and Adl e
something in common with de®t+tdgefi séouits Adsai m
d e g r?’Habney and Newlands agree.

[ T)] his | anguage of Mnagr eyneadieval andearys al so s
modern nominalists . . . to pick out meimilaritiesthat an intellect would

recognize among particular things. Onthis...-nomal i st construal of
to say that <certain parti ctndyesembleionegr ee i n
another. . . [ljtisthisnonr eal i st construal of MfAagreemen:
that puts us on the right trfack in interp
[ Su8rez] <cl ai ms, At here i s mewhkchy somet hi |
something is similar in the other nature; however, this is not real unity but

similarity. o. : I n other words, objective

particulars are that which, in things, ground the content of universal concefss. . .
we will see, this sort of resemblarbased conceptualism is the position that
Spinoza adopts as wel |l . . . . Spinoza
does not require literal sharing or multiple instantiation. . . . In short, some of the
particular aspects of singular things more exactly resemble aspects of other things,

18 Hlibner forthcomingp.

19 SeeHuan 1914, 24849; Hiibner 2014128; Hubner forthcoming; Klever 1993, 65Watheron 1969,
182; Newlands forthcoming; Picton 1907, 51; Rice 1991, 2901, Rice 1994, 22; Schoen 1977, 539.
20Rijce 1991, 301.

2! Rice 1991, 299Barbone 1997, 26n62, 60, 84, 146, 150, 159; Barbone, RideAdier 1995, 206n196.
22 Rjce 1975, 210.

23 Hibner forthcomineg.
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and collections of such similar aspects of things are the basis of universal concepts. .

.. In contemporary metaphysics, admitting that the content of universals rests

[merely] on objective similarities . . . commits Spinoza teoainalistposition. . .

[ Spinoza does seem] to admit that things |
|l claimed in section 1 that the sense of |
resemblanc@ominalism?*

On the other hand, and despite the wides
feature common to all the i mportant phil oso
evident in Atheir common refusadalt o attri bu
conc e’pStpsion)o,za seems to voice realist senti ma

accepted among Spinaaaholars that Spinoza [in particular] adhered to some sort of

6 n o mi n & Bpinezmassetts that some things in the universe can haveeatypiop

commord indeed, a propertgqually in eactof those things (2p32p39d). In general,

Spinoza seems to construe propetyeement in the manner of the realist: genuine
propertyagreement between things would mean that those things are literatigadlen

in terms of that proper®y one and the same property wholly present in each (see 1p5d).
Even though A[i]t is commonly assured that
Spinoza also suggests that it is possible for two beings to be strictly alentessence,

such that when the essenceootis destroyedothbeings are destroyed (1pl7s,

[1/63/18-24; see also 1p8s2 1I/51/413} and 2p10s). Indeed, throughout his works
Spinoza refers to Auniversal humaal maatureo

(TP 112.2; Ep. 34; 1p8s2) and what can be de

24 Newlands forthcoming.

25Bloch and Reiss 1973, 48; see Feibleman 1954b, 118..
26 Naess 1981, 124. See, howew@lguberman 1979,.6

27 powell 1906, 90n1. See, howev&ipuberman 1979, 6.
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1.4) and eternal truths inscribed in that nature (TTP 16.6) (see TTP 1.2, TTP 1.18, TTP
3.3, TTP35 TTP 4.1, TTP 4.6, TTP 4.9, TTP 5.1, TTP 5.7, TTP 5.8, TTPTPL,
12.11, TTP 16.5, TTP 16.6, TTP 17.1, TTP 19.4, TTP 20.11, TTP 20.14, TTP 1n3;
TdIE 13, TdIE 25, TdIE 58, TdIE 108; TP 1.1, TP 1.4, TP 2.5, TP 2.6, TP 2.7, TP 2.8,
TP 3.8, TP 3.18, TP 3.22, TP 4.4, TP 6.3, TP 7.2, TP 7.4, TP 9.3, TP 11.2; Ep. 21, Ep.
23, Ep. 30, Ep. 34, Ep. 52, Ep. 73; KV 2pref). InBibicsal one Spinoza refer
nature of man, 06 fihuman nature, 0 and fthe es
1p8s2, 1pl7s, 3pref, 3d2, 3p9s, 3p32s, 3p42s, 3p51s, 3p57s, 3def 1e and 29e of the
affects, 4pref, 4d4, 4d8, 4p2, 4p3, 4p5, 4pl5, 4pl7s, 4pl8, 4p18s, 4pl19, 4p20, 4p21,
4p23, 4p29, 4p30, 4p31, 4p33, 4p35, 4p36s, 4p37sl, 4p59, 4p61, 4p64, 4p68s,
4appl,2,6,7, 5p4s, 5p39), and sometimes with explicit reference to its difference from
the essere of other biological species (see 3p57s).
Such remarks do not merely explain why the St. Andrews Philosophy faculty
found it worthwhile to ask graduate student
Spinoza was a thoroughgidonthglofjooanmd nal i st , 0 wh
Metaphysics portion of an 1897 comprehensive e¥sBuch remarks have actually led
several commentatd¥srelatively few, at least in the Englisipeaking worléd to read

Spinoza as an endorser of uscwuéaslals, those

28N. A. 1897, 420.

29| say merely that the view that Spinoza is a realist is marginalrngrperspective in the English

speaking worldIn my research | have noticed other commentators, at different times and locations, saying

the exact opposite. In histinductiontoP e t r us v RernvertRteringederdyedachteM. J. Van Den

Hoven announc eSsp,i nforra emoandp! eo,veitr het al ggnomesn ni et a
generally not r eg/anDdreHbveral998a33)nomi nal i st o (

30 Campbell 1990, 53.
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fi s ¢ an daptitade o inanifest themselves equally in many at the same time (see

1p8s2, 2p49s 11/1344&0, 11/135/5ff, 3pref 11/138/12.8, 4p4d 11/213/1519). In fact, just

as Montag holds that Spinoza is more antirealist than the extrameaist Hobbes,

Haserot follows Fullertotf and Powelf® as well as Engels and Lenihin claiming not

only that Spinozads an toandéatBhinedni whae Imastl vy
great %%fidalei dta,sd wor d 6 wame d aasthcidaghm e al i s mo
realist as any phil sopharsoft hatt Mpidudzady
embodies an extreme historical form: that of Platorism.

[ I n Spinozads ont oniversgla in rebuuniversatia aatearény h a v e
not only universaform in things but form subsisting without actually existent
exemplifications. . . . A more cleaut expression dPlatonismwould be difficult to

find. . . .(1) [E]ssences [of finite individuals] are eternal; (2) several individuals can

agree in the sae essence; (3) if the essence is removed the individuals are removed

(the individuals are dependent on the essence and without it are impossible); (4) if

the individuals are removed the essence is not affected. . . . Three further items only
arerequisitd4 o make Spinozads Platonism compl ete
these items]: (i) the essences are not dependent on mind; (2) they are not perceived

or known by the senses; (3) they are the objects of all real knowleddge . . .

essence . . . may halieing and yet not have any . . . exemplification. Essences are

eternal and hence independent . . . of their obfécts.

[If Spinoza were a nominalist, then e]very mode would be particular, unique,
separate, and discontinuous in respect to other thingsglit bear similarities to,

but it could have nothing in common with, other modes. There could be no one
nature in many things. But, as is well known, the modes are inconceivable without
common properties, which are not only in the whole but in the*part.

31 Campbell 1997, 125.

32 Fullerton 1894, 252; Fullerton 1899, 33.
33 powell 1906, 90n1, 150n1, 318n1.

34 Lenin 1936, 276, 291, 327; see Kline 1952, 43.
35 Fullerton 1894, 218.

36 Allbutt 1901, 36.

37 Windelband 1901, 410.

38 Fullerton 1894, 220; Fuliton 1899, 33.
39 Fullerton 1894, 244.

40 Haserot 1950479-482.

4l Haserot 1950, 485.
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[One may attempt] to deny that common properties are universals; but this is
scarcely intelligible. The one thing that the nominalist rejects is the notion of
common propertie&

We are thus once more in the presence of the one in the many, the céorman
the multitude of instances, continuity within differentiatin.

Nominalism, in short, would be the reductio ad absurdum of his philosophy. . . .
Spinoza did not complete the details of his ontology or of his epistemology. If he
had, the questioaf nominalism in his thought could scarcely have arisen. . .. The
philosopher to whom he is closest both in his method and in his ontology is Plato.
Certain features of Platonism he would no
but so far as the et@ty and immutability of the elements of rational universality are
concerned, the two philosophers are the.
Rabenort sums up the point.
With reference to the distinctions between nominalism and realism Spinoza was a
scholastic of the scholastiddniversalia anti rem in re andpost reall have their
places in his system, according as things are in God, or in the finite world of cause
and effect, or in the human mifid.
Might we have here, then, a case of Spinoza contradicting himself (as has been
said dout Hobbes too on the very same matter: see APPENDIX A)? Several
commentators suggest as much (see APPENDIDY&haps keeping in mind that it is
hard enough to achieve Aconstancy and unity
produced in acomparatigel short timeo (|l et alone through
produced over many yearso bySchoehdoessnotex pans

draw out the implication that Taylor does, which is that the pluralism entailed by

42 Haserot 1950, 470.

43 Haserot 1950, 486.

44 Haserot 1950, 492.

45 Rabenort 1911, 17. See APPENDIX D fosampling of those who seem at least to lean toward seeing
Spinoza a a realist concerning universals.

46 Deigh 1996, 35n6.
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Spinozabés antitrkal mem samdemmainle®Butiby Spi noz
the spirit of Martineau before him, who cl a
realism which he “andinfagreemeniswitht Hubberlmgamdi nc e, 0
Suscovich, who suggest that Spinozanggainiversal properties with one hand and takes

them away with the othé?,Sc hoen i nsi nuates that such a t¢
system.

Since each finite extended mode is [for Spinoza] particular, completely unique, such

modes cannot share a commproperty though they resemble one another. . . . [And

yet tlhere seem to be [for Spinoza] certain features of things which are common to

all things. . . . Spinoza goes on to claim that any idea of such common features must

be clear and distinct. . .S¢ it seems] that there exist certain properties which are
identical in al/l finite modes. Such an ad
stance against the objective reality of universals in serious jeopardy. . . . [l]t is not

clear how Spinozacaerj ect a real i stic interpretation
distaste for realism remains in jeopardy since . . . the origin of common notions lies

in the fact that things have common propertfes.

Bernardete is doubtful that the inconsistency carebelved.

How explain the fact that inenSmes nozabs or
aliquid)] are said in E II, P40 to signify ideas that are in the highest degree confused

.. 2 One would expect any rationalist and indeed any philosopher ofranggen
whatever who has characterized the transcendentals in such opprobrious terms to
shun them like the plague at least in his more formal discussions, and yet Spinoza
does not hesitate to define . . . God as@®[Is] Spinoza . . . writing in sonfé of
absences of mind[? . . . How are we] to reconcile the destructive burden of E Il, P40
with the methodologically constructive import of E Il, P38, where it is said that
whatever is common to everything (part as well as whole) cannot but be adequately
conceived[?] But surely it isnsabove all that is common to everything. . . . If the
termenssignifies an idea that is confused to the highest degree one would not
suppose that it could equally signify or denote what con only be adequately and
never iradequately conceived.

47 Taylor 1972a, 19191.

48 Martineau 1882, 150n2.

49 Hubbeling 1964, 82Suskovich 1983, 126.
50 Schoen 1977, 53946.

51 Bernardete 1980, 70.
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Powell is explicit that the inconsistency cannot be resolved.

It is commonly assumed that Spinoza is a thoroughgoing nominalist. This view of

him has become traditional, and is accepted without examination even by careful

writers. .. . It is to be hoped that the traditional habit of referring to Spinoza as a

consistent Nominalist will soon be corrected. . . . Nominalism of course constitutes

the basis of Spinozads argument [ at cert ai
assumeda consistent nominalist.

Ueberweg is explicit as well.

We are landed at once in a crude realism (in the medieval sense of the term), the
scientific legitimacy of which is simply presupposed, but not demonstrated, by
Spinoza The countearguments of Nminalism are nowhere confuted by Spinoza,
who, on the contrary, admits their justice in theory, while he indicates the contrary
by his practicé®

And here we have MacKinnon.

Spinoza, in spite of his avowed conceptualism, has treated substance and its
attributes as real, not conceptual universals. . . . Not only so, but at the heart of his
nominalistic treatment of other universals there has been the assertion of likeness
and difference as real distinctions on the basis of which the entities of reason have
been constructed by the intellect. For Spinoza . . . the genera and species according
to which objects are classified have their foundation in a realistically conceived
universal of likeness in things themselvés.

Martineau now.

He commits the furtherimcn si st ency of f isimgdlarthiggdseey fNesser
e.g., Eth. V. xxxvi scholipsa essential rei cuiusque singulgriand indeed he

could plant it nowhere else, his nominalism leaving hinclagser typesof being

toserve asitsowners.Biite ssenceo i s a word wholly rele
Spinoza (according to his nominalism)], and cannot survive the pulverization of

natural groups into individuals. It means the defining qualdfesKind by

possession of which a single objectbtmes entitled to the name and fellowship of

its members. | f nature has no classes, nej|
this term and its conception Spinoza unconsciously retains the realism which he
professes to renbknckeor . examp[&piobzadgr &
things is] a phraseology which implies something identical between the two. . . .

52 powell 1906, 90n1, 150n1, 318n1.
53 Ueberweg 1909, 67.
54 MacKinnon 1924, 35&8509.
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[T]he essence [in question] is therefore treated by Spinoza as a reality in the world,
irrespective of the operations of thought. No language can be more at variance
with the Nominalism which (not without adequétea probantig is habitually

ascribed to hin®

Bidney now.

Spinozabs conception of the basis of agre
historically relatedo the medieval controversy of realists and nominalists. The
scholastic controversy concerning the status of universals involved the problem as to
the basis of agreement and diversity among individuals. . . . In Spinoza we find both
the realistic and nomaiistic tendency. Although he professes the nominalistic

theory in his epistemology {20 schol.), his metaphysics and Stoic theory of the
passions led him to maintain a realistic conception of universals. . . . The problem of
human agreement and conflicbubled Spinoza greatly and he found it necessary to
utilize both the realistic and nominalistic traditions to account for the facts. Here as
elsewhere he developed both alternatives without realizing their mutual
incompatibility. At times he found an esgial agreement and community among

things and then regarded all individual differences as accidental. At other times, he
emphasized the essential diversity of particular things and despaired of finding any
basis of agreemert.

Caird now.

Thusthe systen of Spinoza contains elements which resist any attempt to classify
him either as a pantheist or an atheist, a naturalist or supernaturalist, a nominalist or
a realist. As he approaches the problem with which he deals from different sides, the
opposite tedencies by which his mind is governed seem to receive alternate
expression; but to the last they remain side by side, with no apparent consciousness
of their disharmony, and with no attempt to mediate betweenthem.

Taylor now.

Unhappily, S iarelc nfahé decademae bf scholastidsnrequires

him to deny thatthenrsa ny fAnature of man. 0. . . | ndee:
professes, for example in his correspondence with Blyenbergh, is to be taken strictly,

since thenatureof any two men arfthen] radically discrepant, the pleasures which
twomender i ve from gratification of the fisame
kind, though this has, of course, to be conveniently forgotten when he is constructing

a general psychology and anethicsThe deni al [ of the cl ai mj

55 Martineau 1882, 150n2, 111.
56 Bidney 1940, 146.47.
57 Caird 1888, 45; see also Caird 1902, 1867.
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of mano is more than an empt yfurtheatme r eal |y
orthodox Christianity from the [pantheist

Thus] Spinoza, whatever he*®may be, |
Laerke now, reporting Savanods assessment of
agree).

[Clontradictions and difficulties occur so frequently. . . . Spinegacts the notion

ofBeingEng as a confused f EWpdOslshutchealse nt al not i
employs this term ubiquitously in his own philosophy, mogiortantly in the

df i ni ti on of God as @&nsAbsdutemnfnitundostake ut el y i |
another similar example, 8l | p40s1, Spinoza rejects the
Aman, 0 but still speak natwafhunsmnafiinlgeneByf@a n nat ur
and addiftirruiet i vera haninis definitigin E(p8s2>°

Friend and Feibleman now.

Abstractly stated, nominalism asserts that universals are fictions. . . . Spinoza tried
hard to base his position on that of Descartes and yet clear himself of nominalism.
This he seems to have in large measure done, and indeed the main implications of
his doctrine are realistic. Nevertheless he was unable to free himself altogether from

nominalistic influences. [The trace of no
seemsdé contradict Spinozadbs gener al real i st
for the difficulties which have been encountered in the critical understanding of

Spinoza. Spinozabs doctrine is realistic.

nor did he see the problem of the opposition of his doctrine to [his] nomin&lism.
Finally, Feibleman alone.

[Haserot argues that] Spinoza did not believe these things [that nominalists do].
Therefore he was no nominalist. Was Spinoza as consistent asalkthaty

philosopher? Granted the ideal of consistency, we are not entitled to use it as a
standard; for little thinkers are apt to show much more consistency than big ones.
Perhaps the less you have on your mind, the more highly you are able to organize i

.. . [Haserot argues that nJominalists do not affirm universals. Spinoza affirms
universals. Therefore Spinoza was no nominalist. Not, that is, if we can first show
that the man was consistent. But was he? It seems to me that there is some ground . .
. for asserting that so far as Spinoza is concerned, the issue of realism versus
nominalism is at least unclear. . . . [T]hat he was not clearly either [realist or

58 Taylor 1972b, 293n3; Taylor 1972a, 191n4; Taylor 1972a, 190.
59 Laerke 2014, 52525.
60 Friend and Feibleman 1936, 11-32.
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nominalist] . . . is the [view] that | claim emerges from the conflicting evidence of

his writings. The oveall conviction is that he was realistically bent but that he

struggled helplessly and in the end hopelessly in the toils of nominalistic

presuppositions which were handed to him unconsciously by the implicit dominant

ontology of the cultudedate and place at which he lived and thought. . . . [In the end,

Spinoza thus cannot help but havejrélosophy of absolute nominalism [whexi

essence is unreal and . . . . [ti@y kind of real existence is confined to the actual

particulars!

The interpretation that Spinoza is contradictory on the matter may be tempting

for more reasons than just the relevant passages. Even many of those who admire
Spinoza say that he contradicts himself all over the place, characterized as he is moreso
by deph, thoughtfulness, and insight than logical thinking. Gottsched, one of the early
commentators set out to expose al/l the cont
that a proper definition of Spinoza must include the attriboggrsy obscurandbeng
inconsistenf?’But t here are other related options b
thought on the matter as contradictory (or, if something different, unclear due to
conflicting evidence). For instance, Spinoz
universals might represent differestagesn his thought. Or Spinoza might be guilty of
duplicity in some way (secret doctrines and the like), perhaps to avoid persecution of
some sort (as Strauss in fact thinks explains much of the ambiguous langtrege in

TTP®%0or perhaps simply because Spinozads work

provable, are written by the devil (who of course is renowned for duplf¢ifj)ese

61 Feibleman 1951b, 38889; Feiblemari954b, 118seeFeibleman 1951a, 585; According to

Fullerton, however, the deeper presuppositions handed down to Spinoza were that of realism (Fullerton

1899, 25).

2Gottsched 1738, E2. 1. Tumuws rGadtatnsdcsh end sl amoerd sk s Fi HI
63 Strauss 1952.

64 Helvetius 1680.
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options, especially the latter, have little support in the literature. One naight s
although at a stretch, that there is a flicker of the former optioln e A st &dgne opt i on
the following remarks from Bennett. These remarks might suggest that Spinoza, as he
matured, moved away from the rejection of universals prevalent in his eaties.
Spinozads parsimony . . . i dikestooworkpur el y a
with exiguous raw materials, that being part of what | mean in calling him a concept
minimalist. The tiny stock of basic concepts in Bthicsr e f | ect s Spinozads
intellectual temperament as well as his naturalistic programme. . . . It also has a basis
in a doctrine of his which is sometimes wrongly called nominalism. He writes at
times as though he were a nominalist, allowing only existence to particulars. In the
Metaphysical Thoughtse wr i tes that #fAUniversals do no
this linger in his mature wor¥.
My own view is that Spinoza, in ti&thicsand even across his body of works, is
consistenpn the issue whether there are universals.fecefl think that those
comment ators who have concluded that Spinoz
varied or duplicitous on the matter have not put in enough work, for good reasons or not,
tosee how Spinozabds thougWhts about wuniversal

But is Spinoza a realist concerning universals, as is typical of raticoaésited

philosophers? Or is he an antirealist, as is typical of empiddiented philosopherg?

5 Bennett 1984, 389.

%The presence of seemingly irreconcilable aspects of
methodology that I try to follow in this project (see Dai@l3a, 40), when it is regarded as an occasion

for gaining insight into that vision, an occasion in particular for coming to see how that vision is
resourceful enough to explain away apparent tensions. Such an orientation towards, in effect, charity and
reconciliation has opened me up to seeing the harmony of Spinoza views on universals and, moreover, to
accommodating the various insights motivating the competing interpretations.

67 See Aaron 1952shley 2006, 23Bidney 1940, 379Crockett 1949, 79; Jasmet 966, 2.112Derrida

1981, 666Lewis 1976, 32; Rivelaygue 1987, 492a p e k 1 Héndlyn 20R6&) 294; Scruton 1995,

19; GarrigouLagrange 1936, 74; Glouberman 1979U6perweg 1909, 1Bapay 1963, 16270, Pomata

2011, 58; William 1966, 223; Armstrong 1997, 2smstrong 1989: 76Hegel 2010, sect. 318lander

2008, 18 Rahman 1952, 41faserot 1950, 471; Cudworth 1829, 4B4nt 1866, 148; Burns 1914, 78,

93; Murthy 1995, 49Stern 2007, 144; Turner 1830, 5Ryja 1938, 282283; Russell 1945; Harris 1973,

25, 61; Hampshire 1951, ch. Bowie 2002, 126; Mander 2012010;Jordan1963, ch. 24Bryskett 1606,
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As is clear from the above references to the secondary literature, siappth
Spinozads Anominalism and realism have been
the demonstrations of tiighics ®As such, the answer fihas yet
e s t a b FOi tisirkk,énalvewir, that the answer can be decisively establiSpédoza
is a realist concerning universals.

To be sure, Spinozads negative remar ks a
apparent antirealist fervor of his time, have encouraged many commentators to lean

towards regarding Spinoza as someone for whom, ag&dascribes the position of

antirealism, fiagreement oo or fAsamenesso or
diverse thingd even if objective as well as absolutely per@ecan never be grounded
124; Thiel 1998, 222Thilly 1914, 254, 513; Weiss 1961, 1&8c¢hltze 1923, 3Z he intimate bond that
empiricism and antirealism have traditionally shar e
thehor s e, Pl at o, but not horsenesso (see Armstrong 19

century Portuguese philosopher Francisco Sanches. The main point Sanches brings out is that sense
perception, which is apparently the source of all knovddalgre, sees only particulars. In this case,
philosophers who base everything on sense experience will find universal terms to be lacking an empirical
referent.
You say that there is no science of individuals, because they are infinite. But specidgare eit
nothing or something imagined. Only individuals exist, only they can be perceived, it is only of them
that knowledge can be gained, snatched from them. If it is not so, show me your universals in nature.
You will show them to me in the particulars thegtves. Yet in those particulars | do not see any
universad they are all particulars. (see Pomata 2011, 58)
Here is one more passage, this time from Ueberweg (concerning Nizolius).
Nizolius maintained the nominalistic doctrirtbat only individual thingsire real substances, that
species and genera are only subjective conceptions by means of which several objects are considered
together, andhat all knowledge must proceed from sensation, which alone has immediate certainty
(my emphasis Ueberweg 1909, 11)
Thilly and Weiss seem right to say the following, then.
We may, therefore, classify Descartes, Spinoza, Malebranche, Leibniz, and Wolff as rationalists;
Bacon, Hobbes, Locke, Berkeley, and Hume as empiricists. The rationalists are the descendants of
Platq Aristotle, and the schoolmen in their general theory of knowledge; the empiricists are the
continuers of the nominalistic traditions. (Thilly 1914, 254)
The opposition between rationalism and nominalism is so old as to seem part of the substance of
civilization. (Weiss 1961, 164)
68 McKeon 1928b, 4.
69 Miller 2003, 276n17.
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in strict identity between those thin¥Recent efforts havieeen made to support such a
reading by underscoring not only passages condemning universals, but also passages
suggesting that, for Spinoza, any talk of individuals agreeing in nature or having a
property in common is to be analyzed as nothing more #ilot individuals being
similar’"'Some have even added that it would not
thinker, such as Spinoza, with such an unpalatable and theoretically problematic position
as that agreements between individuals could eveuatto strict identity between

those individual$? For to permit strict identity in otherness, so the argument unfolds, is

to permit entities apt to be one and the same in many. And as Boethius, Henry More,
Locke, Nizolius, and numerous others have poiotgf® to permit such entities apt to

be wholly present more than once over is to permit the following sorts of absurdities:
that something can be wholly outside itself and that something might move farther away
from or closer to itself?

Realism concernmuniversals may very well fall victim to such theoretical
problems. That question is for another place, however. My interpretation best honors the
constraints oS p i n eigion.My interpretation best honors the constraints of
Spi nozads uinipaates thevirsights afshe most dogged and clever

articulations of the competing positions. My interpretation reconciles those strands in

9See MD 5.2.8, MD 6.1.225, MD 6.2.13; seGarrigouLagrange 1936, 380n1 Gentile 1922, 70;

Ross 1962. In Su8rezds case, it is gre&DBldded in si mid
6.4.2).

! See especially the following: Huan 1914, 248;Hiibner 2014, 128; Hilbner forthcomiag Klever

1993, 65Matheron 1969, 182; Newlands forthcomiagRice 1991, 29301, Rice 1994, 22.

2 See Melamed 2012b, 379n53; 2013 104n55.

73 Boethius 1901, 1.10.161ff: More 1987, 27.12; Locke 1959, 2.27.1; Nizolius 1956, 1:90/1:8.

74 SeeConee and Sider 2005, 1461;Pasnau 2011, 342.

22



Spinozabés thought | eading some to describe
leading others to describ&as an antirealist. My interpretation, then, is charitable in
the true sense of the tedma sense that has little to do with whether the view being
attributed i s palatable to the interpretero
standards as to whigt or is not theoretically problematie.
1.3Roadmap

My goal is not merely to defend the interpretation that Spinoza is a consistent
realist concerning universals. Across the eleven chapters of mpdneroject, | aim to
specify the details of Spinogass br and of realism while engag
of his philosophy enmeshed in the discussion. To avoid getting bogged down in details,
the following roadmap of discussions to come will emphasize the part divisions more so
than the chapter divisns. A more detailed overview of each chapter can be found in the
concluding remarks of each chapter. In the concluding remarks to the final chapter, |
summarize the entire project in a different way from what we see directly below.

Chapterl, which follows this introduction and concludes Part 1, describes the
general difference between realism and antirealism concerning universals and it presents
a taxonomy of their fundamental forms. When taken together with APPENDIX A and
APPENDIX B (where | discuss axiety of early modern representatives of these
positions), Part 1 will be of particular interest to those engaged in the contemporary
realistantirealist debates regarding the status of universals as well as to those concerned

with understanding how figas in history stand regarding the status of universals.

75 See Daniel 2013b, 47.
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In Part 2 | defend the view that Spinozistic attributes are universals. My
argument unfolds in two steps. First, | argue that the attributes of Spinozistic substances
are ontologically authentic anldus that Spinoza endorses what | call (in line with recent
literature in the metaphysics of properties) a constituent analysis of stéssteaving
attributes (Chapter IJI Such a conclusion rules out the interpretation that Spinoza
endorses any noncortsgent form of antirealism, that is, any form of antirealism that
rejects the reality of thqualitascategory altogether (and thus the reality of candidate
universals: properties, natures, essences, forms, and the like). Second, and after
specifying that Binoza endorsestaundleconstituent analysis of substas having
attributes (Chapter I\ | argue that attributes are universals eatinan nonuniversals
(Chapter V. Such a conclusion rules out the interpretation that Spinoza endorses any
form of antiealism that accepts properties, natures, and the like but regards them as
nonuniversals. The complete but stil!l broad
substance, God, is a universal that is itself nothing but its universal attributeswithrt 2
be of interest not only to those who care about these specific matters, but also to those
who care about Spi nastantceattribute relatisnshipetlear di ng t h
attributeattribute relationship, the parallel modes relationship, the cailpgtof
divine simplicity and indivisibility with distinct attributes, real versus conceptual
distinction, parallelism, and dialetheism.

In Part 3 | defend the interpretation that modes are universals. My argument
unfolds in two steps. First, | argtieat the passages where Spinoza seems to allow

individuals to instantiate one and the sajnalitascannot be given antirealifiendly

24



explanations (Chapté&fl). Second, | argue that every property of a mode is a universal
and that every mode itself isuaiversal (Chapter V)l When the results of Part 2 and
Part 3 are combined, the ultimate result is that Spinoza endorses a rare form of realism
someti mes known as universalism (or what we
doctrine that everything in adity is a universal and is nothing but a universal. Part 3
will be of interest not only to those who care about these specific matters, but also to
those who care about B8pdesubstanacdredationshipand r egar d
acosmism.

InPart4lds cuss Spinozads views on the status
that there are such natures in his ontology and that these natures are one and the same i
each species member (Chapter YI8econd, after explaining how, for Spinoza, true
species diisions are a matter not of Linnaean look but of structural power, | indicate
what the structural power is that all and only humans instadtifatst that power under
the attribute of Extension and then that power undeattniéute of Thought (Chapter
IX). Part 4 will be of interest not only to those who care about these specific matters, but
al so to those who car e tredinent of nduman®andh 6 s Vvi e w
objective good and evil.

Part 5 is where | wrap up loose threads. First, | argaieSpinoza combines
Aristotelianand Platonic realism (Chapte).>On the one hand, he holds that no
universal is transcendent to the one substance. That is the Aristotelian aspect. On the
other hand, he holds that each attribute and each eternal fomibéalsio the absolute

nature of each attribute is ontologically anterior to its exemplification in the realm of
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modes. That is the Platonic aspect. Second,
against universals are comitée with his realism (ChapteXl). His pejorative remarks

are aimed merely at universals not apprehendable by pure intellect. Part 5 will be of

interest not only to those who care about these specific matters, but also to those who

care about Spi n mecessitarianm] tiewaise ane gxplandtiomofthe

infinite chain of finite modes, whether the absolute nature of God is sufficient for his

finite modes, immortality of the soul, plenitude, eternalism, the compatibility of the

causal similarity and dissimilarity princpls when it comes to the ef

absolute nature, and empiricist attacks on rationalist universals.
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CHAPTER Il (PART 1. OVERVIEW): REALIST -ANTIREALIST POSITIONS

2.1 Introductory remarks
The debate between believers in universalsigtsaland deniers of universals
(antirealists), which Coleridge descri bes a
ever occupi ed ®hasentihuedsmae atheasntiok tinhe of Platp.
reached such a peak of intensity in the periodéen the renewal of the monastic
schools under Charlemagne and the Renaissance that, so Erasmus insinuates in his 1501
Handbook of the Christian Soldier Aspi tti ngdo and dAfisticuffso
disagreement The question of how to explain tAgparent similarities between diverse
entities (events, powers, substances, inner determinations of a thing, or so on) is what
motives the debat@ Here is Suarez on the matter.
[If] some basis is given in things for the abstraction or universal concepfich
the intellect produces . . . of what kind is this basis? For in this is the point of
controversy®
Realists are those who allow objective agreement between items to be explained
in terms ofstrict identity, literal oneness, between those items: ame the same form,

nature, way, suchness, property, or so on wholly préserdt home wi th it sel

Hegel puts & in each?? In holding that objective similarity among individuals is

6 Coleridge 1853, 300.

"7 See Parmenides 13083b.

78 See Armstrong 1989, €hakrabarti 206; MacKinnon 1924, 345.
79 See Bolton 1998, 178; Loux 2006, Ch. 1.

80 SuarezamD 6.2.5.

81 Hegel 1991, 240; see Bolton 1998, 179; Loux 2006, Ch. 1.
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grounded in strict identity, realists welcome into their ontology thiedf entities that
are, as Suarez describes universals, apt to remain one and undivided even ifih many.
Antirealists, on the other hand, do not allow objective agreement between
diverse items (if they allow any such agreement at all) to be explairiedris of strict
identity between those items. Antirealists find absurd the notion of literal oneness in
diversity and thus the notion of anyththg he s o c ahavingthe A" One 0
idi spositiono o r¥®Fdnaepd’ Eustactius a Sancto Padisnds r e z
Keckerman®put it) to be wholly and undividedly
anything, so goes the antirealist compl aint
undivided fashion as the One of the realist is supposétRoRantirealists, thenhé
limit case of agreement between things is inherent exact similarity, never strict
identity 38 Here is Suarez on the matter.
For there is nothing both one and in fact undivided in reality in this and in that
human nature [(as the realists say)]; but theraerely in this, something to which
something isimilar in that other nature. Yet this is not real unity, Satilarity. In
this sense only, several things can be said to be of the same nature a parte rei, that is,
of similar natiurydg:o]f,orsitnlcies i[tA]iisdemti d t o

things, cannot be anything in reality other than a simil&ity.

The nature is not common with respect to a reality but with respect to a notion or a
basic similarity®

82 SuarezaviD 6.1.12, MD 6.2.11, MD 6.4.6; s&hiaradonna and Galluzzo 2013, 3; Fullerton 1899, 27,
32; Rodiguez-Pereyra 2000; RodyuezPereyra 2002; Kuhlmann 2010, 1328; Kemp Smith 1927, 145;

MacDonald and Malcolm 1998, 22¥4.

83 SuareavD 6.4.2, MD6.4.6, MD 6.4.12, MD 6.4.13.

84 Fonseca 1591, ch. 1; see Madeira 2006.

85 SeeGilson 1912, 30808.

86 Keckermanrl602, 4648, 68; see Di Vona 1960, 157; Cerrato 2008-120.

87 This is the figurative way that Aquinas, Agricola, and Suérez articulate the realist view. See Gilson
1912, 78; Nauta 2012b, 2®7; Russell 1945; SuaréD 6.2.11,MD 6.2.15.

88 Denkel 198937.

8 My emphasis, SuaredD 6.2.13.

9% SuareaviD 6.1.15.
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There is in things a certain simiitgrin their formal unities, on which the

community which the intellect can attribute to such a nature as conceived by it, is
based; this similarity is not properly unity since it does not imply the undividedness
of the entities on which it is based butrelg implies their agreement.

Scotus summarizes the antirealist position well.

An actual universal is that which . . . can itself, one and the same thing, be directly

ascribed to each individual [ exempd.idying
[But, as the antirealist says, nJothing . . . in reality is such that . . . it can be said of
each instanc& that fdeach is it.o

To put the fundamental division between realism and antirealism in different

terms, whereas the realist holds thatewverything in reality is particular, the antirealist
holds that everything in realitg particular. A particular is a nonuniversal. A
nonuniversal is that which lacks, even in principle, the aptitude to be one and the same,
undivided, in many® Following Ok h am, wh o p aumericadifferandes t hat 0
the essence of the parti cinltslfwouldbsa nce ot her
universal®parti cul ars ar e, in effect, those enti
sufficientanfiturs iwherstei tdyisti nction from each
p r i mi%2@" cemturpantirealist D. C. Williams puts it as follows.

Particular entities are those which do not conform to the principle of the identity of

indiscernibles, which is that identity kind entails identity of case; that is,

particulars are entities which may be exactly similar and yet not only distinct but
discrete’’

%1 SuarezamD 6.1.12.

92 Scotus Ord., 2.3.1.1, n. 37; see Spade 19946665

93 SuarezavD 6.1.12, MD 6.4.6, MD 6.4.12, MD 6.4.13.

94 Burns 1914, 88, 99; see Cross 2010; Edwards 1969, 228; Robinsor5paiié; 1994, 17 Thiel 1998,
213215, 233.

9 Campbell 1990, 44.

9 Levin 2002, 133; see Pickavance 2008, 148; Maurin 200 Higt 1998, 212215, 233:Thiel 2011,
21; Stout 1936, 9.

97 williams 1986, 3.
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215 century antirealist Douglas Ehring echoes the same stock understanding.

Exact similarity is sufficient for ideity for universals. Inherently exactly similar

universals are identical no matter how they are related spatially or causally (or

temporally). . . . [But] particulars do not satisfy this same identity condition.
In the end, because antirealists hold thagrything in reality is nonuniversal and
nothing but nonuniversal, fAnomind&hd stso
ireal Ywnity. o

Although antirealists are united in their rejection of universals and realists are

united in their admittance afniversals, each side can take various approaches to
account for the apparent agreements that might exist between items. In this chapter, |
will outline these fundamental ways. First, we will look at the two fundamental forms of
antirealism: those that dg and those that accept the ontological authenticity of
properties (nonconstituent and constituent antirealism, respectively). Second, we will
look at the two fundamental forms of realism: those that deny and those that accept that
universals exist merelys instantiated in subjects of predication (transcendent and
immanent realism, respectively). If the reader is already familiar with these ways (or

simply wants to get straight to the discussion of Spinoza and the status of universals),

then simply consaithe taxonomic chart at the end of this chapter.

%8 Ehring 2004, 22230.

99 Rojek 2008, 369.

100 SyarezamD 6.1.12, MD 6.2.13; see MacDonald and Malcolm 1998-278; Ross 1962; South 2002,
786; Haserot 1950, 470.
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2.2 Antirealism

As is clear both in itself as well as when looking over the history of the problem
of universals, there are two main strategies for rejecting the reality of univétseis
more typicastrategy, and perhaps especially in the early modern period where warnings
against reification of abstractions abodfftis to deny that there are any forms,
qualities, essences, natures, and the like (properties, in ¥idite efficacy of this
strategy this strategy of rejecting tlpialitascategory altogether, is clear. Since
candidate universals are properties, there are no universals if there are no properties.
Another strategy, present throughout history but not with the dominance that it enjoys
today, has been to allow that there are properties but to maintain that these properties are
nonuniversal. The efficacy of this strategy is clear as well. Since candidate universals are
properties, there are no universals if properties are nonuniversal.

It is helpful to explore these two strategies in further detail. Doing so shows the
resourcefulness of the antirealist position. This is important for my project. In
subsequent chapters | argue that Spinoza is not an antirealist concerning universals. | do
not want to limit myself, as previous realist interpreters have, to rejecting the
interpretation of Spinoza endorsing merely certain versions of antirealism.
Commentators have complained in the past that realist interpreters show merely that

Spinoza does n@ndorse certain forms of antirealism, those conventionalist forms that

101 Ockham employs, at different times, both strategies. See CrossL.2Q®02006 63, 73, 83n21Mertz
1996, ch. 4; Burns 1914; Gerson 2004; Paita2004;Panaccio 2008-or more on the history of the
problem of universals, see Cerrato 2008,/21and De Libera 1999.

102 See Bolton 1998.

103 See Campbell 200&olakowski 2004, 19.
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are, at least some say, easy to show that he does not endorse. Rice, one of the most
forceful antirealist interpreters of Spinoza, makes this especially clear in his criticism of
Stenberg.

Steinberg argues that a nominalistic reading of 4p30 would invalidate the

demonstration thereof. Her argument in fact takes nominalism as conventionalism;

so that, without a real objective underlying and identical nature, the similarity

predicated ball humans would rest upon an arbitrary convention. Her claim is

certainly not true for [other] versions of nominalism. . . . [O]ne can be a nominalist

and still argue that claims about similarity are not merely verbal [and yet not

grounded in a real obgtive underlying and identical naturéf.
2.2.1 Nonconstituent antirealism

The first antirealist strategy mentioned above, the strategy that rejects the reality

of properties, iIis sometimes called Anoncons
metaphysics® Nonconstituent antirealism takes individuals to be the only sorts of
entities possible, where by Aindividual o it
charactered, and takes these individuals to
meant nonniversal. Nonconstituent antirealism, in other words, denies that individuals
in themselves have any properéieany ontological structure, any intrinsic

determinationd and construes individuals as nonuniversals, those items that are not apt

to be one anche same in many.

104 Rjce 1991, 30:803; see Feibleman 1951b, 387.

1055ee VanInwagen201hTe | abel is fitting when one considers t
ontological(as opposed to mereological) constituent and that properties are ontological constituents of

things. For according to this first strategy there are no properties or essefa@ss or so on, and so the

various sorts of items in realdéiyapples, planets, substangesre not going to have, despite talk that

might be construed otherwise, such ontological constituents.
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Nonconstituent antirealism, although the orthodox historical form of antirealism,
is regarded as an fAextr emeo“Fawhietpgeaple i n t he
say that it is correct to characterize o as F, they typically me&np ttes some property
serving as the truthmaker, the ontological ground, for that correct characterization. But
nonconstituent antirealism, in rejecting the property category altogether, denies that
there are any properties of individual o serving asnilt@rmakers for the correct
characterizations of o and as the respects in which o might differ or agree with other
individuals1®’

There are only two possible nonconstitue
being charactered: the relational nonconstit@emirealist analysis and the nonrelational
nonconstituent antirealist analysis. Each is not only an obvious conceptual possibility,
but in fact a pr act % wildovwdstussthaseiwa Spi nozads
fundamental versions of nonconstituent @alism, laying out their popular historical
forms in the process so as to breathe life into them.
2.2.1.1 The relational form

Relational nonconstituent antirealism, well represented in the history of

philosophy!®®*h ol ds t hat an i n dedamodntsmérdydotiate i ng char

1061 oux 1978, 67; Loux 2006.

107 SeeMellor and Oliver 1997, 1.

108 Both relational and nonrelational nonconstituent antirealism are expressed throughout the history of
philosophy, according to critics. At least germinal forms of all these positions can be found in Ockham
alone. Some expressions of relational antirealisight be found in the Stoics and Epicureans (see
Bronowski 2013), Protagoras and Gorgias (see Bonazzi 2013), Porphyry (see Chiaradonna and Galluzzo
2013, 5), Roscelin, and Ockham (derix 2006 63). Expression of nonrelational nominalism can be
found pehaps in the Stoics and Epicureans and Porphyry (see Bronowski 2013; Chiaradonna and
Galluzzo 2013, 5) as well as in Ockham (see Cross 2010; Loux 2006, 83n21), and perhaps Aquinas
(Summa Theologici/g85/ata2).

109 See Bonazzi 2013; Bronowski 2013; Chiavada and Galluzzo 201Bpux 2006 63.
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i ndividual 6s being in relation to some othe
subjectivist form of relational nonconstitu
(or someti mes fAter mi ni enmii)fallsundeitise pradcgtd e i s r
6round, 86 such that there is nothing |ike ro
were no predicate term 6roundd the apple wo
being F is parasitic upon the predicateta A F0 such that in itself,
the predicate term AF, o i*Y is not correct t
It is popular and quite easy to think that antirealism designates merely predicate
nominalism*Fi r st , the terms FfAnemdnalresméednd fdar
i nterchangeably. Second, the nomennd finomi nal i
meaningname Third, predicate nominalism is the view that o is F means nothing more
thanthatoisin &llingunderr el at i on t o predi cdheless,and, 6 a m
even within merely theelational framework, there are various other antirealist
solutions, of both a subjectivist and objectivist variety, to the problem of apparent
identity in diversity.
Subijectivist relational antirealism analyzesindiadu 0 6s being charac
terms of o06s relation to a system of <cl assi

discussed predicate nominalism, the form according to which a universal designates

nothing but the physical occurrence of aname or,touse Bdsi né6s way of putt

110 Searle might be said to defend such a view, as the following remarks suggest (19620)105
Insofar as the nominalist is claiming that the existence of [individuals] depends on facts in the world
and the existencef universals merely on the meaning of words, he is quite correct. . . . [U]niversals
are parasitic upon predicate expressions.

111 See Mckeon 1929, 2688; Delahunty 1985, 117.
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least according to Anselm) and the way favored by the certain brand of predicate

nominalism known as vocalism or vocal nominalism, a mere puff of sdlanals(

vocig. Concept nominalism, another popular form of antirealimmgimes called

iconceptual i smo and M&eevre satt hpeo if otl  oiwi nAb ealna

being F: o06s being F just ndetlendsa,thehat o f al |

concept, or so an F; o is F, in other words, if and only if 0 is subsuhmder the

conceptF.122 So the general form of explanation that these two forms of antirealism

provide for why o and p agree in attribute F is that o and p simply have been corralled

under some entity, a predicate term or a concept. The reason for tHieemodi

Asubjectivisto should be clear: thbdngs are

say, 04 o unteoacsrid concéphorséd merely due to the whim of the

classifying mind, not in virtue of the natures of the things themsél{@sese foms of

antirealism are, of course, particular speciesopiventionalisaintirealism, according to

which o06s being F just means that a certain
Although the objectivist forms of relational antirealism agree with the

sbjectivist forms on the fact that o0o6s bein

objectivist forms do not follow the subject

merely a function of the classifying mind. The three most popular forms of objectivis

relational antirealism are class nominalism, mereological nominalism, and resemblance

112 See Russell 1945.

13As Frege explains: fdl cakktthaltesncept propeert i wbidoc
24pAs Armstrong puts it, these are views according to
mi nd: shadows cast on things by our predicates and
thee are views according to which Athere is no indepe

so on]: the only fact of the matter here is that we
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nominalism. For c¢class nominalism, 00s being
the class of F things. For mereol thggoc al nomn
is a bit of the heap of F things. For resen
means that o resembles some paradigm F thing. As is clear, the general form of
explanation that objectivist relational antirealism provides for why o and c agree i
attribute F is that o and c find themselves, independent of the classifying mind, in
relation to some entiy a nonuniversal, of course (such as a céaskat exists
independent of the classifying mind.
Despite their differences, all the analyses of r@hall nonconstituent antirealism
have the following reductive form: to say that o is F is merely to say that o has a relation
to some other individual x, such that (1) there is nothing like Fness that an F thing like o
has (which is why it is aonconstitentform of antirealism) and (2) outside of a relation
to other individuals it is not correct to characterize an F thing like o as F (which is why it
is arelational form of antirealism). Here is how a relational nonconstituent antirealist
understands atbute agreement between two individuals without having to say, as the
realist is allowed to, that those two individuals are identical at least in some respect: o
and p are F just means that o and p are in relation to some other individual x (the
predicatsi FO i n t he case of predicate nominalism
are F entails no inherent identity between them in any respect. And here is how a
relational nonconstituent antirealist trans
thatseem to make reference to properties. We might see this translation process as

unfolding in two steps. The statement Atri a
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Atriangle individuals are shaped individual

noncorstituent antirealist analysis of what it means to say that an individual is

charactered, that statement then gets trans
are individuals in relation to individual y
nomnd i sm, then, here would be the ultimate t
predicate O6triangle6é are individuals that f

2.2.1.2 The nonrelational form

As with the relational form of nonconstituent antirealithe nonrelational form
is well represented in the history of philosoghyAnd as with relational nonconstituent
antirealism, nonrelational nonconstituent antirealism (1) denies that individuals,
nonproperty items subject to being charactered, intringibale any properties and (2)
construes individuals as nonuniversals. To be sure, both forms of nonconstituent
antirealism in effect view individuals in themselves as ontologically unstructured
simples. However, nonrelational (or austere) nonconstitugimealism refuses to give
an account of what it means to say that a particular individual is charactered in a certain
way, other than simply saying that it is charactered in that{fahe truthmaker, the
ontological ground, for the correct attributionfofo individual o is nothing more and
nothing less than the ontologically unstructured individual that$®0 whereas
relational nonconstituent antirealism holds that the resources for explaining what it

means to say that propertyless individual o afnot just be o itself (but must be o as

115 See Bronowski 2013; Chiaradona and Galluzzb32€ross 2010; Loux 2006, 83n21; AquirBisnma
Theological/q85/ata2.

116 Recent defenders of this view include Devitt 1980 and Parsons 1999.

117 See Chiaradonna and Galluzzo 2013, 12.
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related to other individuals), nonrelational nonconstituent antirealism refuses to expand
their explanatory resources beyond individual o. Since the only resource that they have
for explaining the individual is #hindividual itself, when asked how it is that o is F even
though o fails to have property Fness (or any property whatsoever), the best that they

can do is point to 0. The best that they can do is point to o and then, as the quip against

them goes, sticktei r head in the sand, which is why
nomi nal i stso)
I n effect, nonrelational nonconstituent

i ndividual 6s bei ng c¢har adnbteingendre thamthatsa F | u st
be said. More precisely, nonrelational nonconstituent antirealism says that o is F if and

only if o is F, such that (1) there is nothing like Fness that an F thing like o has (which is

why it is anonconstituentorm of antirealism) and (2) even outsidlerelation to other

individuals it is correct to characterize an F thing like o as F (which is why it is a
nonrelationalform of antirealism). Here is how a nonrelational nonconstituent

antirealist understands attribute agreement between individualamitheing to say, as

the realist does, that those individuals are identical at least in some respect: o and p are F
just means that o and p are F, and that s
that both are F entails no inherent oneness tegtileem. And here is how a

nonrel ational nonconstituent antirealist tr
shaped so as to obviate the misconception t
individuals are shaped individual s. 0

2.2.2 Constituenntirealism
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Called Atrope theoryo or fAmoderate nomin
antirealism holds that there really are properties; individuals really do have properties,
where by #fAindividual 0 here i ttyitensthamee ant ei t h
nonuniversal!® So in contrast to relational nonconstituent antirealism, constituent
antirealism does not hold that o006s being F

other nonproperty individual. And in contrast to nonrelationalcoostituent

antirealism, constituent antirealism does n
more than that o i s F. l nstead, constituent
analyzed as 00s having pr opwewsdiscussedess. Unl i

above, then, an F thing possesses Fness on constituent antirealism: o is F if and only if o
has Fness. According to trope theory, the nonconstituent construal of individuals
provided by the other forms of antirealism doesgiet¢ the regisite ontological
structure to individuals. Charactered individuals are lagdes, not blobs.

Although trope theory is a form of antirealism well represented in the history of

philosophy*®®i t i s more common t o untdeggiesianafnd ant i r

118t is most popular among contemporary trope theorists to hold thatdndls are nothing but bundles

of properties rather than something in excess to properties in which properties inhere. Since a sum is of the
same logical type as its elements, such bundle views hold that individuals are property items. For
examples of suttrope bundle views, see the following: Heil 2003, 140; Robb 2005.

119 Trope antirealism, which is a view that Boyle (1991,22) and Armstrong (1989, 17) have suggested

may be found in Aristotle (se€@ategoriesla2628; but see Mariani 2013; Galluzzo 2Q0H3d is a view

that Martin (2008, 507n3) and Buckels (2013) find in Plato, is growing in popularity today. Stout (1923),
Williams (1966) Campbell (1990), Bacon (1995), and Maurin (2002) are its most famous proponents. A
ficommon i ntell edibguaWiliamsi(i966e106),yhissveadd e d fAmoder ated for
antirealism is represented not only among ancients, medievals, late moderns, and contemporaries (see
Bronowski 2013; Chiaradonna and Galluzzo 2013, 5; Marenbon 1997, 114232297, 201; Mrtin

1992, 110126;Panaccio 200&ee Mertz 1996, but apparently even among early moderns etz

1996, ch. 4Loux 2006 73; Hakkarainen 2012, 55; Moltmann 2003, 456; 2013, 41B; Simons 1994;

Buckels 2013; Williams 1966, 107; Stout 1936, 9; §eat 1985, 13Jarrett 1977, 86; Carriero 1995, 256
259;Bennett 1994, 18ennett 2001, 1.145; Melamed 2009-78; Callaghan 2001; Mackenzie 1922;

Milbank 2006, 202n17; Bhnan 2011, 645; Yovel 1989, 162163; Yovel 1990b, 164; Heil 20064, 11,
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properties (attributes, characters, features, qudlittehh e na me do'&®Afterdt mat t
all, the homogenous blob view of an individual is more economical than theckyer
view and, as Leibniz says, antirealists are those who privilege ecdibiig crucial
to realize, then, how trope theory, even though it follows realism in endorsing the reality
of properties, is nevertheless a form of antirealism.
What makes trope theory antirealist even though it welcomes properties is that it
regards poperties as nonuniversals. As Stout describes the view in his 1921 address to
t he Br i ti sbharActeactiagantgrising & concrete thing or individual is as
particular as the thing 6°60accordingtithiséoaml whi c h
ofantirealism, o00s benonuiversapjopesytFnesse ans t hat o
As particulars or nonuniversals and thus with their distinctness being
firreducibly primitive & even if the Fness of entity 1 is inherently exactly similar to
the Fness of ety 2, we will not be dealing with one and the same Fness. Even so, just

as much as nonconstituent antirealists have no trouble saying that o and psareethe

in that both are F (and even that o and p havedhee propertyness), trope theorists

86; Heil 208, 20). Indeedt is getting quite fashionable in more recent years to describe Spinoza as a
trope theorist (sedarrett 1977, 86; Carriero 1995, 2869;Bennett 1994, 18Bennett 2001, 1.1455tout
1936, 9; Seargent 1985, 13; Williams 1966, d&lamed 2009, 7475; Newlands 2015, 25%72;

Newlands forthcoming). | highlight the point that trope theory may be represented aeatygmoderns
because, according to Bolton at least (see 19981883 the only form of antirealism that was a
reasonable calidate for an early modern thinker wasnconstituent antirealism. Nonconstituent
antirealism was the only reasonable possibility because, so Bolton explains, the view that subjects of
predication lack any true inner determinations (which is the viewoBaays was endorsed by Descartes
and popularized by theort-Royale Logiof Arnauld and Nicole) had become so entrenched that
everyone just assumed it from the start (Bolton 1998;188j. If Bolton is right, then it would be
historically more approprtke t o cal |l trope theory fAextreme antireal
Aimoderate antirealism.o

120 Callaghan 2001, 37; s&ross 2005, 109; Bennett 1984, 39 and 302.

121 See Leibniz A VL.ii 427428.

122 See Mackenzie 1922, 191.

1231 evin 2002, 133; see Mler and Oliver 1997, 16970
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have o trouble saying that o and p have faeneproperty Fness. They have to get

along in the world and that is how people tend to speak. But just as we must understand
that o and p do not really have property Fness if we are to honor the vision of
nonconstitent antirealism, we must understand that o and p have the same property
merely in the sense that two soldiers of a given troop have the same uniform (rather than
in the sense that two brothers have the same father) if we are to honor the vision of trope

theory124

If one is a not a realist concerning universal properties, then one must fall within
one of the above three antireali st categori
tag from Ammonius?® merelypost rem Propeties are the candidate universals. So an
antirealist either accepts these entities and yet holds that they are nonuniversals
(constituent antirealism), or an antirealist rejects these entities (nonconstituent

antirealism) and t huasamatgr dof aonpnopertyiriisiduble i ng F

006s being in relation t orelationaleoncoristiuent nonpr op
antirealism) or as a ma honrelationalfoncanétimenb ei ng s
antirealism).
2.3 Realism

Realism conaming universals allows in principle for identity in diversity, at

least in hypothetical scenarios of diversity, and holds that this identity cannot be

124 To express the point in the words of Suarez, thet sol | e d cdinihod ke artythirig yn reality other
t han a sSudareaMDa612.13) $eé Maurin 2002, 17, 22 Ehring 2011, 3@15.
125 Ammonius 1891, 41, 26, 28.
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analyzed away into some form other than fiwh
i dent it y*®Tshiaggn is=dwhdy anot her popul ar name f
t h e d? Snced want to show not only that Spinoza can endorse no form of
antirealism concerning universals, but also what form of realism that he does endorse, |
will describe the two mainform of r eal i s m: nonrel ational or
commonly associated with Aristotle, and rel
commonly associated with Plat§.
Both the immanent and transcendent forms of realism give the following analysis
of o0 0 s (wheeiois gonsikued as either a property or a nonproperty). To say that o
is F is to say that o has some ontologically authentic property that is a universal. For the
sake of ease, we can call this property Fness. But that can be misleading (amdehis sa
warning applies in the case of trope theory too, by the way). Plato apparently thought, at
least at time&2?°that there is a property corresponding to every meaningful predicate, in
which case we can discover what true properties there are merely lbjtiognsur
language’®°In theRepublicP| at o6s Socrates suggests such

words to Glaucon.

126 Armstrong 1997, 14.A6 mean to flag with my c¢clause fdat |l east
one can be a realist and still hold that each universal property, nature, essence, and the like has only one
instance (to the effect that there is deritity in diversity). As we will see in Chaptér one would be a

realist even with such an ontology if the following were the case: if, even per impossibile, there were
another individual with an Fness exactly similar to the Fness of the individualdially exists, the

Fness in both would be one and the same.

127 SeeButchvarov 1966; Lemos 1988; Jordan 1963, ch. 24.

128 See Resnick 1997, 359.

128 SeePhaedo78e;Republic596a; Timaeuss2a;Parmenided 3; although seStatesmar62c106e3;

Gerson 2004; Sedfe2013.

130See Armstrong 1978, xdiiv; 1989, 7879; Brandt 1957, 529; Chiaradonna and Galluzzo 2013, 8; Plato
Sophist259e5. Commentators often say this about Plato. IR&neenideshowever, Socrates says that

while there is the form of the just, heniles that there is a form of, for example, hair.
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Do you want us to begin our examination, then, by adopting our usual procedure? As

you know, we customarily hypothesize a single form inneation with each of the

many things to which we apply the same na#he.
To be a realist, however, one need not think that there is a property corresponding to
every meaningful predicate; one need not search for, as T. H. Green once complained
againsttrdi t i onal realists, fAthe uni®%Read®@!l si mpl
off ontology from meaningful predicates, which is fueled by theisdgilacy that a
mode of predicatingnfodus praedicandlientails a mode of beingnpdus essengt3is
not requred for being a realist. Despite the impression one might get from looking at
medieval realists, one can be a realist and still hold that predicates provide no sure
counsel as to what properties there'dte.

How do the immanent and transcendent forms dift@n immanent realism,

which in the contemporary literature is most famously defended by Armstrong, the
existence of a universal property requires at least one individual (besides just itself)
possessing i3> As Ammonius puts it the eidos existi re as opposed tante remt3’
Squareness, for example, subsists only in square individuals; squarenegsi® ot

things’®So on this form of realism, wh¥®¥ch is so

Ao i s FO just means t ha tFindividaasgbesidesiFressr s a | Fn

131 platoRepublic 596a67.

132 Green 1888, 60.

133 See Goclenius 1980, 26.

134 See Oppy 2003 hiaradonnandGalluzzo2013,2.

135 Anselm of Canterbury gives a particular statement of the view in his famous:plaasa subsistit in
personis(nature subsists in persons) (Anselm 1946, 165).

136 Ammonius 1891, 41, 26, 28.

137 See Alexander of Aphrodisias 1892, 90; Anselm of Canterbury 1946, 165.

138 Bennett 1984, 56.

139Burns 1914, 77; Fullerton 1894, 227; Leff 1958, 104.
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itself, if it counts as an F individual) there would be no Fness. Fness is that which is apt
to present itself wholly through each F individual, but Fness cannot subsist without some
F thing fAor other.,ikewas sRawliengdeasc rifttse 91 stutbg ¢
Explicitly following Al-Farabt** and in line with his own contemporary Gersoni¢gs,
the 14" Century Portuguese Jewish philosopbarid ben Yom Tov ibn Biliguts the
view directly: universals require individudlrs order to exist*
On the other hand, with transcendent realism, which in the contemporary
literature is most famously defended by Moreland, the existence of a universal does not
depend on any posterior individual instantiating it; the eidos exntésem, anterior to
the individuals for which it provides the charaéteanterior to the individuals, as
Gassendi put s %I othetwordst thefpropertyedes rotexist merely
as instantiated; squareness does not subsist merely in squeiduialdi (besides
squareness itself, if squareness itself counts as a square indittdgal)on this form of
realism, which is somefimessc&bl pdsiiemenanme
universal Fness but the existence of Fness does not reqndw®iBuals (besides Fness
itself, if Fness does itself count as an F individual). Fness is that which is apt to exhibit

itself wholly through each F individual, but Fness can subsist without any such F things.

140Boyle 1991, 21.

141 SeeRavitski 2009, 197198.

142 SeeGoodman 1992, 26 Rudavski 1994, 84; Rudavsky 20Nadler 2001a, 55.

143 See Rosenberg 1996, 68.

144 See AT VII 319321; see 1658, 480.

145 gquareness does not subsist merely in square individuals uelesg/\that squareness itself counts as

an individual that is square. But even if we do say this, it would still follow that squareness would not

depend on any fAposterioro individual instantiating |
dependa it s Ai rGilserr1P12,r33308).( s e e

146 Fullerton 1894, 227; Leff 1958, 104.
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Since on transcendent realism the tgritiat confers the F character on
individual o is ontologically independent from o, and since the charasteéerring
Platonic Forms are almost unanimously seen as ontologically independent from the
individuals instantiating therlf, transcendent realisrs frequently described as a
Platonicrealism!*® Nevertheless, it is important to understand that one might endorse a
Pl atonic analysis of an individual 6s being
ontologically independent (transcendent, as they sayriRtaForms, and yet still be
antirealistconcerning universals. Peirce, for instance, interpreted Berkeley to be an
antirealist and yet a PlatonféfIndeeda maj or debate among schol e
metaphysics is whether Plato himself understood his &torbe universal or particular,
that is, whether they are the sorts of things apt to enter undividedly into the being of
multiple individuals. Those moments when Plato suggests that the F Form presents itself
in or through F things are moments where tbents appear to be construed as
universalst>° Those moments when Plato suggests that the F Form is more like a perfect
specimen of emulation that does not enter into anything are moments where the Forms
appear to be construed @articulars®! Fine, Harte, ash Adamolld®?are some recent

commentators who argue that Forms are the sorts of things that can enter wholly into

147 See Penner 1987, 192.

148 See Bennett 1984, 56.

149 SeeAnderson and Groff 1998.

150 platoRepublic596a67.

151 plato Timaeuss2at3; Phaedo102d68; Parmenided 29at4, 130b34; see Burns 1914, 85.
152 Fine 1993; Harte 2011, 208ff; Adamollo 2013.
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multiple individuals. Geacl? on the other hand, argues that forms are mere exemplary
particulars that serve as paradigms for individualsfiileetrucks and cats to imitate and
that merely in a figurative way enter the being of these individuals.

Al t hough Geachods antirealist reading of
view, there are some telling passages in Plato that do indeed tstiggddatonic
Forms those uniform, eternal, and immutable things that are themselves by

themselve®*d are particulars. The following frofarmenided33c¢36 is a good

example.

Al think you, Socrates, and anyeame el se w|
bei ng, itself by itself, would agree, to |
AY&8bow could it stildl be i tself by itself"

If Platonic forms are particulars (whether concrete objects like cars and stars, as

Grabowski lolds®° or tropes like triangularity and redne$®then the Platonic

analysis of an i ndi wnadtadversion of sealibreconecggning har act er
universals. For a Platonic Form, so understood, would not be unum eyetssamultis

but rather soméing more like unum aptumepraesentara multis. And if one still

insisted on saying that a Platonic Form, even so understood, is aptum inesse multis, in

order to avoid mistaking it for a universal it must be stated that it is not aptum inesse

multis peridentitatemor, as Fonseca putspgéer modum identitatjgout ratheiper

similitudinem®®’

153 Geach 1956.

154 See Platd®haedo78d and 100bSophist248b9c8; Timaeusb1d-52a;Republic479a13, e78, 484b4;
Symposiun210e211b.

155 Grabowski 2008; see Hart 1983, 33.

156 See Fine 201115.

157 Fonseca 1591, ch. 1; see Castelli 2013; Madeira 2006, 58n196.
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There are in fact several versions of th
charactered that belong in the antirealist categories outlined above. If otiziedres
an ontologically unstructured Ablobo and it
being in a relation to the ontologically independent Platonic Form F (where the relation
i s usually descri bed, f oimifatonythendghe ¥etsiantob 6 s o wn
Platonism at hand is just another version of relational nonconstituent antirealism. If
i ndividual o is construedcakeanandtbtegbermh
charactered as F is analyzed as its having an Fness tropeitealf ian imitation or
form-copy of the Platonic Form ¥8then we just have a version of constituent
antirealism that incorporates nonuniversal Platonic Forms.
2.4 Concluding remarks
2.4.1 ChapteH

In this chapter, | have described the general difiegebetween realism and
antirealism concerning universals and | have laid out their basic forms. Antirealists are
those who reject universals, properties apt to be one and the same, undivided, in many.
Realists are those who do not reject universals. fioadi antirealists hold that subjects
of predication, construed as nonproperties, do not have any properties (nonconstituent
antirealism). Of these fAclassical o antireal
so much today that they are saidtofomafiendanger ed species, 0 th
analyze 006s being F as o06s being in relatio

(rel ational nonconstituent antirealism) and

158 Buckels (2013) has defended this view of Plato recently. See also Martin 2008, 507n3.

a7



simply
anfrealistswhcanal yze o00s
(constituent
universal property Fness. Fness either stbsislependent of F individuals (besides

itself) (transcendent realism) or does not (immanent realism). There are early modern

00s being

being

antirealism).

as 0O0S

A

Reali st s,

representatives for these various realist and antirealist options, as | explain in

APPENDICES A and BThe following char{see kgure 1)lays outthese divisions.

havi

Figure 1.8 Views on Universals

159 Campbell 2008; sekéolakowski 2004, 19
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Views on
Universals
- Antirealism
Theory™: there s e o universals
| : _ are no universals
umvm;;sals (properties (properties apt to be
apt to be one in many) one in many)
5:?[:';"'”1"':?,' (“Tl:ai::;:;]aae:mt . Nonconstituent Constituent
(“M r‘rjlanin CExtrome J(J“Extrgme,” (“Moderate,”
, Moderate, Platome’ “Classical™) “Trope™) Antirealism
Armtot_eha_n ) Ra -i:_ruc _) Antirealism: (“Trope Theory™):
_l?eallsm. ) _nea 1'5'30 ; subjects of ——subjects of predication
univ ersl 3_13 exist m;-s;:zﬁlv a;m predication have no have ontologically
. tontj_a ::d ) istantiatod in ontologically authentic properties,
m:uat-)?elcats ofm subjects of authentic properties but properties are
orodination predication nonuniversals
Relational (“Traditional™) Nonrelational
Antirealism: subjects of (*Austere™)
predication are charactered Antirealism:
not in th_emselves, but_on_lj,r subjects of
in relation to other things predication are
(predicates, heaps, classes, charactered in
paradigms, and so on) themselves,
independent of
relation to other
things

t

Ftue(t antireatise¥>° @ terie armadsd thoseo nc on st i

no
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2.4.2 Conceptualism
Now we are prepared to move on to the st
ontology, first in regards to substances (Part 2) and then in regards to modes (Part 3) and
then specifically in regards to human nature (Part 4) and finally in regards to whether
Spinozistic universals are immanent or transcendent (Part 5). Before moving on,
however, there is one last clarification to be méadistorians of philosophy will be
awae of the position known as conceptualism. Although conceptualism is sometimes
packaged as a middle path between realism and nomin&figndpes not fall outside of
the parameters that | have laid out in this chapter. That should perhaps go without
saying.Nevertheless, | will briefly explain why before moving on.
Conceptualism is the view, expressed in a generic way, that any identity among
the members of a diversity is merely in the mind. Either this means that tinetairsg
that has the dispositioif being wholly present in multiple entities at one and the same
time, or else it means that that which has the disposition can only be mental. In the
second case, we are just dealing with real.i
realism, only metal items can exemplify universals; the only universals that are real, to
perhaps state it more accurately, are mental propétti€ke first case is the more
common way of taking it, especially in the early modern pefidBut here we are just
dealing wih antirealism (and thus the worldview that there can be no level of strict

identity whatsoever among many thiimags): nACO

160 See Chiaradonna and Galluzzo 2013, 14; Gerson 2004.

161 See Fullerton 1899, 31.

162 Berthelot et al1886:1902a,1190; Parkinson 1993, 406, 435; Swoyer and Franc2@tb;Pasnau
2011, 342.
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grande encyicloop®ditaral i sme, mai s qui ne di ff

nomi nal®Ssmea ovi ew will be classified as wha
nominalism. 0 Concept nominalism, as | expl a
nonconstituent antirealism that analyzes an

following way: o is F just means tha falls under the concept(such that there is

nothing like Fness that an F thing has and o would not be F without the existence of the
conceptt) . As Henry More articulates this view,
things, but rather notionsveep pl y in contempl ating things?o;
representative power ofthemifdll n t he words of Kecker mann,
biggest influences on his thinking about universals, conceptualists are those for whom

Auni ver s al s tsaanethereés nahing umivecsal im things and nothing

uni ver sal beyon®Whidthever maywelgo, the Eomman or.thé

uncommon way® conceptualism is obviously not itself a third alternative between

realism and antirealism.

163 Berthelot et al1886:1902a,1190.

164 See Pasnau 2011, 342.

®Rhuniversalia sint meri c¢ o mioignhisiikreruduniyarsalithtee xt r a co g
uni ver sal ed ( Kelg, k& seerfaendenthal@892 entryd166; Di Vona 1960, 157; Cerrato

2008, 119120; Van de Ven 2014, 13).

166 perhaps because he was a bit fed up either about the difficulty of pirmiogptualism down to one or

the other above options or about the tendency of conceptualists to waver between these options,

Maimonides does present a flippant third option in his influe@iatie for the Perplexed Hebrew

translation of which Spinoza gein his library Freudenthal 1899, entry 1p&nd likely studied before he

ever turned to gentile philosophers (Nadler 1999, 138; Di Vona 1960, 189n51; Harvey 1981). That third
option is to regard uni-‘¥«il saleq tidedfouMiateisiomiome r e xi st ent
repugnant not simply because he himself apparently endorses realism concerning universals (see Altmann

1952, 299), but because it violates the principle of contradiction (Maimonides 191@ Neit} that

Rabbi Menasseh ben Israebifsen considered to have been a major influence on Spinoza (Nadler 1999,

93; Curley 1993, 128) and Menasseh seemed to have knew Maimonides, as well as Aristotle and Aquinas

and Scotus, very well (see Akerman 1990, 154; Idel 19892R08Roth 1975, 8B9). Spinoza likely

engaged personally with Manasseh (Nadler 1999, @0 ) . Spi no z BlICdncilmdot ai nly r ead
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But why, one mayvonder, do we sometimes see the medievals describe
conceptualism as a third option between realism and nominalism? We have two options
concerning those who describe conceptualism as stestitan quid According to
option 1, those who describe conceptiralas aertium quidconstrue conceptualism in
the uncommon way (as described above) and construe realism as the view merely that
there arenormentalistic universals. According to option 2, those who describe
conceptualism astartium quidconstrue congaualism in the common way (as
described above) and construe nominalism meregbyedicateor namenominalism.
Conceptualism would obviously count as a genuine third option in either case.
Saying which option was really endorsed is not important heitegizen the
l'iteral meaning of the ter m ndmedmame)aand s mo ( s
indeed given the often repeated nominaist o gan t hat, i n Hobbesds v
isinot hing in the woraddaldmgivenghe lack bfleinbeut Na me s
that realism was ever construed so narrowly as the view merely that there are
normentalistic universals, the natural interpretation is that option 2 was endorsed. Those
who construed conceptualism ateeium quidwere thinking of nominalism not as

antirealism in general, but rather simplypedicateor namenominalism (universals

are nothingbuhame$3 . Thi s i s the natur al reading of
hand,thah omi nal i sts are those fiwho comed end that
words, mere namesoO and hcoscepsualigts aneghpsefom t he o
closelyo (Nadler 1999, 100, 270) . I n this work, whi

Menasseh di scusseindetdbi moni desds Vvi ews
167 eviathan4.6.
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whom fAuni ver sal slathiecasseonesptualism (ueiversats aré
nothing butconceptywas, trivially, a genuine third option even while being sglyaan

antirealist view.

168 Keckermann 1602, 488, 68; see Di Vona 1960, 157; Cerrato 2008-120.
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CHAPTER Ill (PART 2. SUBSTANCE): SPI NOZAG6S CONSTI TUENT

ANALYSIS OF SUBSTANCES HAVING ATTRIBUTES

3.1 Introductory remarks

Part 2 of this project is concerned with showing that Spinoza endorses a bundle
realist analsis of substances having attributes. First, | argue that Spinoza gives a
constituent analysis of substances having attributes (ChHépte3econd, | argue that
Spinoza gives, in particular, a bundle constituent analysis of sglsthaving attributes
(Chapter I\J. Third, I argue that Spinoza gives a realist analysis of substances having
attributes (Chaptev).

Here in the first chapter of Part 2 | am concerned, in effect,deitbnding the
view that attributes of Spinozistic substances are real, olgeontologically
authentic®® | approach my goal through two avenues. The positive avenue shows that
the constituent interpretation is right, that is, that the attributes of Spinozistic substances
are ontologically authentic. The negative avenue showghthanonconstituent
analysi® the only other possibiligyc onf | i ct s wi t IBytiseendofdlasa 6 s
chapter, then, it will be clear that Spinoza endorses an antirealist analysis of substances

having attributes only if Spinoza endorses a tropeyaizal

169 Several commentators appear to hold the attributes to be inauthentic. See Hegel 2016483, 472
Wolfson 1934, 142ff, seAdler 1989;Gupta and Wilox 1983;Newlands2015, 255272 and Newlands
forthcominga; Matsonl990, 87; Carriero 2005, 12131; Woolhouse 1993, 49.
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3.2 Core argument
Here are seven reasons why attributes of Spinozistic substances are ontologically
authentic. Here are seven reasons, in other words, why Spinoza endorses a constituent
analysis of substances having attributés.
3.2.1 Attributes ge mindindependent
1p4d states that the attributes of a substance exist outside the intellect.
There is nothing outside the intellect through which a number of things can be
distinguished from one another except substances, or what is the same (lblyeld4),
attributes, and their affections.
That attributes exist outside the intellect suffices to make the point that attributes of
Spinozistic substances are ontologically authentic. First, this is the historical and
philosophical implication of saying thattributes exist outside the intellect. Second,
Spinoza frequently describes things as existing outside the intelidc {ntellectuhin
order to indicate that they are real, ontologically authentic (Ep. 9 IV/43J2CM 1.1
1/235/10-13, CM 1.2 1/28/20ff, CM 1.6 1/245/25). Indeed, in Letter 4 Spinoza links the
phrase fexidetarealien areaGlti hgopliraseexffaout si de t
intellectun) with siveg thegoldst andar d f or synonymy in Spino
Consider another argwent as well. God is defined as a substance consisting of
all the attributes (1d6). The definition of God here at 1d6 is a true definition (Ep. 2). A
true definition Aexplicates a thing as it i

explained hove, a true definition thus explicates a thing as it exists in reality (see Ep.

4). Therefore, the attributes of God exist in reality; they are ontologically authentic.

170 See Haserot 1953; Gueroult 1968, 4417; Melamed 2013d.
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3.2.2 To deny the authenticity of attributes is to deny the authenticity of sulsstance
Consider 1p4d again.

There is nothing outside the intellect through which a number of things can be

distinguished from one another except [(1)] substances, or what is the same (by 1d4),

their attributes, and [(2)] their affections.
1p4d makes it cleghat to deny the authenticity of attributes is to deny the authenticity
of substances. After all, a substance just is its attributes, an identification indicated in
1p4d and many other passages to be discussed in the next chapter (1pl14c2 in light of
1p4d1p6c¢1lpl5d1p28d, 1p19, 1p20c2, 1p28d, 1p29s, 1p30d; Ep. 9 NDEP 1p7s;
KV 2pref4 1/53/1013). Since modes, the affections of substances, depend on substances
(1d5), and since there are no other authent
substanceand modes (1d3 and 1d5 in light of 1al), Spinoza would have an empty
ontology if he denied the authenticity of substances. Therefore, he cannot be denying the
authenticity of that which substances are nothing but: attributes.
3.2.3 True properties of ant@bute are true of nature in itself

Spinoza draws an important distinction while discussing the attribute of

Extension in Letter 6. On the one hand, there are the true, ontologically authentic,
properties of Extensi on: Ifiyraadeekiendedness | affect
picked out by Apure notionso that dAexpl ain
there are the false properties of Extension

t hat explain nature ifisnotelaast eidt tios hiunmaint sseelnf:

(Ep. 6 1V/25/15, Ep. 6 IV/28/1615). The mechanical affectations are modes of no other
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attribute than Extension (see 2p6d). They are not the modes, for example, of the only
other attribute that humans can know: Thiuiug
[S]o long as things are considered as modes of thinking, we must explain the order
of the whole of nature, or the connection of causes, through the attribute of Thought
alone. And insofar as they are considered as modes of Extension, the order of the
whole of nature must be explained through the attribute of Extension alone. |
understand the same concerning the other attributes. (2p7s)
So if there were no attribute of Extension, the mechanical affectations would not explain
nature as it is in itselBut since the mechanical affectations do explain nature as it is in
itself, there must be an attribute of Extensioithe same reasoning applies in the case
of each of the other attributes.
3.2.4 Each attribute is sedufficient
It seems undeniable thatrébutes of Spinozistic substances are ontologically
authentic. After all, each attribute is ssiffficient!’* That is to say, each attribute is in
itself (1p29s; Ep. 2 IV/7/229), conceived through itself (1p29s; 1p10s; Ep. 2, IVF7/25
29, Ep. 8 IV/41; K/ 1.7 1/47/23, KV 1.8 1/47/2025), and thus (by 1a4) sedfused (Ep.
10 IV/47/1516; 1p20d in light of 1d8 and 1d1, 1p10s, 1p29s; KV 1.2 1/32/27ff; KV 1.7
1147/1-3, KV app2 1/119/180).
Here is the evidence for the claim that each attributeitsdf. First, at 1p29s
Spi noza s Hausm ndtunaasve mudt ynderstand what is in itself and is
conceived through itself, or the attributes

Oldenburg the following.

[B]y attribute Imean everything, which is conged through itself and in itself, so
that the conception of it does not involve the conception of anything else. For

171 See Curley 1988, 30; Klever 1989, 330, 34B; Van Bunge 2012, 134.
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instance, extension is conceived through itself and in itself, but motion is not. The
latter is conceived through something else, forcirgception of it implies extension.

(Ep. 2)
Third, that each attribute is in itself is implied by several of the other things that | will
point out in the course of showing that each attribute issséfiicient below. Let me
provide one example. In a fawoments | will show that each attribute is sedlused.
That each attribute is sathused entails that each attribute is in itself. According to
Spinoza, to say that a thing is in itself is to say that it iscsal6ed, and vice versa. This
is clear inthat Spinoza link®eing in itselfandbeing selcausedwith sive the gold
standard f or s yn o nhethiyngidimitself,iordivdlasaisa guage:
commonly said,selff aused t hendEi92). wi | | R I |

Here is the evidence for the clainatteach attribute isonceived through

itself1’?In addition to the above two passages (1p29s and Ep. 2), which state not only
that each attribute is in itself but also that each attribute is conceived through itself,
consider also 1p10 and 1p10s.

Each attibute of a substance must be conceived through itself. (1p10)

For it is of the nature of a substance that each of its attributes is conceived through
itself. (1p10s)

Or consider what Spinoza says in Bigort Treatise

[Alttributes exist through themseds, [and] they are also known [(that is,
conceived)] through themselves (KV 1.7 I/4B1see also KV 1.8 1/47/205).

We can clearly and distinctly understand one [attribute of God] without an other
[attribute of God] (KV 1.2 1/23/16)

172 See Curley 1969, +48; Garrett 1990, 107n24.
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Orconsiderthgguot e in Letter 8 fronkEthesnn earl i er vert

[1]t is of the nature of substance that all its attrib&iteach one individualy are
conceived through themselves. (Ep. 8 IV/41)

Here is one case for the claim that each attribuselfsaused!  In addition to

the fact that Spinoza explicitly says that
1/47/1-3) and that dAall the attributes . : . de
1.2 1/32/2930), consider the following. As | estadiied above, each attribute is in itself
and conceived through itself. That each attribute is in itself and conceived through itself
entails, given Spi no zcusaed. ladkisithe Aristotalian eac h mus
principle!’*that the knowledge or ided the effect involves the knowledge or idea of
the cause (see 1a4 in light of 2p7d; Ep. 72; TdIE 92). If a given attribute were caused by
an other (that is, were the effect of an other), then it would depend on that other and
knowledge of it would involv&nowledge of that other (1a4; see 1p6c). But each
attribute does not depend on anything other than itself (each attribute is in itself), and the
knowledge of a given attribute does not depend on the knowledge of anything else other
than that attribute itée(each attribute is conceived through itself). Hence each attribute
is not caused by an oth€P.Spinoza corroborates this at 1p10s, where he says that since
an attribute is conceived through itself it

For it is in thenature of a substance that each of its attributes is conceived through

itself, since all the attributes it has have always been in it together, and one could not
be produced by another.

173 parchment rejects the interpretation that attributes areaadied (Parchment 1996b, 56, 62, 64).
174 See Leavitt 1991a, 26506.
175 See Della Rocca 2003b, 218; Della Rocca 19961, 11,0.75n29, 205n20.
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But does the fact that each attribute fails to be caused by anotia@rthat each is self
caused? Yes. As Spinoza suggests in 1p7d, that which is not produced by another must
produce itself.
A substance of one attribute [and so simply that one attribute (by 1p4d, 1p14c2 in
light of 1p4d1p6clpl5d1p28d, 1pl19, 1p20c2, 18@, 1p29s, 1p30d; Ep. 9 IV/45;
DPP 1p7sKV 2pref4 1/53/1013)] . . . cannot be produced by anything else (by
1p6c); therefore it will be the cause of itself, that is, (by 1d1) its essence necessarily
involves existence, or it pertains to its nature teexj.e.d. (1p8d to 1p7d)
That which another does not produce must produce itself because the cause of
something can be only itself or some other; something cannot just pop up from nothing
(1a2, 1p7d, 1p8s2, 1p11d2; 1p16; 1p8Hence, as Spinoza seesiityway, each
attribute is selcaused (see 1p7d).

Spinoza corroborates this finding in the TdIE. Here he says that what is in itself
is what is not only conceived through itself but also-salised (and that what is not in
itself is caused by anothertlugh which it is also conceived).

That is, if the thing is in itself, or, as is commonly said,-salised, then it will have
to be understood solely through its essence; if the thing is not in itself and needs a
cause for its existence, then it mustumelerstood through its proximate cause.
(TdIE 92)
Since each attribute is in itself (as was shown above), it follows that each attribute is
self-caused.

Here is another case for the claim that each attribelfisaused Letter 10

says that the natud each attribute involves existence, that there is in fact no difference

between its nature and its existence: it he

176 See D#a Rocca 2002.

59



their essedA6smdalsé K\\app2 7119148, KV 1.2 1/32/27ff). At 1d1
Spinoza defines that which is seldused as that whose nature or essence involves
existence. Therefore, each attribute is-salfised.

Here is a final case for the claim that each attribuselicaused Spinoza says
that each attribute is eternal (1p10gl1, 1p19, 1p19d, 1p20d, 1p21, 1p21d, 1p23d,
1p28d, 1p29s, 1p31d, 1p32d, 2pld, 2p45d, 2p46, 2p46d, 2p47, 2p47d, 2p47s, 4p36s,
5p30d; TdIE 101, TdIE 102, TdIE 103, TdIE 105; Ep. 21 IV/133; Ep. 36; Ep. 83).
1p19d, for instance, reads as follows (my emphasis

[E]achof the attributes must involve eternity, and so, theyadireternal.

By the definition of fAeternityo at 1d8,
that each of thattributesar e et ernal entails, idn | ight
conceived through itself, that each expresses existence, that is, that the nature of each
involves existencé’’ That each attribute exists by its own nature means, by the very
definition of what it is to be selfaused for Spinoza (1d1), that it is sedfised.

Since each attribufe necessarily existing and immutable (by 1p11, 1p20c, and
1p21s 11/66/56)0 is in itself, conceived through itselindself-caused, it follows that
each attribute is seHufficient (and thus that the attributes of Spinozisticstances are
ontologically authentic). As all the above evidence suggests, that each attribute is self
sufficient is not something that Spinoza failed to recognize. The following quote brings

this into relief.

Y9 italicize fAattributesd because 1d8 and 1p20d
the realm of modes is sathused. This makes sense sialtenodes are otheraused.
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If we suppose that something which is indete@ate and perfect only in its own kind
[(that is, is merely an individual attribute: see 1d2, 1d6exp, 1p16d, 1pRS8E,;
IV/7-1VI8; Ep. 4, Ep. 56)] exists by its own sufficiency, then we must also grant the
existence of a being which is absolutely indetieate and perfect. This being | shall
call God. For example, if we are willing to maintain that Extension and Thought
(which can eacbe perfect in its own kind, that is, in a definite kind of beiegst
by their own sufficiency, we shall have to adthi existence of God who is
absolutely perfect, that is, the existence of a being who is absolutely indeterminate.
(Ep. 36)
To be sure, in this passage Spinoza merelyis&ygension and Thought are self
sufficient, then such and such. In context, hasveit is clear that Spinoza endorses the
antecedent. Spinoza uses the fact that there is a givesufigdfent attribute, such as
Thought, that is infinite merely in its own kind as evidence for the conclusion that there
is a selfsufficient being, Godthat is infinite inall kinds.
3.2.5 Infallible intellect perceives God to be constituted by attributes
The following family of arguments, a family united by its reliance on the
premise that intellect does not err for Spinoza, makes it clear thatiestribf
Spinozistic substances are ontologically authentic.
Case 1
Infinite intellect finds that God hésindeed, consists df attributes (2p4d in
light of 1d6).

Infinite intellect comprehends nothing but

By God lunderstand a being absolutely infinite, that is, a substance consisting of
infinite attributes, of which each one . . . (1d6)

One stark example is at 2p7s. Further qual.i
the intellect perceives of substancecas nst i t uting its essence, 0 &

characterizes an attri but afinkedntelfestdisat ever can
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constituting an essence of " Fhatinfinitedntelieetdo ( my e
perceives attributes as constituting@ 6 s nat ure, and thus God 1in
truly (1p5d, 1plls 11/54/226, 1p20; CM 1.2 1/238/25ff), is significant. The perception
of infinite intellecbthe et ernal son of God, that is, Go
cannot be mistaken (see 2p43s44d in light of 4app4CM 2.8; Ep. 12, Ep. 64; KV
1.9.3; KV 2.22.4a}/°

This explains what we said in the first part, namely, that the infinite intellect must

exist in Nature from all eternity, and why we called it the son of God. For since God

has existd from eternity, so also must his Idea in the thinking thing, that is, exist in

itself from eternitythis Idea agrees objectively with hifmy emphasis KV 2.22.4a)

As for the Intellect in the thinking thing, this too is a Son, product or immediate

creatre of God, also created by him from all eternity, and remaining immutable

from all eternity.Its sole property is to understand everything clearly and distinctly

at all times (my emphasis KV 1.9.3)
Since whatever is in the infinite intellect must be chatl exactly in the reality outside
the intellect (KV applp4), the attributes really do constitute ¥&@he attributes of
Spinozads God are, in effect, ontologically
authentic is driven home by the following. F8pinoza, to constitutednstituerg is at
once to occupydccuparg (5p39) and to begeanstitutemake €reare (TTP 17n37).

Obviously, that which is not ontologically authentic cannot ocdugyetinstitutemake

anything.

178 Those commentators who hold that the ieigtliperceiving attributes as constituting God mudtriie
since by 2d3exp perceptionpassiveare, therefore, mistaken (see Kessler 1971a, 637).

179 See Della Rocca 1996, 157.

180 SeeWolf 1966, 59.
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Case D

The fact thatnfinite intellect perceives God as constituted by attributes is telling
for the view that God really is constituted by attributes (and thus that the attributes of
God are ontologically authentic). As it turns out, however, the factrtfiaite intellect
pereives God as constituted by attributes is not essential to the case. The following
argument shows why.

Anyintellect infinite or no® contains a true idea of God insofar as it perceives
God as having attributes (1p30d in light of 1¢6).

A true idea mustgree with its object, that is (as is known through itself), what is

contained objectively in the intellect must necessarily be in nature. . . . Therefore,
actual i ntell ect, whether finite or infin]i
(1p30d)

In effect, and as Spinoza says in tB&ort Treatise fit he i dea of 1 nfinite

perfect being i s n3b) Nowatrieaeadpandgathatisnal | / 17/ 3

fiction, i s an i1 dea that Ashows-30ulsisanhe t hin
idea that must Aagree with its objecto (1laé
object as that object i s -18)iSmceiredlisyésithtisdc ( 2p 44 c

isomorphic with a true idea (CM 1.6 1/1246/20; 1a6, 1p30d, 2p328p44c2d; Ep. 12
IV/56/10-15, Ep. 64), if it is a true idea that ontologically authentic entity x has so and
so attributes, then those attributes are really there, ontologically authentic. Since it is a
true idea that God has attributes (1p30d in lightdsf; KV 1.1 1/17/3435), the

attributes of Spinozads God are ontological

181 See Mark 1992, 689.
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Case

I f there is any doubt about the fact t ha
constituted by attributes requires that God in itself really be constitytatiributes
(and thus that its attributes are authentic), consider the following argument.
To attend to something by means of the intellect is to attend to it as it is in itself
(Ep. 121V/56/10ff; 2p44d in light of 4app4; TdIE 101).
The properties athe intellect which | have chiefly noted and clearly understand are
as follows: 1. That it involves certainty; that is, it knows that things are in reality as
they are contained in the intellect in the form of thought. (TdIE 108)
Intellect perceives Gods being constituted by attributd80d and 2p4d in light of
1d6, 2p7s, and 2p44d). Indeed, intellect understands the attributes of God to be really
distinct (really distinct merely in the sense that each is utterhsséitient) (1p10s;
KV 1.2 1/23/16; Ep. 8; see Chapt&v) .  Sthimgs age imreality as they are contained
i n the (TdiEtGS.L;lseFdIE 101 Ep. 121V/56/10ff; 2p44d in light of 4app4
and since in the intellect God is constituted by really distinct attributes (1p30g¢4ad 2
in light of 1d6, 1p10s, 2p7s, 2p44d, KV 1.2 1/23/16, and Ep. 8), God really is constituted
by attributes. The attributes of God are ontologically authentic, therefore.
Case &
Several fresh angles can be used to make the case for the claim thatesttof
Spinozistic substances are ontologically authentic. Consider the following argument, for
example.
First, reason is equivalent to intellect
perfect our intellect, or d,eafslotn,i sasi f atrheas
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reason to perceive things truly, namely, as

attribute is Awhat the intellect perceives
an attribute i s iwh arnfisteistellectcasconstivingthe r cei ved
essence of substanceo (2p7s). Fourth, God i
attributeseachof which . . .0 (my emphasis 1d6). TI

ontologically authentic attributes.

Spinozaheldths vi ew even early on, as i s evi de
letters from the period of 16€1L.6 6 3 . First, a Atrue definitio
itself, independent of the classifying mind (Ep. 9 IV/43B1) 1p8s2 11/50). Indeed, for
Spinozagas with Aristotle, a true definition of a thing is just the essence of the thing
(DPP 2p15s 1/203/18; 1p8s Beinglcangistingofl p8s2 11/
infinite attributeseachof whi ch is i nfinite or supremely
Aue definition of Go4dVvd8). Thergforee Gop toassconsistdEp . 2 |
real attributes, attributes that are ontologically authentic.

3.2.6 Spinoza says that God is constituted by attributes

First, and in accordance with what we would exfpexh what | just pointed out,

Spinoza explicitly says th&odisha bei ng that consists of inf
see 1p4d, 1p14c2 in light of 1p4¢6c1pl5d1p28d, 1p19, 1p20c2, 1p28d, 1p29s,
1p30d; Ep. 9 IV/45; Ep. 70).

Second, Spinoza says thfintellect and will were (as common people

mi stakenly believe) true attributes of God,

Godbs essencl/63). The pnplicasidh is that thgeRuine philosophical
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attributes(Thought, Extension,amlo on) do constitute Godods
right implication is clear when Spinoza explicitly says the following.
[T]he same attributes of God that explain his eternal essence (by 1d4) at the same
time explain his eternal existence; that is, thiaich constitutes the essence of God
[(namely, each attribute)] at the same time constitutes his existence. (1p20d)

Third, Spinoza says that the attribupestainto God (1p15s1 11/57/3127, 1p19d

[1/64/15-20, 2p7s 11/90/45; Ep. 36). This is significdrbecause, as 2p10 makes clear by

e

l i nki ng tpdrtmedp hrpees & sa cdnsstuitt o() c amgt ifit ut es) wi t h

sive to pertain togertinere is, for Spinoza, to constituteqnstituerg and thus, as |
pointed out above, to occupydcuparg (5p39) and to begenstitutemake ¢reare
(TTP 17n37).
In conclusion, God is a being that is truly constituted by the divine attributes:
Extension, Thought, and so on. God real/l

and eternal 0)fthaseggssd u{ Tdt Eea® ficreaturesao

d

( E

the Afirst el ements of the whole of natur eo

despite belonging to one being (1p10s; K¥ 23/16; Ep. 8; see Chapter)I\he

attri but e s atmibutesmhlct [togefherjwe sueselves concede to be the

substanceo God, must thereforkvV2mwef4 ont ol ogi c

1/53/10-13).
3.2.7 Spinoza rejects the nonconstituent analysis of substances having attributes
Either one endorsesconstituent analysis of substances having attributes, in

which case substances do really have entities that are attributes, or one endorses a

1825ee Melamed 2013d, 11n16; NadR006, 9394; but see Della Rocca 1996, 187n16.
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nonconstituent analysis, in which case substances do not really have entities that are
attributes. These are tloaly options. There are two basic forms of nonconstituent
analysis: the relational form and the nonrelational form. These are the only options (see
Chapterll). Spinoza rejects them both. Earlier points already imply such a rejection.
Nevertheless, | wilmake the rejection explicit, one by one.

Let us first see why Spinoza rejects the relational nonconstituent analysis of
substances being charactered. Let us, for example, see why Spinoza rejects the relational
nonconstituent an adeddnhsnsed, that 5,acandideredtraly, ng ext e
that is, independent of any relation, God is extended (2p2 in light of 1d3, 1p5d, and KV
1.2 1/27/1217). According to the relational nonconstituent analysis, however, to say that
God is extended is merely to simat God is in relation to something élsiss a member
of a class, falls under some predicate, resembles some archetype, or so on. According to
the relational view, in other words, God is extended if and only if God is in relation to
some other entity. Tmefore, Spinoza rejects the relational view.

Let us now see why Spinoza rejects the nonrelational nonconstituent analysis of
substances being charactered. Let us, for example, see why Spinoza rejects the
nonrel ati onal n o nc o n sgekténded. inthimseli, thatig,s i s of Go
considered truly, that is, independent of any relation, God is extended (2p2 in light of
1d3, 1p5d, and KV 1.2 1/27/317). Whereas this fact alone suffices to rule out the
relational analysis, it does not suffice to rulé the nonrelational analysis. According to
the nonrelational analysis, to say that God is extended is merely to say that God is

extended. No reference must be made to Godb©d
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to the nonrelational analysis, in otheonds, God is extended if and only if God is
extended. But although the nonrelational nonconstituent analysis is compatible with
Godobs being extended in himself, i1t is inco
ontological attribute (Extension or Extendesds)g some qualitas entity serving as the
truthmaker for its being correctly charactered as extended. For on the nonrelational
analysis, God is ontologically attributeless. As | have argued above from multiple
angles, however, God does have ontologicabaities. Infallible intellect, for example,
sees God as being constituted by not only conceptually (Ep. 8; KV 1.2 1/23/16) but also
really (1p10s) distinct attributes. This is significant, of course. Reality must match what
the infallible intellect sees. Sbat is the end of the story.
Why is that the end of the story? The in
having multifarious distinct attributes is an idea that is itself made up of multifarious
di stinct ideas. Af t estancathdtall offisatiribuidseacbf t he na
oneindividuallp ar e conceived through themselveso (
isomorphic with reality for Spinoza, the plurality of the true idea must be matched in the
ideatum of that idea. Therefore, Godchimself really must have ontological attributes,
which is something that the nonrelational nonconstituent interpredatiorejecting the
category of attribute altogetl@denies. Spinoza realizes that God in himself has
ontological attributes. Afteralhe descri bes the attributes th
as fAcreatureso (Ep. 6 |1V/36%¥afifristecd]| @mene ts

the whole of natureo (TdIE 75).

183 5ee Melamed 2013d, 11n16; Nadler 2006983but see Della Rocca 1996, 187n16.
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The nonrelational nonconstituent analysis of things having propertiegiiy utt
foreign to Spinozadés way of thinking. The f
have true definitions for Spinoza (see 1d6 in light of Ep. 2). A true definition refers to a
thing as it is outside the irretadliltgot (EPBPp. 49
true definition, moreover, refers only to properties of a thing (in particular, its essential
properties) (1p8s2), things really do have ontological properties. That is precisely what
the nonrelational nonconstituent analy$enies.

3.3 Objections and replies
3.3.1 Objection 1: why the psychological locutions when talking about attributes?

Perhaps the most cited reason why Spinoza does not include attributes in his
ontology is this. Spinoza defines an attribute as wieintellect perceiveas
constituting the essence of substance.

By attribute | understand what the intellect perceives of a substance, as constituting
its essence. (1d4)

Why would one take this as evidence that attributes are not ontologically autbentic f
Spinoza? The idea is this. Perceivethat x possesses Fness does not necessarily mean
that x actually does possess Fnessoud, no doubt. But it also couldot. If Spinoza
were talking about what x really does possess, then he would have trimienethaw
misleading talk about whae intellect perceivesSuch talk, by the way, happens
elsewhere. Spinoza tells us at Letter 9, for example, thatt#lkectattributes the
attributes to substance.
Rel atedly, the Englishibobarmffigpbnonabthel

L at tanguamfioTanuand can al so be transl ated as fdas
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intellect perceiveso indicates, at |l east fo

here, suggesting that what the intellect petegis merely apparent and not in fact

true 18

3.3.2 Reply to objection 1
First, fAas ifo itself might be ambiguous
that the attributes are ontologically authentic even were it the right rendering of

ftanquam 0 te Haserat on the matter.

[
n
ybhdoi af
say, il per ve this
fias , though not in fact. o Accord
i mpl i es etothdéfactual characterrof the pradicagtionadiscertainty

as to its counterfactual character. But t
mean the | atter, . e. ., ARas 1 f, though not
have no determinant Beng on the interpretations of the definition, and the
expression fAas ifo would be ¥ ndistinguish:

t

[

T i
I

g

(7))
5

Second, only in three or so of the thirty seven times Spinoza uses the term

fitanquand i rethitsis it arguable thatithastllwubtb e ar i ng connotati on

184 Motivated by these two points, Schwegler offers the following rejection of the view that attributes are
true constituentsf God.

[The attributes] are determinations in which substance takes the form for the subjective apprehension

of understanding; or for behoof of understanding all is once for all divided into thought and extension.

And this is the conception of Spinoza. Aftribute is for him what understanding perceives in

substance as constitutive of its nature. The two attributes are therefore determinations, which express

the nature of substance in these precise foomy,for perception. . . The attributes [thuskplain

not what substance really is; and in its regard consequently appear contingent. (my emphasis

Schwegler 1909, xviikix)
18 Haserot 1953,500nPar chment offers a reason why the fAas ifo
compatible with but also approgte for the objectivist interpretation of the attributes (see 1996, 66). His
idea is something like this. Since God has many attributes, it must be that an attribute is what intellect
perceives as if constituting the essence of substance (1d4). Foe attrdute really does constitute the
essence of God. The problem with this, though, is that the definition of attribute at 1d4 is supposed to
applytosingleat t ri but e substances as wel . Here, then, Par
fi a s doesfnat apply.
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(see 1p33s2, 2p49s, 5p31s). And it is clear by the next three points (in addition to the
points | raised in the previtangwnms e it itdre) t h
of ficial def i nidt4di omusdf bfea tiitarsiob (thiead 0ati n1 t he
those interpreters who raise tia@quamworry in doubt that the attributes are
ontologically authentic).
Third, the intellect, whether infinite or finite, is a mode of no other attribute but
Thought (seed31d and 2p7s; Ep. 9). Hence the reality of the attribute of Thought
appears to be the condition of the possibility for the intellect, such that if the intellect
exists so thereby must the attribute. If this is thought to be compatible with the view that
a tributes are not authentic, then consider
power to form an attributeo (KV 1.2 1/32/ 31
Fourth, consideration of 1p19d, KV 1.2, and 3p6d indicate that Spinoza regards
the attributes as authentic at 1d4. AL2d Spinoza says that each attribute pertains to
the essence of the substance of which it is
attributes, which depend on no other cause, and whose definition requires no genus,
bel ong t o God®80).Ats36e Ipmazadegcribés3hg attlbutes as
powersof God. In effect, each attribute, which depends on no other cause than itself and
falls under no category more general than it, is assdffcient power essential to God.
Fifth, and once againh¢ intellect perceive&od as being constituted by
attributes and what the intellect perceives of something is true of that something (1p30d
and 2p4d in light of 1d6; 1a6, 2p44c2d; Ep. 12, IV/56I50Ep. 64; TdIE 108). Since

what he intellect perceives adequate and true, those who suppose that the reference to
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the intellect in the definition of attribute undermines the ontological authenticity of the
attributes are mistaking the intellect, which is infallible, for the imagination, which is
fallible (see Ep. 28 The Kantian interpretation, as it were, of Spinozistic substances
having attributes thus cannot stand.
An important question arises at this point, however. Since saying that attributes
are what intellect perceives as constituting the essersigefance amounts to the same
thing as saying simply that attributes constitute the essence of substance, why does not
Spinoza just say that attributes constitute the nature of substance in his official definition
of attribute? Would not that be clearexdamore economical than saying that the
attributes araevhat the intellect perceives constituting the essence of substance?
According to Bennett, my interpretation in effect must bite a significant bullet: that
Spinozabs def i ni ttlessly) vexafiousty totgrindelol,ditaggiegin s A poi n
6intellecto6 f¥ Bennetbsayg thaimb one eviaosdorged my
interpretation has ever provided a good reason for why Spinoza includes the phrase
Awhat the intellect pdonalamowthesiteratureRvelr haps he
enough to say for sure. What | do know for sure is that there is a straightforward good
reason for the inclusion. When one steps back from the words for a moment and
considers the way of thinking, the vision, reflecte®ipi nozadés body of wor !
reason becomes clear. Indeed, it becomes clear why Spinoza fesedinds it

crucialb, to insert the phrase fAwhat the intelle

186 See Mark 1992, 69.
187 Bennett 1981, sect. 8.
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long-winded, by adding that phrase Spinoza is trymbe unequivocal about the fact
that the attributes under discussion inHticsare ontologically authentic attributes of
substances.

At 1d4 Spinoza is notifying the reader that here ingtilecs and unlike other
works such as the TTP, heisusingtht er m fA at t r istticusénseOWhsitasl el y i n
it to use the term fAattributed in its stric
attributes that actually pertain to the nat
al one o ( CM).IList6refér to2hdsg onBlbgically authentic attributes and not
as well those Acommonly ascribed to Godo (K
justice, and so on), which are projected by
peopl eo ( TCMPAL.6#248/28I;/ 2s4e%/ 2) and which portray
angry, now merciful, now longing for the future, now seized by jealousy and suspicion,
indeed even deceived by the devilo (Ep. 19
for humans to prof their own attributes onto the Godhead (Ep. 56; 1app 11/82),
Spinoza devotes great effort, both inside and outside dtthies to distinguish true
from false attributes, and the mark of the true attribute is that the intellect, pure thought,
perceivest (TTP 4.5). Spinoza is frequently busy exposing how perceiving the divine
otherwise than through the intellect leads us astray. And so the prophets, as Spinoza
points out in the TTP, find the divine nature to have the attributes of Justice and Love,
A toge attributes of God that memaye mul at e by a sound rational
emphasis, TTP 13.8). As intellectual knowledge of God reveals, however, the prophets

are mistaken. Alntellectual knowl edge of Go
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natue which mercannote mul at e by a certain rational e of
13.8). So unli ke in the TTP, for example, W
Avul gar 06 manner or A h-lvi93,atthe stathofithethics ( Ep. 19
Spinoza is indicating that ithiswork he is speaking dfue attributes, attributes in the

phil osophical sense (rather than o¥, in Rot
By speaking of true attributes, attributes in the philosophical sense, SgEribra

cutting away from discussion the sorts of attributes that the pré@phetsseeing God

through intellect, but through revelatidrsaid applied to God: legislator, judger, just,

l oving, and other such fAextri ®FEpc2liVbt i onso
127/2535). That Spinoza would limit himself to attributes in the strict and philosophical

sense in th&thicsis understandable. Thghicsis intended to be a work consisting in

philosophical reasoning and pure thought.

Here is the takébome point, then. Spinoza characterizes attributes as what the
intellectper cei ves of God in order to make it cl
God that is, absolutely, ascribingfmmanat t ri butes t o hi mo (my er
IV/127/24; see Ep.56).ife pr esence of the phrase Awhat t
off all other interpretative options than that thellectuallyperceived attributes of God
(Extension and Thougt@)t h at praperattibutésef Godhrough which we come
toknowhimh hi msel fo6 (as opposed to how he is b
respect t @ arkonlogically autbemtigny gmphases KV 1.2.289).

3.3.3 Objection 2: Spinoza says that there is nothing but substances and modes

188 Roth 1963, 118.19.
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| have argued thahé presence of psychological locutions surrounding talk of the
attributes is not merelyompatible witithe interpretation according to which Spinoza
welcomes attributes into his ontology, but is actuilgervice osuch an interpretation.
Another concen for my interpretation remains, nevertheless.

How can attributes be ontologically authentic features of substances when, as
Spinoza himself states, there is nothingdulistanceghose things that depend on no
other thing and can be conceived indeeticbf any other thing) andodegnon
fundamental but necessary properties that depend on other things in terms of which such
properties must be understood: see Chayitgf'8°

Whatever is is either in itself or in another, that is, outside the intétiec is
nothing except substances and their affections. (1p4d)

For in nature there is nothing except substances and their affections. (1p6c)

But except for substances and modes there is nothing. (1p15d)
Since substances and modes exhaust the possifitiiings that can exist (1p4d, 1p6c,
lpl5d, 1p28d), there seems to be no place i
reason Eisenberg feels entitled to cite sin
attributes exisf® only in the intellect. o0
3.3.4 Reply to objection 2

|l f Spinozads system demands that there |

attributes of substances, then his system is contradictory. For attributes of substances are

ontologically authentic. So for all those interestelie ar ni ng about Spinozse

189 Deveaux 2007, 40.
190 Eisenberg 1990, 2.
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rather than interested in merely finding ways to reject that vision, the question becomes
how Spinozab6s claim that there is nothing b
compatible with the ontological authenticitytbe attributes.
The explanation is not hatgon. In the very sentence following his claim at

1p4d that there are only substances and modes, Spinoza makes it clear that substances
are nothing but their attributes. Spinoza says this many times afterwahg<ihics
(see 1p14c2 in light of 1p4th6c1lpl5d1p28d, 1p19, 1p20c2, 1p28d, 1p29s, 1p30d) as
well as throughout several other works (Ep. 9 IVB@BP 1p7sKV 2pref4 1/53/1013).
| will discuss these passages in the next chapter. For now it is etwiaglus on 1p4d.
Here is the full passage, not just the part that makes it seem as if Spinoza leaves no room
for attributes in his ontology.

Whatever is is either in itself or in another, that is, outside the intellect there is

nothing except substancesdatheir affections. Therefore, there is nothing outside

the intellect through which a number of things can be distinguished from one another

except [(1)] substances, or what is the same, their attributes, and [(2)] their

affections. (1p4d)
Surely one ofhe reasons for Spinoza saying that substances are just their attributes right
after he claims that there are only substances and modes in his ontology is to obviate the
potential misreading of the claim that there are only substances and modes in his
ontdogy, the misreading according to which attributes are not ontologically authentic.

Think about it this way. The basis for S

substances and modes is the following two points. (1) Each thing is either in itself and

understood through itself or else in another and understood through another (1al). (2)

Substances are defined as being the former (1d3) whereas modes are defined as being
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the latter (1d5). Now, | have already pointed out that attributes for Spinoza aie also
themselves and understood through themselves. There is only one explanation, then, for
why Spinoza does not list attributes as part of his ontology irfiteasentence of 1p4d.
The explanation is that he identifies attribdesdthough not without ady
gualificatiord with the items explicitly in his ontology that are in themselves and
understood through themselves: substances
nat ur e s 023) thatis, subspa@cés as they are ontologically prior to tloslesn
see 1p241p23 in light of 1p1). More specifically, and here is the key qualification that
we will explore in the next chapter, a substance just is the totality of its attributes. In the
second sentence Spinoza explicitly states the identity of sudestand their attributes,
explaining that outside of the intellect there is nothing but substamcesat is the
same their attributes (1p4d; see 1pl4c2 in light of 1{ipéc1lpl5d1p28d, 1p19,
1p20c2, 1p28d, 1p29s, 1p30d; Ep. 9 IV/45).
3.4 Concludingemarks

| have argued that Spinoza endorses a constituent analysis of substances having
attributes. | have also explained why what has often been regarded as inimical to my
interpretation is not in fact inimical. In effect, Spinoza endorses a constinelgsia of
substances having attributes and he appears to be guilty of no obvious inconsistency in
so doing.

In light of these findings, the range of options that Spinoza has for endorsing an
antirealist analysis of substances having attributes has lggeficsintly narrowed. If

Spinoza endorses an antirealist analysis of substances having attributes, then he cannot
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be endorsing either the nonrelational nonconstituent analysis or the relational
nonconstituent analysis. If Spinoza endorses an antireaditsaof substances having
attributes, then he must be endorsing a constituent antirealist analysis, that is, he must be
endorsing the view that attributes are particularized natures, tropes, rather than
universals.

At least according to the widespreaglibf that nonconstituent antirealism has
been the more usual form of antirealism throughout the history of philosophy (and
especially in the period with which | am concerned), many will regard this as a strong
sign that Spinoza is not going to endorseaatirealist analysis of substances having
attributes. Indeed, and reflecting the dominant mindset according to which the
possibility that properties are tropes tends to be overlooked, several commentators hold
that the debate over whether the attributesre@al or not, and the debate as to whether
Spinoza gives a realist or antirealist analysis of substances having attributes, perfectly
overlap. Haserot implies this in the following comment, for example.

The nominalist interpretation of Spinoza demandsstligectivity of the attributes.
Without such an assumption its case is 18'st.

Antirealism denies, Haserot seems to be saying, the reality of properties, natures and the
like. Hence the debate over whether the attributes are real or not, and the debate as
whether Spinoza gives a realist or antirealist analysis of substances having attributes, is

the same debate, as far as Haserot is concerned.

191 Haserot 1950, 484; see Wolfson 1934, -155; \Wolfson 1937b, 314311.
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To be sure, it is wrong to say that antirealism denies the reality of properties. To
say this is to neglect ¢hconstituent form of antirealism: trope theory. Nevertheless, it is
important to keep in mind that many would regard, in effect, proof of the ontological
authenticity of the attributes as proof of the fact that attributes are universals. This way
one getsan accurate understanding of the true impact that this chapter has within the live
community of participants in the debate as to whether Spinoza is a realist or antirealist

concerning universals.
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CHAPTER |1V (PART 2. SUBSBUNNEANALYSISPI NOZAG®G

OF SUBSTANCES HAVING ATTRIBUTES

4.1 Introductory remarks

In the previous chapter, | argued that Spinoza endorses a constituent analysis of
substances having attributes, an interpretation simply according to which attributes o
substances are real, objective, ontologically authentic. In the chapter now at hand, |
argue that Spinoza endorses a bundle interpretation of substances having attributes, an
interpretation simply according to which a substance is nothing but its tsg#ilgince
the bundle interpretation is a species of constituent interpretation, this chapter also
serves as evidence for the thesis of the previous chapter (one might want to note).

In addition to arguing that substances for Spinoza are nothing buatindiutes,
| will explaind on Spinozistic terms, of coudenow such an interpretation is
compatible with several Spinozistic positions that may appear to disallow it. For
instance, | will explain how the bundle interpretation is compatible with the sityplic
indivisibility, wunity, and nonderivativenes
ontology: God. | will also explain how the bundle interpretation is compatible with
Godobés being conceived through himsyel f, with
one of his attributes, and with the sameness of the attributes. By the end of this chapter,
then, it will be clear thaBpinoza endorses an antirealist analysis of substances having

attributes only if he endorses a trope bundle analysis.
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4.2 Core argment
4.2.1 Introduction

There are two main brands of constituent interpretation of substances having
attributes. There are two basic ways, in other words, to conceive of the relation between
a substance and its ontological attributes. On the bundle ietatipn!®2a substance is
nothing but, nothing in excess to, its attributes, in which case talk of substance x is
merely compendious talk of all the attributes of x (whether there be many attributes or
even just one}?® On the antbundle interpretation, aibstance is not nothing but its
attributes; a substance has some attributeless something in excesgtoif
inseparable fro its attributes. The most historically popular form of the-antidle
interpretation is known as the substratum interpretationth® substratum
interpretation, standing Abeneatho or fAbehi
attributes, and also in support of those attributes, is an attributeless sodething
substraturd that has an identity all its ow/i?

For reasons that | will nowake explicit, and in contrast to what several
commentators holt?® Spinoza endorses a bundle interpretation of substances having
attributes. For Spinoza, substances considered truly, that is, as ontologically anterior to

their modes (see 1p5d), are nothin excess to their attributes, nothing but the

192\e arguably find such a view in Descartes, Porphyry,Rlatinus. See Adamson 2013, 335; Barnes
2003, 151154; Chiaradonna 2000; DescarBciples of Philosoph$/63; Spinoza DPP 1p7s 1/63/5.
193 See Moreland 2001, 558.

19 | oux 2006, 84.

195 Bennett 1984, 64; Deveaux 2007, 122n10; Di Poppa 2009, 924, 92559#zmthment 1996b 55n4;
Shein 2009b, 5%:512.
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itotalityo or i $Unthe two subsectioas that falldwi | will laywidt e s .

the two central reasons in support of this view: Spinoza says as much and his system

demands as mucfl’ The readeshould note thét unless flagged otherwidel follow

Spinozabés use of the term As &hixtamnceo

shorthand for @subst asnbstancecconsideieditreily e d

substance considered merely as it igsrmost fundamental serds®ntologically prior

to, and so stripped of, the only other

4.2.2 Spinoza says that substances are just their attributes

Spinoza explicitly says that substances are nothing butatigbutes (see 1d6,

1p4d, 1p10s, 1pl4c2 in light of 1p4@6¢1pl5dip28d, 1pl9, 1p20c2, 1p28d, 1p29s,

1p30d; Ep. 9 IV/IA5DPP 1p7sKV 2pref4 1/53/1013). Here are eight passages to that

effect.
1. There is nothing outside the intellect through whichimlmer of things can be
distinguished from one another except [(1)] substanceshat is the saméy 1d4),
their attributes, and [(2)] their affections. (my emphasis 1p4d)

2. ByGodI understand a being absolutely infinite, that isubstanceonsistng of

an infinity of attributes. . . . God, that is, all the attributes of God, are eternal. (my

emphasis 1d61p19)

3. ByGodI understand a being absolutely infinite, that isubstanceonsisting of
an infinity of attributes. . . . God, that is, #ie attributes of God, are immutable.
(my emphasis 1d6p20c2)

4. By Natura Naturansve must understand what is in itself and is conceived

through itself [(substance, by 1d3)], that is, the attributes of substance. (1p29s)

196 Curley 1969, 1617, 91.

¥7InChapterM show that this view is a key premise

monism.
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5. But in Nature (by 1p14cl)éhe is only one substance, namely, God [(a substance
constituted by all the attributes)], and there are no other affections other than those

which are in God (by 1p15) and can neither be nor be conceived without God (by

1p15). Therefore, an actual intellewhether finite or infinite, must comprehend

Godods attributes and Godds affections, an

6. [T]he attributes [of substance are that] which we ourselves concedet¢p be [
substance. (KV 2pref4 1/53/113)

7. It follows, second, it an extended thing and a thinking thing are either attributes

of God, or (by 1al) affections of Godos a:

modes there is nothing (by 1al). (1pl4c2 and 1p15d)

8. For there is nothing except substance and iem¢by 1al, 1d3, and 1d5) and

modes [of substances (see 1d3)] are (by 1

attributes. (1p28d 11/69/120)

Quotes 24 are quite poignant when one considers that Spinoza uses the term

fisived t oGod(asobistanceonssting of all the attributes) with he t ot al ity of
attributes

Deus sive omnia Dei attributa sunt aeter(gp19)

Deum sive omnia Dei attributa esse immutabi{igp20c2)

Per Naturam naturantem nobis intelligendum est id, quod in se est et per se
concipitur, sive substantiae attributélp29s)

As notedckiveearsi @artefMmm that Spinoza uses to i
fisey 0 Aor o i s t he sivieaon d\aervde rttrhaenl sel sast,i oinn oofr die r
strict equivalence betwae God and the totality of Godoés a
opposed tdoSpiionrooz sivedurseeos iident i fy a substance
substancebs at ththicdioo.t\When discussing sirtyitribaté t h e

substanceswithDeVres, f or exampl e, siv@ptithnizRhutsay s( B .u

IV/46).
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Quote 1 really drives home the identification of substance with all of its
attributes. Not only does Spinozause hisgoidandar d worsigte ot oi dienk i
t he t ernnmt efissou bwsittah t he phr ase siigd hlee racadg ri bu:
fiquod idemestd whi ch means fAwhat is the same. 0 Th
those already in thsweokpbwyabouts Bahél agl emeth
unequivocalthed| | owi ng senti ment: fl am not just s
a substancedsliteralyd not hi ng but its attributes. 0

Quote 7 is subtle, but poignant. When Spinoza says, at 1pl14c2, that what is, say,
extended is either the attribute of Extemsor a mode of Extension he cites 1al, the
axiom that what exists is either in itself or in another. As 1p15d makes explicit, 1al
amounts to the claim (in light of the definitions of substance and mode: 1d3 and 1d5)
that there is nothing but substanced arodes. Hence 1pl4c2, when taken in light of
1p15d, makes it clear that Spinoza finds that a substance just is its attributes. Indeed,
Spinoza uses lal several times as justification (in light of 1d3 and 1d5) for the claim
that there are only substanceslanodes. He does for example at 1p4d, 1p6c, and
1p28d. By using lal at 1p14c2 to claim, in effect, that the only options for what exists

areattributesor their modes, Spinoza makes it clear that a substance just is its

attributest®®
Quote5ispowerfulasel | . Even the infinite intelle
and absolutely complete idea of God is of n

198 At KV 1.2 1/29/20-23 Spinoza does talk about a substaswggportingits atributes. But this is often

construed as a Amistranslation from the Latin origi
even if it is correct, | assume that the senssupportin question is compatible with substances being the

totality of their attributes.
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and every on@ not merely some (Ep. 56, Ep. 32; 1d6 in light of BdB)f Go d 6 s
attributes (of which there isdnfinite number}®*That t he i néompletet e i nt el
idea of God refersnly to attributes and modes means that there is nothing else to God
than these. Hence there is nothing else to €awdidered trulythat is, stripped of its
modes (1p5d), thaattributes. God considered truly, that is to say, is nothing but an
infinite number of attributed. If there were something in excess to the attributes when it
comes to God considered truly (a substratum in which those attributes inhere, say), then
theini ni te intellectds complete idea of God c
to that something in excess. Since the infi
considered truly does not refer to anything in excess to the attributes, there is mothing i
excess to the attributes when it comes to God considered truly.

The above interpretation of Quote 5 is corroborated by different means in Quote
5 itself. Quote 5 says that since there is
thatinfiniteintellet can comprehend nothing but (c) G
modes. It is obvious that a equals c, just as b equals d. The strict equality is what allows
Spinoza to infer that infinite intellegtwhich comprehends absolutely everytténgan

comprehendnohi ng but Godbés attributes and Godods

199 Spinoza holds there to be an infinite number of attributes, not just Thought and Extension. Not only is

Spinoza always careful to leave open the possibility for attributes in addition to Thought and Extension

(see Ep. 64), he also isroanced that there are more attributes than these two. Bhibwt Treatiséne

writes, Al Wle find in ourselves something which ope
[attributes besides Thought and Extension], but also that there are ipé@nfiget attributes which must

pertain to this perfect being b43)lodeed, inith€hot an be cal | ¢
Treatisehe suggests that someday humans might come to know other attributes of God (KV 1.7 1/44/25

26). Spinozaalsogas i n Letter 56 that we do not know fithe gr
IV/261/13).
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there is only God and Godds modes. I f there

inference would be illicit The same parallel, by the way, between (a) substance and

(b)) subseanceastmedone hand, and (c) subst a

substanceb6bs modes, on the other hand, appea

corpus. We see it, for example, in Quote 7 and 8.

4. 2.3 Spinozads system deatabnotelss t hat substan
If a substance were not merely the totality of its attributes, then a substance

would have something in excess to the totality of its attributes; it would not be exhausted

by its attributes. It is clear, however, that a substance does nosdrae¢hing in excess

to the totality of its attributes; a substance is exhausted by its attributes. That is why

Spinoza says that the only knowledge possible (which is in fact knowledge of

everything) is knowledge of either the attributes or the modesairt and only true

substance (God) (1p30d; see Ep. 56), and thus that the only knowledge of God

consideredtruy s of Goddés attributes (see 1p30d in

Spinoza says, and indeed requires, that things are ontologically maliedlionly by

difference in modes or difference in attributes, and not as well by a difference in some

things beyond their attributes and their m@éseir substrata, say (1p4d). If there were

these extra somthings that things had for Spinoza, then tiieguld be ontologically

individuated not only in terms of attribute or mode but as well in terms of these extra

somethings. Indeed, Spinoza argues in 1p5d that, since modes cannot individuate

substances, if two substances are not ontologically indiveduatterms of attribute,

then they are numerically identical. Surely he would have known not to say this if he
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accepted that there were attributeless stinmgys that could numerically differentiate
substances (substances considered truly, rememberesegenst.2.1). It is clear,
therefore, that a Spinozistic substance is nothing but the totality of its attributes.

Look at it this way. According to Spinoza, a substance is intelligible only
through its attributes; tdneisinathingbutitect 6s com
comprehension of the attributes (1p30d; Ep. 56; see DPP¥B6s). nce t he i ntel |
comprehension of a substance is nothing but its comprehension of the attributes (1p30d;
Ep. 56; see DPP 1p6s), if substance had something ovabanrd its attributes, that is,
if substance were not exhausted by the totality of its attributes, then there would be
something about substance that would evade any int¢lkwne natureless core to
substance, if you will, that is incomprehensible, inga(as is the interpretation of
Spinozadés God that Zacha?Centsry)?GBubgeguatte f end s
knowledge of God is possible for Spinoza (2p47, 2p47s). Infinite intellect has complete
knowledge of reality. Therefore, substance issomhething over and above its

attributes; it is exhausted by the totality of its attribdtés.

2WEp. 56 suggests, in a subtle way, that knowing God
Here it should also be observed thdb not claim to have compgkeknowledge of God, but that | do
understangomeof his attributed not indeed all of them, or the greater paand it is certain that my
ignorance of very many attributes does not prevent me from having knowledge of some of them.

Notice that Spinozaanalzes hi s | ack of complete knowledge of Goc

attributes. This suggests that knowing God is nothi

201 Grapo 1719, 1.62f.

202 For more on the substanaéribute relation in Spinoza see the follogimllison 1987; Aquila 1983;

Bowman 1967; Cover 199€rane and Sandler 2005; Della Rocca 2002; Deveaux 2007; Eisenberg 1990;

Garrett 1990Glauser 1998; Jarrett 2007ulstad 1996; Lin 2006b; laash 1982Nadler 2006; Okrent

2000; Parchment 1996b; Parakmb 2008; Schliesser 2011; Sprigge 20Btkinberg 1986; @0 1968;

Thomas 1989Thomas 1998a; Thomas 1998b
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Here i s another reason why Spinozads sys
substance is nothing but the totality of its attributes. If a substance were nastedhau
by the totality of its attributes (if it had some attribéree substratum, say), then the
attributes would be in, attached to, something that does not belong to the same
ontological category as them. But the attributes of God are in them&ehdsa, they
are uttery selfsufficient (see Chapter )1t is inappropriate, then, to say that the
attributes are in, attached to, something that does not belong to the same ontological
category as them.
Spinoza does say that the attributesia®od, nodoubt (KV 1.1 1/17/3435).
We need not regard this as in tension with the fact that attributes are in themselves and
indeed selsufficient, though (see Section 4 below). For, on the view that substances are
nothing but their attributes, any given attriutoes not inhere in something of a
different ontological category. An attribute is simply part of a package of other
attributes. An attribute is God only in the sense that it belongs to a cluster of attributes
over and above which God is nothing. Atriauteinheress n God, to use Russ
example, merely in the sense that a given letter inheres in the alpRatere would
be contradiction only if what the attributes are in is of another ontological category than
the category of the attributes (thgualitasc at egor yo) , such as woul d

in excess to all attributes. But what the attributes are in is not of another ontological

203 Russell 2008, 59.
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category. As D. €&erybddy dglteessthata sum is pfltha samestype A

with its [Fogical] terms. o0

Here i s one | ast thing to consider. The

Infinite intellect perceives this to be the case, and so it must be the case (see Chapter
[II'). God consider truly is identical with his essence (1p5d; 1pl1ls II/2625pD).
This alone shows the correctness of the bundle interpretation. But to drive the point
home, consider this as well. For Spinoza, to constitute is synonymous with te beget
institutemake (see Chaptdit). Thus all the attributes jointly begiistitute make God.
The only way for this to be compatible with the nonderivateness of God, which is
something that Spinoza holds to be true (as we will see in further detail later in this
chapter), is that God is simply all the attributes.
4.3 Mappingonto Suarézs Taxonomy of Distinctions
4.3.1 Introduction

| have argued that Spinoza endorses a bundle analysis of substances having
attributes. Considered truly, that is, in its absolute nature, that is, as ontologically prior
to its modes, God is, in effect, notgimore than the totality of an infinite number of
attributes. Before discussing the chief objections to my interpretation, | want to explain
how Spinozistic substances relate to their attributes, as well as how attributes of the
same substance relateteda ot her, in terms of Su8rezds
distinctions. This will provide a helpful resource as | respond to objections in the next

section.

204 \jilliams 1966, 81.
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4.3.2 God is merely rationally distinct from the totality of its attributes

A substance is nothing more ththe totality of its attributes. There is, in effect,
no unqualified and inaccessibiesbeneath theogitansin the case of, for example, a
thinking substance. It follows, therefore, that there is a mhistanction of reason
between a substance andatsibutes (where A and B differ merely by a distinction of
reason only if A is strictly identical to B The distinction between a substance and the
totality of its attributes is merely mental, in other words.

Nothing more than this needs to be saigtwit comes to describing how
Spinozistic substances relate to their attr
distinctions. However, it would be informative to explain why Spinoza feels the need to
express the same thing in two different ways: with &uize speak, on the one hand,
and with attribute speak, on the other. Why does Spinoza not simply pick one side or the
other of the Gogive-all-the-attributes equation in order to avoid confusion?

First, note that Spinoza makes these sorts of equivatdsices all over the

place. And it is not alien to his way of philosophizing for him to use one side of an

205 SeeWolf 1966, 598 There are two sorts of conceptual distinctions, that is, two sorts of distinctions of

reason: that of reasoning reasdis{inctio rationis ratiocinantisand that of the reasoned reason

(distinctio rationis ratiocinatag(seeChambers 1728loreland 2001, 558; SuareMD 7.1.4). The first

arises merely from the temporal unfolding of augjet process, as in when we refer to Spinoza twice,

once as subject and once as object, i nNewwhdsayk i ng t o
4. 2.1). Spinozabés distinction from himsehdf in this
Suarez tells us generally that this first distinction of reason is not secured by the thing under consideration.

The second sort of distinction of reason, although secured by or rooted in the thing under consideration,

arises nevertheless merely fromiaadequate conception of the thing. The common example, although

not one agreed by all as a viable example, is the distinction between the mercy of the Christian God and

the justice of the Christian God. Since this God is simple, it is commonly saith¢hatmust be merely a

distinction of reason, of the second sort, between justice and mercy.

90



equation in some circumstances and the other side in other circumstances. We see this
especially in the case of I8 @odsiekaues most f a
Second,n Letter 9 Spinoza explains why he hastwon@més ubst ance o and
it ot al i t yo forfthe satne thirig.0AMhéneve réfer to a thing as a substance, we
are stressing the fact that it ishang or, perhaps more appropridte Spinoza, deing
(en9 (see 1d6, 1p10s, 1plls, 1pl4ad, 4p28; Ep I6thingbeing that is causally
independent, constant through change, and ontologically prior to its affections. When we
refer to the same thing as a totality of attributes, we arssstigethe fact that the thing in
guestion is nothing but the most fundamental determinable natures (ofatllhich
affections of that nature are determinate expressions). Far from trying to be confusing
with his moving back and forth between both sides efeuation, Spinoza is trying to
be clear.
The following considerations especially highlight tbkrity is what motivates
Spinoza to avoid going exclusively with one side or the other of the equation. Attributes
have traditionally been considered depamtdbeings. By flipping back and forth
(substancénere,all the attributeghere), Spinoza is indicating that he does not ascribe to
such a view. The attributes in question are in themselves, conceived through themselves,
self-caused, and so are in no wadgpendent beings. On the other hand, substances have
traditionally been regarded as beings that are in themselves attributeless, that are in some
way in excess to their attributé®.Even Descartes at times suggests, and is indeed

frequently thought to holdhat a substance is at its core an attributeless someéthing

206 See Fullerton 1899, 50.
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substraturd undergirding its attributé?’ (although this does not seem to be his official
view?%®), By flipping back and forthsubstancénere all the attributeshere), Spinoza is
indicating thathe does not ascribe to such a view. To distinguish a substance from its
attributes is nothing more than to distinguish mentally and such a distinction, like all
mere mental distinctions, reflects an inadequate conception of the thing.
In general summaryhen, what Daniel describes as being the case with Berkeley
goes equally for Spinoza.
As is obvious from his published work as well, he is not at all reluctant to
appropriate the vocabulary of substance, even as he dispenses with the traditional
understading of substance as a . . . substraftin.
4.3.3 Attributes of God are formally distinct
It is clear how we are to understand the relation between a Spinozistic substance
and its attributes in terms of Su®lyezds t ax
conceptually distinct from the totality of its attributes. But how are we to understand the
relation between the attributes of a given
There cannot be a mere conceptual distinction between the attributes of a
multipleat t ri but e substance such as God (who is
ontology). To affirm that there is a mere conceptual distinction between the attributes of

God is to affirm that there is not an ontological plurality of attributes.fiiorethat

there is not an ontological plurality of attributes is to affirm what | hageead to be

false (see Chapter)il. Remember, an intellectds concepil
"See fiConversation with Burmano 25: fAln addition to
must think of the substanceitselfthi ch i s t he substrate of that attribu

208 SeePrinciples of Philosoph/63; see DPP 1p7s 1/63/5.
209 Daniel 2013a, 28; see Daniel 2010.
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by a plurality of attributes is an adequate conception, one thahesareality. But if, in
addition to the mere mental distinction between a substance and the totality of its
attributes, there were a mere mental distinction between the attributes themselves, that
conception would be inadequate; that conception wouldnabth reality. The infinite
intellect would be perceiving plurality where there is none. That cannot be. There are
several corroborating checks to this intetatien, of course (see Chapter)llDne that
stands out is that each attribute is individuatyf-sufficient and utterly isolated from

any other attribute.

There also cannot be a modal distinction between the attributes of God. A modal
distinction is a distinction between an entity and its mode. If A is the entity and B is its
mode, then A and Bre not identical and B is dependent on A whereas A is not
dependent on B A given attribute is not a mode or affection of any other attribute and
each attribute is seHufficient, requiring the aid of nothing else to exist or to be
conceived. Thereforéhe distinction between the attributes of God cannot be modal.

There also cannot be a real distinction (in the following sense, at least) between
the attributes of God. Things really distinct are, according to Suarez, capable of existing
without the othe?!! That is to say, things really distinct are mutually separdble.

Spinozabs words, fAof things which are real/l

210 SeeChambers 1728Cross 2010Moreland 2001, 58.

211 SeeChambers 1728Hoffman 2002, 67n10; Moreland 2001, 57; Ropad 2011.

212 Adams 1987, 17; Glauser 2002, 4234, According to Adams, it was a widely held assumption among

medievals that real distinction goes hand in hand with separability, understood as the logical possibility of

separate existence (Adams 1987, Both Suareand Descartes appear to share this assumption. For

them, if A and B are really distinct, they are mutually separable (see Glauser 20@24423dPrinciples

1.60). AsSuareput s t he point, it his i s uandthaihglfeg .coa l(l1Seud§ rae zd i
MD 7.1.1). Real distinction is therefore reciprocal for Suaret Descartes.
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remain in its conditi on,16;weetDRR1dLO I/15Be ot her 0O

CM 2.5 1/59/7-8). The very fact that each eternal and immutable attribute of God, the
substance constituted by all the attributes, is individuallysdffcien®® self-caused,
conceived through itself, and in itsg@lfyuarantees that no one attribute can exist withou
the others. Therefore, the attributes of God cannot be really distinct.

One might wonder at this point whether | have contradicted myself. Whereas
here | say that the attributes are not really distinct, in the previous chapter | noted how,
for Spinoza, e attributes are really distinct. The contradiction is merely apparent,
though. As | will now explain, there are two senses of real distinction at play. According
to one, the attributes are really distinct. According to the other, the attributes are not
really distinct.

In line with the fact that each attribute is sedfused, conceived through itself,
and in itself, there is indeed a sense in which each attribute as@eally distinct from
each other attribute of G@& What sense is that? It is thense in which no one
attribute depends on any other attribute. It is the sense in which the conception of one
attribute of God in no way involves or invokes a conception of any other attribute of
God (1p10s; KV 1.2 1/23/16; Ep. 8), in which case each g&t without the help of any
other (CM 2.5). It is the sense that allows Spinoza in fact to claim that the divine

attributesare really distinct (1p10sj**i n whi ch case feach can be

213 Several commentators apparently hold it to be the case that the attributes are really distinct. See Bennett
1984, 147; Charlton 1981, 526; Deleuz®297980; Della Rocca 1996, 157, 167; Deveaux 2007, 106;

Nadler 2006, 130; Parchment 1996b;5% 62; Curley 1993, 128.

214 Technically, Spinoza claims here at 1p10s that the attributes of Godrareived to beeally distinct,

not that theyare really dstinct. But we know that what thetellectconceives to be the case is the case

(see Delahunty 1985, 120). Della Rocca makes the point well.
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consequently can exi st , 28). tnteedutherdalne hel p of
distinction between the attributes is precisely what makes it the case that the infinite
number of attributes do not contradict one another even when each is an element of one
and the same being. The real distinction between thbudés is thus precisely what
provides an answer to Leibnizdés compl aint t
the infinitely many attributes predicated of his God are compatible with each other. The
real distinction between the attributes providesans wer t o Lei bni z40s con
effect, that Spinoza says nothing to prove that a substance with all the attributes, God, is
even possible. Deleuze makes the point #ell.

Because attributes are really distinct, irreducible one to the others, ultintiaggrin

respective forms or in their kinds, because each is conceived through itself, they
cannot contradict one another. They are necessarily compatible, and the substance

they form is possible. . . . In the attributes we reach prime and substantial tslemen
.. The irreducibility of the attributes not only proves, but constitutes the
nonimpossibility of God. . . . There cannot be contradiction except between terms of

which one, at least, is not conceived through itself. [But we do not have that here.
For each attribute is conceived through itself and not through any other attribute (or
anything else, of course}'f

How are we to describe the sense of real distinction according to which the

attributes of God are really distinct? Leibniz sometimes sugtestshere is a real

distinction between A and B if and only if each is independebeing from the other,

Spinoza does, after all, insist that the attributes are conceived to be really distinct (1p10s). Such a
conceptdn is certainly, for Spinoza, one that the infinite intellect has, for in 2p7s Spinoza speaks of
the infinite intellect perceiving attributes as constituting the essence of substance. . . . [T]he
conceptions of an infinite intellect must all be true. Thmgonceiving the attributes as distinct, the
infinite intellect is conceiving them truly. (Della Rocca 1996, 157)

215Deleuze 1992, 77, 780.

216 As Deleuze (1992, 78) points out in line with Donagan (1988, 79), Leibniz ought to accept this

explanatiod theexplanation that, merely because each attribute isaéfI€ient and thus really distinct

(in the weak sense), all the attributes are compatible. After all, Leibniz himself appeals to the real

distinction of perfections in order to explain their compityb
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that is, if and only if fAneietsh®&Notamly ands i n

does Spinoza himself utter IHeounding formulae as welt is precisely the

independencén-being of each attribute that has Spinoza claim the attributes of God to

be really distinct from one another other. | will call the following characterizations of

the real di stincti on istinaia by nrere mdepeddersceof nct i on

beingo or fAreal distinction by mere existin
[R]eally distinct (that is, one may be conceived without the aid of the other). (1p10s)

[Blecause they are necessarily distinct from one anatheality, then necessarily
each of them can also exist through itself without the help of the others. (CM 2.5)

This distinction is recognized from the fact that each of the two can be conceived,
and consequently can exist, without the help of thero(a 2.5)

When | said above that the attributes of Godrertereally distinct, | did not
mean in the fAweako sense just stated, the s
B is understood as A and B being merely independent in being from one@noth
(existing without the help of the other). | meant instead that each attribute is incapable of
existing while the other attributes do not. Such an understanding of real distinction is
evident in CM 2.5 as well, but more poignant in the following twogdacwill call this
characterization Astrong real distinctiono
di stinction with which | opened this discus
without each ot her exi s tbetogxdstwhilethéatheral di st
does npoetroh a(posr fireal distinction by mutual s

[O]f things which are really distinct from one another, one can be, and remain in its
condition, without the other. (1p15s 11/59/16)

217) eibniz 1965 IV 25.23; seklcCullough 1996, 65.
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Two substances are saallie really distinct when each of them can exist without the
other. (DPP1d10 1/151/3)

Once again, the divine attributes are incapable of existing without each other existing
precisely because, in addition to the fact that a being with all the attr{iGad$ must
exist, the selsufficiency of each attribute guarantees that each one exists, such that
there is no real possibility that any one of them exists without the others. It is according
to this sense of real distinction, strong real distinctioal (@estinction by being able to
exist without each other), that the attributes of God fail to be really distinct.

In order to root this discussion in history, we might ask for an answer to the
following. How mightSuarezwho at least appears to thinkrel distinction merely in
the strong sense, categorize the distinction between theustient attributes of
Spinozabés God? How might Su8rez, in effect,
real distinction in the weak (or meexistingwithout-the-help-of-the-other) sense (since
each of the attributes of God are saifficient) and yet not a real distinction in the
strong (or abldgo-existwithout-the-othersexisting) sense (since each of the attribdites
being secaused and constituting thensabeing necessarily come together as a
package)?

One final relevant distinction remains: the formal distinction. Although often
suspicious about this distinction as marking out something that the other three

distinctions canngt'® Suarezloes appear toilize it himself on occasiaf® More

218 SeeCherniakov 2002, 86; Deleuze 1992, 65.
219See Bac 2010, 234n76.
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important for my purpose here is to note that Suérez, like Scotus before him, is
unequivocal about the formal distinction being a middle way between the real distinction
(in the strong sense) and the mere mental digtimcHere are the words of Suérez
concerning how formally distinct entities are neither really distinct, that is, able to exist
without the others existing, nor merely mentally distinct, that is, one and the same in
reality despite the difference suggesgdhe classifying mind.

[T]here is [said to be] in things prior to intellectual activity a certain actual

distinction, which accordingly is greater than a mental distinction but still not so

great as the real distinctié?’

Elements formally distinct argenuinely, objectively, extramentally distinct
(unlike mere mental distinctions). That is, their difference holds prior to any action of
the classifying mind. On the other hand, elements formally distinct are inseparable in
reality (unlike real distinctins in thestrongsense) and yet do not depend on each other
(unlike modal distinctions}?*! So long as they are inseparable, items can be formally
distinct even if each is setlaused, in itself, and conceived through itself. The mark of
the formal distindbn, the only relevant distinction left that allows for extramental
plurality, is inseparability necessary togethernésdespite objective difference of such

a grade that they do not depend on each other (the one is not ontologically prior to the

other andhe other is not ontologically prior to the one).

So if we are goingtoemplduaredb s t axonomy of distinctd.i

us understand the distinction between t

220 SyareaviD 7.1.13.
221 SeeAdams 1987, 24Armstrong 1978, 109.10;Cross 2010; King 2003, 23
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to describe the attributes of Gad formally distinct?? This positioning irSuared s
taxonomy best honors four i mportant facts.
nothing but a totality of attributes, all of whigii each one i ndi vi duall vy,
makes it clear (Ep. 8 IV/4d) are selfsufficient and thus really distinct in the weak
sense, the mefi@dependencén-being or merexistingwithout-the-help-of-the-other
sense. Second, it honors the fact that the attributes of God necessarily come together as a
package and thus amet really distinct in the strong sense, the aolexistwithoutthe-
othersexisting or the ablo-existwhile-the-othersdo-not sense. Third, it is standard,
historically, to classify aBrmally distinctthose objectively distinct properties of God
tha are (a) inseparable from one another (ir
(b) on ontological evefooting with one another?® Fourth, it explains why Spinoza
says on some occasions that the attributes@neally distinct CM 2.5 1/1259 andon
other occasions that thaye really distinct (1p10s}>*which itself parallels the fact that
philosophers sometimes describe the formal distinction as a sort of real distinction and
sometimes not®
In what amounts to alluring additional evidence, camepivhat Spinoza says at

1p10s with what Scotus says about the formal distinction. First Spinoza.

[A]lthough two attributes may be conceived to be really distinct (that is, one may be

conceived [and consequently can exist (CM 2.5)] without the aid aftttez), we

still cannot infer from that that they constitute two beings, or two different
substances. For . . . all the attributes . . . have always been in [God] together. (1p10s)

222 SeeCarriero 1994Deleuze 1992Manzini 2008; Schmidt 2009b; Waller 2009.
223 Cross 2010.

224 See Delahunty 1985, 1109.

225 See Deleuze 1992, 637; Noone 1999.
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The following, which concerns Scotus on the formal distinction betweamedivstice
and divine mercy, is quoted by Caterus in h
point here is that even if, as Descartes says, the soul and body can be conceived apart
from each other, that does not necessary entail that they are septvatbne is able to
exist while the other does not.
[Divine mercy and divine justice] are distinct prior to any operation of the intellect,
so that one is not the same as the other. Yet it does not follow that because justice
and mercy can be conceivagart from one another that they can therefore exist
apart??®
It is quite telling to observe that (1) Scotus is here describinfpth@l distinction, as
Caterus acknowledges, and that (2) Spinoza and Scotus are making essentially the same
point: just beause God is composed of a real plurality of attributes on ontologically
evenfooting, that does not mean that one attribute can exist while not together with the
other attributes.

Il n the end, then, I take it theat what Co
decision to regard the divine attributes of justice and mercy as formally distinct, rather
than merely mentally distinct or really distinct (in the strong sense), holds true in the
case of how Spinoza, in line with Cresé&synderstands the relatidietween the
attributes of God

[The formal distinction is a distinction that is] less than the real distinction and more
objective than a [mental] distinction. A real distinction [(in the strong sense)] obtains
between two things which are . . . sepagdbil the sense that once can exist without
the others]. . . . A purely mental distinction signifies a distinction made by the mind

when there is no corresponding objective distinction in the thing itself. . . . A formal
distinction obtains when . . . tway moreformalitates. . . are objectively distinct,

226 AT VII 100.
227 See Deleuze 1992, 359n28.

100



but which are inseparable from one another. . . . For instance, Scotus asserted a
formal distinction between the divine attributes. Mercy and justice are formally
distinct, though the divine justice atfte divine mercy are inseparable. . . . Why did
Scotus assert the existence of this formal distinction. . . ? The ultimate reason was, of
course, that he thought the distinction to be not only warranted, but also demanded
by the nature of knowledge and thature of the object of knowledge. Knowledge is
the apprehension of being, and if the mind is forced, so to speak, to recognize
distinctions in the object, that is, if it does not simply construct actively a distinction
in the object, but finds the recatgon of a distinction imposed on it, the distinction
cannot be simply a mental distinction, and the foundation of the distinction in the
mind must be an objective distinction in the object. On the other hand, there are
cases when the foundation of thetidistion cannot be the existence of distinct
separable factors in the object [(as in the case of factors really distinct (in the strong
sense))]. It is necessary to find room for a distinction which is less than a real
distinction [(in the strong sense)] . but which at the same time is founded on an
objective distinction in the object, a distinction which can be only between different,
but not separable formalities of one and the same of3fect.

228 Copleston 1950, 50809. There is an important piece of apparent counterevidence toimyticdd the
attributes of Spinozaés God are formally distinct. |
notes that the attributes of God are rationally distinct (CM 2.5 1/259).

What do | have to say in response? Well, when Spinoza saysthGod 6s attri butes ar
mentally distinct in this passage he means simply that theyoameally distinct And on the assumption
t hat his thought is logically consistendtrongcross his
sense thatve see stated especiallylgl5s and DPP 1d10

[TThe distinctions we make between the attributes of God are only distinctions ofdethson
attributes are not really distinguished from one another (CM 2.5 1/259).
This is a broad construal of the distioct of reason, typical among Descartes and his followersBaee
2010, 234; Deleuze 1992, 65; DescaA@slV 349; Descartes AT VIIIA 62). It is so broad that it
encompasses the Scotian formal distinction, such that mere inseparability of diverse utetmgsheir
being conceptually distinct. After all, things formally distinct ac¢really distinct in the strong sense; one
is not capable of existing without the other existing. Hence Spinoza can maintain that the attributes are
formally distinct andcommitting no inconsistency, assert, as he does iSllogt Treatisend following
Descartes (see AT IX9@5), thati [ t ] hi ngs which are different are dist
(KV appla2; CM 1.6 1/248).

So againwhen Spinoza saysthab@ 6 s attri but es are merely mentall
he means simply that they aret really distinctin the strong sensé his negative characterization of what
Spinoza means when he says t hat Gocdsdfa myptrposes,but es ar
but there is also a reasonaplesitvec har act eri zati on of what he means. W
attributes are merely mentally distinct in this passage he positively means, so it seems most reasonable to
conclude, that it is dnin the mind that each attribute can be considered as if not necessarily part of the
rest of the package of other attributes.
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4.4 Objections and replies
4.4.1 Simple and indivisibléyut a bundle nonetheless

One might raise the following objection to the bundle interpretation of
Spinozistic substances having attributes, the interpretation according to which
Spinozistic substancésconsidered truly, remembi&rare nothing but their attribes. If
God is nothing but its attributes, then God is not simple and indivisible. But God is
simple and indivisible (1pt2p13c, lapp; Ep. 35; KV 1.2 1/24/10ff; CM 253.

Therefore, it is not the case that God is nothing more than his attriftes.

Asitt ur ns out, however, Godoés simplicity &
Godobs being not hi n g-sufficient atributedl comgatdle, atfleasma ny s e
as far as Spinoza is concerned. Here is the quick and simple explanation (see 1p14,
1p10s, 16, 1d11 plus 1p15s 11/59/1¥6; DPP 1d10 1/151/@; CM 2.5 1/259/58). A
substance for Spinoza is simple and indivisible so long as none of its attributes is able to
exist without the others. Since the attributes are individuallysséficient and thus
really distinct (in the weak sense), and since these attributes necessarily pertain to God,
no attribute of God is able to exist without the others. God, therefore, is simple and
indivisible despite being nothing but the bundle of many individuallyséiicient and

thus really distinct attributes. This is what Deleuze means, | think, when he says that,

229 See Delahunty 1985, 118; Di Poppa 2009, 924n12; McCann 2005, 44.

230 Bennett, Wolfson, Parchment, and others would likelyeraigch an objection. See Bennett 1984, 64;
Wolfson 1934, 14657; Parchment 1996b, 55, 65; see Deveaux 2007, 28, 386, 395106, 122n10; Di
Poppa 2009, 924, 925, 925nT&Hpuberman 1979a, 398; Melamed 2009,743 Basile 2012, 35.
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paradoxical as i1t may sound, it is precisel
excludes all d#vision of substance. 0

Here are the details fdinis basic explanation.

(Premise 1) The attributes of God are inseparable, that is, each is incapable of
existing without the others existing.

Here is the evidence for this first premise. There can be only one substance: God
(1p14). God is constituteby every possible attribute (1p10s in light of 1d6 and 1d11).
Each of these attributeseaseltsufficient (see Chapter )l Therefore, it cannot be that
one of them exists while the others do not. Curley describes the view well.

[Since] the existencef @ach of the attributes is necessary, then it is not possible that
one of them should exist without the others. For if we said it was possible that one
should exist without the others, that would imply that it was possible for the others

not to exist. Andhati s medlly possible, not if each of the others exists in itself and

is conceived through itself. The very ssiifficiency of each of the attributes, the

fact that it is true of each of them that it does not need the others in order to exist,
implies that there is no real possibility that at any time any one of them does exist
without the others. . . . Paraphrasing what Spinoza says in 1p10s, all the attributes of
substance have always been in it together. Since each of them, considered separately,
exists in itself and is conceived through itself, they alweagdto be in it togethet®?

(Premise 2) If each attribute of God is incapable of existing without the others
existing, then that to which each belongs is simple (and thus | assume individige).
inability of the attributes to exist without each other, in other words, is sufficient for that
to which they belong being simple (and indivisible).

Here is the evidence for the second premise. It comes in two steps. (a) If each

attribute of God is ingpable of existing without the others existing, then there is not a

231 Deleuze 1992, 80.
232 Curley 1988, 30.
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real distinction (in the strong sense) between the attributes. Thatalaitnue for
Spinoza iIis guaranteed by Spinozads bel.
1p15s 11/59/1416; DPP 1d10 I/151A&; CM 2.5 1/259/78), which is simply the
contrapositive of claira: if there is a real distinction (in the strong sense) between
items, then each item is able to exist without the other existing.

[O]f things which are really distindtom one another, one can be, and remain in its
condition, without the other. (1p15s I1/59/16)*33

(b) For Spinoza, if each attribute of God is not really distinct (in the strong sense), then
that to which each belongs is simple (and thus | assume iitdiyis

[T]he attributes are not really distinguished from one anotherSo we conclude
that God is a most simple being. (CM 2.5 1/258)5

From claima and clairdb, premise 2 follows by hypothetical syllogism.

(Conclusion) From premises 1 and #oitows that a substance is simple and
indivisible even though it is nothing but a totality of salffficient attribute®d Even
though God is nothing but attributes that are indeed really distinct (in the weak sense),
the necessary coextensiveness ofditiebutes guarantees, according to Spinoza, that

God is nevertheless simple and indivisibte.

233 The idea that things being inseparable is sufficient for their not being really distinct (in the strong

sense) is, by the way, true of Scotus (Gepleston 1950, 56809;Cross 1999; Cross 2010). Cross puts

the point well.
[R]eal sepaability is necessary and sufficient for real distinction. More precisely, two objects x and y
are inseparable if and only if, both, it is not possible for x to exist without y, and it is not possible for
y to exist without x; conversely, two objects x gndre separable if and only if at least one of x and y
can exist without the other. (Cross 1999, 149)

234 The following shoulé but in my experience does Bogjo without saying. Hwever absurd the notion

that simplicity is compatible with inner plurality magesm toyou (see Platd®armenided 29bc) that is no

argument against the interpretation t8ainozaholds it (seddonagan 1973a, 17¥ark 1992, 56). Sober,

by the way, can find in Spinoza, if | am right in my interpretation here, a historical precedbist fiew

that it is possible for necessarily coextensive properties to be distinct (Sober 19889)8®deed,

Sober says that the distinctness of certain coextensive properties is indicated when those properties have
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4.4.2United, but a bundle nonetheless

We have seen that God, despite being nothing but its distinct attributes, is simple
in that no one of its attributes carist while the others do not. But to say that God is
simple in this necessagpextensiveness sense, one may argue, is not satisfying. As
Hudde brings up in his conversation with Spinoza (see Ef63ow is it that the

attributes of God arenifiedwhen each is sekufficient?*° Smith puts the point well.

Accounting for théaumbietnwgot h@pi, nonadasyGaoae

constituted by really distinct attribufiss recognised as a problem by almost every
interpreter of Spinoz&®

Spinoza hasgarious explanations for the unity of a being that is nothing but its many
self-caused attributes. The above explanation for the simplicity of a being that is nothing
but its many seitaused attributes is one. Here is another.

(Premise 1) Even though @ds nothing but the totality of its sedufficient
attributes, God isnesubstance as opposed to a collectiomahysubstances called
fone substanced merely in name.

Here is why. It is not absurd to attribute many attributesesubstanceOne
sulstance can have many attributes. For, in line with the Aristotelian principle stated at
Categoriesl0 (13b1519)2%" the more reality thatnesubstance has, the more attributes
that i1t must have (1p9 and 1plOs9itmudgit he

haveo (KV-115.)2 INowg/ 1idGod o iosebdinptbat rasthee we

different causal effects. This relevant in the case of Spinoza, of course. For Extension, unlike Thought,
does not produce ideas, for example.

2%This is considered fa very difficult problemod i
1989, 330, 34B48).

236 Smith 2014, 62-673; see Van Bunge 2012, 23.

237 Pefia 1985, 69ff.
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most reality. Thusthenebei ng we call fAGodo must have a
attributes.

[A]lthough nature has different attributes, it is nevertheless onlyorgpie Being of
which all these attributes are predicated. (KV 2.20.4)

(Premise 2) God cannot be divided (144213).

Here is why. As Spinoza suggests at 1pl12d, if we can divide God, then the
components into which it could be divided would eitheriretiae nature of God or not
(see 1p12d). If they do retain the nature of God, then many substances could be formed
from one. But to say that many substances could be formed from one is absurd since
substances cannot produce each other (see 1p6). If thpoents do not retain the
nature of God, then that means that God ceases to be after the division. But to say that
God ceases to be is absurd since God necessarily exists (see 1pl1l).

These two points guarantee thastit the attr
were. Even though God is a totalitys#lfsufficientattributes, these attributes as they
are in God cannot be divided from one another. Unable to be divided from one another,
the attributes are united. Since God is nothing but all the attrilfboekis thus united.
Inseparable and on ontological eMenting, the attributes are merely formally distinct.
That is significant because, historically, it is the formal distinction that allows for unity
even in the case of an authentic plurality of cogatally evenfooted attributes. Deleuze
seems right, therefore, to say the following.

It is formal distinction that provides an absolutely coherent concept of the unity of
substance and the plurality of attributé.

238 Deleuze 1992, 66.
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I n the end, t he puonsietsy noof tShprienaotz atéos n@o dv i

God is nothing but its many genuinely distinct attribd#3.0 ask Spinoza for a more
satisfactory account of how God can be united when God is nothing but its many
individually seltsufficient attributes is, pedps, to ask too much from Spinoza. Spinoza
himself essentially pieces together the same account that | just gave as to why each
attribute is unified in one single being (God) (despite the fact each attribute is self
sufficient and really distinct from argther attribute).

The reasons why we have said that all these attributes which are in Nature are only

one, single being, and by no means different ones (though we can clearly and

distinctly understand one without an other), are as follows: 1. Becauseveve ha

already found previously that there must be an infinite and perfect being, by which

nothing else can be understood but a being of which all in all must be predicated. For

of a being which has some essence, attributes must be predicated, and the more

esence one ascribes to it, the more attributes one must also ascribe to it. . . . 2.

Because of the unity which we see everywhere in nature. . . . 3. Because, as we have

already seen, one substance cannot produce another, and if a substance does not

exist, t is impossible for it to begin to exist. (KV 1.2 1R224)

The following perhaps also should be noted, nevertheless. Once we see, as we

eventually will, that Spinoza is a thoroughgoing realist concerning universals, we might
have an additional Spinozis ¢ r esource for explai ning the
explaining it in a Apenetrativeo way, si mi/l

divine essence is a universal wholly present in each member of theiiihe

general point would go somethingdi this.

A The tension between holding onto the objectivity
the unity of the substance, on the other, manifests itself in the literatune & sea | much discussed
(Shein 2009b, 51512).

240 See Williams 2012, 140, 145, 147.
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There is something that each really distinct attribute has in common. That something
we might call #HApower o or fAbeingodo or #Areal]
for things to have something in common in the manner of the realist. Thaag, to
when items really do have something in common for Spinoza, one and the same
something is wholly present in each of those items. Therefore, peaiy-beingd
indeed, infinite powereality-being is wholly (and so undividedly and univocally)
presentm each attribute. In effect, powegality-being and any ot her fneut
propertyo bet ween t B enifiastthe reallpdistinet attyibutesor t h a-
in the strongest sense, a sense that only realism concerning universals can allow:
strict identty in variety.
Realism has been attractive to various figures throughout the history of
philosophy precisely because of the unique unifying role that universals can play:
allowing distinct things to be literally identical in some respect. For examplesith
fathers such as Gregory of Nyssa embraced realism so that they would be able to say,
among other things, that the divine nature is literally one and the same, wholly and
undividedly present, in each member of the trinity. Jaspers puts the poirm well i
describing Ansel més thinking on the matter.
I n Ansel més dogmatic attacks on Roscellini
thinking plays an essential role. If a thinker declares . . . the three persons, God the
Father, Christ, and the Holy Ghost, to[benuniversals], he is thinking like a
nominalist and has three Gods. But if the universal, God, is Himself reality, then
God is one, and the three persons are for

it upholds the reality of the universals. Cha h dogma seems t o deman
thinking. Anyone, says Anselm, who fails to understand that several people are, as to
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speciespneman, will surely not be able to understand that in the most mysterious of
beings the three persons . . . are nevertheldyone God 24

4.4.3 Nonderivativehut a bundle nonetheless
Someone mightaise the following related worry. If God is the totality of its self

sufficient attributes, then Spinozads syste
that Godisasumofgpr t s i n his 1663 work on Descartes
Since parts are ontologically prior to their wholes, since wholes depend on their parts, to
say that God has parts is to say something absurd: that God depends on entities
ontologically priorto him, and thus that God is derivati/é.

God is not a composite thing. . . . Because it isedtlent that component parts are

prior at least by nature to the composite whole, then of necessity those substances

from whose coalescence and union Godimposed will be prior to God by nature.

(CM 2.5)
Spinoza seconds the rationale in a 1666 letter to Hudde.

It is simple, and not composed of parts. For in respect of their nature and our

knowledge of them component parts would have to be prior to thahwiey

compose. In the case of that which is eternal by its own nature, this cannot be so.

(Ep. 35)

Spinoza holds this to be true of Descartes as well.

If God were composed of parts, the parts would have to be at least prior in nature to
God. . . . Buthat is absurd. (DPP 1p17d)

An easy fix to the problem is to say that Spinoza changed his mind by the time of
the completion of th&thicsin 1675. | am not one to pull the shift-thought card so

quickly, however (as this can easily become an impeditoai¢eper investigation if not

241 Jaspers 1966, 2.112.
242 several commentators regard the bundle interpretation as a nonstarter on grounds that it makes
Spinozabds God fAder i veDiPuppa 2009, 92pBadlec2012,85.x 200 7,
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used with care). And as it turns out, there seems to be a less drastic solution at my
disposal. Since the attributes of God are fundamentally tied in God, they are always
already united in a bundigackage, the bundigackageof attributes that is God. Since
each attribute of God is sedtifficient, one attribute exists only if all the others exist (but
where this does not mean that each attribute requires the help of the other attributes in
order to exist, or that any attriteuhas a causal influence on the being of the other
attributes). The existence of any one implies the existence of all the others in the sense
t hat @A p | mperelyhatitig ot possilaenfa p to be true and q not to be
true. Therefore, Gdil thewhole package of attributéss, so we are entitled to say,
implied by any one of its attributes. In that sense, no attribute is ontologically prior to
God even though God is the totality of the attributes.
We might conclude, then, that Spinoza had sother sort of composition in
mind in, say, the CM passage. What other sort of composition could that be? The CM
passage, recall, rejects a composite of the sort where the elements of God each deserve
to be called fisubst anc thetotaity & the attroutes,omly a s ubs
t he whole nature of a given substance deser
view that Spinoza eschews in CM rejects the idea that ontpthitlyo f Go d 6 s
attributes deserves tar,tolvegect thia $oit & compostei® st anc e
not to reject a composite where the elements of Gatbtleach deserve to be called
Asubstances. o
Let me put this another way, in terms of earlier discussion. We know that there is

a Acomposite v ihsmpicitydseeppeadus sectioms). wndiwve know
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that there is a composite view that is incompatible with simplicity. Consider what
Spinoza says in the following.

If God were composed of parts, the parts would have to be at least prior in nature to

God. .. . But that is absurd. Therefore, he is an entsghplebeing. (my emphasis

DPP 1p17d)
It should be said, then, that the composite view rejected at CM 2.5 is not the sort
compatible with simplicity. When Spinoza claims here that parts must be qthoe t
whole and in effect that the whole derives from the parts, he is discussingalhyy
distinctparts. Since the attributes are, as | argued above, really distthet wealsense
(the mere existingvithout-the-help-of-the-others sense) presumalbily is discussing,
more specifically, parts that are really distincthe strong sensghe beingableto-
existwithoutthe-othersexisting sense). There are various ways that things can be
distinct from each other, as we saw. There are, in paralléusaways that parts can
constitute the whole. As Spinoza makes clear when he calls the parts with which he is
dealing Asubstances, 0 Spinoza is rejecting
God: that conception where the parts are really disiinitte strong sensé&o if we are
going to insist on calling attributes Apart
not to read the pawhole relation in question as the one that Spinoza shoots down: the
one where the parts are really distinct in ttierg) sense. Since God is nothing but the
totality of its many attributes, to do so would be to ensnare Spinoza in contradiction:
Spinoza at once rejects the view that God is a totality of parts and accepts the view that
God is a totality of parts. Insteaee must keep in mind that the attribiitep ar t s 0

constitute the whole in the way that meriymally distincti par t s0 consti tute
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whol e. 06 That is, attributes constitute God
God. Spinoza does not rejebtat sort of partwhole relationship, the sort of relationship
between a substance and its fundamental formadities.

I n the end, there is no tension between
package of individual seBufficient attributes and his being rd@rivative, his being
ontologically prior to all else. In effect,
threat to my view that Spinozads God is not
most fundamental and God just is the attributes.

To say that the nonderivativeness of God is compatible with the bundle
interpretation is, upon consideration, perhaps to understate the case. It would perhaps be
most accurate to say, in addition, that the nonderivativeness adédoandshe bundle
interpreaation. Since the attributes truly do constitute God (as | argued earlier), and since
Aito constituteo is, for Spinoza, not simply
out earlier), the attributes of God beget God. The only way for the attriioubeget
God without Godés being derivative is if Go
case, to say that the attributes beget God is nothing more than to say that God begets
himself.
4.4.4Conceived through itself, but a bundle nonetheless

Hereis another related problem that one might raiseddystanding a substance

requires understanding each of its attributes (see 1p30d). Now, a rraitifdete

243| gather that a similar solution will work in the case of the equally vexing issue of how to reconcile
Spinozads claim that parts are ontologically prior
partsof infinite modes: se&p. 32; 2plic, 4p4d.
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substance is not strictly identical to each of its attributes individually. Thus we
seemingly would have to say that this substance must be understood through something
that it is not, through some other, insofar as it must be understood tlooeghits
attributes. But to say that a substance must be understood through some other is in
violation of the definition of substance: a substance is that which is understood through
itself (1d3). So either the bundle interpre
contradictory on the matter.

The strategy for responding to this objection will be the sasiba for
explaining how the bundle interpretation is
violation of 1d3 only if a substance must be understood through an other that is really
distinctfrom that substande the strong sens&Vhen Spinoza says tha substance is
not understood through an other, he means that it is not understood through something
really distinct from that substangethe strong sensé&ince a substance is the sum of its
attributes, and since the attributes are really distintterweak sense but not as well in
the strong sense (in which case they are formally distinct), a particular attribute is not
something thatisthert o substance in any way that cont
substance is conceived through itself.
4.4.5 We can know God by knowing just one of his attributes

Here is another related objection to the view that God is the sum of his many
attributes. Spinoza suggests that the conception of more than one attribute is not required
for the conceptionof Go@(p1s) : fAwe can conceive of an in

t hought alone. o0 But if God is the sum of hi
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does indeed require the conception of more than one attribute. It follows, therefore, that
either(@)thébundl e i nterpretation is false or (b)
the mattef*
Here is my response. First, th&igjunct of the conclusion is out right away. For

| have already explained that God, in his absolute nature, must be the nothimg but t
collection of divine attributes for Spinoza. Second, if the attributes were really distinct in
the strong sense, then to conceive of one attribute on the bundle interpretation would not
be to conceive of God. But since the attributes of God are rasiligat merely in the
weak sense, since they are merely formally distinct, it is in fact true to say that to
conceive of merely one attribute is to conceive of God even on the bundle interpretation
(2p1s). It is just not true to say, of course, that tacetve of merely one attribute is to
conceive of Godn his completenes&nd as Spinoza makes clear to Boxel in 1674, we
never want to say that to conceive of merely one attribute is to conceive of God in his
completeness (1d6 in light of 1d2; Ep. 32, E).

Here it should also be observed thdb not claim to haveompleteknowledge of

God, but that | do understasdmeof his attributed not indeed all of them, or the

greater pafl and it is certain that my ignorance of very many attributes does not
prevent me from having knowledge of some of them. (my emphasis Ep. 56)

244 Deveaux makes such a case against the bundle interpretation of Spinoza.
Spinoza claims in 2pls that we can conceive an infinite being (God) through only one attribute. This
conflicts with the view of God . .as the collection of attributes. It seems that on this view the de re
idea of God would be the idea of the collection of attributes (since the collection of attributes is
identical with God). . . . [T]he interpretation . . . of God as the collectiortrilfiaes is not viable
since, according to 2p1ls, the conception of more than one attribute is not necessary for the conception
of God. Hence . . . God cannot be the collection of attributes. (Deveaux 2007, 135n18 and 136n22)
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4. 4.6 Godos attributes are supposed to be t
One might raise the following probl em. S

Thought and Godoés attri baglps)dnfeedcthet ensi on ar

suggestion is that all the attributes are the same. This rules out the view that God is the

totality of manyself-sufficient attributes. So either (a) the bundle interpretation is false

or (b) Spinozads symatterm i s contradictory on
Here is my response. First, in the passages cited Spinoza says that thinking

substance and extended substance are one and the same. He does not explicitly say that

Thought and Extension are one and the same. These passages, then, may just amount to

the relatively innocuous claim that the substance that is extended is the very same

substance that is thinking.
Second, and in addition to the fact that tkeisgunct of the conclusion has

already been ruled out, it should be noted that there not bghgality of ontological

attributes would not be enough to rule out all bundle interpretations. After all, to say that

a singleattribute substance is nothing but its one attribute is still to endorse a bundle

interpretation. One has a bundle interptietaof substances having attributes if and only

if there is nothing of substance in excess to its attributes (whether one or many). | should

perhaps point out as well that the culminating point of Part 2 of my project would not be

altered much if God weneally only one ontological attribute (or one nature not

constituted by many ontological attributes). For by the end of Part 2 it would still be the

case that Spinoza endorses a bundle realist interpretation @ Gsaly all this merely

as a matter of arification, however. For, as | have argued, God is in actual fact nothing
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but hismanyd indeed,nfinitely manyd ontological attributes. Therefore, | must offer a
di fferent response to the above objection.
a burdle of manyontological attributes is compatible with each of those attributes being
the same.
In order to explain the compatibility all | need to do is use the essential strategy
that | have been using in response to the previous objections. In esfidnosedto do
is point out that the attributes are merely formally disth@&pinoza is entitled to say
that Gododés attribute of Thought and Godobs a
contradicting his commit mentttribuees. Bodds being
attributes of God, such as Thought and Extension, are the same merely in the way that
formally distinct things are the same: they are inseparable, they are unable to exist while
the others do not exigEross puts the point well when itroes to Scotus.
Scotusédés criterion for real identity is r.
(such that the real separation of two or more realities is logically impossible) is
necessary and sufficient for real identity. . . . [T]wo really tobah but formally
distinct realities will [thus] be something like distinct essential (i.e., inseparable)
properties of a thing*®

AThe attributes or properti exl/imlightaual i ties

DPP 1d5 I/150/14.6; see Ep. 3%¢**such as Thought and Extensi o

245 Cross 1999, 149. There shold no worry about the fact that Cross is talking about properties here
whereas Spinoza is talking about attributes. Properties, attributes, natures, essencgsaditatal

Spinoza does draw a difference between these terms, especially that betsesee®and properties. But

for most of my project, what | am concerned with is the fact that all thespialitates Now, if the reader
wants something more specific to relate properties and attributes, realize that Spinoza equates them on
several occasns (DPP 1p7s 1/161/2; Ep. 56)

2%6See Giancotti Boscherini 1970, 893; Descartesodos CS
property, quality, or attr iPdngiplesl .05 3 :whi grhi mwei phalv ep rao [
Aprincipoeli sataammre bfuthei ch constitutes . . . [a substan

ot her properties are referred. o
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terms) the Aformalitieso or Arealitieso
of God® objectively different butriseparable and on ontological esenting.2*’

Since Spinoza is committed to adrplurality of attributes that are really distinct
(in the weak sense) (1p10s), and since he is thus committed to the fact that any mode of
one attribute is really distinct (in the weak sense) from any mode of another attribute
(2p6d in light of 1p10s) (as fact he is rather explicit about: 5pref 11/280; KV 2.16
1/81/39, KV 2.16 1/82/17, KV 2.20.3 in light of 1a5, KV app2.8; TdIE 33, TdIE 34,
TdIE 58, TdIE 68, TdIE 74), this is the strongest sort of sameness that he is entitled to. It
is just enough samess that, as | explained above, we do not violate 1d3 when we say
that God, a plurality of attributes, must be conceived through one of his attributes. Yet it
is just enough sameness that simplicity is preserved. It is just enough sameness that
Spinoza isable to say some of the following sorts of things even as he holds that God is
nothing but the totality of attributes that are really distinct (in the weak sense). (1) We
can conceive God when we conceive of a given attribute (2p1s). (2) Thought and
Extenson are one and the same substance (2p7s). (3) Circle A and the idea of circle A
are one and the same thing (2p7s) (2p21s, 2p7s; KV 2.20.3c2opening). Let me explain,
one by one, how Spinoza is entitled to say these three things.

First, why is Spinoza enlted to say that we conceive God by apprehending
Thought alone, even as he holds that God is nothing but the totality of attributes that are
really distinct (in the weak sense)? Because any one attribute in the package of attributes

that is God cannot benalement of any other package. That is why Spinoza can hold, at

247 SeeAdams 1987, 24; King 2003, 23.
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the very same time without contradicting himself, that to conceive of any one attribute
of God isnotto conceive of God in his entirety (Ep. 56; 4e in light of 1d2; Ep. 32

Second, whys Spinoza entitled to say that Thought and Extension are one and
the same substance, even as he holds that God is nothing but the totality of attributes that
are really distinct (in the weak sense) and even as he holds that the attributes are
different enough that to conceive of one is not to conceive of God iertisety?

Because these attributes are inseparable elements of one and the same substance: God,
the only substance ther@ignd one that is nothing but the sum of inseparable attributes
(attributes that cannot exist without each other existing).
[W]e must recall here what we showed [NS: in the First Part], namely, that [each
attribute] pertains to one substance only, and consequently that the thinking
substance and the extended substancenaramnd the same substance. (2p7; see my
arguments above)
Thought and Extension are formalities of the same substance. So whether referring to
this attribute or some other attribute, we are referring to one and thesshstance
God, the sum of all formlig distinct attributes.

Third, why is Spinoza entitled to say that the corporeal circle A and the idea of
corporeal circle A are Aone and the same
the totality of attributes that are really distinct (in tireak sense) and so even as he
holds that corporeal circle A and the idea of corporeal circle A are really distinct (in the
weak sense)? Because corporeal circle A and the idea of corporeal circle A are
i nseparabl e el ement s o fCiraberAethesumdf all garallels a me

inseparable modéscorporeal circle A and the idea of corporeal circle A and so on

(2p21s, 2p7s; KV 2.20.3c20pening). The idea of corporeal circle A and corporeal circle
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A are formalities of one and the same thing, whichk why Spi naom@dgeofsays t h
Extension and the idea of that mode are one and thetbargd®ut expressed itwo

mode® ( my e mp K&Sewhatherxqfefriag)ta the mode of Extension that is

corporeal circle A or the mode of Thought that isittea of corporeal circle A, we are
referring to one and the same fAlndividual o
modes that include: corporeal circle A, ideational circle A, and €6%n.

We would not have it any other way After all, and regardip merely the last

point, Spinoza holle®isaotcontpdrison lsetveea thapowee t ha't
or forces, of the [idea of the circdie] and
16). There is no comparison because those two modes,déingt wo #Ar eal |y di s

i ncommensur abl e atntortihbiuntge si KY 2Q©@B)0neose, tvoh(a v e
modes have nothing in common itfiotehsfrane h a st r i
t he ot her o0 K\Y2120.3)eHemgehwesareenttle t o say, far Spi no:z:
circle is one thing and an i0dmtherthihgtiathe ci r c
is Areally distincto (KV app2. 8; KV applp4dd
TdIE33andWME34) and bet weeer evhii < hno agammar iid din o

3p59s and 2p35d in light of 4p1s). Moreover, throughout his works Spinoza suggests

248 A Della Rocca himself admits, to claim that Spinoza is asserting in this quote that trenchiine

body are strictly identical in their entirety is to
could not possibly be more misleading hereo (1996, ‘
249] take it that Robinson has the same general idea.
[E]lach modification ofth@ i vi ne substance, according to the infi
attributes, is expressed in infinitely many ways: in attribute A through mode Ma, in attribute B
t hrough mode Mb, and so on. And all mode,nbthese modes:s
because they are essentially identicalé but rather

divine substance, and occupy the same place in the causal chains. (Robinson 1928, 276)
250 See Marshall 20009.
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that just as God is a collection of attributes, a collection of parallel modes across all the
attributestogethemmake one, as Spinozalke t o say, Al ndividual . o C
passages, for example.

The object of the idea constituting [or, more precisely, simply is (see 2p26d)] the

human Mind is the Body. . . . From this it follows that ncansists of Mindanda

Body. (my emphasis 2j3-2p13c; see 2p19d, 4p18s 11/223, 4app30)

[T]he soul, being an Idea of this body, is so united with it, that it and this body, so
constitutedogether make a whalémy emphasis KV 2.19.9)

Spinoza emphasizes this point again and again. First, he sayketlattribute of
Thought alone is the cause of the mind and that the attribute of Extension alone is the
cause of the body. And yet at the end of 2p7s he says that there is an individual whose
cause is Godonsidered as tHfell collection of the attribtes rather than just ofe.It
foll ows that t heKVRMOahdml2pl3dd mduestionatlp7ie (
the collection of parallel modesross all the attributes. There is the same relationship
between parallel modes as there are betwerll@aattributes, each complete collection
being a whole thing for Spinoza. This is just one of many indications throughout my
project of Spinoz?®6s celebrated univocity.
Some may want to overlook the claim that the attributes are really distinct on
grourds that they are merely describeccanceivedo be really distinct (1p10s). But, as
| already explained, that reference to fAcon

interpretation because, after all, th&llible intellectis doing the conceiving.dgne

251 See Gueroult 1974, 87.

252 This alsoindicates that the following remarks are off base.
[ W] hat accounts for one of the most fundamental f e
the unity of the modes of different attributes, is rendered unknowable in principle on the objectivist
interpretation. (Shein 2009b, 512)
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may want to write off Spinozads explicit re
idea of the corporeal circle, or the mind and the body, are really distinct (2p6d in light of

1a5 and 5pref 11/280; KV 2.16 1/81/39, KV 2.16 1/82/17, KV 2.20.3c2opg, KV

app2.8, KV 2/20; TdIE 33, TdIE 58, TdIE 68, TdIE 74) as just the underdeveloped

claims of a thinker at a low point of immaturity.

[Nevertheless,] the object [of an idea] has nothing of thought, aedllg distinct
from the soul [(that is, thiglea)]. (my emphasis KV app2.8)

The true essence of an object is something which is really distinct from the idea of
that object. (KV applp4d)

Some may want to write off those passages w
and the idea of the corpatecircle, or the mind and the body, is analyzed simply as their
being really distinct parallel modes #fthat
1/197/25-30, KV app2.8; TdIE 21; 2p21d) as just the egezen remarks of a thinker in

his early phase.

The soul . . . hasothing in commowmith the body. . . . [In fact, the one] differs
infinitely from the other. . . . Between the Idea [(the soul)] and the object [(the body)]
there must necessarily be a union|[, though], [merely] because the one casinot e
without the other [(see 2p21d)]. For there is no thing of which there is not an Idea in
the thinking thing, and no idea can exist unless the thing also exists. Further, the
object cannot be changed unless the Idea is also changed, and vice veeaso t
third thing is necessary here which would produce the union of soul and Kddy. (
2.20.3%°3

If the object changes or is destroyed, the Idea itself also changes or is destroyed in
the same degree; and [merely] in this its union with the object ¢ensis [For] the
object has nothing of thought, and is really distinct from the soul [(that is, the idea of
it)] (KV app2.8)

253 Spinoza speaks in these passages of the mind acting on this body. Some may take this as a sign that
these passages are not to be trusted as the considered mature view of Spinoza. But Léon explains away this
appearance oftie causality here in such passages (see Léon 1907, 200).
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To reject these passages as, if you will, anomabgtismmaturity would be a

mistake, however. First, and recall from earleren in theEthicsSpinoza analyzes the
union of mind and body simply as their being parallel modes that cannot exist without
the other existing since (a) one is the idea and one is the ideatum ande{i®ri@bject
there is an idea.

The Mind is unted to the Body [merely] from the fact that the Body is the object of

the Mind. . . [In effect,] the idea of the Body and the Body, that is, the Mind and the

Body, are one and the same Individual. (2@p21s)
This is what we would expect sinEpinoza idlicates that, just as God is a collection of
attributes, a collection of parallel modes across all the attributes together make one
Awhol edo A Rplé2pl8d adduky R.09.9;(see 2p19d, 4pl8s 11/223, 4app30)
Second, the fimat ustinetion betweersthattributes(1pt0 e r eal di
spell® f or t he A ma areal distinctiSrpbetwezrzaamode of one attribute
and a mode of an other attribugp6d in light of 1p10s; see 1a5 pk¥ 2.20.3). Third,
simply consider Spi(adzamsanctoosadofaisning ¢ ai ms
and a boddth2phBeman minitarg ]i & ou rtihtee d o[d(y 0 ( 2|
[1/96/21-:22) , and (c) ubidnenyle ofs m@mi mMdnaowa Hddyo ( 2]
11/96/22) 2> The natural understanding of what Spinezaaying here, even bracketing
off earlier points, is that the mind and the body are nonidentical elements that make up
one Awhol eo Al ndividual 6: a human being. Th

case of Spinoza is clear in light of the earlieimps (now unbracketed). That this is the

right understanding in the case of Spinoza is also clear, or at least suggested, by how

254 See Marshall 2009, 913.
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Spinoza el sewher e us e sconstére fukicy w@wmemé of a,
Regarding first the notion @onsistng r ecal |l that Spinoza char a
substance consistirj¢constantenjofan i nf i nity of attributeso
the attributes of God are not identical; they are really distinct (in the weak sense) and

together make up, constitut8pd. Regarding now the notion whion, Spinoza tells us

t hat a composi tueionénpotivarioustsodies; itisawhole n 0 (

Al ndi vi du a |l nonidenicalpomparealdnodes (2p13s 11/1068). Especially

telling here is that Spinoza alsestribes the Cartesian view of the mbatly

relationship, which Spinoza knows not to be a relationship of identity, as one where

t her e i s meunienenyof mindiandraody (poef 11(278/280).

Even if it were reasonable to write off the afoentioned claims as anomaleus
by-immaturity, my interpretation would still be preferred. After all, my interpretation
reconcilesall the works. It requires no appeal to shifts in thought and stages of
development or to the notion that Spinoza was beiniglerading in certain passages.

My interpretation sees no tension between, for example, passages 1 and 2, on the one
hand, and passages 3 and 4, on the other hand.
1. [A] circle existing in Nature and the idea of the existing circle, which is also in

God, ae one and the same thing, which is explained through different attributes.
(2p7s)

2%5Cl aims of shifts in thought, stages in the thinker
reasonable. Such claims are as expected and as reasonable ag ¢laimsont r adi ction in a th
t hought. As Deigh puts it it is hard enough to achi
fa single work produced in a comparatively short til
producedogr many yearso (Deigh 1996, 35n6) . Neverthel es:

admissions of contradiction, last resort options in my view. They are especially last resort in circumstances

where the thinker eschews contradiction and doekintgelf think there were any such stages of
development. Al assume that as |long as we do not ha)
it should be taken to be continuouso (Melamed 2000,
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2. [T]he Mind and Body are one and the same thing, which is conceived now under
the attribute of Thought, now under the attribute of Extension. (3p2s)

3. Atrue idea . .is something [altogether] different from its object. For a circle is

one thing and an idea of the circle anofhére idea of the circle is not something
which has a circumference and a center, as a circle does. Nor is an idea of the body
the body itselfAnd since it is something different from its object, it will also be
something intelligible through itself. . . . Peter, for example, is something real; but a
true idea of Peter is an objective essence of Peter, and something real in itself, and
altogetherdifferent from Peter himself. . . . From this it is evident that to understand
the essence of Peter, it is not necessary to understand an idea of Peter. (my emphasis
TdIE 3334)

4. The soul . . . hasothing in commowmith the body. . . . [In fact, thene] differs

infinitely from the other. . . . [le object [(that is, the body)] has nothing of thought,
and isreally distinctfrom the soul. (my emphadgi®v/ 2.20.3 anKV app2.8; see

5pref 11/280/1416)

To attribute to Spinoza a stronger sort of sametiegsthe sort on my
interpretation could only be to say that the attributes, rather than being objectively
distinct but inseparable formalities of one and the same substance, are strictly
identicab strictly identical such that there is no ontologicalibttte-plurality. But to
deny ontological attributplurality is, on top of being wrong, to generate tensions that
Spinoza otherwise would not face.

One of the most famous of these tensions, and one that several commentators
suggest to be irresolvalie®is how Thought and Extension can be the same when
Thought, although on ontologicaVenfooting with the other attributess more replete

with modes thamany other attribute A [ T] he attri bute of Thought

scope, 0 as Ts ashtosuggesh hesause rseach moele of Thought there

256 SeeJoachim 1901, 13637; Thomas 1999.
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is a mode of Thought that refers to that mode of Thought (ideas of ideas: see 2p7 and
2p21s) and because there is a mode of Thought for every mode not only of Extension
but also for every other modé the infinite number of attributes (see 2p7 and Ep270).
Spinozads comments in the KV indicate that
finding Spinozads God to be Al opsidedodo in t
And since, as a matter of fact, Nature or God is one lmingdnich infinite attributes
are predicated, and which contains in itself all the essences of created things, it
necessarily follows that of all this there is produced in Thought an infinite Idea,
which comprehends objectively the whole of Nature just msrealiter. (KV app2.4

1/117/2530; see KV 2pref 1/51)

[T]he modes of all the infinite attributes . . . have a soul [(that is, an idea)] just as
much as those of extension do. (KV app2.9)

And here ar e Spi BEtoicswahichkindicatetd samd. r om t he

In God there is necessarily an idea, both of his essence and of everything that
necessarily follows from his essence. (2p3)

Since the view that thought has a wider scope than any one of the other attributes
of God was an acknowledged partof Spma 6 s vi si on fShoom t he ti me
Treatise(seeKV app2.4 1/117/2830,KV app2.9 1/119/1614; see TdIE 99) to the time
of theEthics(see 2p3 and 2p7), it would be strafigeven independent of all my
arguments to the effect that God is bundle ofsefficient attributes really distinct in
the weak (but not strong) seldse saddle Spinoza with any stronger sort of identity
between the attributes than that which obtains between formalities of one substance.

With enough cleverness, and perhaps utilmatf findings from contemporary

257 For more discussion of this issue, see the following. Alexander 1921; Hegel 199%585Della
Rocca 1993; Friedman 1983; Hallett 1930, 54; Harris 1995a; Harris K8%&3ad 2002|aerke 2011;
Marshall 2009; Thomas 1999; Noone 1969; Rice 199 R990b;Schmaltz 1997; S81966; Shein
2009a;Steinberg 1986; Thomas 1994; Wise 1982jrtz 1981.
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philosophy, one can perhaps dodge this problem without accepting my interpretation.

But, as far as | can see, my interpretation

works, is independently right and is, in lighthadw steeped Spinoza was in the Scotian

way of thinking®®i n har mony with Spinozads mindset a
't is understandabl e that some comment at

divine attributes being the same as talk of their being strictly iden#ittar. all, the term

isamed has a range of me a’)iamdgtactidestiyyseci al |y

one of them perhaps one of the more usual (at least in philosophical contexts).

Moreover, Spinozads | anguage s bisiclhimiatmes sugg

2p7s that Ext en soneandthe sade uTbthsotuagrhcdce carmei giht b e

entailing the denial of my claim that Thought and Extension are really distinct, really

distinct in the weak (but not strong) sense (my emphasis). Howevezyandracketing

of f my arguments to the effect that the plu

innocence threatens to transform into something more negative. Such innocence

threatens to transform into something more negative when these veryeotetons turn

around and say that, in light of such strict identity, Spinoza makaaladmission by

allowing that Thought is more replete with modes than any other attribute (or that modes

of one attribute are insusceptible to influence by modes dhanattribute or so on).

258 See Deleuze 1992, 359nX8abbi Menasseh ben Israel is often considered to have been a major

influence on Spinoza (Nadler 1999, 93; Curley 1993, 128) and Mensaseted to have known Scotus,

as well as Aristotle and Aquinas, very well (see Akerman 1990, 154; Idel 19892020&oth 1975, 87

89). Spinoza likely engaged personally with Manasseh (Nadler 199909 ) . Spinoza fAcertain
Conci |l i adMadler&99% 506, PAD)YIn this work, which attempts to explain away biblical
inconsistencies, Menasseh discusses Scotusds views
259 See Copleston 1960, 210.

126



Turning around and saying this is like saying that Leibniz, who holds that Caesar

crossed the Rubicdreely, made datal admission by holding that in the remote past

bef or e Cae s prdetermbeadrattChesar wouldosssthe Rubicon. Just as

the apparent discrepancy between Caesaros
the remote past ought to be regarded as an occasion for going back and seeing if Leibniz
understands freedom in some weaker sense than that iotttmpatibilist, the apparent
discrepancy between the sameness of the attributes and the fact that Thought is the most
replete of the attributes ought to be regarded as an occasion for going back and seeing if
Spinoza understands the attributes to besémee in some weaker sense than that of

strict identity. And just as it turns out that Leibniz understands freedom in a weaker

sense than that of the incompatibilist, it turns out that Spinoza understands the attributes
to be the same in a weaker sensa tihat of strict identity. For Leibniz, Caesar freely
crossed the Rubicon merely because it had been predetermined that hehessld

do so?®® For Spinoza, the divine attributes are the same merely in the sense that they are
formally distinct. That isd say, they are the same merely in the sense that, although

they are ontologically different and on ontological efeoting, one cannot exist

without the others existing (which is why it is true in some s&radbeit a sense that

must be compatible witheah at t r i b uduféciesd tdsay thatganyoreelisfa

necessary and sufficient condition for the othéts).

2605eeTheodicy34, 45,Ani madver si ons on Descayjatt.8s6s Principles
261 See Delahunty 1985, 121.
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4.4.7A bundle, but not of substances

One may raise the following worry. It has been argued that each distinct attribute
of God is selsufficient: in itself, conceived through itself, and sedfused. Each
attribute, therefore, meets the definition of substance (1d3). In this case, the bundle
interpretation, according to which God is the totality of attributes, is committed to the

view thatGod as the totality ofubstance$®? There are two related problems with this.

First, such a conclusion entails a Aradical
that, according to that conclusidgh,Spi noza i s not r é&%Skdond, a subs
and more importantys pi noza expl i citly denies that weac
substance.

From these propositions it is evident that although two attributes may be conceived

to be really distinct (that is, one may be conceived [and consequantlxist (CM

2.5)] without the aid of the other), we can still not infer from that that they constitute

two beings, or two different substances. (1p10s; see Ep. 8)

Here is my response. From 1d3 alone, plucked from the vision of the entire

Ethics we midht be enticed to say that each silfficient attribute is a substance such
that God is the totality of substances. But the correct vantage point is from the whole.
And what we learn as the argument of Btkicsunfolds is that, in the case of God, what
deserves the title of substance is the totality of the attributes. The totality deserves the
title because the attributes all come together in one package of inseparable elements. A

substance, as Spinoza tells us many times over throughout his body ef iwalkits

attributes. That is the full det ai | of wh at

262 5ee Deveaux 2007, 5.
263 in 20064, 6.
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talks about a singtattribute substance, he is saying that the attribute in question is a
substance. And when he talks about a mukgitabute substancég is saying that the
manytogetherare the substance (but not each one individu#ify).
1d3 does not state that a substan@d! igs attributes, to be sure. But that detail
i s brought out i n the course of muste unf ol di
attend to the whole picture to see why there are not many substances (even though early
on in theEthicsthe reality of multiple substances is assumed), we must attend to the
whol e picture to see why Spinoalasstam@ul d not
The Short Treatis@loes present an apparent problem for the view that I just
expressed, however. Perhaps motivating De V
interpretation that Spinozabo6ssustancegsuch t he t o
that 1p14, the proposition that God is the only substance, should be understood as
meaning that f Go dhatissnott ¢toestitwent bf a substaticE’t a n c e
Spinoza does suggests that each attribute is in fact a substance.

Every attribug, or substance, is by its nature infinite, and supremely perfect in its
kind. (KV applp3)

As a |l ast resort, |l could always say tha

expressions. Perhaps that is the case. In the context of the passage, however, | see n

264 Each single attribute of God would thus be its own substaricd t he nature of God did
al l in itself, and make their s egimeedwhy@ueroult mpossi bl e
feels entitled to say that Gpds the totality of an infinite number of attributes, is the sum of an infinite

number ofsubstanced do not express the point that way. But the difference between us is perhaps simply

a differenceire x pr essi on. Guer oul t 6-8ppeamtqgfvieswsssto sap Mineef | ect s a |
reflects a topdown point of view.

265 See Lin 20064, 5; Van Bunge 2012, 27; Wittichius 1695665Gueroult 1968, 161;0eb 1981, 160

166.
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reason why it should not simply be assumed that when Spinoza is considering attributes
here he is thinking of them on their own, rather than together and inseparable as they are
in the case of God. In other words, | see no reason why we should not asapige
that Spinoza is thinking of singktribute substances here, as he does for example in the
early movement of thEthicsPart 1: A A substance of one att
an understatement, in fact. For when we turn to the KV apperafixvirhich the
threatening passage is taken, we are confronted with what is obviously a draft of the
early movement of thEthicsPart 1, where multiple substandesf any number of
attribute® are in play?®® The first proposition of the appendix mirrors 1pheTsecond
mirrors 1p6. The third mirrors 1p8. The fourth mirrors 1p7. In the end, then, we do not
need to conclude, to use the words of Witt.i
constituted by infinite attributes, God is a substance consistimgfofiini t e ¥ubst anc
4.4.7In God, but still seksufficient

Here is a worry that might come to mind even to those who know little about
Spinozads t hought .-suBicentaftributes. Bach sedofficient i t y of s
attribute is in God the wethat an element of a grouping is in that grouping. The
grouping itself deserves the title God. Since it is right to say that any given element of a
grouping isin that grouping, it is right to say that any given attribute of God is in God. It
turns outhowever, that an attribute cannot be in God. For that which is in another is

dependent on that other and is not-salfised (see TdIE 92).

266Forthese reasons ldondtle t he phrase fAsubstantival interpretat
(20064, 5; 2006b, 148) uses to describe the bundle interpretation that | endorse along with Curley (1969,

16-17, 91), Donagan (1988, @®), Gueroult (1968), Loeb (1981, 1666), and Wolf (1966, 59).

267 Wittichius 1695, 66.
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The response to this should be clear. An attribute is not in God in the sense that
what is not in itself is in Godhat is (by 1al and 1d5; see 1p4d and 1p6c), in the way
that a mode is in God. Moreover, Godr the complete grouping of attribuess not
other to a given attri but einGodampuntstoitsa way t h
being inanotherin the sens meant in 1al, that is (and in light of 1d5: see 1p4d and
1p6c), in the sense in which a mode is in another. God is not the totality of its modes for
Spinoza. God is ontologically prior to its modes ($&® 4.8;1p1, 1p5d, 1pl10; KV 1.2
1/25/35). God is ot, however, ontologically prior to a given attribute. God just is the
totality of its attributes. The irelation in question when we say that a given attribute is
inGodisnottheir el ati on i n question when we say th
beingi n God is its being in something ontol ogi
its being in something that rot ontologically prior. That is the key to seeing why an
attributeds being i n -Suffidency af eash atiriikd. Thatesnt r adi ¢
the key to avoid letting the fact that Spinoza will say that attributes are in God confuse
one into thinking that the beirg in question in such a remark is the beingn
guestion at 1al.
4.4.8Had by a Bundle

Let me ease us out of the dission by addressing the following woff§.
Spinoza describes God asubstancehathasattributes or that attributémlongto. This
is a clear violation of bundle theory. So either (a) the bundle interpretation is false or (b)

Spi nozads sdictoty entthe matterc ont r

268 See Odegard 1975, 62
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The adisjunct has already been ruled out. So the question is simply whether
Spinozads system is contradictory on the ma
been raised against Hume, who says that idebmsg tathe mind or hat the minchas
ideas even though he understands the mind to be a bundle of’ftiBas response to
the charge of inconsistency should be obvious (in the case of both Spinoza and
Hume)?’°Bundle theorists are allowed to talk about substances having tritad the
like. One must understand, however, that the substance has an attribute not in the way
that an underlying substratum has a property inhering in it, but rather in the way that a
collection of properties has a property as an element.

4.5 Concluéhg remarks

In this chapter | have argued that Spinoza endorses a bundle analysis of
substances having attributes. He says that substances are just their attributes and his
system demands that substances are just their attributes. | have also argihesl that
particular constituent analysis harmonizes with various Spinozistic positions that might
seem to be in tension with it: Goddés simpl:
Godobés attributes, Godds being lomdesadi ved t hr

different attributesand so oR’*

289 For more info, se Della Rocca 1996, 181n64; Pike 1967.

210 See Della Rocca 1996, 42; Parkinson 1954, 103.

271 According to Deveaux, since the claim that substances are nothing burithea attributes is so

bold, it is expected that Spinoza would have been more explicit about his being committed to such a view.

Deveaux in sinuates, in fact, that the mere boldness of the view alone is some sort of grounds for not

attributing it to Spnoza.
It seems that if Spinoza had been making this strong claim (i.e., that God is identical with the bundle
or collection of distinct attributes) then he would have been more explicit and forward about his
stance. Indeed, it would have been philosoglyiteld for Spinoza to suggest that a thing can be
identified with its . . . attributes. (Deveaux 2007, 122n10)
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Since Spinoza has a bundle conception of substances having attributes, if
Spinoza endorses an antirealist analysis of substances having attributes, then he must be
endorsing specifically a trope bundle analysgikich is the common form that the trope
view takes nowadays (even though many thinkers throughout history have entertained
the tropesubstratunview).

But does Spinoza regard attributes as tropes, nonuniversal natures? It is to this,

and related questns, that | turn in the next chapter.

This seems wrong for various reasons. First of all, the notion that the unpalatableness of a claim amounts
to some sort of reason for not thing it to be true of another is, on my view, bad when learning the

thoughts of another is the goal. Second, | do not think the claim is as bold as it is made out to be. Descartes
seems to have held the view, for example. The view has various other ptetbdmighout the history of
philosophy, such as in Porphyry and Plotinidgmson 2013, 335; Barnes 2003, 41%84; Chiaradonna
2000).Third, Spinoza was explicit that substances are nothing but the totality of their attributes. The
demand that he be moegplicit is unreasonable. It would be reasonable only if he knew the degree to

which he would be misunderstood. But he could not have known the degree to which he would be
misunderstood.
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CHAPTER V (PART 2. SUBSTANCE): SPI NOZAGS

ANALYSIS OF SUBSTANCES HAVING ATTRIBUTES

5.1 Introductory remarks

Part 2 of this project is concerned with showing that Spinoza endorses a bundle
realistanalysis of substances having attributes. | have completed two of three main steps
in my argument. First, | have argued that the attributes of Spinozistic substances are
ontologically authentic. In this case, Spinoza endorses an antirealist analysis of
substances having attributes only if he endorses a trope analysis (that is, a constituent
antirealist analysis). Second, | have argued that Spinozistic substacmesdered
truly, remembed are nothing but the totality of their objectively many attributeghis
case, (1) Spinoza endorses a realist analysis of substances having attributes only if he
endorses a bundlef-universals analysis and (2) Spinoza endorses an antirealist analysis
only if he endorses a bundid-tropes analysis. Here now in the fichlapter of Part 2, |
argue that the attributes of Spinozistic substances are universals (universal natures)
rather than tropes (nonuniversal natufé$hn this case, Spinoza endorses a buodie
universals analysis instead of a burafdropes analysis.

Making this final step is important not merely in that it completes what | set out
to show. As | mentioned in trncluding remarks of Chapter,lihterpreters of

Spinoza tend to assume that the falsity of the nonconstituent interpretation, the

212 My argument thus runs against what has recently been arguedlayiial(2008).
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interpreation according to which attributes of substances are not ontologically authentic,
entails the falsity of the antirealist interpretation. Consider the words of Wolfson.
[I]f universals have no reality at all, then . . . definitions are purely nonandlthe
essence of the subject defined is in reality simple. The problem of essential attributes
is thus a problem of universals, the controversy between realism and nomfdalism.
And consider the words of Haserot.
The problem of the status of univershés thus direct relevance to any general
interpretation of Spinoza. For to hold that Spinoza is a nominalist is not compatible
with the premise that the attributes have real as compared to mental existence. . . .
The nominalist interpretation of Spinozandands the subjectivity of the attributes.
Without such an assumption its case is f65t.
The assumption expressed by both Wolfson and Haserot, however commonsensical it
may be, is problematic. To hold that the falsity of the nonconstituent interpretation
means the falsity of the antirealist interpretation, to hold that the ontological authenticity
of attributes means the ontological authenticity of universals, is to disregard the
longstanding option that attributes are tropes. My final step is impottant, in that it
does consider the trope option.
5.2 Case 1l
Spinoza endorses an antirealist analysis only if he regards attributes as tropes,
nonuniversal natures. That this is true is guaranteed by the previous chapters of Part 2.

But does Spinoza regatidem as tropes? It seems clear that he does not. Consider the

following argument.

273\Wolfson 1934, 148; sed/olfson 1937b, 313B11.
274 Haserot 1950, 47084,
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(Premise 1) If attribute Fness is a trope, then if there are two distinct F substances,
the Fness in the one is nonidentical to the Fness in the other even when the Fness in
the one is indiscernible from the Fness in the other.
(Premise 2) It is not the case that if there are two distinct F substances, then the
Fness in the one is nonidentical to the Fness in the other even when the Fness in the
one is indiscernible from tHeness in the other.
(Conclusion) Therefore, it is not the case that attribute Fness is a trope.
What justifies premise 1? Why, in other words, is the following true? If attribute
Fness is a trope, then if there are two distinct F substances, the Riessne is
nonidentical to the Fness in the other even when the Fness in the one is indiscernible
from the Fness in the othérAccording to trope theory, to say that two distinct
substances agree in attribute or have an attribute in common is to séethtitibute of
the one resembles but is nonidentical to the attribute of the other. Their nonidentity is a
given precisely because they are tropes. Tropes are nonunilsrsiaésr nature they
are particularén themselvesot as a result of any extatrfactor. For if they were
particularize@® nonuniversalized by something external, then they would just be

universals in themselves. That they are particulars in themselves is significant for seeing

why premi se 1 holndmsericaldfferen@c khdessance adthes ,
part i’CBé@ausDe numerical difference is the e
particular$®and because tropes are particulars, 0

215Burns 1914, 88, 99; see Cross 2010; Edwards 1969, 228; Robinson 2014; Spade 19%4el11A198,
213215, 233.
276 Robinson 2014.

136



not identical across different [individuals], as universails €’ Hénce, and in the words

of Pickavance, #fA[Ju]lniversals but®Amsot partic

Doug Ehring puts it, Awith universals,

sufyci ent ?YToopes, theneanctentitieshas® indiscernibility, in the words

of Campbell, dis rf®and tsusivihbse distinetiont fromeach i dent i
other is, so Levin %ays, fdirreducibly pri
Of course, since the principle of suffi

system (see 1a2, 1p7d, 1p8s2, 1p11d2; 1p16; 1318)ch talk of primitive distinction
is to be understood (lest we outright beg the question against the trope interpretation) in
thewelcomedsense of primitiveness. That is to say, it is to be understomgasing
that their distinction from each other is due to nothingthemselvealone It is to be
understood as meaning this rather than that their distinction from each other is
guaranteed by some brute fiat that has no answenasytdn effect, theidistinction
from one another is to be understood as primitive in the serssdfgfounded rather
than truebut-ungroundedf®?

What justifies premise 2? How is it certain, in other words, that Spinoza believes
the following? It is not the case thathiere are two distinct F substances, then the Fness

in the one is nonidentical to the Fness in the other even when the Fness in the one is

277 Armstrong 1989, 114.

278 pickavance2008, 148.

219 Ehring 2004, 22230.

280 Campbell 1990, 44.

281 evin 2002, 133; see Pickavance 2008, 148; Maurin 200ZTHi@t 1998, 21315, 233:Thiel 2011,
21; Stout 1936, 9.

282 5ee Della Rocca 2002; Della Rocca 2003a.

283 See Istvan 2011, 171ff; Rosen 20105-117; Schaffer 2010, 37; Young 1974, 184.
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indiscernible from the Fness in the otideAccording to Spinoza, since the Fness in the
one substance would be petlg similar, absolutely indiscernible, from the Fness in the
other substance (see 1p5d), the Fness in the one would have to be strictly identical to the
Fness in the other (1p4 plus 1p5#)How so? Spinoza tells us how so at 1p5d. Since
the Fness of thene and the Fness of the other are not discernible from each other (as
the trope theorist will grant), and since angdedissimilarity between the Fness of the
one and the Fness of the other fails to make them dissimilar (as Spinoza demands:
1p5d), they mst therefore be identical (by 1p4). If the Fness in the one is nonidentical
to the Fness in the other, then as far as Spinoza is concerned the concept of each should
be different somehow; the Fness in the one should be discernible from the Fness in the
other; there must be some fl egitimateo expl ar
Spinoza, it is not the case that if there are two distinct F substances, then the Fness in the
one is nonidentical to the Fness in the other even when the Fness in the one is
indiscernible from the Fness in the other. Indeed, on the assumption that there are two
distinct F substances for Spinoza, it is necessarily the case that the Fness in the one is
strictly identical to the Fness in the other when the Fness in the onéstseimible from
the Fness in the other.

Such is the basic argument against the view that attributes are nonuniversals for
Spinoza. Here it is in more relaxed terms. Spinoza says that if we assume that there are
two substances indiscernible in terms ofilatire Fness (but discernible in terms of

mode) (1p5d 11/48/10), then the Fness in one would be strictly identical to the Fness in

284See Della Rocca 2008, 196; Steinberg 1984, 309.
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the other. The Fness in the one would be strictly identical to the Fness in the other
because, so at least Spinoza thinksidugh to point out, the Fness in the one would be
indiscernible from the Fness in the other (1p5d I1/48%3 Trope theory, however,
necessarily denies that the indiscernibility of the two substances in terms of Fness entails
the identity of the two suksnces in terms of Fness. If there are two distinct F
substances on trope theory, then the Fness attribute in one is nonidentical to the Fness
attribute in the other. Therefore, it is not the case that Fness is a trope, a nonuniversal
nature.
5.3 Case 2
If Spinoza endorses atregpeh e or et i c al anal ysis of a sut
attribute, then he cannot advocate hisrajportant 1p5 view that numerically distinct
substances indistinguishable in terms of attribute are truly identical (see 1p5d). Trope
theoly denies the truth of this thesis. As even antirealist interpreters of Spinoza
sometimes realiz€°to say that qualitative indiscernibility between supposedly distinct
substances entails their numerical identity is precisely to deny trope theory. Consider
what Melamed says, for example.
[ One] conflict between Spinozads view and
of perfectly similar tropes, which Spinoza, following his endorsement of the Identity
of Indiscernibles (E1p4), would be pressed toatef&

Before taking a closer look at how the constituent antirealist analysis of

substances having attributes undermines 1pb5

285 See Melamed 2009, 74n182; Melamed 2013d, 56n186.
286 Melamed 2009, 74n182.
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that there cannot be two or more substances of the same at¥f)btiere is a rendition

of 1p5d2%
Assume that there are numerically different substances, s1 and s2, of the same nature
or attribute (11/48/10). For example, assume that there are two distinct F substances.
Things can be numerically different only if they are different in tesfmaodes or in
terms of attributes (1p4 in light of 1p5d). (Mode difference and attribute difference
are the only candidate grounds for numerical distinction because whatever is is either
in itself or in another (1al), that is, whatever is is either atanbs (1d3) or a mode
(1d4), and a substance is the tiyadf its attributes (Chapter IM) Since s1 and s2
are both of the same nature or attribute, the explanation for their numerical
difference can only be that they have different modes. The problératieven the
most drastic difference in mere modes cannot ground the numerical difference
between substances. For substances are prior in nature to modes (T2 4.8;
1p5d, 1p10; KV 1.2 1/25/35 as is clear by the asymmetrical dependence relation
betveen substances and modes: modes depend on substances whereas substances do

not depend on modes (see 1d3 and #¥Bince substances are numerically

287 As Spinoza puts it in th8hort Treatisewhat can be said of one substance cabedaid of another

substance (KV applpld 1/115).

288 |f there were two or more distinct substances, they would have to be distinguished from one another
either by a difference in their attributes, or by a difference in their affections (by 1p4). If caly by
difference in their attributes, then it will be conceded that there is only one of the same attribute. But
if by a difference in their affections, then since a substance is prior in nature to its affections (by 1p1),
if the affections are put to one sided [the substance] is considered in itself, that is (by 1d3 and 1a6),
considered truly, one cannot be conceived to be distinguished from another, that is (by 1p4), there
cannot be many, but only one [of the same natusgtribute]. (1p5d)

289 This beingthe case, we must bracket off the modes in order to consider a substance as it truly is (1d3

and 1a6). This claim that we must bracket off modes when considering substance in its truth is another

aspect of 1p5d that is commonly attacked (see, forexaBmen net t 1984, 67) . Per haps

this. If we cannot bracket off modes, then modes are somehow essential to the being of a substance. In that
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different only if they have different attributes (1p4 in light of 1p5d and 1p1), the

opening assumpti@tha s1 and s2 are of the same nature or attrébigeabsurd.

Therefore, there cannot be two or more substances of the same nature or &tribute.

Here now is a closer look at how the constituent antirealist analysis of substances

having attributes undermin€&sp i nozadés 1p5d. By granting (a)
nonidentical substances (s1 and s2) that are indistinguishable in terms of attribute (which
Spinoza does at 1p5d 11/48/10), and by granting (b) that Spinoza endorses a trope
analysis of substanchsaving attributes, we are granting that substances s1 and s2 have
attributes that are indistinguishable and yet nonidentical. The problem is clear right
away. For Spinoza, there is numerical difference between substances only if there is
gualitative diffeence between them (dissimilarity of the diverse: the contrapositive
rendering of the identity of indiscernibles) (1p4 in light of 1p5d). If he thought that
indi scernible fAattri bulPP $p7sdl6l/2prightoeDPP i es [ or
1d5 1/15014-16; see Ep. 56} were nonidentical, then he would be barred from saying

that s1 and s2 are the same substances. Spinoza does not endorse the trope analysis.

case, understanding a substance requires understanding its modes. Clearly, each mode of a sndistance is
identical to substance. Indeed, even the heap of all modes of a substance is not identical to that substance.
Hence, if understanding substance requires understanding its modes, then understanding a substance

requires understanding some other, whiclm&pa denies (1d3). For a good explication of this sort of

defense for why it is correct to bracket off modes in order to conceive of a substance in its truth, see Lin

2004, 140. For an additional explanation of why modes need to be bracketed off wheéerocana

substance truly, see Nadler 2006;63 . Notice also that Spinozads pushir
odds with Hegel. Hegel thinks that what individuates the multiple instantiations of a given substantial

universal such as human is the pnties inhering in those instances (see Stern 2007, 132).

2°For Platods similar argument concerning why there
forms for Bed, seRepublic597c.

291 See Giancotti Boscherini 1970, 893.
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What Spinoza does is take attributes to be universals, and thus identical in all
purported inances®? That is a key assumption in his showing the absurdity of
granting, at 1p5d, that there are numerically nonidentical substances indistinguishable in
terms of attributé®® That, in other words, is what allows his positednyt o be At ur ned
(versu3i nt o unhwyn,eoi i accord with the meaning of
( Aiwreir Sasmd i n accord with Socratesds cl aim
singular and foe to the plur&® Thus Fullerton, at least insinuating that he takes 1p5d as
evidence that the attributes are universals, writes the following.
But a careful reading of the AEthics, 0 se:
ithe fixed and et er na P9areunivergadso. ..[O{thishat i s,
there is sanuch evidence that it is a little difficult to know what passages to choose
in illustration of the fact. To prove that there cannot be in the universe two or more
substances of the same nature, or with the same attribute, Spinoza argues as follows
[at 1p5: (Fullerton then gives the proof)]. . . . One gets by this mode of procedure
[ at 1p5d], not a dAparticular afffrmative
If substance [(that is, its nature)]is . . . a universal, it is of course absurd tao$peak
several substances [of the same nature]. We cannot keep things separate from each
other when we have left them nothing but their common ©re.

To be sure, finding Spinozads 1p5d concl usi

had by many substaas) to contradict the thesis that attributes are universals, several

292 seeHoffheimer 1985237-238. Universals are identical in all purported instances barring certain

strange maneuvers that certain realists might make, such as saying that the Fness of o is not identical with
the inherently exactly similar Fness of p since o and p are, saffeiredt possible worlds.

293 There are other assumptions,essuc h as t hat this x6s having differe
in securing the distinctness of x and x (1p1). But that is not important for me to bring up here. | purposely
avoided gettig into the details of 1p5.

%See Lewis and Short 1990, fdAuniversus. 0

2% See Platdvieno77a.

2% See TdIE 10410; Melamed 2013b, 11n16; Nadler 2006,%8 but see Della Rocca 1996, 187n16.

297 Fullerton 1899, 39.

29%8 Fyllerton 1894, 237.
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commentators see 1p5d as definitive proof that Spinozistic attributes are in fact
nonuniversalé® Basile writes as follows, for example.
[T]o be a universal is to be something that carnad by many. Clearly, such an
interpretation [where the attributes are
SharedAttributes Thesis [(that is, the conclusion of 1p5d)] entirely unintelligitsfe.
Far from being definitive proof that Spinozistic attribusé#s nonuniversals, however,
upon consideration it is clear that 1p5d operates on the very assumption that attributes
are universals.
Look at it this way. Spinoza would be holding that attributes are self
particularized if he were regarding attributes asuniversals. In other words, if
attributes are tropes, particularized natures, for Spinoza, then they must be particular due
to nothing but themselves. First, all true particulars are, as Ockham says, particular
through themselve¥! If attributes were péicularized by something else, that is, if their
particularitymakers were beyond or other to them, then they would be in themselves
nonparticulars, that is, universals, and so not tré&econd, if attributes were
particularized by something else, theguld have to be understood through an other,
which Spinoza denies is the case with attributes (see 1p10). Third, there is nothing else
in Spinozads ontology besi desmakeoales t hat ca

attributes anyway, and Spinoza says thades cannot play such a role (1pl in light

1p5d). Thus, if Spinoza were a trope theorist and he posited (as he is willing to do at

29 See Hubner forthcoming; Kessler 1971b, 110, 146.

300 Basile 2012, 32.

301 ScotusOrdinatiol, d. 2, . 6, n. 108.07;see Cross 2010; Edwards 1969, 228; Spade 1994T hi&l;
1998, 213215, 233.

302 See Istvan 2011.
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1p5d) two exactly similar attributes, then he would be barred from ever collapsing them
into one. He would be barred besateach would be sgtarticularized. As self
particularized, their distinction would be unassailable on mere grounds of
indiscernibility 33
| take it that many commentators implicitly agree with what | am saying here.

Consider Lino6s sdttaratenalent about 1p5 an

Spinoza believes that no two substances can share an attribute. This is because if

they did, it would not be possible to distinguish them, and so their nonidentity would

be a brute fact, which is raisnd out by
As | already pointed out, and in contrast to what MacLeod and Rubenstein seem to
think,3°° the nonidentity needot be a brute fact in theadsensé the sense that violates
explanatory rationalisr#® For if Spinozistiattributes weréropes they would be
nonidentical not by some external fiat, but by their own natures. Their nonidentity would

be seltgrounded rather than trdmit-ungrounded. (To say otherwise, in fact, is to say

that they are, in themselves, universals). The fact that Lin assbenaeridentity would

be a brute factintheads e n s e | the sense that vi ol at es

rationalism, 0 shows that he /s assuming
5.4 Case 3
That Spinoza is committed to a realist analysis of substancegghatttiibutes

should be clear. ANomi nal i st s, and this

303 evin 2002, 133; see Pickavance 2008, 148; Maurin 200/ Hi&t 1998, 21215, 233Thiel 2011,
21; Stout 1936, 9.

304Lin 2006b, 3; see Flage 1989, 150.

305 MacLeod and Rubenstein 2005.

306 See Istvan 2011, 171ff; Rosen 2010, -115; Schaffer 2010, 37; Young 1974, 184.

307 See also Flage 1989, 150; Melamed 2012c, 215.

144

Spi

S

he



guestion whether the samenessamdprepertyeen dAdi ff
being ofthesamek i nd, and s o on o0 *%Spimzapoehe Gonttany,i ct i der
says yes. And yet the notion that Spinozistic attributes are nonuniversals is entrenched

even among those interpreters that grant their ontological authenticity. For the sake of

the argument, then, | will now highlight some additional-&minozistic results that

follow from the assumption that attributes are tropes.

One worry for the trope interpretation is what contemporary metaphysicians have
called Athe swapping problem. 0 Such worries
thehis ory of phil osophy. Praaeddm o#ithe Svdscatshinmgn 8 o f
example from the early modern period (see A
canonical statement of the problem.

Suppose . . . we are dealing with property tropes, amdth t he t wo tr opes i
and P66, resemble exactly. Since the two -
appears to make sense that insteaalofa v i n gbhPadv ianrngd P66, t he t wo
should have been swapped. [It is surely a mark agaimst theeory that it tolerates
such an empty possibilityy
For a more concrete picture as to what is going on here, consider (as Edwards does) two
spheres having exactly similar but nonidentical roundness tropes. Armstrong, like
Edwards before him, is sagrnhat trope theory tolerates an empty possibility: that no

discernible change in the reality whatsoever would result from the swapping of each

roundness.

308 Armstrong 1997, 15.
309 Armstrong 1989, 132.
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If Spinoza regards attributes as tropes, then there seems to be no sufficient
explanation for why péectly resembling attributes of supposedly distinct substances are
nonidentical (for why, in short, this Fness is not that Fness). There would be no way to
tell apart the preswapped state of affairs from the state of affairs where the Fness tropes
have ben swapped. Since the swapped andswapped versions could not be told
apart even by the most powerful mind, there seems no explanation for denying the
identity of the purportedly two Fness attribut¥sThis would suggest to Spinoza, and
all thoroughgoig explanatory rationalists, that there is no reason to keep saying that
there are two: this Fness and that Fness. Saying that there aresHagissr than just
Fness, would violate the explanatory rationalism that Spinoza appears to accept (1az2,
1p7d, 118s2, 1p11d2, 1p16, 1p18Y. This sort of issue does not arise when one
considers attributes to be universals. The supposed substances would have one and the
same Fness.

To be sure, and as Armstrong does not fail to admit, the empty possibility of
swappings not necessarily decisive against trope theory in general. Without a proof for
the fact that such swapping is impossible, trope theory could just bite this unattractive
bullet. But while such an empty possibility may be nothing more than a tolerable flaw
for a trope theorist today, Spinoza would reject the entire view based on that one flaw

alone.

310See Edwards 1969, 2228.
311 See Della Rocca 2002; Della Rocca 2003a. Leibniz, who explicitly advocates the principle of sufficient
reason, at least thinks this way. For a good discussion of this, see Res&h&l197
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Spinoza would also face a problem in 1p14d, the official proof for substance

monism, if he accepts that attributes are tropes. Here is a brief renditiordaf. 1p1
A substance with all the attributes, God, necessarily exists (1p11). Any proposed
other substance must have at least one attribute (1d4). Substances cannot have any
attribute in common (1p5). It follows, therefore, that there can be only one
substanceGod.

What problem would Spinoza face in 1p14d if he accepts that attributes are
tropes? Assume that Spinoza accepts the trope view. On this assumption, when Spinoza
grants that, say, a singstribute substance exists in addition to God, he would tiereb
be granting that there is an attribute not identical to any that God has. To be sure, this
attribute wildl be indiscernible from one
nothing absurd with saying that this indiscernibility does not mean idevtiy would
it be a problem to say that the substance posited in addition to God has an attribute that
God does not have? Because God is the substancallitie attributes. So the
unfortunate consequence of Spinoza accepting the trope view is thah/geamts, at
1pl4d, that there is another substance in addition to God he is saying that the being with
all the attributes does not have all the attributes.

There is only one way to avoid the repugnant consequence of saying that the
being with all theattributes possible does not have all the attributes possible. That way is
simply to maintain that, since God has all the attributes possible, we are unable to

assume, even for reductio, that there is another substance in addition to God. We are
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unable taassume that there is another substance because as soon as we assume that there
is another substance we get an attribute distinct from any of the ones that God has.
Not only is this tactic ad hoc and abs#ttiSpinoza does not permit it. Hioes
grant, hedoesassume, that there is another substance in addition to God for the sake of
his reductio.
5.5 Case 4
It is clear that Spinoza cannot endor se
attributes. But do we really have to say, positively, that Spinozs givealist analysis
of Godobébs having attri but enedteathamttvibubeanmd, we when
indeed, necessarily so?
The cold response is this. If Spinoza does not give an antirealist analysis of
Godobés having attr i kealistanalysis. tf thesattributes aremots t gi v e
particulars, then they must be universals. A particular is a nonuniversal. The domain of
the universal and the domain of the nonuniversal are exhaustive and mutually exclusive:
there is no overlap between thenddheir union comprises all possible elements.
Do | need to say anything else than this? If | take my cue from Spinoza, whose
golden maneuver is the indirect proof, then the answer is no. But can | add anything that
will make us more comfortable with sag positively that the attributes are universals
even though there can be only one instantiation of each attribute? I think so.
Consider the following argument for the view that Spinozabigradle realist

when it comes to substances having attributeat iBito say, consider the following

312 5ee Edwards 1969, 2228.
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argument for the view that Spinoza endorses the following positions: (a) each substance
is nothing but its attributes and (b) the attributes of a substance are universals.
(Premise 1) If Spinoza rules @utategorically and under all circumstanceshe
reality of multiple distinct substances exactly similar in attributesely based on
their being exactly similar in attributethen he must be endorsing the following
positions (in addition, of course, to the positioattmodes do not play any role in
grounding the numerical distinction of substances): (a) each substance is nothing but
its attributes; (b) the attributes of a substance are universals.

Here is why endorsing positieamis necessary for the antecedent ehpse 1. If
substances are not just their attributes (the qubfitasentities there are at the level of
substancesonsidered truly , t hen what that is going to me
context (just as much as in ours) is that each substanceatdts a substratum: a bare
particular in which its attributes inhet¥.Since substrata are particulars, the substratum
that each substance is at its core is necessarily numerically distinct from any other
substratuni!* Substrata, therefore, prevent salostes from collapsing into one; they are
guarantors of numerical distinctness between substditdesssell, who perhaps
gleaned from Spinoza dissatisfaction with the view of substances as substrata in which
properties inheré'® rejects the substrata viewrfthis reasorl’ The substrata view

allows something that Russell (like Spinoza) apparently finds repugnant: that two

313 See Melamed 2009, 74.

314 SeeBurns 1914, 88, 99; see Cross 2010; Spade 1994, 171.
315 McTaggart 1927, ch. 5 and ch.10 of vol. 1.

316 SeeBlackwell 1985.

317 See Russell 1940, ch. 6.
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substances may have all their properties in common and yet still 5&*8meach
substance for Spinoza, as weeallly in fact know (see @pter I\), must be exhausted
by its attributes.
Here now is why endorsing positin®d namely, that attributes are universals
is necessary for the antecedent of premise 1. If attributes were not universals, that is, if
they were particulars, then each substawould have its own attribute numerically
distinct from any other attribute of any other substance, numerically distinct even if
exactly similad as numerically distinct as the two pennies before me. Since, in the
wor ds of nunericdididferenced t he essenceeOmmifticurhe part i
are those entities whose distinction from each other is unassailable on mere grounds of
indiscernibilit’*such thateven ndi scer ni bi l ity HfAi*Asnot suffi
Melamed seems on the verge ofinioig,>?2 such particularized attributes, therefore,
prevent substances from collapsing into one. Since they are particulars, they are
guarantors of numerical distinctness between substadc€s.Williams makes the
point as follows.
Particular entities &those which do not conform to the principle of the identity of
indiscernibles, which is that identity of kind entails identity of case; that is,
particulars are entities which may be exactly similar and yet not only distinct but

discrete®?®

Ehring nicey reiterates the point.

318 See Bradley 1986; Russell 2008.

319See Buns 1914, 88, 99; see Cross 2010; Edwards 1969, 228; Robinson 2014; Spade 1994, 171.
3201 evin 2002, 133; see Pickavance 2008, 148; Maurin 200 Hi@t 1998, 213215, 233Thiel 2011,

21; Stout 1936, 9.

321 Campbell 1990, 44.

322 Melamed 2009, 74n182.

323 williams 1986, 3.
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Universals, but not particulars, satisfy this principle [(the principle of the identity of
indiscernibles)]. . . . Exact similarity is sufficient for identity for universals.

Inherently exactly similar universals are identical retter how they are related

spatially or causally (or temporally). . . . [But] particulars do not satisfy this same

identity condition. . . . [F]or universals, but not tropes, inherent exact similarity is
sufycient for i dent i tingfortrepasdo pboskessrsechans no o
unrestricted capaciti#*

Nolan suggests that attributes must not be particulars for Spinoza for this very
reason. Nolan suggests this in a quick-idsmment while pointing out that, because a
Cartesian substance is notfinut its attribute$? Descartes is entitled to a plurality of
substances only if attributes are particulars, tropes, rather than universals.

Descartesdos theory of wuniversals is a cor
Attributes . . . are not unérsals . . . ; they are always particular. . . . An attribute [for
Descartes] cannot be something that many things share [as in the case with

universals] because, if it were, then all substances which shared it would be

identical. If substance A is idendéitwith the attribute [Fness (as on the bundle

view)] and substance B is identical with [Fness] then, by the transitivity of identity,

A and B are also identicabpinoza would approve of this resoltt Descartes would

not. For Descartes, all substances r@ally distinct, meaning, at the very least, that

they are nonidenticdf®

Jarrett seems to be making the same point in the following passage.

|l turn now to what might be taken to be a
there could be more @n one thinking substance, or more than one extended

substance. . . . The objection is that for there to be more than one, say, thinking

substance, there would have to be at least two substances that have the same
attribute. . . .S oljeetisncsaems te medtsbe deaars livethat itt o t h
is false that for there to be two or more thinking substances there would have to be at

least two substances with the same attribute. It is just that there would have to be

(besides the substances) twaibtites, each of which is thought of by means of the

same general concépviz., the concept of thought. That is, Descartes will hold that

my essence, which is describable as 6thin
essence, which is also describaldeaét hi nki ng. 6 Here we seem
between Descartes and SpinéZa.

324 Ehring 2004, 22231.

325 SeePrinciples of Philosophy/63.
326 My emphasis Nolan 1998, 17(r1.
327 Jarrett 1981, 356.
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Whitehead al so seems to hold that Spinozabds
enabled him to move from substance pluralis
thatent i ti es can be fAdescribed by universal sso
him to collapse many substances into one.
An actual entity cannot be described, even inadequately, by universals. . .. The
contrary opinion led to the collapse of Deseast6 s many substances in
one substanc&®
Such understanding, although not applied directly to Spinoza, is reflected as well in the
following claim by 2d" century trope theorist Stout about how substance monism is a
natural corollary of realismoncerning universals (plus, so some say, a few more

premises)

[T]he doctrine that qualities and relations are universals, leads naturally, if not
inevitably, to the denial of an ultimate plurality of substariégs.

As is clear in his dictionary entry gkbelard, Bayle certainly agrees that realism
concerning universals is what allows Spinoza to arrive at the view that there can be only
one substance. In that entry Bayle describes how Abelard conviced his teacher, William
of Champeaux, to renouncerealism Cl eari ng Champeaux06s mind ¢
amounted, so Bayle writes, to clearing Chan
a footnote following this remark, Bayle expounds upon the link between realism and
Spinozism. Here is what Bayle writes.

[As Abel ard correctly notes, the believer

same thing exists essentially and wholly in every one of its individuals, among
which there is no difference as to essence, but only a variety arising from a number

328 \Whitehead 1978, 48.
329 SeeMackenzie 1922, 191.
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ofaccidemt s. 0 The Scuniversaldfamale& pattenredrttheisunitas
formalis a parte reiare not wide of this notion. Now | say, that Spinozism is only
carrying this doctrine further: for, according to the followers of Scotus, universal
naturesare indivisibly the same in every one of their individuals: the human nature
of Peter is indivisibily the same with the human nature of Paul. Upon what
foundation do they say this? Why, because the same attribute of man, which is
applicable to Peter, agre with Paul. This is the very fallacy of Spinozism. The
attribute, say they, does not differ from the substance, of which it is predicated:
therefore, wherever the same attribute is found, there is the same substance; and
consequently, since the sameihtite is found in all substances, there can possibly
be but one substance. There is, then, but one substance in the universe; and all the
variety we see in the world is but different modifications of one and the same
substancé?®

In crystalized form, antiringing out what is most relevant to me here, Bayle is saying
this. Realists hold that the same thing exists wholly in every one of its individuals,
which are individuated by nothing but their accidents. Spinoza holds this too. But
Spinoza also holds (ihat substances are just their attributes and (2) that ddtes
i a ¢ ¢ i docamatirsdividuate substances (being that modes are ontologically
posterior to substances). In light of his realism plus his endorsement of these two
additional points, Spinozariils there to be nothing left to individuate substances.
Spinoza concludes, therefore, that there is only one substince.

The understanding that realism opens the door to substance monism is

widespread throughout the history of philosophy. We see it gleadugh in the above

0Bayle 1991, entry ‘dadetD26b30r2alived aitemissoaespordso Bayte lor
Spinozaés behalf by noting that what Bayle says cani
an antirealist.

Abélard, écrif Bayl e], fidi sputa contre |l ui avec tant de fo
| 6opéa de renoncer ° son sentiment, qui ®tait dans
voyons Spinoza énoncer sur la question des universaux une théorie clairement nominaliste (voir

Ethique, Il, prop. 40, scolie 1). . . Il y a la de quoi laigseleur lieu les essences supistoriques du

nominalisme et du réalisme. (Jolivet 1992, 112)
3Bt should also be noted that Bayl ed sTheaemifl68hent her e
as well Bayle 1727 4.134)ncoporates a rather stocledieval argument used by antirealists to argue that
realism is absurd\ori 2014, 88).
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passage from Bayle (as well as in the remarks from Nolan, Jarrett, Whitehead, and

Stout). We see it from Abelard to David of Dinant to Leibniz to Mendelssohn to Maret

to Bradley to De Wulf*> Mo ni sm appears to Ilemgcalbrel Wul f e x|
necessary conseque® assMaretfputsdtxirom reatismmtorthea |l i s m. 0
denial of substance pluralism and the affir
but on¥Prséespmably, that fAone squotepsaysiha what

it is: (1) affirm that substances are nothing but their universal attrib(tés[ t | he at t r i b
say they, does not di fdffienrthattmodescaindte subst anc
individuate substancgsv ar i ety c aanumberofrcics €. & s besidem

the point here, but | would add that there is at least one mordistepome way of

overcoming the following grounds for how monism can be resisted even when

substances are nothing but their universal attributes and modestiadividuate

substance® An attribute of one substance is always going tobgactly similar to an

attribute of a supposed other substance. This is true even if the attribute of the one is

called by the same name as the attribute of the other andf éhemlifference between

the attribute of the one and the attribute of the other is infinitesimal and imperceptible.

The Extension of substancel, for example, is not exactly similar to the Extension of

substance2 justas,andtolse i bni z6s fFeamomshegsampswer to C

Bayle 1991, entry on fASpinozad note A; Bayle 1991,
1981, 2.27; Copleston 1960, 2901; Gottlieb 2003, 18%5ottlieb2011, 101 Christian Brothers 1893,

97; Hunt 1866, 14148; Steinhart 2004, 6&tern 2007, 134fiMackenzie 1922, 19T;urner 1830,

495n19, 512Burns 1914, 79, 82, 91, 96; Mameron 2010; Haeckel 1894; Hobhouse 1918T&gtor

1972a, 19a191; Plumptrel878, 299300; Jolivet 1992, 11Allbutt 1901, 3536; Windelband 1901, 408

410;Coffey 1917, 303804, De Wulf 1952, 154Whitehead 1978, 48.

333 De Wulf 1952, 154.

334 See Hunt 1866, 14748.
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Reply, this drop of milk here is never exactly similar to any other drop of milk (perhaps
in anyrespecty®
(Premise 2) Spinoza does rule dwategorically, and under all circumstantehe
reality of multiple distinct shistances exactly similar in intrinsic attributasrely
based on their being exactly similar in attribu{sse 1p4lp5d, 1p14d).
Premise 1 and premise 2 together entail that Spinoza endorses (a) the view each
substance is nothing but its attributes andife view that the attributes of a substance
are universals. In contemporary lingo, from premise 1 and premise 2 it follows that
Spinoza must be endorsing a bundfainiversals analysis of substances having
attributes. This makes sense, of course. Waadly have independent proof that Spinoza
endorses bundle realism (Chapi¥émlus earlier portions of Chaptern.V
It is often considered a bad thing nowadays to be told that you endorse bundle
realism. Why would such a diagnosis lead to despair? Well |duealism entails, as is
the consensus anyway, a view that many regard as too ridiculous even to be considered:
that indiscernibility entails identity (the principle of the identity of indiscernibi®s).
Beebee, Effingham, and Goff put the problem nicely.
There is a significant difficulty facing the bundle theorist who takes properties to be
universals. This is because the conjunction of bundle theory and realism about
universals entails that two distinct objects cannot have all the same properties. If

object x is just a bundle of its properties, [and if] object y is just a bundle of its
properties, and the properties of x are numerically identical to the properties of y

3%Butsed. ei bni zo-Metfidaplyysiad al Pr ieheindidtes thai in ¢eftain8e8pedts. Her
things can be exactly similar, just never in their entireties (Leibniz 2006048ee als®ussell 2008, 59).

Some commentators hold that Berkeley is committed to the exantiiar-in-no-respect view, the view

that things can be inherently exactly similar in no respect (Muehlmann 1992, 49). Other commentators

argue that this is not the case, saying instead that Berkeley merely endorses what Leibniz does in the
ALogMetadphysical Principleso (see McKim 1997).

336 See Armstrong 1978, 91; Rodrigudereyra, 2004, 72.
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(being [that they are] universals), it follows that x is numerically identical to y.
However, it seems eminently possible for there to be two distinct objects with all the
same properties. [Hence bundle realism is faced with a major problem, one that
many regard as devastating: they are committed to the view that indiscernibility
entails idetity.] 3’

Here is Armstrong now.
If the bundleof-universals view is correct, then it follows that two different things
cannot have exactly the same properties, where properties are universals. For given
this theory, they would be exactly the same thihgwever, against the Bundle
theory, it seems possible that two things should have exactly the same properties,
that is, be exactly alike [and still be two]. . . . What | have just said is recognized to
be an important argument against the buaddaniversls analysis. . . . [For if
individuals] are just bundles of universals, then different [individuals] must contain
at least one different universal [lest they be one and the $&me].

In the face of such a problem many renounce their bundle realism and,
depending on whether they are more wedded to the bundle conception of substances or
the realist conception of attributes, either go with a bundle antirealist view or a
substratum realist view. Both options, of course, stave off the above problem. For
numeria | di fference i s, i n Robinsonb6s words nc
identityo of both tropes and substrata (sin
nonuniversals§3®

Those not frightened out of their bundle realism by the realization that it seems
to entail such a despised principle, tend nevertheless to develop strategies to be able to

keep their bundle realism without having to keep the prinéf§iéne might say, for

337 Beebee, Effingham, and Goff 2011, 23.

338 Armstrong 1989, 6466.

339 Robinson 2014.

340Here is a common move made to show that bundle realism is compatible with distinct but indiscernible
bundle individual§see RodriguePereyra, 2004). (1) For all bundle realism says, each individual is
entirely constituted by its universals. This entails merely that individuals with all their properties in
common have the same constituents. It does not entail that Wesgwlividuals are numerically identical.
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example, that there are stilanybundle substances but it is just that thesenaultiple
instantiationsof one and the same bundle substance.
Whether this and related strategies are viable is not my question here. My
guestion is: would Spinoza despair? Would he renounce either of the two positions that
make up bundle realism? Wouié undertake any strategies for keeping his bundle
realism without the despised principle? Of course not. He would welcome the result with
open arms. He is in the business of collapsing substances into one. Indeed, he subscribes
to the principle of the ientity of indiscernibles (see 1{i45d;KV applp4c
1/116/25ff)*** and he employs it to carry out his business against substance pluralism.
What further brings out Spinozads distan
of indiscernibles, and what furthenvs home the point that he must be regarding the
attributes as universals, is the realization that Spinoza does not just employ any old
version of the principle. He employs the most leprous version, the version according to
which different substances mumsve differenintrinsic attributes in order not to be one

and the same, the version according to which difference in external denomidations

It would entail that the two are numerically identical only if we add an additional premise, one that says:

bundle individuals with all their constituents in common must be numerically identical. Thus all the

bundk realist would need to do in order to avoid accepting the identity of indiscernibles is to reject this

additional controversial premise. (2) The bundle realist should then tell the following positive story about

how bundle individuals can be distinct diesfbeing indiscernible. When we posit two bundle individuals

with all their properties in common, we are positing two instances of one and the same bundle, and these

instances are not identical to each other.

341 Della Rocca 1996, 13132; Della Rocca 2008{ubbeling 1977, 6&7. Consider the following case

that Spinoza makes in tighort Treatisdor the identity of God and Nature. Spinoza takes it for granted

t hat because God and Nature are exactlyal,similar, or
Nature is known through itself, and not through any other thing. It consists of infinite attributes, each
of which is infinite and perfect in its kind. Existence belongs to its essence, so that outside it there is
no essence or being. Hence it agreexty with the essence of God, who alone is magnificent and
blessed. (KV applp4c 1/116/25ff)
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however drasti@ do not alone suffice for grounding the numerical distinction between

two purported substances. W&y many laugh at such a view and reject it as a

nonstarter is because it seems that substances can be nonidentical even if they have all of
their intrinsic properties in common. Indeed, substances can be nonidentical, so many
hold, even if they have alheir intrinsic propertieandall their nonintrinsic properties

in common. It seems obvious to many people, then, that substances would be
nonidentical if they had only their intrinsic properties in common but not as well their
relational ones. Hence thaughter.

As the saying goes: one philosopherds
modus ponens. And thus philosopher x, who represents the contemporary sensibility,
argues as follows.

(Premise 1) If bundle realism is true, then there cannot becerdible substances in
principle.
(Premise 2) There can be indiscernible substances in principle.
(Conclusion) Therefore, bundle realism is false.
Spinoza, on the other hand, argues as follows.
(Premise 1) If bundle realism is true, then there cannotdiscernible substances
even in principle.
(Premise 2) Bundle realism is true.
(Conclusion) Therefore, there cannot be indiscernible substances even in principle.

As | see it, then, the following remarks from Hawley are true of Spinoza.
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One reason for adcating a Pll is that it is a consequence of some other
metaphysical view. For example . . . a PlI for [substances] follows from the
identification of [substances] with bundles of universés.
| believe that, for Spinoza, the identity of indiscernibtea consequence of his bundle
realism. The bundle aspect is stated throughouEthes and the realist aspect is just a
fundamental assumption goindirdefensible, if need be, on grounds of the principle of
sufficient reason.

Letme put allthisintens mor e col |l oqui al . As the say
is another mands treasure. And what is a si
divine (and quite literally so) result for Spinoza. Spinoaarishes the indiscernibility
impliesidentity oiucome of endorsing bundle realism. That result is a key aid to his goal
of showing there to be only one substance. Were Spinoza to take away any one of the
two elements that make up bundle realism (say, for instance, the realism part), he would
beprecludd from having his conclusion that ther
universal o subst*3ance (KV 1.2 1/24/nf).

Upon examination of the 1gHp5d block, it is clear that Spinoza uses bundle
realism to say that intrinsically indiscernible substancegdargical and thus that there
cannot be substances with the same attributes. When Spinoza gives his proof for the
identity of indiscernible substances at 1p4d he explicitly expresses his commitment to

the view that each substance is nothing over and atsatributes. To be sure, he does

not explicitly state his realism the way that he does his bundle view of substance. But

342 Hawley 2009.

343|f Spinoza did take the odd view that substrata are universals rather than particulars, then technically he
would not be so precluded. But (1jthis a far off chance in itself, (2) Spinoza holds to a bundle view
anyway, and (3) it is irrelevant at any rate to my concern here.
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this is because Spinoza shares a bias that is widespread among realists, and is indeed the
bias of the majority of participants ihd realistantirealist debates throughout the
centuries. Your run of the mill realist is never going to think to question that attributes,
properties, essences, and the like are universals. If your run of the mill realist considers
antirealism at all, hesigoing to construe antirealism as simply the view that there are no
attributes, properties, essences, and the like: nonconstituent antirdaBpinoza is a
run of the mill realist in this sense. Like so many realists whose circuits start smoking
when tley hear someone admit the reality of properties and yet proclaim to be one who
admits no universals, Spinozads programming
that properties are particulars. That properties are universals is a background assumption
that is so background, and so basic, that it is for Spinoza unnecessary to state even as an
axiom3* Thus | agree with the following words of Ueberweg, although not necessarily
with the criticism of Spinoza contained therein.

We are landed at once in a crudalism (in the medieval sense of the term), the

scientific legitimacy of which is simplgresupposedout not demonstrated, by

Spinoza*®
Perhaps it is better to put it as Fullerton dés.

We hear a good deal of Spi alear@mdtisoromgb mi nal i
a realist as any philosopher of the Middle Ages.

344 See Delahunty 1985, 117. Many people, when they hear of the trope option, conclude that they do not
understand how it ian antirealist theory when, after all, a trope is just an instances of a universal. But
tropes are not instances of universals.

345 SeeKolakowski 2004, 19.

346 My emphasitJeberweg 1909, 67.

347 My emphasid-ullerton 1894, 200.
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Here is a more relaxed way to think about all of this. As Ockham never let his
realist opponents forget, a problem that especially nags realists (but does not much nag
antirealists) is1ow to account for individuation between thiéglsow to account for
why this thing ighisthing and not some other, possibly qualitatively indiscernible,
thing3*8 Thiel puts the point well.

Individuation presented itself as a problem to those philosopheradopted a
realist position on the ontological status of universals. . . . Individuality was not a
problem at all for any version of nominalism. . . . [According to
nominalist/conceptualist doctrine (most famously in Ockham, 1281), there are

no realuniversals . . . but only individuals; therefore there arises no question as to
what brings about individuality within a kind: everything that exists is individual by

itself and essentially. . . . To say that
and per se0O is, obviously, to adopt a nomi
universal forms meant that individuation at least did not present itself as a genuine
problem to [nominalists]. . . . [T]he basic nominalist (or conceptualist) assumption

[is] that everything that exists is individual by itself and that a search for a principle
of individuation is superfluou¥?

Realism poses a problem as to how to account for individuation, of course, since it is the
view that allows for strict identity eeen things™° Realism poses a problem because,
to put it in the colorful way that Socrates does inNteng® the universal is friend to
the singular and enemy to the plural. Levin articulates the individuation problem faced
by realists in terms more exac

[Ulniversals . . . have numerically identical instantiations. . . . It follows that, given

realism, a proper solution to the individuation problem requires some other
ontological machinery>?

348 SeeBerthelot et al188619®@b, 202

349 Thiel 1998, 213, 215, 233.

350 SeeCross 2010; Des Chene 1996, 368; Levin 2002, 134; South 20680807
351 platoMeno77a.

352 evin 2002, 134.
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Some realists posit properties peculiar to each memizenufitiplicity. Some
posit substrata. Some say that, even though properties are universals, no two properties
can ever be exactly similar (however similar they seem). Some endorse the admittedly
ad hoc solution of saying that, although most propertiesrawersals, each item will
have one trope securing the individuation of that item. Some say that indiscernibility
does not entail identity across possible worlds, such that there would at least be
individuation between substances in different possibledsa@ien when those are
exactly similar and nothing but their universals. And so on. Spinoza, however, uses the
problem nagging realism to his advantage. He says that there is no other machinery to
individuate substances. This paves the way for his dehsallstance pluralism.
5.6 Case 5

Some will perhaps want more explanation for how Spinoza can be endorsing a
realist analysis of substances having attributes when there is necessarily only one of
each attributé>How is an attribute a universal, thatiainis apt to be one in many,
when it isimpossiblegfor an attribute to be exemplified by more than one substance, that
is, when each attribute is one of a kind? Since an attribute cannot be particular, that is,
nonuniversal, for reasons already explairee®] since it cannot Beso at least one
might thinkd a universal, that is, a nonparticular, due to the necessity of its having only
one instantiation, must we say thia¢ divine attributes are both universal and

nonuniversal and thus neither universal menuniversal?

353 See Hiibner forthcoming; Kessler 1971b, 110, 146; Basile 2012, 32.
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Both and neithenor is of course the magic formula of deconstruction in the
technical sense of that term, that is, in the way that having Bart Simpson on your tie
deconstructs your tie: a formal garb undermining its own formalness, tvusg@ssous
rature (under erasure?* Hence to say that the divine attributes are both universals and
nonuniversals and so neither universals nor nonuniversals is to say, as one might find
insinuated in the works of Macherey, Montag, and Melamed amongs@ththat
Spinozads God deconst-paicutasbinary®Tasayltlaetre t he un
divine attributes are both universals and nonuniversals and so neither universals nor
nonuniversals is to sain other words, thahe leakiness of the mutlgkexclusive and
exhaustive dichotomy of universal and nonuniversal would be revealed when applied to
Spinoz&6s God.

As Derrida infamously holds, rigorous and ogeimded pursuit of the correct
interpretation of a t exdtdaspoimtwhereitbeaomeson x Wwi
clear that the text contradicts itself on the matter and where sudteseljal, such self
undermining, is irresolvable. This is the point, of course, where those anxious for

stability and coherence are inspired to b&gawit is common to find the

354 See Kearney 1998, 65.

355 Macherey997b; Macherey 2011; Montag 1998b, vii; Melamed 2009, 75; see Cushman 1919, 113;

Goetschel 2013, esp. 1:862;Hartshorne 1932, 45&lercke 2005, 218; McMurtrie 2011, 98, 109,

218219; Savan 1958, 216; Scruton 1986, 8iftcliffe 2007, 42121, 427428, 430, 431 Wartofsky

1977 460, 467, 46&69.

%Consider Melamedo6és words, for exampl e.
Since for Spinoza there is only one ultimate subject of predication (i.e., God), one may wonder
whether the distinction between particular and universal propertiemigasal place in such a theory.
The distinction between universals and particular properties is . . . a distinction between repeatable
and unrepeatable properties. (Melamed 2009, 75; Melamed 2013d, 58)

357 SeeSutcliffe 2007, 42121, 427428, 430, 431.
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deconstructionist séytheir panicked and setfeceptive spirtdoctoring to cover over
the contradiction that they found. Might we have reached such a point?
Aside from the fact that Derrida himself holds that the univerealinivesal
binary leak&>® (which will carry force on its own in some circlesdnseone taking the
deconstruction interpretation might find hope in the following facts about Spinoza.
First, in the spirit of Plotinus who says that the One is, on the one hardblaef
(in that it is beyond all definitiod)® and yet, on the other hand, effable (in that it is the
iper3@soorce of all things, ¢)andinuthespirity 0 Apr e
of Eckhart who says that God has being and yet does not hagg$&pinoza himself
makes various aporetgounding comments that to some might indicate that he too
views the divine nature as embracing contradiction in its unlimitedness. Spinoza says,
for instance, that God is one and unique (1p8s2, Hipddcl, 1p20d1ip28d, 1p29s,
lapp II/77/2322, 2p1d, 2p1s, 2p7s; TP 7.5; TdIE 76; DPP 1p11d; KV 1.2 I/24/nf; KV
1.2 1/29/20ff, KV 2.22 1/101/20; KV appl; CM 1.3 1/12416% CM 1.6 1/246/5ff, CM 2.2
/253, CM 2.7, CM 2.9 1/267, CM 2.10 1/272; Ep.12, Ep.83; TTP 2.14, TBPTTP
14.10, TTP 15.2) and that God is not one and unique (Ep. 50; CM 1.6).
Second, and as Macherey |ikes to point o
negationo (see Ep. 50) &%inlineavgh Hedelmndi nus put s

Lenin,whothougt t hat this phrase was of fAenor mous

358 SeeDerrida 1997.

359 PlotinusEnneads.5.6; see Curley 1993, 128.
360 plotinusEnneads.2.1.

361 PlotinusEnneads.9.3.

362See Smart 1967, 450.

363 plotinusEnneads.5.6.
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Spinoza2®*Sc hwegl er describes this fAincidental e
t he ent i Nowsaydsdosemight argue, since to say that an attribute is one

or the other (niversal or nonuniversal) is tietermindt in one way or the other, to say

that an attribute is one or the other is to attrimggationt o God and t hus fa
existence, a relative ndm e i ¥#°Fheroblem is clear. It is a manifest repugnancy to

attribute negation to the divine essence, which in Letter 32 Spinoza in fact explicitly

describes amdeterminate As Caird puts it, because for
negation, 0 that is, because for Sponand faf
because God can involve no negation, God mu
thus the Aindeterminateo Hunity of all thin

Third, and relatedly, belief in the One Godhead from which everything else
follows is what motivate®lotinus, Eruigena, Eckhart, Cusanus, Hegel, and other
philosophers in the Neoplatonist tradition, a tradition with which Spinoza was
familiar 38 to endorse dialetheism. More exactly, belief in the One Godhead from which
everything else follows is what meétes their view that the law of contradiction breaks
down when it comes to the divine natdf&The idea is that for everything to result from
some ultimate reality that is one and simple, this One must have contradictory

properties. Thus Plotinus makeg tiollowing comment.

364 Lenin 1964, IX 67; se€hakrabarti 1975, 371 and 380n2i&borin 1952, 10Kline 1952,32; Luppol
1935, 74.

365 Schwegler 1909, xvi.

366 Schwegler 1909, xvkvii.

367 Caird 1902, 157.

368 See Curley 1993, 128.

369 See Priest 2007, 3.2.
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The One is all things and not one of them; the source of all things is not all things
and yet is all things’®

The First must be without form, and, if without form, then it is no Being; being must

have some definition and thereforelimaited; but the First cannot be thought of as

having definition and limit, for thus it would not be the Source, but the particular

item indicated by the definition assigned to it. If all things belong to the produced,

which of them can be thought of ag thupreme? Not included among them, this can

be described only as transcending them: but they are Being and the Beings; it

therefore transcends Beiig.
And thus Cusanus says the following.

[Iln no way do [distinctions] exist in the absolute maximum [tedhe One]. The

absolute maximum . . . is all things, and while being all, is none of them; in other

words, it is at once the maximum and the minimum of b&ifg.
Since Spinoza believes, in line with these thinkers, that the One Godhead is the
sufficient urced the ultimate buckstopping araheof all things, and since the view
that the One has a contradictory nature 1is
ground of al ¥3itis byinongeans fefdtchad to suggest that Spinoza
beliewes the same: that the divine nature welcomes contradiction at its heart (and is
thereby some sort of #Aunity of oppositeso).

As it turns out, these points should not give much hope to those who endorse the

deconstructiordialetheism line. Regarding thedit poi nt , Spinozads cl a
one and unique and that God is not one and unique is not a genuine deconstruction.

Spinozabs lookd adecomstaustion o eoubt. But as with the claim, often

cited as a paradigm example of deconstructibthat ghosts are presearid nonpresent

370 PlotinusEnneads$.2.1.

371 PlotinusEnneads$.5.6.

372 Cusanus 1954, 1.3.

373 Priest 2007, 3.2.

874 SeeCixous 2000; Dulwuil, L. 2006 Prendergast 2005.
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and thuseitherpresennor nonpresent, it is a fake deconstruction. The sense in which

the ghost of Patrick Swayrewrapped around me from behind at the pottery wheel

right now (AUnchai n batkgrbumd andalf) s nqitheasgmien g i n t h
sense in which the ghost of Patrick Swayzeaswnrapped around me from behind at the

pottery wheel right now. Likewise, the sense in which @axhe and unique for

Spinoza is not the same sense in which Gowisne and unique for SpinoZ& To be

sure, in each case the same statement is being both affirmed and denied. Nevertheless, in

each case the sense of the statement when that statement is being afiiliffeye g

from the sense of the statement when thaéstant is being denied. That difference

makes all the difference. Gaglon&d in the sense that there can be no others of the

same nature as God; there are not many Gods. Gadasied in the sense that there

875 See Geach 1971, 213; Laerke 2008, 67478. In aJune 2° 1674 letter talarig Jelles Spinoza says
that even though there are not many Gods it is improper to say that there is one God. When we go back to
Spi no z a §whiclCidthelpasgage in question in his discussion with Jelles at Letter 50, notice that
Spinoza claims merely that fAperhapso he can prove t
alone. The hesitation i theihasdoubtsdvhethgr he chneachfeyesucthaa ps o i s
proof. Rather, it is because, while there is no doubt a respect in which it is improper to call God one and
unique, there is also a respect in which it is right to call God one and unique (as is evidenbly Spins
incessant continuance to do so throughout his works and by his own claim at the very CM passage in
guestion that there is a firespecto in which God is
156-158). For Spinoza it is not proper to calld@sone or unique because there are no others that have the
same nature of God against which to say that God is one and unique. From the perspective according to
which we refer to others of like nature to x when we say that x is one and unique, it is intprogle
God one and unique. At the same time, however, it is proper to call him one and unique. It is proper to call
him one and unique simply in virtue of the fact that there can be no others of the same nature as God. Thus
Spinoza can say the followirayfew chapters later in the very same passage under discussion in the letter.
So we can now conclude that he exists as one alone; for ifthamene God existed, it would follow
that a most perfect being has imperfection, which is absGid.2.2 1/253)
And he can say the following to Meyer.
But if we have attend to [substance] as it is in the intellect, and [thereby] perceive the thing as it is in
itself, which is very difficult, then we find it to be infinite, indivisible, and unique [(that is, one
alone)]. (Ep. 12 IV/56/10ff)
And he can say the following to Tschirnhaus.
Simply from the fact that | define God as an Entity to whose essence existence belongs, | infer several
properties of him, such as that he necessarily exists, that he is one alonghlaninfinite. (Ep. 83)

167



are no others that have the same nature ofdgathst which to say that God is one

(among many of the same kind). Therefore, we should not do to Spinoza what Plato and
Aristotle have been said to have done to Heraélitusay that he denies the principle of
contradiction, that he is a believer in @dias, merely in response to Heraclitean

sayings such as the road up is the road ddWwn.

Here is why the second point should not give hope to those who endorse the
deconstructiordialetheism line. Spinoza does say that determination is negation and that
to attribute negation to the divine essence is absurd. But when Spinoza by implication
says that we should attribute no determination to the divine essence, and when he says
positively that the divine essence is indeterminate, we should not take thisrtdhata
we are entitled to describe the divine essence asboth Aa#dnéti n t he s ame
r e s p*@asis yequired for a genuine deconstruction. There are two main reasons why.

First, when Spinoza says that God in his absolute nature is indeterminate, he
means simply that it is the sum of all possible seifficient attributes. In describing
God as indeterminate, he is saying that God is not reducible just to one principal
attribute such as Extension, which is infinite merely im#skind (and not as wkin

all kinds) (see 1d2, 1p16&p. 2 IV/7-IVI8; Ep. 4, Ep. 56). In describing God as

376 SeeBarnes 1982, ch. ©raham 2011.

S"Her aclitus Fragment 69; see also the #Arivers fragm
read it this way (which seems strange since Plato himself knows that oppositepoadidaed of x so

long as the opposites are not predicatedinftke same respecieeRepublic436c5437a2), it seems that

Plato and Aristotle take too literally what is just a provocative way to lure in the reader, lure in the reader
to then figure at how such a paradoxicabundingstatement actually makes sense and is not a genuine
contradiction of A and ned. The road up is the road down, but the sense in which the road is up is not the
same sense in which that very road is down. The readeffigurst out what the different senses are. That

is the whole point. That is the exercise. It allows the reader to be active in his attainment of insight, rather
than a passive receptacle into which the truth is deposited.

378 PlatoRepublic436b; AristotleMetaphysicsG 1005b1006a.
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indeterminate, he is saying simply that Godllghe principal attributes and thus is
absolutely infinite, that is, infinite in all kinds (see 1d6exp, 1p28s; Ep.Lis Alear
from the following quotation from Letter 32 (the Gdindeterminate passage), we are
by no means entitled to infer that Spinoza is saying that God, as indeterminate, is both A
and notA in the same respect.

If we suppose that something whichindeterminate and perfect only in its own kind

exists by its own sufficiency, then we must also grant the existence of a being which

is absolutely indeterminate and perfect. This being | shall call God. For example, if

we are willing to maintain that Eaihsion and Thoughtvhich can eache perfect in

its own kind, that is, in a definite kind of beingpist by their own sufficiency, we

shall have to admit the existence of God who is absolutely perfect, that is, the

existence of a being who is absolutglgieterminate. (Ep. 36)

Second, Spinoza seems to be the archenemy of dialetféiSoch is indicated

in general by his choice to preseEmentshi s vi e
and in particular by his claim that what is true cannot corgradhat is true (Ep. 21
Il v/ 126/ 30, see Ep. 56). Mor eover, Spinoza s
contradiction. This is why not only the second point, but also the third point as well
(about how there are reasons to think that Spinoza fits imatigion of Neoplatonists
who welcome contradiction into the divine nature), should not give too much hope to the
deconstructiod i al et hei sm i nterpretation. Just | ook
1plld. Theré&pinoza denies thabmething about@Gb6s nat ure coul d ever

from existing. For to say that something ab

from existing is to say that Godbdés nature i

379 At worst he is a close second to the archenemy of dialetheism: Avicenna. Avicenna famously makes

the following comment s iTopicdl.11sl05a46.mme nt ary on Ari st ot |
Anyone who denies the law of n@ontradiction shoultbe beaten and burned until he admits that to
be beaten is not the same as not to be beaten, and to be burned is not the same as not to be burned.
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Spinoza insists, t o solitelymknitetaidasupremetyperfecet ur e o
Beingo involves a contradiction. Its perfec
* * *
The central question remains, however. How is an attribute a universal, that

which is apt to be one in many, when itrrgpossible for an attribute to be exemplified
by more than one substance? It is clear that each attribute of God is a unique
instantiation.Since an attribute is in itself, conceived through itself, andcseifed, it
cannot have a cause external tolitSe. Spi noza says, however, th
nature that there can be many individuals [of that nature] must, to exist, have an external
cause to exi sl4ceeEd 43 By, them, is anlattribu?e a universal?
As if the question @uld not become more urgengresider the following remarks by
Adamson.

[T]he whole point of a universal is to explain similar features in more than one

object. If there is only one [F object], it seems otiose to posit a universal [Fness]. A

universal isafter all, a one over madynot a one over on&?

Adamsonés words here, however, are just

that, despite what those unaware of the problem of universals and its history may be led
to believe, a (iated pndyoriceddes ndb reecessarily rule sut i@ n
being a universal; unique instantiation, that is, does not necessarily make an attribute a
trope. The universal property is that which is in principle disposed or apt to be one in
many (to use the boilertle language of such philosophers as Arist&@igrez

Fonseca, Eustachius a Sancto Paulo, Keckermann, Bonavéhirgersdijck, Ockham,

380 Adamson2013, 329330.

170



Peter of Spain, and Buridan among othétsThe mrticularized property or trope, on
the other hand, ha® dispositon or aptitude to be one in many. Hence if Fness is a
trope and if there is another F substance assumed to be distinct from this F substance,
there will not be one and the same Fness in each. But just because the universal is that
whichin principle is diposed or apt to be one in many, that does not mean that a
universal musactuallybe in many lest it collapse into a particular, a nonuniversal. Such
a point has been recognized by various historical figures with a competency in the
debates concerning tipeoblem of universal®?
Here on the matter is Alexander of Aphrodisias, who follows Aristotle in holding
that definitions are of the universal.
Definitions are not of [things] that are common as common, but of thios
happen to be common in the caseach nature. For even if there were only one
human being in existence the account of
is not the account of it because it is present in many [individuals], but because it is in
accordance with a nature of thistsitrat a human being is a human being, whether
there are several sharing in this nature orfiot.
Here now is Fonseca.
The universal is . .apt by its own nature as to be in many items itis . ..some
single nature apt to be predicated of mamwytruly may be said of them. . [For

example,] the ratio of animal is one and the same in Alexander and in Bucephalus,
and equally the name and ratio of man in Socrates, Plato, and Alcibiades. . . . It is not

381 Aristotle (De Interpretatione&Z 17a3940; Metaphysic& 13 1038bMetaphysics 2.5, 1040a27b30 in

light of 1040a917; Posterior Analyticsl00a7j, SuareAMD 6.4.2, MD6.4.6, MD 6.4.12, MD 6.4.13)
Fonsecal591, ch. 1; see Madeira 200&ustachius a Sancto Pauled&ilson 1912, 30808),
Keckermann1602, 4648, 68; see Di Vona 196@57; Cerrato 2008, 11820), Bonaventurel882,

2.18.1.3; see King 1994, 15Burgersdijck (1697, 1.1.3), Ockham (see Spade 1999, 111), Peter of Spain
(1990, 17), Buridan (2001, 105)

382 See the following, for example. AristotlB¢ Interpretatione’ 17a®-40; MetaphysicZ 13 1038b,
Metaphysics 45, 1040a2-b30 in light of 1040a9.7; Posterior Analyticsl00a7j, Boethius (1906, 217,

219), Ordo of Tournai (see Erismann 2011, 77n7; Resnick 1997, 369ff), Gersonideadagski 1994,

84;Goodman 1992, 26 Nadler 2001a,55pr Ger soni desd6s influence on Spin

Klein 2003c; Nadler 2001b, ch:5), Petrus Olai (see Andrews 1993), Burley (see Brown 1974).
383 Alexander 19921.3.8.1217.
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merely said by the philosophers, whatever tiniversal is, that is actuallyin
several items, but that it &ptto be in many items, for it may actually be [merely] in
one individual. But if it has the aptitude to be in many items . . . it must be thought as
universaf®
A universal, as Spinazhimself indicates, need not actually apply to many, be
present through many, to be what it is. It need only be the sort of thing that no particular
is. It need only be the sort of thing that is, as Spinoza puts it, said and exemplified
equally, whethertibe of infinitely many, finitely many, ogven just onehe sort of
thing that is one undivided when in many (4p4d 11/2131952p49s 11/134/8.0, 2p49s
[1/135/5ff, 3pref 11/138/1218; TdIE 76). That might in fact be one of the reasons why
Spinoza feelentitled to describe God, in line with Malebranche and Néftias a
iuni versal beingd even though God i®® necess
So the fact that there are not many instantiations of an attribute does not
necessarilyruleoutamt t ri but eds status as a universal
to the case at hand with Spinoza, even the fact thanmpigssiblgfor there to be more
than one instantiation does not necessarily
may be that, in the words of Swoyer and Frar
possible for the universal to be instantiated many times over, but there are exceptions,

suchpraspeéeirti es that can onl y¥Ausiversatighatp!| i f i ed

which is apt to be wholly one in many, meaning at minimum, and as Fonseca

384 Fonseca 1591, ch. 1; see Madeira 2006.

385 See Mander 1B, 38.

386 See Fullerton 1899, 45; Mackinnon 1924, 354; Wolfson 19341532

387 Swoyer and Frances@p11; see also Rosen, Byrne, Cohen, and Shiffrin 2015, 1114 (entry on
AParticulars and Universal so: i A Ibeimg repeated ar | i s an it
multiply instantiated. 0
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explains®®8that it does not in itself impose a restriction on the number of distinct
individuals with that nature (1p8s2 11/3051; see TdIE 95)A sufficient indication of
Fnessb6s aptness to be 06 evenperimpossbit@yanother t hat
distinct F substance in addition to this F substance, then there would be one and the
same Fness in eachhd universal property even witlecessarilyone instance
(phoeniness for Boethius and Porphyry and sunness for Aristotle and Alexander) is still
a universal, then, because it is the sort of thing with the disposition to be wholly
repeated, a disposition apparent when put in certain counterfactual sairevsos
impossble ones® For example, even though for Aristotle and Alexander of
Aphrodisias it is impossible, both physically and metaphysically, for there to be another
sun, sunness is still a universal. Sunness is still a universal because, and as is evident by
the fact that a definition (which is of the universal) is always in principle applicable to
many individuals, were there another sun it would instantiate one and the same sunness
nature undivided in eacl’

Here are Aristotlebs words.

[I]f something else of tis sort comes to be, clearly it will be sun; the definition
(logog is therefore commonKpinon neverthelessi™*

[D]efinition is of the universal . . . since particulars cannot be defitfed.

[T]he universal is something commadko{non).>*

388 Fonseca 1591, ch. 1; see Madeira 2006.

389 SeeAlexander of Aphrodisias 1992, 1.3&istotle Metaphysics 25, 1040a2#4 in light of 1040a9
17; see Adamson 2013, 337; Chiaradonna and Galluzzo 2013, 18; Sta#4a9293; Erismann 2011,
77n7; Resnick 1997, 362; Sirkel 2010, 1T034; Swoyer and Francesco 2011.

390 See Adamson 2013, 338B9; Chiaradonna and Galluzzo 2013, 18; Sirkel 2010,1033

391 Aristotle MetaphysicZ 1040b.

392 Aristotle MetaphysicZ 1036a2829 and 1040a8.

393 Aristotle MetaphysicZ 13 1038b.
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This is what wevould expect, at least from one perspective. For, according to Aristotle,
(1) knowledge and definition is always of the univei®aind yet (2) the sun, which is
necessarily one of a kind, is a possible object of knowledge and definition. Some might
take A i st otl ebs demand that knowledge be of t
the sun is knowable even though it is necessarily unique, on the other hand, as an
indication that Aristot| e 6’5 Bustyekeyéeom i s contr
dispellingthis tension is seeing that sunness is universal even though it has only one
instance.
Porphyry seconds this view of Aristotle and Alexander (and others such as

Simplicius) in his discussion of phoenixness, which like sunness is a universal that
necessaly has, as the common tale goes, only one instantiation.

Q. You also gave the species as predicated of several enumerable things. Does this

hold in general?

A. No, only for the most part. The bird species phoenix is not said to belong to

several thing$%®

I n Proclusbés commentary on Porphyry, we

concerning sunness, which again is a universal with only one instance (or as Simplicius,
in his own commentary on Porphyry, describes it, a universd ttespite its in
principle apitude to be one and undividedinmény s fial | ocat edd” merely

So why, [Porphyry] asks, are there not also many suns and moons? . . . Because, he

replies, monadicity is proper to imperishable things just as to the cosmos . . .
whereas pluralityis proper] to perishable things. [I]f it were not the case that many

39 Metaphysicsvl 10 1087a1611; B 6 1003a187; seePosterior AnalyticsA 8, A 24 86a29, A 31
87b2938, B 12 97b2&1); MetaphysicA 1 981a1228.

3% See Brakas 1988, 108; Leszl 1972, 294.

3% porphyry 1992, 8n94 and 82; see Adamson 2013, 345.

397 See Adamson 2013, 347.
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participated the samegos and there was just one [of them], the spediegido$
would cease to exist once that [individual] perisFéd.

Adamson nicel y des ctheiubiqueinsi@nmtiatisntofacerthie 6 s vi e
universals like sunness and how thegcessarilyhaving only one instance does not
thereby make them nonuniversals.

[I]n the case of something like the sun, the universal appears to collapse into the

particular. But Arstotle resists this, by arguing that any definition of the sun . . .

could [at least] in principle apply to other [individuals] with the same features. The

fact that there are no other such [individuals] does not prevent the definition from

bei ng #fc¢koimognon o . . An anal ogy may be hel p:
passing a law which is in principle generally applicable, but in fact affects only one

person. The lawmakers need not even have known how many citizens would be

affected. If the law turnsut to apply only to one citizen, this might seem unjust. But

it could still be a law, not a mesa hocstipulation about how the one affected

citizen is to be treatédand this precisely because it would apply to other citizens if

their circumstanceschaegd t o bring them under the | awbd
present case things are a bit more difficult. Aristotle is committed not just to the

uniqueness of the sun, but to the necessary uniqueness of the sun. The sun is eternal,

and it is eternally the casleat there are no other suns. Since Aristotle notoriously

holds that eternal truths are necessary truths, the thought experiment he entertains

here is in fact an impossible counterfactual. For he is claiming that if other objects

like the sunweretoexis, t hen the definition of the wur
them; but it is impossible for there to be other objects like thé%€un.

There is, t hen, a | itmus test, as it wer

to be one in many. First you pgs#iven ifper impossibilean F substance that is distinct

398 Proclus 2008, 1.440; see Adamson 2013,-380.

399 Adamson 2013, 33338. | do not want to get too bogged down in the history of the issue of unique
instantiation, but the following consideraticoncerning the difference between Aristotle and Alexander,

on the one hand, and Plotinus and Porphyry, on the other hand, has some relevance to what | am now
explaining about Spinoza. Aristotle and Alexander take it to balda case for universals tmave many
instantiations, that is, to @tuallyin common among many. Plotinus and Porphyry, in contrast, take one

of a kind instantiatiod especially that of necessary one of a kind instantiétimnbe the ideal case. The

multiple instantiation seen wadly throughout the sublunary realm indicates imperfection for them. The

most perfect universals are those instantiated only once, as in the case of heavenly bodies like the sun
(Adamson 2013; Chiaradonna and Galluzzo 2013, 18). This latter view hagstgrBéato, for whom it

is allowed that the forms, which are often considered to be universals, need not be instantiated many times
over in order to be. Certain forms, despite being ul
eternal heaem, which of course is the place of perfection.
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from this F substance. Next you ask yourself whether there is one and the same Fness in
each rather than a numerically distinct Fness in each. If there is one and the same Fness
in each, then therféss of the substance with which you started out is a uni&tsal.

When we | ook to Spinozads moves at 1pb5d
that if there wereper impossibileanother F substance besides God, then the Fness in
both God and the otherlsstance would be one and the same (see also 2p49s 11/135/5ff,
3pref 11/138/1218, 4p4d 11/213/1519). According to the standard story passed down
from Aristotle throughout the centuries, holding this is enough to be giving a realist
anal ysi s ogfFne&soleshse whleome dralethias of the sort where a
nonuniversal is a universal, there is good reason why this is the standard story. That
Spinoza holds this, then, corroborates my case against the interpretation that Spinoza
gives an antirealist analig of substances having attributes. It is a direct version of the
reductio argument that | have presented thr
have an account of what it means to say that Spinoza positively gives a realist analysis
of substances hayg attributes. That is to say, now we understand how an attribute is a
universal even though it is impossible for an attribute to be exemplified by more than

one substance.

400 Byt see Yukio 1992, 66; Resnick 1997, 36T hat is the beauty qfer impossibiledeasoning: it uses a

hyperidealized scenario to elucidate something about the real state of affairs (Rescher 2005u%33). Th

we have, for examplé&rancois Fénelo appealing to it in th#axims of the Saintss a test of genuine
disinterested | ove: ithe person who disinterestedly
(per impossibilgthat he isto be eternallydane d 6 ( Ri l ey 1996, 145) .

176



It may seem strange, no doubt, to say that x has a certain aptitueéenpih
when it is impossible that x ever could be
of the aptitude that finite things have in themselves. Spinoza frequently discusses how a
body is apt to act and suffer actions, and how it is able to baedfetmany ways,
given its intrinsic structure (2p13s, 3postla structure that is a positivity rather than a
Saussurealagar juna negati vi tyndsandopa whatitishi ng i s
notandcannotdn( 3 p54; see Tdl E idsOfdrasitbkmése®) . A t hin
(3p6), that is, considering the laws of its nature alone (see 1d7, 3p2s, 3p56d, 4d8, 4p2d,
4p18s, 4p19, 4p24, 4p35, 4p37s2; CM 2.4 1/2B6@y be apt to do a great number of
t hings. I ndeed, a t hi nigd ®thenumberdof aetivitee i s di r
for which, given its intrinsic structure, it is apt (5p39; see 1p35); the greater number of
things it is able to do Ainsofar as it is i
i tsel f. 0 Nevoenrstihdeelreesds ,aswhiembecdded i n fAthe c
(2p29s, 2p30d, 4p4c), that is, when understood in the context of the grand scheme of
things (1d7, 1p28, 3p56d; Ep. 58), many of
permits, that is, many dhe things for which something is intrinsically apt, will never
get the chance, as it were, to be put on display. That impossibility does not mean,

however, that x is not really apt for those things. For if, by an impossible supposition,
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thing® the commororder of naturé@ had been otherwise, different aptitudes of x might
very well be on displa§®*

Someone might argue that in the very process of making the preceding remarks |
have inadvertently resuscitated the deconstruction reading. For finltkehings,
which because of circumstances that pertain external to them are not allowed to act upon
certain of their intrinsic aptitudes, in the case o&tributethere isnothingexternal
imposing any constraint. Thus the grounds for the impossibilityofana i but eds bei i
instantiated in more than one substanadaternal to the attribute. In this case, an
attribute is not apt to be one in many. That is to say, it is a nonuniversal. So it is perhaps
best to say, so one might conclude, Bpinoza reaches conclusion that contradicts the
very ontology subtending that conclusioor, to put it in the less censorious way that |
once used to in my first years of thinking about this problem, that Spinoza climbs the
ladder of realism only to throw it aside (athdis embrace antirealism) once he reached
up to his goal of substance monism.

However appealing such a laddeew may sound, | eventually abandoned it for
the reason that attributes cannot be nonuniversals even when the goal of substance
monism has beereached. For even from this height it is still the case that if there were
another substance with the same attribute, there would be, according to Spinoza, one and
the same attribute in each (which is precisely what the view that says that attributes are

nonuniversals denies). What, then, could be my response to the above objection that |

401 See Appuhn 1964, 3:31, 8®; Deleuze 1992, 93, 363n26; Della Rocca 2012, 57; Gueroult 1968, 387
389; Gueroult 1974, 434, 4950; Matheron 1969, 50; Viljanen 2011, 63, 81, 148.
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have inadvertently resuscitated the deconst
approaches to establishing that there cannot be two or more substances of the same
attribute (1p5 and 1p8s2), | can take two approaches in my response.

Here is the first. An attributeds aptitu
impossible for that attribute to be instantiated in more than one substance. The
impossibilityofana t ri but eds being instantiated i n mc
guaranteed by this aptitude plus other bedrock facts. One such fact is that an attribute is
prior in nature to its modes, in which case the distinction between two substances of the
same attribute could not be grounded in their mode differences (however radical those
mode differences) (see 1p5d). Another such fact is that substances are not in any way in
excess to the totality of their attributes, in which case the distinction between two
substanes of the same attributes could not be grounded in their having different
Ssubstrata. The impossibility of an attribut
substance, then, does not entail that a given attribute is not apt to be one in many.

Here is thesecond avenue for response. An attribute is a nature (1p5). A nature
in itself does not impose a restriction on the number of distinct individuals with that
nature: considered in abstraction, it could be instantiated infinitely many times or twenty
times and yes, even just one time (1p8s2 IMEG1; TdIE 95). As Fonseca explaiff¥,
this is just what a universalés characteris
Nonuniversal properties, however, do impose such a restriction. According to Spinoza,

only acause external to a given nature can explain why there are multiple instantiations

402 Fonseca 1591, ch. 1; see Madeira 2006.
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of that nature, that is, why there an@nyindividuals of one and the same nature (1p8s2
[1/51). It is precisely because each saifficient attribute cannot be influerdcey
anything external to itself that there cannot be multiple instantiations of that attribute.
Lackof external cause makes the multiple instantiation imposdibtk Not the nature
of the attribute itself. For it remains true that an attribute iffjtdee all natures for
Spinoza, does not impose a restriction on the number of distinct individuals with that
nature, which in fact is just what a univer
amounts to. A given attribute is not instantiated mrerthan one substance because
there is nothing beyond that substance to explain it being instantiated in more than one
substance.
These last comments provide me with an opportunity to be frank about

something. | do not merely think that the divineihtttes are universals for Spinoza.
That is an important conclusion and is what at minimum | want to show here in this
chapter. But I think that an even stronger conclusion should be dmaight of
Spi noz a0 s-stindasdtarad isufficiently brgadnstrual of universals as that
which is said equally whether of one or many (that which is apt to be one in many), |
take it that Spinoza actually understahds least at some level to be brought out into
full awareness given the right occasiothat eaclattribute is a universal.

(Premise 1) An attribute is a nature for Spinoza (see 1p5, 1p8s2).

(Premise 2) A nature in itself, as Spinoza says, does not impose a restriction on the

number of distinct individuals with that nature (1p8s2 HIBB1; see TdE 95).

(That a universal does not impose a restriction on the number of individuals with that
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nature is the key motivation for Aristotl
uni v éPteather motivations being two views that Spinoza explicitly endorses

at 1p8s2: (a) that the definition of a thing refers to the nature of a thing and (b) that

the nature of a thing imposes no restriction on the number of individuals with that

nature.)

(Premise 3) That which is said equally of one and also of many andf atdmitely

many individuals, which is precisely Spin
that which does not impose a restriction on the number of individuals that instantiate

it.d This is rather clear in itself. It is also entailed by the fadt (hathat which is

said equally of one and also of many and also of infinitely many is a nature (2p49s)

and (2) a nature does not impose a restriction on the number of individuals with that

nature (1p8s2 11/501/51; see TdIE 95).

(Conclusion) Spinozeherefore construes each nature and thus each attribute as a

universal.

These considerations aside, one may insist, as Schwegler does, that since
determination i s negation, Apositive design
Awoul d onl ynae dtiuac es cmaddsassmygerbdlicalyistatéddo o r
something less thaabsolutelyinfinite.*** | already expressed that there are bounds to
how far we should take Spinozads infamous d

not want to limit it in anyossibleway, no doubt. But you also do not want to police

403 Aristotle MetaphysicZ 1036a2829 and 1040a8.
404 Schwegler 1909, xvii; seiélercke 2005, 218.
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against limitation so hard that you welcome contradiction within the divine rf&ture.

Perhaps this is why Spinoza merely says (se

(determinatio negatio esand notialld et e r mi nat i @mnisidederminatig at i on o

est negatip as Heged apparently himself a committed dialeth&%i transformed the

sl ogan in his 18e&ke”review of Jacobi bs
Perhaps | am wrong about this.ruePer haps |

radicality. In light of the multifarious case that | have built, | do not see how. But even if

| am wrong in all my attempts to undermine the deconstructialetheism

interpretation, my case at least for the fact that the attributes are univeesassteehold

regardless. For if the divine attributes are both universal and nonuniversal (and perhaps

thereby neither universal nor nonunivet$)] it is still true that the attributes are

405 See Deborin 1952, 109; Della Rocca 2002; Lin 20064, sect. 6; Luppol 1935, 74.
406 See Priest 2007, 3.4.
WDespite wrongly attribut i ng makesehe pomtrwell thatovenshoukldo t o Sp |
not take the slogan as so encompassing that the divine nature has mutually incompatible characteristics.
Spinoz&&®mo wwme lplroposition, Aomnis determinatio est
sense thagvery definition (logical determination) is a negation. But this does not correspond to the
actual meaning which Spinoza put into this proposition. (Deborin 1952, 109)
Hegel himself did not interpret the phrase so broadly that it could welcome contraditbiche divine
nature of Spinozabds Goé,onausnilveeasstala sdifcahrotaosmyt hes uwmoin
view, in fact, the phrase entails that only God in his universal absolute nature exists, such that individuals
like me are illusoryand there is no indication that Hegel also thinks that this view entails that the nature in
guestion is at the same time nonuniversal.
With regard to the determinate, Spinoza established this tbesigs determinatio est negafiall
determination is rgation]. Hence, only the ngparticularized or the universal is. It alone is what is
substantial and therefore truly actual. As a singular thing, the soul or the mind is something limited. It
is by negation that a singular thing is. (Hegel 1995, 3.154)
408 Note that according to the Buddhist principlecafuskotj there are four possibilities for a statement:
true, false, both true and false, and neither true nor false. There seems to be no implication here that if a
statement is both true and false thag thereby neither true nor false.
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universal. (It is just that they are also nonuniversal, and s@apgthereby neither
universal nor nonunivers&i%y

Now, if we attend to the thought of NagarjundMaolamadhyamakakarikél'he
Middle Verse Stanzgsve see that there is not only the traditional Buddhist four
possibilities regarding a statement (true, fakseth true and false, and neither true nor
false), but indeed &ifth option:ineffability, which is when none of the four other options
applies. Hard as it is to keep apart from the deconstrudtadathia option, that may
very well be the case. Thoséhwo under st and Spinozabds God
how Conz and Grapo among others seem to see thftigsinuate such an
interpretation. Cushman and Wolfson do more than insinuate, as the following remarks
make clear.

Spinozabs God ctiudty whicheit ispassible toaxdneeive. .a . [T]o
define him is to limit Him. . . . The barrenness of this logical conception, its absolute
emptiness and abstractness, makes all description of it impd8sible.

The God or substance of Spinoza, like @ of medieval rationalists, is
unknowable in his essent®.

But even if we go with this ineffability option, then | should still be right. After all, the
usual practice of those who say that the divine nature is ineffable, indescribable,

indefinable, isd go ahead and make descriptions of that nature, all sorts of descriptions

499 That is one reason why the deconstruction interpretation has so much charm, at least for those like
myself oriented towards reconciliation: everyone is right. And there are other reasons as well. The
deconstruction imrpretation would bring Spinoza closer, for example, to Plotinus, with whom he already
has a lot in common (denial of creation ex nihilo, endorsement of degrees of reality, acceptance of
necessitarianism, belief in the Absolute One that is the sourcenfiemg).

410Conz 1787, 64; Grapo 1719, 1.62f.; Windelband 19014418

411 Cushman 1919, 113.

412\Wolfson 1923, 165.
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that they believe are right. Cushman himself, for example, proceeds to describe
Spinozads God as fna bl oodless entity, an ab
uni v éPlkthaslis.thé usual practice, then | should still be allowed to say that the
divine nature is a universal. | would still be right because to describe the divine nature as
a universal is, i n Spinozads camtin to descr
addition to Spinozabés commitment (a) to eac
false and (b) to the view that the divine nature is completely understood and definable,
my arguments suffice for ruling out the ineffability option. But we allehaur blind
spots.
5.7 Concluding remarks

Rice, perhaps the most vocal living proponent of the antirealist interpretation of
Spinoza, states that the only evidence for
merely a few scattered remarks on humanned!* From what | have argued here in
Chapter Virom several angles and in multiple passes, which is that Spinoza gives a
realist analysis of substances having attributes, Rice is mistaken. Human nature pertains
to the realm of modes and | have not yedreentered into discussion about realism
when it comes to the modes. That discussion will come in Part 3.

Considering the entirety of Part 2, we Kk
God is nothing but the totality of its selfifficient universal atibutes, attributes that are

merely formally distinct from one another. That God is a bundle of its attributes, which

413 Cushman 1919, 113.
414 Rice 1991, 293.
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was the central point of Chapter I¥iolds even though God is simple and indivisible.
That the attributes are universals (and indeed thaio3a at some level understands
this), which wa the central point of Chapter, Wolds even though it is impossible for an
attribute to be instantiated in more than one substance.
Since God is the sum of its apetwithi but es,
i ts [ 1 ogi®Galltdelfigaeuniversal. Bhis is one reason why Spinoza is right
to call his God a Auni ver*andthisiswhggo (KV 1. 2
Mackinnon is right, more right than she may even know, to make the following
observation.

Substance, in Spinozadbs usage, correspond:
conceived by the medieval realfst.

God, so we might say in accordance with contemporary terminology, is therefore a

speci al sort of where & structutalwnivarsal isiarpioperyrthatasithe o
compresence of its component properties, pr
(competunt(see 1p9; see Chaptet).**8In particular, God is the structural universal

that is the compresence orJro a c hi mdés wo r d'%ofits dittibatgse t her nes s o
attributes that are inseparable despite being objectively different and on ontological

evenf oot i ng. I cal l the structur al uni ver sal

415 Williams 1966, 81.

416 See Fullerton 1899, 45; Mackinnon 1924, 354; Wolfson 19341632

417 Mackinnan 1924, 354,

418 As is well known, saying that God is, in effect, a nature is frequently rejected in the literature.

Woolhouse puts the point forcefully.
It would not, however, be quite correct to say t he
nature or essence. It is rather . . . that it is what supports natures or essences, or where they are
located. (1993, 49)

419 Joachim 1901, 104.
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its attributes being infef ect merely formally distinct, Go
compatible with his simplicity unlike, and as | will explain in detail in Part 3, the usual
sorts of structural universals discussed in the contemporary analytic literature on

properties: structal universals likenethane
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CHAPTER VI (PART 3. MODES): SPI NOZAG6S REA

MODES HAVING PROPERTIES IN COMMON

6.1 Introductory remarks
Part 2 of this project concerned the status of universals at the level of substances.
There | arguedhat Spinoza endorses a bundfeuniversals analysis of substances
having attributes. Part 3 now enters into the domain of modes, the reaatucd
naturata(see 1p29s¥?° Della Rocca describes the central debate of Part 3 in easy to
understand terms.
One debate about the status of modes is whether they are to be seen as universals or
as particulars. An example will help bring out this distinction. When we say that a
tablekmode] is round, we are calling attention to a mode of the tatbele]. But is
this [roundness] mode something that not only this particular table has, but also any
number of other things may also have? . . . . [In different words, would the
roundness of this table and the roundness of some other individual] be numerically
distinct eva if they are intrinsically exactly alike[, as for example the trope theorist
says? Or would they be strictly identical, as the realist says?]
The common view is that Spinoza rejects every universal property whatsoever at the

level of modes, even thoseathwould seem to be entailed by his frequent talk of modes

having properties in common and modes agreeing in essence. | see things otherwise.

420 Della Rocca 2008, 60. Some readers may not be content with my characterization of the realm of

modes as the reaalof natura naturatasince modes themselves have causal efficacy. | agree that modes do

have causal efficacy and are thus in some sense not just natan@ig but naturing faturang. |

simply follow (a) the orthodox view and (b) what Spinoza, in,fanequivocally says (1p29¢71/5-17,

1p31, 1p31d; Ep. 9 1V/45/333; KV 1.8, KV 1.9.1) Despite all this evidence, one may still disagree with

my easy identification of modes wittatura naturata In particular, one may want to say that considering

modes asnaturanaturataa s j ust a special way of considering mode
Ainsofar as they are consideredod in 1p29s. I f one i
contrary, see Woolhouse 1993-389), thensimplynel ace my t al katwafnatitatah ewirtebal m o f
Aithe realm of modes. 0
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Chapter V] the first chapter of Part 3, argues that Spinoza endorses a realist
analysis of modes having propesti®@ common. This is indicated especially by the
following passages: 1p17s, 1p8s2, 2p10s, 21840, 4p30. Chaptafll, the final
chapter of Part 3, argues that Spinoza endorses a realist analysis of modearnaving
property whatsoeveindeed, it arguethat Spinoza regards each mode as a universal.

6.2 Victory does not come so easy

One might be enticed to reject the antirealist interpretation of Spinoza in light of
the fact that Spinoza repeatedly suggests the reality of objective kind divisionsran natu
(see 1p8s2, 1pl7s, 3pref, 3d2, 3p9s, 3p32s, 3p42s, 3p51s, 3p57s, 3def 1le and 29e of the
affects, 4pref, 4d4, 4d8, 4p2, 4p3, 4p5, 4pl5, 4pl7s, 4pl8, 4pl8s, 4pl9, 4p20, 4p21,
4p23, 4p29, 4p30, 4p31, 4p33, 4p35, 4p36s, 4p37sl, 4p59, 4p61, 4p64, 4p68s,
4ap,2,6,7, 5p4s, 5p39). It is presumed, albeit mistakenly (and by many realist and
antirealist interpreters alike), that there can be objective kind divisions in nature, say
between one biological species and another, only if there is literally one arahtbe s
thing in common between all and only members of each kind. Many in fact simply
define realism as the view that allows for the possibility of objective kind divigfons
and saddle antirealism with the view, which some see in Gorgias and Hobbes, that such
divisions are arbitrary (see APPENDIX Ay

It is well known that the objects we encounter can be grouped or classified in many
distinct ways. In fact, they are classified in different cultures in ways significantly

norrisomorphic to one another. The nomatist takes this as evidence that
classification is an essentially arbitrary device, imposed by its human beings upon

421 See MacDonald 2009, 60.
422 See Bonazzi 2013; Geisler 1989nt ry on fANomi nal i sm. 0
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the world so as to enable them better to satisfy the particular and varying purposes of
their interaction with i

[N]Jominalism opposesealism, which is the thesis that the signification of a word is
defined in relation to an extramental universal or some other sort of metaphysically
existing anchof?*

Some commentators find it puzzling that Spinoza can suggest the reality of
objective knd divisions, and can talk all the time about individuals having features in
common, agreeing in essence, sharing the same property, and so on, when he is
supposed to be an antirealist concerning univef8alitaserot, for example, suggests
thatthe antirdai st reading of Spinoza is a nonstart
endorsement of common properties.

[T]o hold that Spinoza is a nominalist . . . is to deny that [his] common properties
[(see, for example, 2pZp39)] are universals; but this is scarcelglingible. The
one thing that the nominalist rejects is the notion of common prop&fiies.

The same thought is found in Fullerton, the other major realist interpreter of Spinoza.

If the objects to be classed really have something in common, then ticht by
have in common is a universal elem&t.

I ndeed, even Spinoza 6 ssimainpatutdasimhkar of 1 ndi
not just Ain n&kheDI/23NEn0 niay imciteromedolragdrdy 0 (
Spinoza as arealist. For S p i n o zuat@smucthiasireours, jt is not strange to
find realism described as simply the view that items can agree or be similar in*ffature.

Since realists understand similarity between individuals as involving at least some core

423 Fales 1990, 155.

424 Hull 2007, 202203.

425 See Braicovich 2008, 136n77, 1389; Curley 1985, 4541; Di Vona 1960, 16A61; Haserot 1950.
426 Haserot 1950, 470.

427 Fullerton 1894, 231; Fullerton 1899, 31.

428 See Hobhouse 1918, 50; Ross 1962, 738.
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of strict identity between thosedividuals, the unstated assumption in such formulations
of realism is, of course, (1) that the core of similarity between individuals is
indiscernibilityd exact similarity between individuals and (2) that indiscernibility

implies identity. The unstatedsasnption is, in short, what the antirealist regards as an
abomination: that when multiple things agree, or are similar, they are strictly identical in
the respects in which they are similar.

It is understandable, for various other related reasons, thataurid take
Spinozabés talk of objective kind divisions,
perfect agreement in nature among many, general essences in common between
members of a diversity, and the like as indicating endorsement of realism. For one
Spinoza himself at one point describes the belief in universals as the belief according to
which individuals are allowed to agree or be similar in nature (KV 1.6 1/43). Second,
antirealism often gets reduced merely intaibeiconstituenforms, such thisany
admission of things having ontologically authentic properties at all is taken to be an
admission of realisrf?® This is why realism is frequently described simply as the view
that there are natures or properties. The assumption is (and one that Muretakes to
be evident in the thought of Berkeley, for exanfifdhat Fness is a property, nature, or
the like only if it is apt to be one in many. The assumption is, in different words, that it
makes no sense to regard properties, natures, and the dikgtamg else but universals

(which begs the question, of course, against the constituend firentrope formd of

429 See Muehlmann 1992, 49; Parkinson 1974 F2&erot 1950, 47@84; Wolfson 1934, 148yVolfson
1937b, 316811
430 Muehlmann 1992, 49.
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antirealism)*! Third, and more specifically, antirealism often gets reduced merely to its
subjectivistnonconstituent forms (particularly thattits archetypical and father form:
predicate nominalism), such that any admissioobpéctivesimilarity, agreements,
likenesses, kinds, and so on is taken to be an admission of ré¥IRarth,
universal® entities apt to be one in mahyare sometimesimply described as common
properties or general natur€ésuch that any admission of common properties or
general natures is taken to be an admission of realisos we find Hansen and Connee
describing antirealism as the view that items cannot sharecamyomature?* Thus
we find Aristotle, Hobbes, and Bradley understanding the universal as that which is apt
to be held ircommorf3® Thus we find early modern commentators such as Bolton
describing the problem of universals as concerned with the questtorhaw it makes
sense to say that something carcbmmorto many*3® And so on.

In contrast to what some interpreters of Spinoza think, however, we cannot just
assume that Spinoza is sincere about there lgginginekind divisions,objective

sharing of ommon propertieagreemenhot only in name but alsa reality, and the

431 See Callaghan 2001, 3Zross 2005, 109; Bennett 1984, 39 and 302; Geisler £9@9es on
ANomi nalfiBlmdt atned Met aphysics. 0

432 SeeAnderson and Groff 1998, 177; Burns 1914, 78; Conee and Sider 2005al851990, 155;
MacDonald 2009, 60.

433 \Wallace 1981, 36; Thiel 201Jprdan1963, ch. 24Swoyer and Frances@®11; £eAristotle, Parts of
Animalsl, 3 644a 2628; Metaphysicd/1l, 13, 1038b8-12; Nicomachean Ethick 6, 1096a 239;
Keckermann 1602; Fonseca 1591; Di B&lD05, 38; Reid 1850, 5.3

434 Hansen 1985, 106; Connee and Sider 2005, 177.

435 Aristotle Metaphysic4.038b 1011; Hobbes 1994a, ch. 5.Bradley 1927, 171.

436 Bolton 1998, 178.
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like only if he is committed to realism (identitigeory). As both RicE’ and Jordah®

point out against those interpreters under the mistaken impression that Spinoza is an
antirealistonly if he disallows objective similarity in nature, there is room to say that a

thinker can be sincere about individuals agreeing entirely in essence, having properties

in common, sharing the same nature, and so on without being committed to an ontology
invol ving universals. Su8rez makes this ver
Suarez says, the antirealist need not eschew the possibility of these individuals over here
having other indivi d*¥ Bachsmemberjokagivenkirell v Al i ke

division does not have to b@enticalin some respect to belong to a certain division in

437 Rice makes this especially clear in his criticism of Steinberg.
Steinberg arguethat a nominalistic reading of 4p30 would invalidate the demonstration thereof. Her
argument in fact takes nominalism as conventionalism; so that, without a real objective underlying
and identical nature, the similarity predicated of all humans wouldipest an arbitrary convention.
Her claim is certainly not true for [other] versions of nominalism. . . . [O]ne can be a hominalist and
still argue that claims about similarity are not merely verbal [and yet not grounded in a real objective
underlying anddentical nature]. (Rice 1991, 303; see Feibleman 1951b, 387)
438 Jordan suggests that those who take a realist reading of Spinoza have been motivated to do so by the
mistaken assumption that antirealism disallows objective similarities or agreements.
It canrot be denied that the nominalism of Hobbes, Spinoza, Helvetius, Feuerbach, and ef all pre
Marxian materialist thinkers constituted an integral part of the materialist conceptual framework. . . .
It is true that a nominalist denies that a generalworgpisao per name for what i s cal
propertyd or, more generally, &écommon character6 |
Aristotelian realist he does not believe that things have commoiadrgical characters. But he does
not deny hat things can be grouped together or classified according tcittindarity or resemblance
The nominalist asserts that similarities are empirically given and that he does not need the universal of

similarity in order to be able to recognize aresentblan when he observes iit. When
ascribed to two or more objects, we do not saysmething butsimilar things about them; this also

applies to the sentences, in which the predicate ¢
view that similarity is a O6truedtulmiversaBért wandhR®:

opinodor that things have a common property [ (under ¢
that[,] being thesamég,] is simultaneously here and there.caeding to his logic, the Identity theory
[(that is, realism concerning universals)] is sahtradictory A nominalist would insist that no
property can belong to two different individuals and that every property is a particular property of one
and onlyone individual. The fact that properties are as much particular as individuals is not
incompatible with their beingimilar as a matter of fact. (yremphasis Jordan 1963, ch. 24)
439 SuareaviD 6.5.3.
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truth. Similarity, resemblanceagreemenbetween individuals as they are in themselves
need not involve anstrict identitybetween those individuals.

We cannot simly assume that each of the items that Spinoza describes as
agreein@ evenperfecthd in nature or as having the same property need to be one and
the same in any respect whatsoever. Without any additional facts to say otherwise, it
could just be, and in acatance with for example theopeaccount®°that each
member of a given kind division is not identical in any respect. Without any additional
facts to say otherwise, it could just be that each of the individuals said to share a
property, or said to have ammon nature, or so on merely have distnetven if
inherently indiscernibi@ properties, natures, or so $ As Suéarez, perhaps one of
Spinozads fAmost i mp d*attieulates theeatldviewadthoses our ce [ s
antirealists who allow for objectivensilarity in the first place, there is simply similarity
all the way down; the repugnant strict identities of the realist are forever analyzed away
into nothing more innocuous than mere similarifi€s.

For there is nothing both one and in fact undivideceadity in this and in that

human nature [(as the realists say)]; but there is merely in this, something to which
something isimilar in that other nature. Yet this is not real unity, Satilarity. In

this sense only, several things can be said td beecsame nature a parte rei, that is,

of similar nature: for this [A]identity][ o
things, cannot be anything in reality other than a simil&ffty.

440 SeeKeinanenforthcoming.

441See Locke 1959, 3.3.12; OckinOrdinatio 1.2.6.

442 |_ennon 2005, 27. See Doyle 1998, 185; Gracia 1998, 461.

443 One thing should be kept in mind, if | am to speak strictly. Odd as it may sound, and unusual no doubt
as it is, one can be a realist and hold that between things inttizé &orld there really is no level of

identity. Each universal property, for example, could be such that there is only one instance of it. But it
would still be a universal in light of the litmus test described in Chafter

444 My emphasis SuaredD 6.2.13
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The nature is not common with respect to a reality but with ot$pe notion or a
basic similarity**®

There is in things a certain similarity in their formal unities, on which the
community which the intellect can attribute to such a nature as conceived by it, is
based; this similarity is not properly unity sincéldates not imply the undividedness
of the entities on which it is based but merely implies their agreefffent.
[ A Uni v are grauhdeddn]the things themselves, not insofar as the nature has
any universality in the things, but insofar as there is intliduals themselves
agreement and similarity in essence and its propéfties.
Once the possibility of similaritgll-the-way-down is admitted, it becomes clear
that realist interpreters of Spinoza are not entitled to claim, to use just one example from
Haserot!'*®t hat only realism can justify Spinozab
human nature, necessarily apply to all and only humans. It is not true that only realism
can justify Spinozads claim thataléandere ar e
only humans. Certain facts could necessarily apply to all and only humans merely
insofar as each human has its own distinct but intrinsically indiscernible nature, as the
trope interpretation permits.
So for all we know going into the mattemere exact resemblances, not the
identities of the realist, could serve to g
divisions, shared properties, perfect agreement in nature, and the like. This is perfectly

acceptable to the antirealist. After all, theiante al i st , i n Haserotds wo

ideni es any one in the many, a¥Pengngang!l e f or 1

445 SyéreaviD 6.1.15; see also MD 6.2.1.
446 SyareaviD 6.1.12.

447 SyarezaviD 6.5.3.

448 Haserot 1950, 489n27.

449 Haserot 1950, 484.
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one in many, any single form in a plurality of instances, is perfectly compatible with
welcoming objective similarity, so loras that similarity goes all the way down such
that at no level is there strict identf8f Hiibner, one of the most recent commentators to
grapple with the issue of Spinoza and the status of universals, puts the point well.
[ T] hi s | angua g ealso $tandamllyg used dymeedidval andveasy
modern nominalists . . . to pick out mesieilaritiesthat an intellect would
recognize among particular things. Onthis...-nomal i st construal of
to say that certairneoparstijcuussitartso fisaagyr eteh aitn
another®!
H¢e¢bner herself findese&piabpacboosholbdltbf
On her view, to say in Spinozab6s world that
to the same kind, or share an esggror agree in nature, or so on is to say that those
items merely exactly resembf%nlinewithall esembl e
antirealist interpreters who allow that, for Spinoza, there is objective similarity and
commonality at all (let alonperfector exactsimilarity and commonality){Hibner thus
appears to agree with Ricebs interpretation
thing to be similar to or have something in common with another thing. According to
Rice, in Smilnoeczzadw rdmndt ifft0 x has somet hing in
simil a¥Atoonydidbwmg to Rice, fA[t]here is nothi
system] to suggest that strict identity, or indeed any relation stronger than similarity . . .,

is in Spndozwbenmit comes to talk of samene

450 GarrigouLagrange 1936, 3@0n1.

451 Hibner forthcominen; see Hilbner 2014, 128.
452 Hiibner forthcominen; see Hiibner 2014, 128.
453 Rice 1991, 299.
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agreements between multiple individu&sAccording to Rice, identity for Spinoza is

al ways but @ a*Habherisexplictbn thk engtierasweld

Onthis ... nomealistconstruabf RAagreement 6, to say that
Afagree i n natureo i s just ..ttistheyont hat t he:
reali st construal of fAagreemento as a cog!

track in interaphysiac®*ng Spinozads met
Newlands, another recent commentator grappling with the issue of Spinoza and
the status of universals, has the same sort of understanding about how talk of agreement
and sharing and commonality need not be regarded as based in what thbaiellist
to be based in: identity. And just as with those commentators who explain away realist
friendly passages in Hobbes by saying that Hobbes is talking about mere similarity
between thing€>’ Newlands agrees, along with Rice, Hiibner, and offiétisat
Spinozabs talk of agreement, sharing, commo

the antirealisfriendly way of mere similarity or resemblance.

[ Su8rez] <cl ai ms, Aithere is merely somethi |
something is similami the other nature; however, this is not real unity but
similarity.o. : : I n other words, objecti:’

particulars are that which, in things, ground the content of universal concepts. . . As

we will see, this sortfaesemblancéased conceptualism is the position that

Spinoza adopts as wel |l . . . . Spinoza

does not require literal sharing or multiple instantiation. . . . In short, some of the

particular aspects of singulthings more exactly resemble aspects of other things,

and collections of such similar aspects or things are the basis of universal concepts. .

.. In contemporary metaphysics, admitting that the content of universals rests

[merely] on objective similaties . . . commits Spinoza tan@minalistposition. . .

[ Spinoza does seem] to admit that things |

454 Rjce 1991, 301.

455 Rice 1975, 210; seBarbone 1997, 26n62, 60, 84, 146, 150, 159.

456 Hiibner forthcominen.

457 See Hull 2007, 221n23.

458 SeeBarbone, Rice, and Adler 1995, 206n18&ver 1993, 65Matheron 1969, 182.
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I claimed in section 1 that the sense of
resemblance nominalisfm®

Realism ofta promotes itself as the only view that can allow for genuine unity
and systematicity in nature. Since Spinoza is widely accepted as believing in such unity
and systematicity, it is not uncommon for many realist interpreters to suggest that
Spi noz andisso obeiaus that it is a waste even to engage antirealist interpreters.
Nevertheless, the sheer number of antirealist interpreters warrants engagement. Besides,
and as we have seen, there are ways for the antirealist to allow for unity and
systematidly in nature. The sort of unity and systematicity will be deflated, less intense.
It wi || not be what Su8rez describes as #nre
fireal “Conlyiuniversal natures, as Swoyer and Francesco explain, are true
fi u reir f81 Bui even though the unity and systematicity of the antirealist world is that
which involves no strict identity, just similarity (at best, exact similarity), that does not
mean that wunity and systemati ci fteyalbof fAsome
even if all individuals arabsolutelynonidentical in every respect, as must be the case in
the antirealist world, it is hard not to regard individuals that are nevertheless inherently
exactly similar in some respects as being knit, unifiethase respects.
Understanding talk of objective agreenteimdeed evemperfectobjective
agreemer@ among things as they are in themselves as but reseenblancer mere

similarity has long been considered a viable option in the history of philosophyt, Wolf

459 Newlands forthcomingu.

460 SyarezaviD 6.1.12, MD 6.2.13; see MacDonald and Malcolm 1998 -278; Ross 1962; South 2002,
786; Haserot 1950, 470.

461 Swoyer and Francesco 2011; see Ruja 1938, 282.
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for example, says that wuniversals fHare what

adds, however, that such universalities, such commonalities, are to be understood in the
antirealist sense: they are nothing Bsimilaritiesfound among individuals*®? We find

the same thing in Su8rez, as we already

aw

which we call universal or common®*®@re real

its own, such a line may have us thinking that Suérez is a realist. Buusteemember

that, for Suéarez, this universality or commonality is to be understood (so at least it

seems) as nothing more than similaff$The same is true of Ockham. Against his

Aopponents, 0 and Scotus is whomthmgs has i

really are alike . % . they are alike in
Spinoza was aware of this option too, this option of understanding objective

agreement among things as they are in themselves as butasemlancer

similarity. Not only are such thoughtsjpa of Spinozads cul tur al

would put it), but Spinoza in particular owned ttagjica Vetus et Nov&® Here

Johannes Clauberg explains that, although a universal is what is common in many,

commonality or universality should be understoothimantirealistsense, that is, as

nothing but similarit$ similarity involving no strict identity at any levé’ For these

n

on

S

L

reasons, even when Spinozanvegrsahkmaaboat ur ad d

(my emphasis TTP dingéneala n(dmyi heummmama sniag uTrke 1 1.

462 My emphasis Wolff 1983, 13233; seeSchonfeld 1998.

463 SuareaviD 6.2.1.

464 See Gilson 952, 101, 106; Peccorini 1974, 6685.

465 See Burns 1914, 90.

466 SeeServaas van Rooijen 1888, 188; Freudenthal 1899, entry 127.

467 Claubergl683,76-77, 351352, 401; see Di Vona 1960, 158; Lagrée 1989; Robinson 1932, 457.
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1p8s2) (see TTP 1.2, TTP 1.18, TTP 3.3, TTP 3.5, TTP 4.1, TTP 4.6, TTP 4.9, TTP 5.1,

TTP 5.7, TTP5.8, TTP 7.1, TTP 12.11, TTP 16.5, TTP 16.6, TTP 17.1, TTP 194, TTP

20.11, TTP 20.14, TTP 1n3; TdIE 13, TdIE 25, TAIEBAIE 108; TP 1.1, TP 1.4, TP

25 TP 26, TP 2.7, TP 28, TP 3.8, TP 3.18, TP 3.22, TP 4.4, TP 6.3, TP 7.2, TP 7.4, TP

9.3, TP 11.2; Ep. 21, Ep. 23, Ep. 30, Ep. 34, Ep. 52, Ep. 73; KV 2pref), we are not

entitled simply to assume that he sees the worllraslist, one who analyzes

similarities in terms of strict identity. For these reasons, even when Spinoza makes
reference to the fAuniversal essence of I|ine
general 0o (Extensi on, whwithdeontegicalshapesasai t | y c |
universal: DPP 1prol 1/142/334), we are not entitled simply to assume that he rejects

seeing the world as an antirealist, one who must explain away all suggestions of strict

identity 468

468 These points go overlooked natlp among some interpreters of Spinoza but also among students of
several thinkers throughout the history of philosophy. Leibniz is a prime example. Whether or not Leibniz
really was a realist concerning universals (see APPENDIX A), one is not entidegl that Leibniz is a

realist just because he believes in objective kinds and agreements in the world. But this seems to be what,
for example, Smith thinks (2011). Finding that for Leibniz there are true objectivaiisibns, Smith

concludes that Leibnz must be a realist, t ha-menbeshimnhernng pr esuppo
in the individual biological entiti edslvidiohse msel ves. 0 .
Arequires at | e a sriversaliaén rebusettwe t hearts & hefrteemret t ri but ed
(2011, 236). Although I tend to agree with the conc|

stands needs more premises, especially in light of the fact that Leibniz himself suggests, through
Theophilusthat kind divisions can be based in mere resemblain®s Essay8.3).

Scotus is another good example. Like Spinoza, Scotus talks all over the place about things having
common natures. Humans have a common nature. Triangles have a common naturs.|&thia ha
preponderance of commenta@drscluding Ockham (see Burns 1914, 90), Leibniz (see Leiniz
VI.i.16.817), Coleridge@oleridge 1853, 300and Peirce (Anderson and Groff 1998, ¥5&) conclude
that Scotus is at least an immanent realist concetmiggrsals: universals are realities meialy
individuals (rather thaprior to individuals), to use the medieval way of putting it (Begthelot et. al.
18861902a,1190; Boler 1963; Burns 1914, 77; Fullerton 1894, 235; Mertz 1996, 127; Pini 2005¢&Valla
1981, 19; Williams 2013; Wolter 196Zerffi 1877, 142) If the case is won that easily (which would be
quite a slap in the face to the antirealist interpretation of Spinoza that has remained so orthodox and has
been sustained by such a great horde) trcould bring much of this chapter to completion simply by
noting Spinozabés incessant talk of common propertie:
Spinoza, even though Scotus does hold that things share common natures, that alon#iigemtfeu
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My sensitivity to the fact that Spinaz6 s r epeated tal k of perf
between things, shared natures, common properties, and so on does not itself entail that
he is a realist affords me the chance to ma
spirit of my earlier discussion conogng substances having attributes (see Part 2), more
definitive than what is found in other realist commentators. It affords me the opportunity
to make a case for Spinozads realism that i
(such as Rice, Newlais, andHubne) sensitive to the fact that
having features in common, agreeing entirely in n&uneleed, even his talk of items
sharing auniversalnature (see TTP 4.8)need not entail his commitment to reali&i.

The question, thens in what sense do thinysn my case in this chapter,

mode® share common properties, agree entirely in some respects, and so on. In the

making him a realist. There is strong evidence, in fact, that Scotus is not a realist. On some occasions he
appears to hold that individuals sharing a common nature each have, in truth,smeitatynatures. In
effect, he would seem to haus paraphrase his talk of things sharing a common nature into talk of their
having at best inherently indiscernible but nevertheless numerically distinct natures.

An actual universal is that which . . . can itself, one and the same thing, be diredblgcate each

individual [exemplifying it] . . . by a predicatic
t hat . . . it can be said of each instance that €
65-66)

Thacker make the point well.
I n Scotusd ter ms, the common nature between A and

between them. (Thacker 2010, 140; see Thilly 1914, 162)
To be sure, Leibniz may very well be right that Scotus is a realist. It may beibasz says, that Scotian
common natures in themselves are not particular, but simply are individuated by some extra ingredient, in
which case they are in themselves universals@seev e r  a n-tHawthérhed 209, $4). | am inclined
to agree. After allScotus also endorses the view that we should not multiply entities beyond necessity
(Scotus 1997, 108), and the realist position would seem to honor that more so than the only other
antirealist option remaining for someone who allows for natures, esspnapsrties and the like into
their ontology: the trope position (See Thornburn 1918). But as far as | am concerned here, perhaps
Leibniz was wrong, as McCullough as well has claimed (McCullough 19966b2erhaps natures for
Scotus themselves are peutars, tropes.
469 Some antirealist interpreters do assume that talk of items having features in common, agreeing entirely
in nature, would entail a commitment to realism concerning universals. Thus Barbone, for instance, goes
through pains to explainaw&p i nozadés talk at 4p68s of Adam and Eve
order to keep Spinoza a consistent antirealist (Barbone 2002, 101).
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realist sense, which involves some level of strict identity? Or in the antirealist sense,
which rejects any level aftrict identity?°
6.3 1pl7s
6.3.1 Core case
1pl7s seems to settle the matter. A passage in this scholium provides powerful

evidence that Spinoza thinks like a realist when it comes to modes having properties in
common. Having already proven substance ismar(1p14) and that everything is in God
(1p15), in which case when we are talking about individuals like men we are necessarily
talking about modes of God, in 1p17s Spinoza welcomes what no antirealist can
welcome: the possibility of strict identity beter two individuals.

[Two men] can agree entirely][, that is, coincide absolufglgréus convenirg]

according to their essence. But in [their manner of] existing they must differ. And for

that reason, i f the exi streewll@ottodrebyone p

e
peri sh. But i f the essence of one coul d
essence would also be destroyed. (1pl17s 11/634)8

ri

b |
In this passage Spinoza appears to admit not only that there are essences that

things have (thsiruling out any form of nonconstituent antirealism), but also that there

are essences disposed to be instantiated in many (thus ruling out any form of constituent

antirealism and, in fact, accepting realism). Spinoza regards these two men as

470|n theShort TreatisSspi noza appears to reject realism for the
in naure (KV 1.6 1/43, KV 1.10 1/49/20ff). The problems that he raises at KV 1.6 H43/®roblems

with saying that things can agree in nature, he regards as positioning him away from realism. This would

suggest that when Spinoza does admit that things agregure, which he does all over the place in his

mature work, that he admits universals. There are other places where Spinoza is comfortable with saying

that things that agree in some respect are identical in some respect. In Letter 12a SpinoZatisays tha
proposition that the fison of god is the father hi ms:«
agree with a third thing agree with one another. o S
similarity (see CM 1.6 1/246/1) and, in geak this sort of evidence will not convince antirealist

interpreters. They could just say, for example, that Spinoza realized in his mature work that things could

agreein nature in théropeway and not theealist way.
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numerically dentical in respect to their essence, meaning that there is a universal
mani fested through each of them. I n the wor
it is the essence of ®¥lach man in no excl usi
| do not claim that the essence in qiesin 1pl7s is a universal merely because
| see Spinoza talking here about multiple i
absolutelyodo in nature. Such talk does insin
philosophy and, more specifically, inlighto s ev er al passages from S
(see KV 1.6 1/43, KV 1.10 1/49/20ff; CM 1.6 1/246/1). But | aim to honor what | said in
the previous warning section: | will not beg the question against the antirealist
interpretation by simply assumiéghowever sobeof an assumption it may 8ethat
Spinoza understands perfect agreement in the manner of the realist.
What allows me to know that Spinoza is thinking of perfect agreement in the
manner of the realist in 1pl7s,equiressoathat Spi
least it seems, that he takes the perfect agreement in essence between the two men to be
that of strict identity. The telltale sign of this is that when the essence of the one man is
destroyed, the essence of the other is destrfyddhe destuction of the essence of the
one amounts to the destruction of the essence of the other only if, so at least it appears
anyway, the essence in question is one and the same in each. If the essence of manl and

the essence of man2 were anything less thaslgtidentical (say, merely exactly

471 Fullerton 1899, 59.
42Compareths st at ement of Spinozads with Taylorodos claim
says, not a true pantheist) since the essences of two things are always completely different (1972a, 190n4).
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similar), then the destruction of the essence of the one would appaetdiynount to
the destruction of the essence of the other.
An interesting historical point, and one that drives home the fact that we do have

a wiversal on our hands in 1p17s, is that Ockham uses almost the same example to
show, what he at least sees as, the absurdity of universals. An omnipotent being such as
God, Ockham says, should be able to eradicate one man without thereby eradicating all
other med a targeted strike, if you will. But assume, Ockham continues, that in each
man there is one and the same essemmree and the same essence in the manner of
realism (that isper identitatenrather tharper similitudinenm. On this assumption, all
menwould perish were God to destroy merely one man. All men would be destroyed if
God were to destroy just one man because, so Ockham reasons, to destroy one man is to
destroy thevholeof that man and the essence in question is entirely present in that man,
in which case the essence must be destroyed along with the whole. Realism in general is
thus absurd, Ockham concludes. For, in principle at least, it allows scenarios where God
cannot do what it is absurd to say that he cannot do: destroy simply one moémbe
kind without destroying the rest of the members. Here is the Ockham passage in
guestion.

[On the supposition that humanity is a universal] it would follow that God would not

be able to annihilate one individual substance without destroying the other

individuals of the same kind. For, if he were to annihilate one individual, he would

destroy the whole that is essentially that individual and, consequently, he would

destroy the universal that is in it and in others of the same essence. Other things of

the same essence would not remain, for they could not continue to exist without the
universal that constitutes a part of th&th.

473 OckhamOpera Philosophica, 51.
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Whether Spinoza can successfully face such a challenge is not, for my purposes
here, what is important about this Ockham pass@¢hat is important is that here
Ockham corroborates my claim that the essence referred to in 1p17s is a universal. Since
Ockham clearly has no axe to grind on the debate as to whether Spinoza is a realist or an
antirealist, and since he is at the sameeta major authority for the debate, | take this as
powerful corroboration for an already wslipported claim.

Whet her Ockhambés argument against realis
My task is simply to argue that Spinoza is a realist concermingursals when it comes
to the level of modes. | want to be as definitive as possible. Most of the realist
commentators who come across 1pl7s assume, with good reason, that there is no debate
about whether we are dealing with a one in many fiéténder nomal circumstances |
woul d agree. Nevertheless, with Spinozads o
and the apparent orthodoxy of the interpret
n o mi n ¥l hiagethe gpace here to open up to the ingenuity of tivealist
interpreter. And as we will see, a clever enough antirealist interpreter may be able to
complicate matters enough that the realist interpretation of the passage is at least no
longer the obvious answer.
6.3.2 Nonrelational nonconstitutent angiiem and 1pl7s

Might Spinoza be endorsing a nonrelational nonconstituent antirealist analysis of

these men having essence E in 1p17s? On a literal reading of the passage, the

474 See, for exampldylartin 2008, 495.
475 Eisenberg 1971, 184.
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nonrelational nonconstituent analysis is out. Spinoza not only refers to yntlesti
nonrelational nonconstituent antirealists eschew, namely, an essence, but

distinguished as he does in various places (11225; CM 1.2 1/239/25ff) essence

from existence. By distinguishing essence from existence, Spinoza draws a wedge
between indriduals and their essences that no nonrelational nonconstituent antirealist is
allowed to draw. Drawing such a wedge is not allowed, of course, because nonrelational
nonconstituent antirealism reduces properties, essences, and the like to the ontologically
unstructured blob individuals said to have them. Moreover, Spinoza does not endorse a
nonrelational nonconstituent antirealist analysisuddstancebaving attributes. That

matters here because it is quite unheard of for someone to switch up theisgfralys

one where properties are allowed to one where properties are not allowed) depending on

the sort of individuals under discussion.

Nevertheless, certain passages in Spinoz
hope for the nonrelational nonconstituenttai r eal i st i nterpretation.
claim that dAwhite is therefore the name of

that ®ody} hé CM Spinoza suggests the foll ow
being charactered: o is F just medhat o is F (not that there is some property in o
serving as the ground for predicating AFO0O o

If you go on to ask what is trutither than a true idea, ask also what is whiteness
other than a white body. For thelationship is the same in both cag€M 1.6)

476 HobbesOpera Philosophic®.528.
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In Letter 2 we find the same sentiment.
The will differs from this or that volition in the same way as whiteness differs from
this or that white thing. . . . [That is, there is no difference. After all,] the will is only
a being of reason aralight not in any way to be called a cau&. (2 1V/9/1620)
Consider also the following passage from 8irt Treatis€keeping in mind, however,

that the consensus among scholars is that Spinoza did not wtife it).

[ G] ood and evilsssand Beatdas®s @g¢wodn have

from the [individual] essence[s] of Judas and Peter, for these [essences] alone [are]
in Nature, and without them [the goodness of Peter and the evil of Judas] cannot be
defined. (KV 1.10 I/50%®

These pasgges may not give too much hope after a more encompassing look at

Spinozabs writings. Spinoztasapthasibistrsestoay s t he

predicate F of o in itself is to say that o contains property Fness (DPP 1d9; see

3p55c2d)t’® One maysay that the CM passage trumps this one because in the CM

477 See Curley 1985, 93n1.
478 Notice the similarity of these passages with the one quoted in APPENDIX A from Leibniz, a passage
that inspires such commentators as Mates (ME88, I71ff) to read Leibniz as an austere antirealist.
Up to now | see no other way of avoiding these difficulties than by considering abstracta . . . as
abbreviated ways of talkidgso that when | use the naineatit is not required that | should be
making metion of some vague subject but rather that | should be saying that something &nbot
to that extent | am an nominalist, at least provisionally. . . . There is no need to raise the issue whether
there are various realities in a substance that are tdarfuents [(read: truthmakers)] of its various
predicates. (Leibniz 1948, 547)
479 See Melamed 2009, 65n14To say that it is correct to characterize o in itself as F is, as Spinoza
suggests at DPP 1d9 (see DPP 1@p&5c2d, to say that the nature of o caimts something grounding
that correct characterization. Such a view directly contravenes the nonrelational nonconstituent analysis,
whose whole shtick is to deny that there is any objective plurality in the individual grounding the plurality
of correct cheacterizations.
When we say that something is contained in the nature or conception of some thing, that is the same
as saying that it is true of that thing, that is, can be truly affirmed @RP(1d9)

Now, commentators have puzzled over what is bdefmed here at DPP 1d9 since, unlike in the
case of the other definitions (with exception to 1d10), there is an italicized term indicating what term is
being defined (see Curley 1985, 240n17; Shirley 2002, 128n22). But in line with my default
methodologial assumption that whatever | see from an author is intentional and there for a reason, my
default assumption when reading DPP 1d9 is that the lack of italics is intentional. Indeed, it is a definition

straight f rPonoipled ef Plilasophy®is®sz a mer ely adds the term

that what is being discussedcizrrectortruec har act eri zation/ predication.
italics either. The lack of italics in both works suggests that the equation, which is indigatedphrase

206



Spinoza presents his own view while here

view, not his #fAtruly owno (Ep. 13 |1V/64).

specific Cartesian view is nggided. Moreover, | see no reason to say he does not
endorse it. Indeed, given what we saw at the level of substances having attributes, and
given the literal reading of 1p17s, there is positive reason to conclude that he does
endorse it. We will in factee additional positive evidence in a few paragraphs.

I might attempt reconciliation of the two passages in the following way. In the
DPP passage Spinoza is talking about predications thataref the individualin
itself. But in the CM passage, as Wa$ in Letter 2 and th8hort Treatisgpassages, he is
talking about a predication that is not true of the individual in itself. Whiteness, as
Spinoza well knows, is a property born of the interaction of the individual said to be
white and our bodies. Wiginess is not true of the body in itself. The same can be said
for the sort of goodness that Spinoza discusses i8hb# Treatisgpassage. These
passages thus fall outside of the purview of my discussion. | am dealingoni¢ict
characterizations ohe individual as it isn itself. The question is whether Spinoza gives
anonrelational nonconstitueantirealist analysis of individuals having intrinsic
properties.

Perhaps | am wrong about this reconciliation strategy. Nevertheless, and
however muclpassages such as the one from CM might inspire one to regard Spinoza

as a nonrelational nonconstituent antirealist, a rather definitive case against the

it he same a s bothdirgctiomgsuch that thenfalowingitwo points obtain. (1) To say that o
contains property Fness is to say that it is true to predicate F of o in itself. (2) To say it is true to predicate
F of o in itself isto say that o contains property Fness.
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nonrelational nonconstituent antirealist reading of 1p17s can be made. The nonrelational
nonconstituenantirealist bars essences from his ontology. For the nonrelational

nonconstituent antirealist, then, these men do not really have some ontologically

authentic essence E. These men are ontologically unstructured blobs. In 1p17s Spinoza

says, recall, thahte destruction of manlds essence gua
essence. But what does it mean to destroy nm
nonconstituent antirealist view? In light of the fact that, on the nonrelational

nonconstituent antirealistew, what grounds the correct predication of essence E to

manl is simply the ontologically unstructured blob individual that is manl himself, it

could mean one of two things. It could mean that man1l is no longer charactered as E and

yet still somehow remas. Or it could mean that manl is destroyed, deleted. Since we

are talking about an essence, which is to be paraphrased by the nonrelational

nonconstituent antirealist as merely an esseptedication presumably the latter is the

case. Either way, isiclear that the nonrelational nonconstituent interpretation of 1p17s

fails. Let me explain why.

If Spinoza is endorsing a nonrelational nonconstituent analysis of these men

having E, then when he says that the destru
destruction of man2ds essence, he means t ha
option, manldés no | onger being charactered
man26és no |l onger being characteremi as E). T
nonconstituent antirealist would agree, sur
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being charactered as E) does not guarantee
being charactered as E).

In order to preserve the nonrelational nonconstitu@arpretation, one might try
to import into 1pl7s other factual assumpt:i
(or his no | onger being charactered as E) g
longer being charactered as E). There are seveyhalgms with this. First, why did
Spinoza neglect to disclose such assumptions? The answer is that he meant what he
literally said: the two men have strictly the same essence, which explains why the
destruction of the essence of the one is the destruaftithe essence of the other.
Second, and most importantly, the passage I
his no | onger being charactered as E) does
longer being charactered as E), thus rulingtbetpossibility for one to finagle with the
passage in such a way as to prevent it from going against the nonrelational
nonconstituent interpretation. Spinoza says that when manl is deleted (and thus is no
longer charactered as E), man2 doetget dele¢d (and thus is presumably still
charactered as E).

In general, there is good reason to say that Spiakbagetherrejects the
understanding of entities being charactered provided by nonrelational nonconstituent
antirealism. Consirdunentayainstadanrelatongldé s f amous a
nonconstituent antirealisfi® Things act causally, Armstrong says, in virtue of their

properties. The object depresses the scale pan in virtue of its mass, not in virtue of its,

480 Armstrong 1989, 50.
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say, shape or electrical charge. But accordirthemonrelational nonconstituent
analysis of an entityds being charactered,
bl obs, fimass and charge are | ost inside the
asked for an explanation as to why object shmd down the scale pan in this exact way,
the most exact the nonrelational nonconstituent antirealist can get is to say that it is
because object o is object 0. To be sure, just as the nonrelational nonconstituent
antirealist is entitled to predicate massf object o, the nonrelational nonconstituent
antirealist is entitled to say that o pushed the scale pan down in such and such a way
because of its having mass x. But remember, the truthmaker for this correct predication
is the propertyless blob thatastself. Thus when nonrelational nonconstituent
antirealists say that o pushed the scale pan down in such and such a way because of its
having mass x, they do not mean that o pushed the scale pan down in such and such a
way in virtue of some property tha has. What is meant is simply that o pushed the
scale pan down in such and such a way in virtue of the fact that o, a propertyless entity,
is o.

Now I bring this up because Spinoza, like Armstrong, does seem to think that the
causal powers of individis derive from actual properties that they have. In the course
of giving Oldenburg an account of a certain chemical reaction, Spinoza says the
following to that very effect.

Since the particles are of unequal thickness. . ., they first bent the ridgdoiviie
passages like a bow and then broke them. (Ep. 6)

210



The case is even more explicit at 2p39d.

Let A be that which is common to, and peculiar to, the human body and certain
external bodies. . . . Let it be posited now that the human body is affceed

external body through what it has in common with it, that is, by A; the idea of this
affection will involvepropertyA (by 2p16), and so (by 2p7c) the idea of this

affection, insofar as it involvgsropertyA, will be adequate in God insofar as he is
affected with the idea of the human body, that is (by 2p13), insofar as he constitutes
the nature of the human mind. (my emphasis 2p39d)

Il n the first example, and to use Linds word
and broke the wallsofth passages in vi*mntheseawrdd t heir t hi
passage, and to use Linbés words, Ait is cle

that the external body causally interacts with the human body in virtue of possessing
A .*“BHencelconclude and to use Lindéds words, that Sp
powers of things by (Hffhesisdghtcteentheo t heir prop
nonrelational nonconstituent understanding of entities being charactered has no place in
Spinozadé® thought.

In bath cases, to be sure, Spinoza could just be speaking loosely. It could be that,
in truth, he really does endorse a nonrelational nonconstituent view of entities being
charactered. But this is a stretch, especially when it comes to the second example. Here
we have Spinoza isolating a common property in both bodies (common in the realist
sense, as we will see later) and saying that one causally interacts with thaaothatr
common property. Even a loosely speaking nonrelational nonconstituent antirealist

would not say such a thing. For on the nonrelational nonconstituent view we cannot

4811 in 2006¢, 330.
482 in 2006¢, 331.
4831 in 2006¢, 331.
484 in 2006¢, 331.
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single out a Alayero in the ontological str
impacts the other via that layer. Individuals have no layers, no ontological stracture,
the nonrelational nonconstituent view. The point is brought into stark relief when one
also takes into consideration the following points. (1) Spinoza says that things have
Aproperties or intrinsic denomin@8stBponso (se
19 1V/89, Ep. 20 IV/99, Ep. 83; TdIE 57; KV 1.5 1/4624; KV 2.26 1/110/1316; CM
2.121/277/130) . (2) Spinoza holds that a substan
authentic (see Chaptif and Chapter IV. (3) Modes of substances are ontobadjiy
authenticpropertiesof substances (see Chapter)VIl
6.3.3 Relational nonconstitutent antirealism and 1p17s

Could it be that Spinoza is endorsingeéational nonconstituent analysis of the
men at 1p17s having essencé®ERecall that for the relatiwl nonconstituent
antirealist, these men are ontologically unstructured simples that thus do not really have
some ontologically authentic essence E. Unlike in the case of nonrelational
nonconstituent antirealism, however, the then themselved arenotthe truthmakers
for their being charactered as E. Their being in relation to some other entities makes it
true to predicate E of them: manldéds having
relation to some other entity. On a literal reading of 1p17s, therelttenal
nonconstituent reading seems to be out. Spi

having essence E is a relational fact. That is to say, Spinoza gives no indication that

485 The following commentators seem to endorse a relational nonconstituent antirealist interpretation of
Spinoza (and of aubjectivist variety): Gooch 2010, 293n12; Negri 1991886Negri 1999, 12121.
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manlds having essence E is mermghyalst o say th
under some predicate, belongs to some heap, or so on.

Let me make the case more definitive. In 1p17s Spinoza says that the destruction
of manlds essence guarantees the destructio
destr oy maanihé relatienal sancomsttuent view? In light of the fact that,
according to the relational nonconstituent view, what grounds the correct predication of
essence E to manl is the fact that the ontologically unstructured blob individual that is
manl himsdlis in relation to some other entity, it could be understood in one of two
ways. It could be understood simply as that man1l is longer incamt€rring relation to
some other entity. Call this Aoption A.06 Or
whatever the essence gets analyzed into on the relational nonconstituent analysis: the
predicate OEO®6 under which all E individual s
class of all E individuals, in ohei oasd. of

| take it that the more appropriate reading would be option B. After all, 1p17s
talks of the essencebds getting destroyed, b
technically say that the fAessencoaegerhaset s des
E and thus is no longer in the relationship that makes it true to say that he has E. Option
B, on the other hand, does say that the fes
this option is more in tune with 1p17s and is harder for thesteaterpreter to dispel
than option A, I will start by ruling out the option A version of the relational

nonconstituent reading of 1p17s.
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On the option A version of the relational nonconstituent reading of 1p17s the
destruction of maplyihat mmangis sodongeren andenéemirsy s i m
relation to some other entity. So if Spinoza is endorsing an option A version of the
relational nonconstituent analysis of these men having E, then when he says that the
destruction of mamiésdestsreuncti gmaofanmeame30s
mean that manl1lds -oooferlingnelgtienrto sbneiothegentityn an E
guar ant ees man 20 s -conterring oelatgpe to sotmesother gntity. mhea n  E
problem is clear. As the relationalnomce t i t uent analyst would agr
longer beinginanf onf erring relation to some other
no longer being in an-Eonferring relation to some other entity. (Just because metall no
longer falls under the predcee A FO0 does not mean that met al
In order to preserve the option A variety of the relational nonconstituent
interpretation one might try to import into 1p17s other factual assumptions, making it
such that man10 sconfewinglretatiogte somebotherengity i n E
guar ant ees man 2 0 <onferdng telatiorgt@ sometotmer engty. i n  E
However, and as if any relational nonconstituent interpretation were not already a stretch
since Spinoza gives no indication here thatindns havi ng essence E mea
manl is in some sort of relation to another individual, Spinoza rules out any such
finagling. He says that when manl perishes and thus is no longer irctrdegring
relationship, man2 does not perish and thusasymabily still in the Eonferring
relationship. One might say that manlés hayv

man2 and that man26s having E just means th
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case when one man perishes it is indeed thethaséhe other is no longer charactered
as E. This possibility is unlikely since Spinoza did not tell the reader that the men were
in such a relation with each other.

Now, on the option B version of the relational nonconstituent reading of 1p17s
thedestrat i on of manlds essence means simply th
gets analyzed into on the relational nonconstituent antirealist analysis (such as the
predicate OE, 6 in the case of predicate non
take aclass nominalist approach (of the option B variety, of course). In effect, let us
paraphrase Spinozab6s talk in 1p17s of men h
meaning nothing more than that these ontologically unstructured men belong to the class
of E individuals. In this case, when Spinoza talks about the destruction of the essence of
manl he is talking about the deletion of the class of E individuals.

Notice the advantage that the option B version of the relational nonconstituent
reading enjoys over ghoption A version. In 1pl7s Spinoza says that the destruction of
manldés essence guarantees the destruction o
version, the destruction of manldés essence
essenceé well, at least without clever finagling of the passage. According to the option
B version, however, t hedoestreadthedastructiomai of manl
man26s essence. On the option B version, de
as the destruigin of the class of E individuals; the class of E individuals is the ersatz

essence. Since the c¢class of E individual s i

destruction of manlés Nessenceodo is the dest
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What can | sayg@ainst this improved argument for the relational nonconstituent
antirealist interpretation? Consider the following points.

First, and in contrast to any form of relational nonconstituent antirealism,
Spinoza holds that things like men or candles have wagatures or inner
determinations or fAproperties or intrinsic
relation to other things) (see 2d4, 3p6, 4p37sl, 5p5d, 5p20s, 5p39s; Ep. 19 1V/89, Ep. 20
IV/99, Ep. 83; TdIE 57; KV 1.5 1/40/24; KV 2.26 1/110/1316; CM 2.12 1/277/18B0).
In fact, when Tschirnhaus says that from any given individual more than one property
can be inferred only insofar as that individual is in relation to other things (Ep. 82),
Spinoza replies that, while such a view may hold trué some very simple
individuals, it does not hold in the case of most individuals. It does not hold in the case
of most individuals because most individuals hangypropertiesn themselveEp.
83). Now, there is no indication that the essence in gquestilpl7s is not supposed to
be true of the men in themselves rather than as they are in relation to other things. Since
it seems true of the men in themselves, and thus not insofar as they are in relation to
other things, any relational analy&isind sancluding the class nominalist analy&is
seems to be out.

Second, Spinoza distinguishes between intrinsic and extrinsic characteristics.
The extrinsic characteristics of o is a mat
22,CM23;HG8;Ep.8he intrinsic characteristics of
it is in itself, outside of any relation to other things (see 2d4, 3p6, 4p37sl, 5p5d, 5p20s,

5p39s; Ep. 8, Ep. 19 IV/89, Ep. 20 1V/99, Ep. 83; TdIE 57; KV 1.5 I1¥5KV 2.26
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1/110/1316; CM 2.12 1/277/1930). There is no indication that the essence in question in

1p17s is not supposed to be intrinsic to the men in themselves. Indeed, it seems true of
the men in themselves (and thus not insofar as they are in relation to other things). For
(1) essences are typically construed as true of the thing in itself and (2) Spinoza makes
clear that each thing that exists, whether substance or mode, is a poshaiy

positive naure, a nature on its own (see Secto®). Any relational nonconstient

analysi® and so including the class nominalist anaysseems to be out.

Third, Spinoza thinks that things are causally efficacious in virtue of their
properties. Object o pushes the scale pan down in this way because of its property
having mass .xOnthe relational nonconstituent analysis of what it is to have mass x, the
other individuals that o must be related to in order to be said to have mass x must be
relevant to o006s causal interaction. On
indivi duals with mass x should be refvant
Spinoza gives no indication, however, that such is the case. Therefore, the relational
nonconstituent analyfisand so including the class nominalist analysieems to be
out.

Fourth, Spinoza would find the direction of explanation offered by the relational
nonconstituent antirealist to be backwards in the case of individuals having intrinsic
properties. On the relational nonconstituent view, o is intrinsically F in virtueedatit
that o is related to other individuals: such as that it resembles F individuals or that it

belongs to the heap of F individuals. Spinoza, on the contrary, seems to hold that o is

486 See Armstrong 1989, 289.
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related to other things (such as resembles F entities) in virtue &dhthat o is
intrinsically F, whether that be understood
or trope theory) or as o00s being an ontol og
truthmaker for its being correctly characterized as Fr{&lsa case of the nonrelational
nonconstituent view). The relational nonconstituent analysis seems to be out, then.
6.3.4 Constituent antirealism and 1p17s

Could it be that Spinoza is endorsing a trope analysis of the men at 1p17s having
essence B¥ Thats t o say, and to use one of D. C. W
it be that the two men of 1p17s have the same essence merely in the sense that two
soldiers marching along with a given troop have the same concrete uniform: similar, but
not literally ideniical? The trope analysis is preferable to the nonrelational
nonconstituent analysis and relational nonconstituent analysis in one major regard: the
trope analysis grants that there actually are such entities as essences. That there are at
least such eni#s as essences is the natural reading of 1p17s (especially in light of the
fact that all modes are properties: see Chagiigr Although the trope reading has a
clear advantage over the other two readings in that it sticks close to 1p17s and does not
reqi re cartwheeling paraphrases of Spinozadds

reading fails as well.

487 That Spinoza endorses a trope analysis of modes being charactered is currently in vogue. We see this
interpretation endorsed to some extenthgyfollowing commentator®. C. Williams 1966, 107;

Eisenberg 1971, 18&tout 1936, 9; Seargent 1985, 13rrett 1977, 86; Carriero 1995, 2869; Bennett

1994, 15Bennett 2001, 1.145 (but see 1984, 94); Moltmann 2003, 456; Melamed 2009, Néwlands

2015, 255272; Newlands forthcoming, Hannan 2011, 685; Yovel 1989, 162163; Yovel 1990b, 164;

Heil 2006a, 11, 86; Heil 2008, 20; see Basile 2012, 32
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To be sure, Spinoza does employ locutions that perhaps may give the trope
interpreter some hope. For instance, he does not say that the naemacal or one
andthesamaccording to their essence. Rat her, h
according to their essence. 0 The realist ca
instance, the realist could point out that Spinoza usesthdslagu Aiessenceod here
than the pslar@hafiessescgni ficashtwhbelcaulse t h
expected if Spinoza were construing the essence of manl and the essence of man2 as
tropes and thus as numerically nonidentical despite agreatirgly.

But here is what shuts down all hope for the trope reading. If Spinoza had a trope
understanding of essences, natures, properties, and the like, then the essence of manl
would be nonidentical to the essence of man2 despite the fact thateheherently
exactly alike. But if the essence of the one is nonidentical to the essence of the other, the
destruction of the essence of the one would not entail the destruction of the essence of
the other. The problem is clear. Spinoza is unequivocaltabedact that the
destruction of manldés essence does entail t
the same essence is wholly manifested through both manl and man2, then. That seems
to be the only way that 't he tiedsstructiomdfi on of
man20s essence.

One might argue, nevertheless, that there is a powerful Spinozisticdeason

reason requiring no commitmenttorealwhy t he destruction of me
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entails the dest rEotSpinaza, thesenmeaoh Radlsis, & svithe n c e .
all things that follow from the absolute nature of God, a property of God (see Chapter

VIl and Chapter X Indeed, it is a property of God that, although not essential or

fundamental like an attribute, is nevertheless necessafydd to have. In other words,

the essence of manl is, as with all beingsatdfira naturata o n e prépriaGword 0 s
fundamental and nedefining, but nevertheless necessary, properties of*®od

However, if the essence of manl igrapriumof God, the to destroy the essence of

manl would be to destroy God. If God is destroyed, then the essence of man2 is thereby
destroyed. We have aclearut answer, therefore, as to why
essence amounts to t he mpatantlyrthisabsiwer involees, man 2 0
so at | east it would appear, no commitment
allowance of strict identity in variety. The essence of manl can be a trope and the

essence of man2 can be a distinct trope without anytianlaf 1p17s.

My first instinct is to respond in the following way. Spinoza says nothing here in
l1pl7s to indicate that this was his expl ana
destroyed so as wel | i's man2b6s. tibyeger e i s no

The weight that such a response carries, and it does carry some, is admittedly not
definitive. It could be noted that Spinoza did not feel the need to indicate that this was
his explanation since he had just, at 1p16 and 1p16d, described adl bblagura

naturataa s  Gurapriasnonfundamental but necessary properties of. Gathnnot

¥The following has its basis in Huenemanndos comment
meeting.
489 See Pasnau 2011, 485n24 and ®&bss 2010.
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be denied problematic for other Spinozistic views or &athat all beings ohatura
naturataa r e i n d erepda, & o a6l srgue in detail in ChapterIv*°So |
think that my first instinctual response will not carry great weight. For perhaps Spinoza
intends his readers to have that fact in mind.
Several problems nevertheless remain for the objection.
First, the notion of indiscernible but nonideatiproperties conflicts with
Spinozabés apparent endor sementlpsdff* t he i dent
Second, and to give a more controversial reason (one that | bring up mainly
because of the interesting puzzle it raises)ptiopria status of mdes apparently must
be compatible, strange as this may sound, with the fact that destruction of one would not
in fact entail the destruction of God. In t8hort TreatiseSpinoza says that the
destruction of a mode of God (say, the essence of a manTimaeght or the essence of
a man under EXxtension, to use Spinozadbds exa
the attribute of the mode in question (KV app2 I/13%/0) . An attri but eds ¢
independence from modes is corroborated in 1p5d dEtthies Here Spinoza says that
a difference in modes between two substances has no efficacy to ground the numerical
distinctness of those two substances. Indeed, Spinoza tells us that when we consider a
substance as it is in itself and truly, that is, mn® of its absolute nature, we can simply

Apush the modes t o t hig49/88). idemae my atmpissidnithats ee 1p 1

490 See Bayle 1991; Bennett 1984, 92ff; Bennett 1996b, 67; Carriero 1995; Della Rocca 2008, 61ff;
Melamed 2013gNadler 2006, 73ff; Viljanen 2009, 56.
491 Della Rocca 2008, 438, 87, 100101, 134, 196197.
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modes ar e propdageed not@mauit $0 an admission that destruction of a
mode would entail the destruction of Godwever strange that no doubt sounds.

Third, and most definitively, the object
1pl7s is ruled out by the following fact. Spinoza says that when the existence of manl is
destroyed, the existence of the othamasdestroyed. If Spinoza were indeed giving the
suggested explanation, t hewouldehta@lthdestructi on
destruction of God and thereby the destruct
existence of a man is just as much a propriu@ad as the essence of a man.

6.3.5 1p17s to be stricken from the record?

| have argued that in 1p17s Spinoza is talking about an essence wholly
manifesting through two individuaf§? For the sake of the argument, however, | will
permit the possibility thethis passage should be discounted as evidence. Although none
of them entirely moves me, here are four reasons why we might be suspicious about
counting 1p17s as evidence for the realist interpretation.

First, in 1p17s Spinoza is talking about one andstmee essence wholly present
through two men. 2d2, however, seems to rule out the possibility of multiple
instantiations of an essence or, according to the stronger way that it is sometimes read,
the possibility of multiple instantiations of anything tpattainsor belongsto an

essencé?

492 Rice thinks that he successfully explains away 1p17s by noting that in this passage Spinoza says merely
that two objectganinstantiate the same property, not that they actually do (1991, 300). This does not
explain away 1p17s. For if there is assence that can manifest through multiple men, then that essence is

a universal (even though it fails to manifest through multiple men).

493 See Della Rocca 186n1, 188n25.
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[T]o the essence of a thing belongs that which, being given, the thing is necessarily

posited and which, being taken away, the thing is necessarily taken away; or that

without which the thing can neither be nor be covegj andvhich can neither be

nor be conceived without the thingny emphasis 2d2)
2d2 is the main reason why Spinoza schol ars
universally agreed that Spinoza understands the essences of modes . . . as being unique
tot hei r “Asd eMed amed puts it, fASpinozads defir
allow essences to be s iBemgdfuldgmemar e t han on
definition, 2d2 does arguably take precedence over the 1pl7s passage. And 2p37s
corroborates thpoint (even as it inclines us at the same time, for other reasons to be
discussed later in this chapter, to a realist interpretation of Spinoza). Here Spinoza says
that what is common to many individuals cannot constitute the essence of those
things#9°

Sewmnd, 3p6 says that every individual strives to preserve itself. Such striving is

the power by which an individual acts (3pdd power that, | cannot restrain myself

=1}
c
>

from highlighting, Spinoza describes as
3.18). Spinoza makes it clear that this striving is nothing but the actual essence of the
individual (3p7). Since in some sense | strive to preseryselfrather than any other
individual, since | have my own individuated power to act, it would followrhat

actual essence is somehow individuated from the actual essence of anythffg else.

4% Martin 2008, 489490.
4% Melamed 2011a, 43.
4% See Busse 2009, 33.
497 See Della Roax 2004, 133134; Garber 2004, 189; Steinberg 1987, 190n6.

223



Third, in a comment to her Italian translationeshics Giancotti Boscherifi?®
follows Koy r**&in suggesting that Spinoza is not speaking in his own voice, only
rhetorically, on various matters in 1p17s. That is how, for example, she explains away
the apparent tension, originally pointed out by Tschirnhaus (Ep. 63 IV/275), between the
following two Spinozistic principles when it comes to God as cause of his effects: Letter
40s causal similarity principle, a principl
with the cause what it receives from the cause (see also 1a5 plus 1p3, 4pref-8/208/5
5a2; KV 2.24 1/104/289, KV appla5 1/114/15; TTP 4 11/58/4B0) , and 1pl17sds
causal dissimilarity principle, a principle according to which the effect differs from the
cause precisely in what it recesfrom the cause (see Chapt@r¥® Giancotti
Boscherini says that Spinoza was appealing to the dissimilarity principle not because he
believed it but in order to illustrate the extreme position, and one that many take Spinoza
personally to deny, that the intellect of Goegirely otherto the intellet of man.
Since Spinoza brings up the issue of men sharing an essence as an example of the
dissimilarity principle that, according to Giancotti Boscherini, he did not really believe,
perhaps the men sharing an essence should itself be suspected as gotl®&ipi noz a 6 s
true view>°! The take home point would be this. 1p17s is largely a reductio against the
view that God in his absolute nature has intellect. The common essence passage is one

of the unacceptable results of this false view that God has intéllanthaving a

498 Giancotti Boscherini 1988.

WKoyr® 1950.

5%5ee the following few commentators who have mentio
Di Poppa 2006, 273ff; Rivaud 1906, 1280; Schmaltz 2000, 86; Curley 1985, 427n51; Deleuze 1992,

48, 356n11, 356n12; Gueroult 1968, Z88b; Gancotti Boscherini 1988;achiézeRey 1950, 158159

501 See also Manning 2012, n8.
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common essence is, for Spinoza, one of the absurd consequences of the view that God
has intellect.
Fourth, the defender of the antirealist interpretation could always stress how the
1p17s passage is just some passing remark buried in ausgh®his is significant
because scholia, lacking the formal geometrical trappings of other areas, are presumably
where Spinoza permits himself to speak comparatively loosely, unencumbered by that
Acumber some Geometric or dremost priority¢dpl8sand ar i t y
TTP 7.17). So the idea would be that, since Spinoza is supposed to be an antirealist, we
should disregard the realist 1p17s passage.
| am one who finds it incumbent on the commentator to make every effort to see
how all the word of an author harmonize (from scholia to propositions, from letters and
notes to published works¥? So my default assumptiénat least when | bracket off
Gi ancotti Boscherini 6s | iconginciogfanyway/éeeoni ng, W
Chapter X0 is tha Spinoza must just be thinking of essence in a different way in those
passages that apparently conflict with 1pT?©nly the most uncharitable interpreters
would hold up 1p17s and 2d2 next to each other and declare: contradiction! This is
especially theease in light of the following fact. Contrary to what several Spinoza
scholars seemtothilR*an i ndi vi dual 6s having its own p:¢
among so many others have maintaffie@nd as is simply true by the light of reason),

compatiblewith that individual instantiating one and the same essence as some other

502 See Daniel 2013a, 40.

503 See Della Rocca 1996, 87, 187n13; Della Rocca 2004; Jaquet 2005, 85.

504 Martineau 1882, 150n2, 111; Rice 1991, 300n39; Hampshire 1988, 108emeed 2013d, 58n194.
505 See AristotleVietaphysics1003a1414 and 1035b28ff.
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individual®®*On t he one hand, Peter and Paul could
nature in general, 0 to use Spinozabds words
of the pecliarities about each (the peculiarities grounding their actually being two).

That would be the sort of essence in discussion at 1pl17s (see TP 2.2). On the other hand,

each could have his own peculiar essence, an essence constitutetbtglithef his

features and so including the ones peculiar to him as well as the ones that he has in
common with the other man. That sounds mor e
essenceod0 at 3p7. After all, the actuwoal esse
(3p7d) and, since everything in Spinozads o

the conception of its total power must involve the conception of the totality of its
features. So | would say that the essences had by multiple individuals aoathe
singularizingessences, if you will, of those individuals. And | would say that the
essences that uniquely pick out one individual from all the rest asinip@arizing
essences, if you will, of those individuals. 2d2 would concern the singularizages
whereas 1pl7s (and certain passages that | will bring up in this chapter) coneern non
singularizing essences.

In the end, | find the above reasons for striking 1p17s from the record to be
weak. But if only for the sake of the argument, | will strtke passage from the record

(at least temporarily).

506 See Della Rocca 2008, 95; Soyarslan 2013.
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6.4 1p8s2
Does Spinoza speak as he does in 1p17s anywhere else? We saw that he speaks

like this at the leel of substances (see Chaptgr But does Spinoza speak like this, like
a realist, anywherelse at the level ohode® At 1p8s2 he doe$!

[T]he definition of the triangle expresses nothing but the simple nature of the

triangle, but not any certain number of triangles. . . . [I]t follows that if, in nature, a

certain number of individuals [of@ertain nature] exists, there must be a cause why

those individuals, and why neither more nor fewer, exist. For example, if 20 men

exist in nature (to make the matter clearer, | assume that they exist at the same time,

and that no others previously exi$t@ nature), it will not be enough (i.e., to give a

reason why 20 men exist) to show the cause of human nature in general [that each of

them has]; but it will be necessary in addition to show the cause why not more and

not fewer than 20 exist. . . . Fdrat reason it is to be inferred absolutely that

whatever is of such a nature that there can be many individuals [of that nature] must,

to exist, have an external cause to exist. (1p8s2 11/5/2¥/14)
Freely and unflinchingly entertaining the notonooh e and t he same natur
wholly present in multiple individuals, this passage has as much force as 1p17s. Thus
Fullerton feels entitled to claim that 1p8s
essences at®e wuniversals. o

To be sure,theres firoomo for the antirealist int

just speaking loosely and popularly here when he talks about a general triangle nature or
a general human natut®.The antirealist interpreter could just insist that, for Spinoza,
each ofthese humans have a nature indiscernible from, but nevertheless nonidentical to,

the nature of any other of these men. The same could be said, of course, for the triangles.

We would then have a trope situation on our hands.

507 See Haserot 1950, 479; Fullerton 1894, 247; Ramond 1995, 249.
508 Fullerton 1899, 47.
509 SeeMelamed 2013d, 58n194.
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| think that this trope optiois a major stretch even looking at 1p8s2 alone.
Spinoza never refers here to triangle nagpiaral or human natusgplural. AlImost
mirroring Aristotl ebs cl aiP%Spihohadstexplici e f i ni ti o
about At he t r ufaringteHuinan ndtuesingulamia hiSwondse
fihuman nat u¥ahisiisiby ng menesrdefihitive) but it is telling. So at least
would be the thought of Calcagnini. Embodying the spirit of Socrates at passage 77a of
theMeno(where the kinship afiniversal and singular is asserted), Calcagnini complains
that since Cicero is a realist he should have entitled his ®adRuties(De officiig in
the singularOn Duty(De officig. But again, one could insist that 1p8s2 is simply loose
i'schol i thedconypendial&quendi of a committed trope theorist (as no doubt
Nizolius would remind Calcagnini: see APPENDIX A). One could point out, moreover,
that a trope theorist has no problem with generic definitions, such as the one suggested
at 1p8s2 of triagle nature or human nature. It just has to be understood that if two
triangles each meet that definition, that does not mean that they are in truth one and the
same in regards to the nature that each of them has.

Mi ght there be #rieaisheadihgtoo,thatof e xt r eme ant
nonconstituent antirealism? | do not think so. One by one, | will show why the following
forms of nonconstituent antirealism fail: the subjectivist relational form, the

nonrelational form, and the objectivist relational form.

510 Aristotle Metaphysicg.036a28, 1039b230, 1040a6D.
Sl SeeHarvey 1663, 1. iv. 25.
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Might the subjectivist relational nonconstitutent form work here? Spinoza says
that the cause for the existence of each of
since the truelefinitionof man does not involve the numbe
maye mphasi ze the term Adefinitiond here in o
the general human nature in question is but amade convention. In this case,
Spinoza would be giving subjectivistrelational nonconstituent analysis of these
humanshaving nature N: these humans having nature N means nothing more than that
the classifying mind has roped them all together under definition D. The problem is,
Spinoza makes it clear in this passage that he is talking abmdefinition. Contrary
to a mere stipulative definitiort? atrue definitiond as Spinoza says in the very passage
at hand, as well as in the closely paralleling Letter 34 to Huygengesponds to
not hing fnexcept the nature of the thing def
Spinoza says at TdIE 95, a linguistic expre
defined.

What about the nonrelational form of nonconstituent antirealism? That will not
work either. According to nonrelational nonconstituent antirealism, there is no
ontologically authentic nature that an individual has. There is just the individual said to
have the nature. But Spinoza says that the nature of an individual itself does not express
any certain number of individuals. Thatmeanseva T h e A nnandividuad 6 of a
on the nonrelational nonconstituent reading would have to indicate a certain number of

items: one iterd one triangle, one man.

5125ee Hart 1983, 15; Nadler 2006, ch. 2.
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What about th@bjectivistrelational nonconstituent form? That will not work
either. When Spinoza is talking abohéthatures afhingsin 1p8s2, he is not just
talking about the natures of humans and triangles. He means for his discussion of the
natures of things to apply to the natures of substances as well. Indeed, the main purpose
of 1p8s2 is to give an additionatoof for 1p5, the proposition that there cannot be two
or more substances of the same nature. Thus Spinoza concludes by saying that since the
nature of substance involves existence, and since the nature of a thing alone does not
suffice to ensure that thebe a certain number of items with that nature, it follows that
there can be only one substance of the same nature. What is the relevance of the fact that
Spinozabs t althingsoflp842 hpplient@athewnatiee obstibstances? Well,
accordirg to relational nonconstituent forms of antirealism, to say that an individual has
nature F is merely to say that it is in a relation to some other individual: it belongs to the
heap of F individuals, it belongs to the class of F individuals, it reserpatadigm F
individuals, or so on. This surely cannot work to account for the natusedbsfances
then. Substances have the natures that they have in themselves, not in virtue of being in
relation to other entities. Hence there is no room for a reldtmreonstituent
antirealist reading of 1p8s2. If we are going to give a relational nonconstituent analysis

(say, a class analysis) of a triangl ebs

hav

same for substance. Thi s wgthdwhyitmsanaermsanal y z i

of its being a member of some class or in relation to some other entity. That violates

Spinozabs view that a substance al one suf fi
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For all that | have said so far, the only permitted antirealist glosssgbdissage,
however much suspension of belief it involves, is that of constituent antirealism (trope
theory). But in light of the fact that was just broughtdonmely, that 1p8s2 is
supposed to give us another proof for dpbis clear that the trope inferetation is out
as well. Since 1p8s2 is supposed to be an additional proof for 1p5, when Spinoza
assumes at 1p8s2 that there are a number of triangles or a number of humans with the
same nature he must be under stealstdatharg t he t e
than in the way of the trope theorist. Since 1p8s2 is supposed to be an additional proof
for 1p5, when Spinoza assumes at 1p8s2 that there are a number of triangles or a number
of humans with the same nature he must be assumingrtéand he samenature is in
each of the many triangles and tbae and the same natuein each of the many men.

How can | be so sure about this? As | argued in Chaftethen Spinoza
regards substances as sharing ameosamethetr
way of the realist rather than in the way of the trope theorist. That is to say, he assumes
that one and the same attribute Fness is in each of the many F substances. Since triangles
sharing a nature in 1p8s2 is explicitly an analogy for sabstsharing an attribute, it
follows that Spinoza must be speaking literally when he is speaking about a general
triangle nature that all triangles instantiate. Namely, he must be construing the triangle
nature in the sense of the realist, and so asiain all instances, rather than in the
sense of the trope theorist, and so nonidentical dntallexpress the point loosély

fi nstances. 0
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6.5 2p10s
2p10s is another place where Spinoza welcomes universals at théeveldin
this scholium Spinozafof er s an al ternative proof for 2p
being of a substance does not pertain to the essence of maivé} $(bstance does
not constitut® the form of man. o
This proposition is also demonstrated from 1p5, viz. that there atemot
substances of the same nature. Since a number of men can exist, what constitutes the
form of man is not the being of substance.
2p10s seems to be definitive evidence of the realist interpretation, especially
when | bring to bear the understandindlpb gained in Part 2. If the being of substance
pertained to the essence of human, that is, if substance constituted the form of human,
then there would be two or more substances of the same essence. How is it that, for
Spinoza, the antecedent is suffidiéor the consequent? There are two facts to consider.
The first is stated in the scholium: multiple humans exist. The second is that the essence
or form of human is universal. How do | know that, for Spinoza here, the essence or
form of human is universalAssume that the essence of human is not universal here. At
best, then, the essence in each human would be perfectly resembling, exactly similar,
inherently indiscernible and yet still nonidentical. But in this case even if the being of

substance pertaidgo the essence of human, it would be false to conclude, as Spinoza

himself does, that there would be two or more substances séthessence. There

't is open for one to supply an indefinite article
so given Spinozab se Qurley $985n4b4h213 Neverthekess NAgalate S¢heften
uses a definite article (Aded) before fAimand here. TI

typically for a noun that can refer to many. Even more significantly, the sohatiakes it clear, for
reasons that | go into, that Spinoza is talking about a nature that is common among men.
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would be numerically distinct but indiscernible substances for each of the numerically

distinct but indscernible essences. These substances would thus not be the same in the

=1}

reali st sense of fAsameo operative in 1pb5:
than merely inherently exactly similar.

Let me put it another way. Substance, Spinozatsligt 2p10, does not
constitute the form of human. If it did constitute the form of human, then that would
entail, so Spinoza says at 2p10s, something absurd: that there are several substances
with the same form, which is in violation of 1p5. Why wouldstabsurd result follow if
substance did in fact constitute the form of human? Because there are several humans
with the same essence. But is the term fisan
the realist or in the manner of the antirealist? The folgwioint is crucial. As | argued
in my case for the view that Spinoza gives a realist analysis of substances having
attributes in Chaptev, to say that there are two substances os#meeattribute is to
say that there are two substanceerté and theame attribute undividedsameness of
attribute/form, in other words, is understood in the realist sense. Hence Spinoza is
admitting, here in 2p10s, that the form of human is strictly identical, literally one and the

same, in the case of each man.

Of course, the collection of passages that | have gathered so far in support of the
realist interpretation are all inside scholia. For the insistent antirealist interpreter my
selection thus might not carry much weight. For scholia, asllad@ve, are places

where Spinoza permits himself to speak more loosely. Now, | doubt that Spinoza is
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speaking so loosely in these passages that he is an antirealist in truth. 2p10s especially
makes me doubtful. Spinoza presents it as an alternativefpra10. So even if

Spinoza was willing to speak loosely in other scholia, he is apparently not doing so at
2p10s. For this is intended to be a demonstration of an official proposition. The same
reasoning goes as well for 1p8s2, which is intended todeen@nstration for 1p5,

another official proposition.

But for the sake of the argument, and against my default inclination (which is to
consider all the materials of a philosopher: unfinished works, letters, marginalia,
notebooks, and so of! I will strike from the record at least temporarify all
evidence from passages that seem to fall outside the rigorous geometrical mode of
argument. In effect, | will strike all evidence from scholia, prefaces, appendices, and so
on. Along with 1p17s, 1p8s2, and 2p1en, | will discount other realistuggestive
passages from areas where Spinoza may be permitting himself to speak more loosely
(see 4p18s 11/223/6, 4dapp7) . Despi t e Bhcsthmoougheubas pr oofr

period spanning almost 15 years, | wdbard these as passages where the realist mode

514 Daniel shares my default inclination and expresses the point well when it comes to Berkeley.
Furthermore, where his unpublished remasnto conflict with his published ones, | think it is
i ncumbent on the commentator to make every effort
be interpreted as consistent with his unpublished ones. That is a tall order, but at least it avoids
strategies . . that make Berkeleyds texts (when taken t
duplicitous. In sum, | simply refuse to adopt the ultimately unverifiable practice of assuming that
seemingly irreconcilable texts are most properly handled byleding that they are based on
different doctrines. . . . [A]s a conscientious historian of philosophy, | make judgments only about the
texts that are available to me. Such a stance does not give me the luxury of canonizing some of
Ber kel ey 6 s thegfik mydnte(pretatiors)wasdegnoring or marginalizing others. Instead, in
keeping with my default strategy for reading any philosopher, | accept all of his comments. (Daniel
20134, 40)
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of expression has made an unwanted intrusion that Spinoza would have caught and
excised were he not letting his guard down in these areas for loose speaking.
6.6 2p39
6.6.1 Core argument
| will restrict the qeestion even further, then. Are there passages, inside the

Ethicsbutoutside ofscholia(and other noncentral areas), where Spinoza welcomes
universals at the level of modes? Yes. Turn to 2p39.

If something is common to, and peculiar to, the human bodyartain external

bodies by which the human body is usually affected, and is equally in the part and in

the whole of each of them, this idea [that is, the idea of that something] will also be

adequate in the mind.
Here Spinoza is talking about somethshared by a given human body and only a
certain number of other bodies besides that human body. This is a break from the
previous two propositions (2p37 and 2p38) where Spinoza is talking about what is
common taall bodies, what is equally in the eachdigo

In none of these cases, so one might insist, can we just assume that what is in

common between such boddeghat is, in fact, equally in each of thénis a universal,
let alone a property. But that would be an unreasonable stretch. First, that which is
common between these bodisa property. (a) HAProprium, 0 wl
Apeculiaro in 2p39, has the connotation of
that the item in common between the bodies is a property since that item musbde a
(1p4 in light of 1d5) andnodes are properties (Chapter)VIc) In 2p39d Spinoza in

fact calls that item a Aproperty. o Second,

item that we now know to bepoperty; is a universal. (a) Such a conclusisriikely in
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light of what | have already argued in Part 2. For one does not switch, especially without

warning, from a realist to an antireal
among many depending on what many is under discussion. (b}arttasl

interpretation of multiple individuals having a property in coméamdeed, a property
equally in the part and equally in the whole of each, as Spinoza t&lis tisat they
instantiate a universal. (c) IiRforeihofaads
property equally in many meets, al most
universals at 2p49s (which is itself the boilerplate characterization that we find from
Aristotle onward): a universal is that which is said wholly and equdilgtiaer it be of

one or several individuals (2p49s 11/1348, 4p4d 11/213/181 9) such t hat

in eacho individual of whi ch it i s sai

t

i st

a l

k

verob

d,

t

~

nt

just as the essence of hmulmaemadlts iAM dNiSvi dwhall |

(2p49s, 11/135/5ff, 3pref 11/138/128; see TdIE 76; TP 3.18).
Let us start afresh, however, by turning now to 2p39d.

Let A be that which is common to, and peculiar to, the human body and certain
external bodies, which squallyin the human body and in the same external bodies
and finally, which isequally in the part of each external body and in the whole
There will be an adequate idea of A in God (by 2pl@o)hinsofar as he has the idea
of the human body, and insofar ashaes ideas of the posited external bodies. (my
emphasis 2p39d)

Is property A a universal? The literal reading seems to be that property A is indeed.

Although it is one of those properties that Spinoza mentions as not being universal

scope that is, asiot being common teverybody (TTP 7.6 111/102/160),°*° Spinoza

515 These properties common among some but not all bodies arespemitic expressions, if you will, of
motion and rest. Hampshire is wrong, by the way, to say the common properties are what every body
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says that it i:quallyin the human body and, say, the five other bodies external to that
human body. He also says that the property is equally in the part and the whole of each
of the extenal bodies involved. In circumstances where it is not considered so radical of
a notion that Spinoza welcomes universals into his ontology, there would be little
guestion as to whether the property A of 2p39d is a universal (especially in light of
Spinoz& s own mirroring characterization of a
It is hard to conceive of how someone might resist the reading that Spinoza is
committing himself to realism here. That is why Di Vona, Haserot, and the rest of the
major realist intergeters feel that they need proceed no further at this pi8ifihat is
why, after presenting such passages as 2p39d, they more or less insinuate that the great
horde of scholars who keep reinscribing the antirealist interpretation must not have an

adequatgrasp of the realistntirealist controversy:’ That is why they more or less

possesses (1970, 95; see Aaron 1952, 89; Marshall 2015, n12). First, the ddeatateist have
common properties toghese common properties being the common notions themselves) by parallelism.
Second, there are cases where only two bodies have a common property (2p39, 2p40s1-20)28(.9
in Spinozads system there is a capathais, thbse praperttth ose pr o
common to al/l bodies (or whadi Pt)htposméhl| asiifimet goer a:
[(kinesisandstasi§ ] Spphist248b9c8 (see TTP 7.6 111/102/280; 1p211p23, 3pref [1/138/1248; TdIE
101 11/37/57 in light of 2p372p38), to those properties common only to two (see 2p39, 2p39c; Ep. 32;
TTP 76). Several commentators have noticed this (Deleuze 1988, 54; 1992, 276; see De Dijn 1996, 227;
Duffy 2006, 164165; Gueroult 1974, 34847; Sharp 2011c, 998; Steinberg 2009, 152n22). Consider
Spinozadbds 2p39c r emar k t dferintheameuntfaedesdrts df dommonf i ni t e mi |
notions that they have and likewise that finite bodies can differ on the amount and sorts of common
properties that they have. As is evident from such
to plenitude see Chapter )Xthere is a complete range of common notions and correlate common
properties. The range extends from what is present in the most encompassing of multiplicities (everything)
to what is present in thealtedetaseéndcowopadeimgsof Dmule!
Here is Spinoza at TTP 7.6.

Now in examining natural phenomena we first of all try to discover those features that are most

universal and common to the whole of nature, to wit, medgiotirest and the laws and ruj@verning

them which Nature always observes and though which she constantly acts; and then we advance

gradually from these to other less universal features. (TTP 7.6 I11/1:Q2)16
516 Dj Vona 1960, 161; Haserot 1950, 470.
517 Dunin-Borkowski 1935, 8388; seeDi Vona 1960, 153.
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insinuate that this horde must not even understand what universals are (perhaps due to

the academic equivalent of backwoods isolatidreeding). That is why they more or

-1}

less irsinuate that this horde must be overcome by somejkreee¢ k r e a-evl-i on of
noo when they hear dtnls@ane sod of stupdrletfloiodiea sal , 6 an
their minds associated terms laden with negative connotations (terms such as
i abst r @Binteedyaven)Stout, who says that it is possible to find an affinity to
trope theory in the thought of Spinoza, concedes in a footnote that the passages from
2p37 to 2p39 undermine that readmy).

In fairness to the antirealist interpreter, however, bshdirst point out that
most of the reinscription is done by commen
At horoughgoing antirealismo as an aside to
works that | have listed as leaning towards an antirealist interpretdt®pinoza will
show this to be the case. To be sure, Spinoza never declares himself an antirealist. But
since Spinozads Athoroughgoing antireali smo
(perhaps we have a sort of woozle effect here?), | imagine tisat coenmentators
reinscribe this fact as part of the understandable process of laying down for the reader a
platform of accepted truths about Spinoza based on which they can offer the novel
points that they are maki ng.nseSaiivetegomenad i ng on
brings oneds novel points intodmetter relie

particular, those experts doing the judgnigss suspicious: the politics of publication.

5181t does seem, though, that abstraction, at least of a certain sort, is bad for Spinoza (see Ef712 1/56
TdIE 75, TdIE 93, TdIE 99).
519 Stout 1936, 9.
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Second, and more importantly, there is healthy debate to beséadvben it comes to
such passages as 2p39d, despite what most realist commentators will allow. My hope in
entertaining this debate is to bring on board to my way of seeing things the most dogged
and clever antirealist interpreters of Spinoza.
6.6.2 Isproperty A a trope?

If Spinoza endorses an antirealist analysis of those 2p39d bodies having property
A, then what antirealist analysis does he endorse? A nonconstituent form or a constituent
form? Since he is talking abopitopertieshere, | am going tproceed as if he means to
say what he literally says and so holds that the bodies in question at 2p39d really do
have ontologically authentic properties. Contrary to the more painstaking way that |
have been proceeding, then, | will not consider the stanidrm of antirealism
(nonconstituent antirealism) as an interpretive option Yétawill entertain merely the
possibility that Spinoza is giving@nstituentantirealist (that is, a trope) analysis of a
bodyod6s being char act popuadantisesalist Aterpretdtionenthei s t he
Spinoza literaturé?*

Right from the start it appears that Spinoza cannot be endorsing the constituent

antirealist analysis here. Let property A be a trope. To say that A is in each body is,

520To be sure, it could always be said that Spinoza intends such propertyttalkordaken seriously

(and is in favor of either a nonrelational nonconstitutent or relational nonconstitutent analysis).
Nevertheless, | argued in the discussion of 1p17s that Spinoza seems to reject both the nonrelational
nonconstitutent and relationabnconstitutent analyses of modes being charactered. Moreover, all the
items that are being dealt withbodies and their properti@sare themselves properties for Spinoza, as |
argue in detail in Chapté&fll (see 1p16d; Della Rocca 2008, 61ff).

521 SeeD. C. Wiliams 1966, 107Eisenberg 1971, 18&tout 1936, 9; Seargent 1985, J8rrett 1977, 86;
Carriero 1995, 25@59; ;Bennett 1994, 18ennett 2001, 1.145 (but see 1984, 94); Moltmann 2003, 456;
Melamed 2009, 7&5; Newlands 2015, 25%72; Newlands forthaming-a; Hannan 2011, 665; Yovel

1989, 162163; Yovel 1990b, 164; Heil 2006a, 11, 86; Heil 2008, 20; see Basile 2012, 32.
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according to the troptheoretical paraphrase, to say that each A (the one in the human
body and the five other ones in the five other bodies) is at best merely exactly similar to
each other A. The fact that Spinoza is speaking abeytropery and nothose
propertes as wold be expected were he endorsing a trope analysis, is already a mark
against the trope interpretation.
But perhaps we should heed Nizoliusds wa
there is between the universal and the singular, and however much incotigetis
with the universal and the plurf we are not entitled to conclude that thinker x is a
realist just from x0s use of the singular e
should be regarded as the meoependium loquendif a committed antiraist, as both
Jolley and Mates argue to be the case with Leibniz (see APPENDI® A).
Even when such stretches are granted, however, powerful evidence against the
trope reading of 2p39d remains. Notice that since these A properties are, by supposition,
nonidentical, knowing the A in, say, body3 does not suffice for knowing the A in bodyb5.
Spinoza, however, denies this. He says that God has an adequate idea of A just by
knowing anyoneof these bodies alone. Spinoza is thus taking, so at least it appears, the
realist line that if x has a property Fness that perfectly resembles, that is, is inherently

exactly similar to, property Gness, then that means that Fness is Gness and thus that x

possesses Gness.

522 See Platdvieno77a;Harvey 1663, 111 iv. 25.
523 Jolley 1990, 135; Mates 1986, 246.
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One may insist on the trope reading even in the faceabf a point, however. It
might be argued that, since each of the six bodies has an indiscernible A property, it is
trivially true that one will have an idea of property A just by knowing one of these
bodie® say, body3. The reason is this. Since the A ityBas inherently indiscernible
from the A in, say, bodyl, one has an adequate idea of the A in bodyl just by having an
adequate idea of the A in body3.
To this | repeat (and perhaps patrtially just to rile Nizolius up) that Spinoza only
talks aboubneidea of property A (2p39). If Spinoza is a trope theorist, then it is
reasonable to expect that he would have been more careful in his expression here. He
would have been careful to say that there will be an adequate idaal®f in God, as
opposed to sagg that there will be one adequate idea of A. Terminology and linguistic
expression might not commit one to a certain ontology, but they do at least insinuate.
Consider the following point as well. We saw back in 1p5 and 1p5d that two
substances havingdlsame attribute means, for Spinoza, havinglantical attribute,
one and the same attribute. That is, at least as | see it, the ordinary way to understand
Asameo in 1p5. However, Il did not want to b
interpretation, whose/hole shtick it is to deny that being the same in attribute means
being strictly identical in attribute. Remember, according to trope theory, and to use a
famous example from D. C. Wi lliams, individ
haveanattribue Ain commono in the sense that two
uniform, not in the sense in which two brothers have the same father (as realism holds).

Not wanting to beg the question against the trope interpretation, | had to establish that
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Spinoa was wusing the term fAsame
from the start.

That Spinoza holds that being the same in attribute means being strictly identical
(as opposed to merely exactly similar) in attribute is important for nmey against the
trope interpretation of 2p39d. Indeed, it is the basis for the following powerful argument
against the trope interpretation. By not being the same in attribute, Spinoza means being
different in attribute (1p6d). By being different in attriel#pinoza means not having an
attribute in common (1p2). By transitivity (see Ep. 12a), therefore, by not being the
same in attribute, Spinoza means not having an attribute in coRtfrince by being
the same in attribute Spinoza means being identicatribwie (as | have shown in
Chapter V), by not being the same in attribute Spinoza means not being identical in
attribute. Since by not being the same in attribute Spinoza means not being identical in
attribute, and since (as | just said) by not beingstirae in attribute Spinoza means not
having an attribute in common, it follows that by not being identical in attribute Spinoza
means not having an attribute in common. On the reasonable assumption that what goes
for attributes goes for properties in geaddand so for properties of modes as well),

which is more than reasonable (especially i

524Some have endorsed an interpretation, regebly Bennett (1984, 64) and somewhat enticing for Jarrett
(2007, 56) and Cover (1999, +112), that Spinoza endorses the transitidtg ny i ng not i on of Ar ¢
identityo (a view found in Locke and nodwmpsommonly a:
that possibility in the bud, however.

Perhaps it might be surmised that Spinoza in fact does not reject the Principle of Indiscernibility of

Identicals but only abandons the transitivity of identity. Spinoza, however, accepts the latter

explicitlyd at least at the time he wrote thietaphysical Thoughts iAs t o my saying that

God is the Father himself, | think it follows clearly from this axiom, namely, that things which agree

with a third thing agnrR@ebo42Y h one anot her . o0 ( Schmi
See Letter 12a for the passage that Schmidt has in mind.
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interchangeably: DPP 1p7s 1/161/2; Ep. 56), it follows that not being identical in
property means not having a property in commbherefore, if Spinoza endorses the
trope analysis here in 2p39d, in which case the bodies are not identical in terms of A,
then that just means that the bodies in question do not have property A in common. The
problem is clear. Such an understandinthefbodies in question is unequivocally
contrary to what Spinoza i n fcamnionosays at
t he human body and certain external bodi
Consider the problem this way. At 1a5 Spinoza says that when trangs
nothing in common with each other the concept of the one does not involve the concept
of the other. On the supposition that A really exists and realism is false, that is, on the
supposition that the A in one body is not identical to the A in anotiady, bhe property
A in body3 and the property A in body5 have nothing in common (for reasons just
explained). By 1a5, then, the concept A of body3 does not involve the property A of
body5. At 2p39d, however, Spinoza says that to have the concept of Ay isao
have the concept A of body5. Therefore, the supposition that the A in the one body is
not identical to the A in the other body is absurd. It must be that the A in the one body is
identical to the A in the other body. A, in other words, must beiersal for Spinoza.
Since Spinoza here in 2p39d describes A as that which is tragnimon
between multiple bodies, this is perhaps what we would expect anyway. Spinoza
understands that the universal is in mary identitatenrather tharper similitudinem
(see 2p49s, 4p4d 11/213/18, 3pref 11/138/1218) and he frequently and rather

explicitly equatesvhat is universal to manyith what is common to marfy TP 6.1011
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[11/88/15-16; TTP 7.6 111/102/1620). He even uses the gold standard equals Sig,
on occasion when making this equation of du
461/61/1617) and he makes it clear that he und:¢
many, fAinherentd in and exempl i fil2l® by each
TP 3.18; TdIE 76). So in stark contrast to trope theory (and antirealism in general, in
fact), it follows that Spinoza understands what is common among many to be strictly
identical among many.

There are numer ous ¢ he cikdcatingnhtdhhe nal t o Sp
understands talk of what is common among many in the manner of the realist, that is,
that he regards what is common among many to be strictly identical among#hany.
Consider just one stark case.

4p30 claims that nothing is evil to merespect to what it has in common with
me. To assume otherwise, Spinoza claims, would be to assume something absurd: that
whatever is in common would be opposed to itself;wetfermining or seif
contradicting. On what grounds does this follow? Accordingpinoza, that which is
evil to me is that which is harmful or destructive to me (see 4p8d). Hence if a thing is
harmful or destructive to me in respect to something we have in common, that
something must be harmful or destructive to itself, which ss1eth So Spinoza is
implicitly asserting implicitly, of course, at a degree just shy of expliétlihat what
is common to me and something else is literally one and the same thing. Thus he feels

entitled to make t he bol abwithbuwu natarettbaanbt Ai ns o f

525 See Steinberg 1984, 309.
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be evilo (4p31d). We see the same sort of r
does analyze commonality and agreement in terms of identity (in the spirit of the
realist), at 4p31, which claims that everything is gtmdhe in respect to what it has in

common with me.

The case is settled, in my view. But let us consider the case afresh so as to
convince even the most dogged and clever of antirealist interpreters. Examine the full
demonstration for 2p39.

Let A bethat which is common to, and peculiar to, the human body and certain
external bodies, which is equally in the human body and in the same external bodies,
and finally, which is equally in the part of each external body and in the whole.
There will be an aelquate idea of A in God (by 2p7c), both insofar as he has the idea
of the human body, and insofar as he has ideas of the posited external bodies. Let it
be posited now that the human body is affected by an external body through what it
has in common witht, that is, by A; the idea of this affection will involve property

A (by 2p16), and so (by 2p7c) the idea of this affection, insofar as it involves
property A, will be adequate in God insofar as he is affected with the idea of the
human body, that is (byp23), insofar as he constitutes the nature of the human

mind. And so (by 2pl1lc), this idea is also adequate in the human mind, g.e.d.
(2p39d)

Watch how this demonstration fails if we assume that Spinoza endorses a trope
analysis of these bodies having peoty A. Assume that the A in my body and the A
pervading the whole of body2 are nonidentical properties (respectively, Al and A2), as
in the case of the trope interpretation. Let body2 impact my body in some way through

the property t haPXTheaffebtianviremy Bodynthatcresutsfom

526 put @Ain commonod in guotes because, as we saw abo
2p39d, in which casthe bodies are not identical in terms of A, then that just means that the bodies in
guestion do not have property A in common. But let us just bracket off that consideration right now.
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the impact is due to the relevant properties of my body (one of which Spinoza assumes
in 2p39s is going to be Al) plus the relevant properties of body2, which Spinoza seems
to assume in 2p39d is only A2 (s&el6d). By parallelism (2p7), the idea of this
affection consists of the idea of the relevant nature of my body, that relevant nature
being at least in part Al, plus the idea of the relevant nature of the other body2, that
relevant nature being just (abk let us assume) A2 (2p16). Since Al and A2 are
nonidentical properties (according to our trope assumption), by parallelism the idea of
Al and the idea of A2 are nonidentical, in which case the idea of A2, unlike the idea of
A1, is not in my mind my mindbeing, for Spinoza, the complex idea of nothing more
than my body (2p13d). It follows that my mind does not alone contain the complete idea
of this affection; it is missing the idea of A2. That is to say, the idea in my mind of the
affection is inadequatgartial (2pllc). This contradicts what Spinoza concludes in
2p39d, which is that the idea of this affection is in fact adequate in my mind. The trope
analysis of the bodies in question having property A is out, ¥en.

One might insist that, even on ttrepe reading, to have an adequate idea of the
A in my body is to have an adequate idea of the As in the other bodies. The basic idea is
this. Since the A in body3 iadiscerniblefrom the A in, say, bodyl, | have an adequate

idea of the A in bodyl justybhaving an adequate idea of the A in body3.

527 My conclusion that Spinoza gives a realist analysis of modes hprapgrties seems to contradict the
findings of various scholars. Various scholars hold that these properties, along with the modes that have
them, are to be tropeB(C. Williams 1966, 107Eisenberg 1971, 18&tout 1936, 9; Seargent 1985, 13;
Jarrett D77, 86; Carriero 1995, 2589; ;Bennett 1994, 18Bennett 2001, 1.145 (but see 1984, 94);
Moltmann 2003, 456; Melamed 2009,-78; Newlands 2015, 25872; Newlands forthcoming, Hannan

2011, 6465; Yovel 1989, 162163; Yovel 1990b, 164; Heil 2006a, 186; Heil 2008, 20; see Basile 2012,
32).
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Here is the problem with such a response. It may very well make good sense to
say that | have an adequate idea of the A in bodyl just by having an adequate idea of the
A in body3. Afterntally ,eXadtyl3yy ssiAmiilsan ntherlkeo
that does not change the fact that such an explanation for why | have an adequate idea of
the A in bodyl just by having an adequate idea of the A in body3 deviates from
Spi n explanat®n. As we saw abovese x pl anati on ieneandat body 3
thesameas bodylos A.

For the sake of the argument, however, | will grant the point to my opponent.
Perhaps it might be said that, in Iight of
antir eal iosgttobe gSipgithe wopéaendly explanation for why | have an
adequate idea of the A in bodyl just by having an adequate idea of the A in body3. | do
not know what sort of weight such a point is supposed to carry (especially when its
premise,thatSpinez i s a At horoughgoing antirealist, ¢
and one that, in my view, has already been settled). But so be it. Now | want to move on
to highlighting a few stark angpinozistic results that follow from the trope
interpretation 2p39d.

First, recall that if a property is a particular, that is, a nonuniversal, then it must
be particular due to nothing but itself. All true particulars are, as Ockham says,
particular through themselvé€.If a property was particularized by someiielse, that

is, if its particularitymaker were beyond or other to itself, then it in itself would be a

528 OckhamOrdinatiol, d. 2, . 6, n. 108.07;see Cross 2010; Edwards 1969, 228; Spade 1994, 171.
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nonparticular, that is, a universal, and so not a tPép&s a particular in itself, a trope is
numerically different from everything else, even sdmmeg exactly similar. As Ockham
s a yrameridaldifference s t he essenc®i af whhehpaatecal ar
distinction from any other candidate entity would be unassailable on mere grounds of
indiscernibility>3!

In light of the very fact thatropes are particulars in themselves, several
infamous problems facing trope theory come into relief. These problems are devastating
as far as Spinoza is concerned.

One of the problems is that of swapping. We looked at the swapping problem in
the case ottributes (see Chapter).VThe same problem appears in case of the various
A tropes in question at the level of modes on the trope reading of 2p39d. Since the A of
bodyl and the nonidentical A of body2 are inherently indiscernible, one could be
swapped fothe other without there being any objectively discernible change, without
there being a way to tell apart the {sn@apped state of affairs from the state of affairs
where the A tropes have been swapped. Since the swapped @whpped versions
could nd be told apart even by the most powerful mind, there seems to be no sufficient
explanation for denying the strict identity of the purportedly two A properties. This |
think would suggest to Spinoza, and all thoroughgoing explanatory rationalists, that
there is no reason to keep saying that there are two, this A and that A. Saying that there

aremanyAs, rather than just A, would violate the explanatory rationalism that Spinoza

529 See Istvan 2011.

530 See Burns 1914, 88, 99; see Cross 2010; Edwards 1969, 228; Robinson 2014; Spade 1994, 171.
5311 evin 2002, 133; see Pickavance 2008, 148; Maurin 2002THi@| 1998, 213215; Thiel 2011, 21;
Stout 1936, 9.

248



appears to accept (1a2, 1p7d, 1p8s2, 1p11d2; 1p16; FPTB)s sort of issue s not
arise, of course, when one considers property A to be a universal. The distinct bodies
would have one and the same A property.
Anot her problem, which we have yet to co
Armstrongébés descrimtion of the piling probl
It seems clear that the very same [individual] cannot instantiate a property more than
once. To say that a isdhdthat a is F is simply to say [(by the equivalence rule
called fAiredundancyo)] that a i s skhe Given
realist view of properties,] this is immediately explicable. For a [trope theorist (of a
bundlepersuasion)], however, an ordinary concrete [individual] is a collection of
[tropes]. Why should not this collection contain two [tropes] which resemble
exactly? But this will be equivalent to saying that the concrete [individual] has the
same property twice over. The [trope theorist] can only meet this difficulty by
introducing an ad hoc principle forbidding exactly resembling [tropes] to be
[properties]of the same concrete [individudff
Because tropes are particular in themselves (and thus not subject to the identity of
indiscernibles), there are no grounds for distinguishing the situation where bodyl has
one million exactly similar A properties frothe situation where bodyl has merely one
A property.
Now, the fact that trope theory tolerates such an empty possibility is, according
to Armstrong, Anot decisived against trope
piling bullet or come up witlan ad hoc principle forbidding pilidga principle such as

that tropes are subject to the identity of indiscernibles in those cases where they pertain

to one and the same individual.

532 See Della Rocca 2002; Della Rocca 2003a. Leibniz, the thinker that explicitly advocates the principle
of sufficient reason, at least thinks thiay. For a good discussion of this, see Rescher, B179
533 Armstrong 1978, 86.
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The fact that trope theory tolerates piling is rather decisive aghmst t
interpretation thaSpinozahinks of attributes as tropes, however. Such a commitment
would be in violation of a principle, thesoa | | ed AEl eati c Principle,
endorses: that whatever exists must be causally efficacious (1p36, 1p36d)atuahd
as the Eleatic Sophigndgermesayed iinntRPloamt @ods beir
p o w &%Morover, there is, relatedly, a violation of explanatory rationalism. For if
there is no discernible differensrgesanth et ween
bodyl16s having just one A property, then on
one million rather than just one? Might Spinoza have been willing to posit an ad hoc
principle forbidding piling? | do not think so. Perhaps Spinoza doestsoes make ad
hoc maneuvers. But it seems at least that he does not intefi@tothermore, there is
no indication that he feels the need to posit the ad hoc principle in the case at hand.
There is no indication precisely because he has no need. He hasdhbecause
property A in 2p39d is a universal.
One might insist that Spinoza simply did not consider such theoretical problems
and thus did not see how his antirealist view, particularly that of trope theory, is in
tension with his other beliefs. Brgalize that | can always just bring out the following
trump card. Simply by the identity of indiscernibles (1p4), the Al property and the A2

property would have to be identical for Spinoza.

534 Plato Sophist 247e.
535 See Della Rocca 2008, 42, 66.
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Now, one might say, in response, that Spinoza may have sliggadis strict
advocacy of the identity of indiscernibles here at 2p39d or that, and as Lin suggests
mi ght be the case, Spinozads identity of 1in
instead may apply only at the level of substafiég&Such seemmigly ad hoc maneuvers
are all major stretches, though. And concer
with the following remark from Della Rocca.
Although in 1p4 and the surrounding passages Spinoza is primarily interested in the
issue oftheidentiy and di stinctness of snedistances,
1p4 and its demonstration shows that his claim would apply to modes as well as
substance®’’
Spinoza does not permit exception clauses in the case of the laws of nature. As Spinoza
makesdit clear in the preface to Part 3 of théhics the laws of nature are immutable
and, Aal ways and everywhere the same, 0 appl
indication of Spinozads being the prince of

would not apply to all explanatory principles. If so, then the identity of indiscernibles

would apply across all domains.

Above | have been assuming that on the trope interpretation of 2p39d the
following is the case. When Spinoza says that progersycommon to bodyl, body?2,
body3, body4, body5, and body6, he means that each body has its own A property
nonidentical to the A properties of the other bodies despite being indiscernible from

those other A properties. Perhaps the trope case would beestient if something

536 See Lin 2013.
537 Della Rocca 1996, 198n46.

251



Ael se0 wadsomeshmed similar to certain anti
forms: that to say that each of the bodies in 2p39d have property A in common is simply
to say that A is spread across them (sort of like spsiteth across two conjoined
tables). In other words, perhaps the trope case would be more resilient if we took it to be
saying that different portions ofdAa scattered property, if you willare in each body.
Unfortunately, the tropasscattereeproperty maeuver, although having the apparent
benefit of giving a tropdriendly explanation for the fact that Spinoza talks merely about
oneA property rather thamanyA propertes cannot save the trope interpretation of
2p39d. Seeing why will add a new anglentg case.

If the trope interpreter tries to make what each of the bodies in 2p39d have in
common just be scattered portions of one property, then there are only two possibilities.
(1) These pieces of the one property are strictly identical (sttéaome core levelj®
(2) These pieces are not strictly identical (at any level). If (1), which is the natural
answer since Spinoza says that one single propertyduallyin each of the bodies in
guestion, then this is just strict identity acrosgedsity and thus realism. If (2), then
there is no inherent connection, just a congeries, an aggregate of parts, in which case A
i's nothing but a disunited heap of pieces
some sort of operational unity?

Is opion 2 viable for Spinoza? No. Reality as an unconnected multiplicity of

individuals strictly identical in no respect is of course the right (and beautiful) picture for

r

c

8This is how Copleston seems t o rties(iP@0r39d.and Lei bni z9

539 See Fullerton 1894, 222, 2225; Taylor 1972a, 190.
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the antirealist’° Understanding this quite well and believing Spinoza to be an

antirealst, Klever,Schuitze, and Eisenbeagpear to draw the conclusion that an
attribute |i ke Extension is just, as Eisenb
the infinite power of Extension is nothing but the power of all modes of Extensian take
togetheP"*According to Bennett, scholars who tak
against universals too seriously are prone to draw such a conclusion, a conclusion where
what is in truth Athe universal extensiono
realm *%¥Schol ars who take Spinozab6s pejorative
seriously are prone, in effect, to draw a conclusion where what is a universal, which is

by no means an aggregate (as Plato reminds us through Sot¥agets,broken up into
ifanndheg aggregate of >YSushmcondlusionabmuts part i cu
Spinozistic attributes is, so I am inclined
r e f u t>® Afteralh thedattributes are univocally involved in each of the modes

(1p18, 2p1d2p13si2d; TdIE 101) to which they are ontologically prior (TTP 28;,

1p5d, 1p10; KV 1.2 1/25/35)Thus the attributes are, as Fullerton explains, to be

understood as universals rather than as heaps.

It seems to me sufficiently clear that SpinozateddExtension and the other
attributes] rather as univetsals than as

540 See Bonazzi 2013.

541 Eisenberg 1990, 15n12; Klever 1990, $&hiitze 1923, 4keeNaess 1975, 683; Wild 1930, xxvi

xxviii. JohnHarris suggests a similar interpretationin 1698, ai mi ng t hat, for Spinoza,
whol e Mass of Beings or of Matter in the Universeo
542 Bennett 1984, 39; see Matson 1990, 8Zess 1975, 683; Wolfson 1921, 110.

543 PlatoMeno77a.

544 Haserot, 1950, 492.

545 Hallett 1957, 13.

546 Fullerton 1894, 224.
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Now, one passage in the TTP may very well insinuate the heap view.

The universal power of the whole of nature is nothing but the power of all individual
things taken together. (TTP 16.2)

But since Spinoza also holds that Extension in its absolute datiat is, considered

trulyd is prior to all modes and so is not just the sum of all of its modes (TTRpLS;

1p5d, 1p10; KV 1.2 1/25/35}his passageught to be regarded as endorsing something
compatible with that fact. So | would say, to give at least a preliminary stab at
reconciliation, that by Anatureo in this
entire realm ohatura naturata the realnof modes.

It is easy to see that my earlier arguments against the trope interpretation of
2p39d apply equally in the case of the option 2 understanding of the claim that each of
the bodies have in common merely portions of one property, trope A. Arjdsas |
suggested, an unwanted result would follow from taking this view and applying it to the
most universal of properties of bodies, extendedness, such that each body was a piece of
the one extendedness trope (as understood in the option 2 way). Thefreatora
naturataunder the attribute of Extension would be a congeries through and tBraugh
mere heap of bodies at no level identfréaSpinoza denies this, however. Extendedness
is equally in all bodies (see 2p38c) in the same sense in which thetpramé 2p39d
is equally in all of the five bodies in question. What sense is that? If my various

arguments above are right, then in the realist sense.

547 A, E. Taylor has this in mind, | think, when he explains that because Spinoza is an antirealist, and thus
holds that there is no inherent unity among things (this lust has nothing in common with that lust, and the
like), Spinoza cannot ke real pantheist (1972a, 190).
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According to Mahnke, Leibniz agrees that extendedness for Spinoza is in each
body in the manner of thealist>*® Mahnke notes in fact that Leibniz, wanting to
di stance himself from Spinozads Auniversal.
every being, will sometimes stress the antirealist posftigas seen, for instance, in his
lettersto De Volder)tat t he wuniverse i s a mere aggrega
ireall yo in the s¥nsete deskyPhedadhoubey piSUET ea,
summari zes Leibnizoés reading of Spinoza on
Locating him by reference to the medieval philosopherfoés [who was a
pantheistic realist concerning universéds and by reference to the seventeenth
century Quietists who saw individual minds as drops in the ocean of a universal
spirit, Lei bniz says that Spiowasa i s fAnot
spi¥Pit.o
Moses Mendelssohn also reads Spinoza in this way. Indeed, Mendelssohn claims
that realism concerning universals, which allows there to be strict identity and thus true
unity among a diversity of things, is precisely what poisons pinto regarding the
realm ofnatura naturataas something with greater unity than that of simply a heap of
isolated things merely more or less similar all the way down. And based on this
observationfiMe ndel ssohn argues t hadiefintherealiysf Spi noz

uni versals t hat SPHale ateihenwords of Battleb omthexrmatem. o

Mendel ssohnds ar gument -igogmesidofS3pinazisnt. ect ed a
Mendel ssohn c¢cl aims that Spiepatzadas concei Vi

548 Mahnke 1925, Intro.2n11.

549 See Mates 1986, ch. 10.

550 SuareaviD 6.2.13; see Ross 1962, 7434.

551 |eibniz 1965, Il 256; although compare Leibniz 1965 11l 429ff Mwhadology40 and 47.

552 See Christian Brothers 1893, Ihiel 1998, 214, 231.

553 \Woolhouse 1993, 155. The part of the quote from Leibniz can be found at 1969, 554. For similar
sentiments, see aldtew Essay59 andTheodicy77-80. SeeThiel 1998, 214, 260n171.

554 Gottlieb 2003, 189.
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[inherently united] is grounded in his mistaken belief in the reality of universals. . . .
For Spinoza, substance grounds the systematicity and uniformity of the universe,
specifically the infinite attributes of extension and thought atwiall finite

particulars including all human beings are modes. Mendelssohn agrees with Spinoza
that reason demands that the universe be regarded as an intelligible whole and that
the systematicity and uniformity of nature are what render it intelligidé for

Mendel ssohn, Spinozads mistake is his ass:
compose a real unity, a continuous whole. . . . In reality, according to Mendelssohn,

finite [individuals] only compose an aggregate, that is, a discontinuous whole

conssting of discrete parts. . . . The only unity among these finite [individuals] is

ideald infinite extension and thought are mere entia rationis. As Mendelssohn puts

it AWithout thinking beings, the world o
composenowHoe. Rather, at most it>™™would consi s

Although I do not draw the ultimate conclusion that Caird does, which is that
Spinozabés philosophy is contradictory on th
reasonsrighttonotetha Spi nozads commitment -to real un
antirealist commitment.

Even if . . . Spinoza meant nothing more than the scientific conception of the unity
and uniformity of nature, the supposition would be fatal to the assertion of his

At hohrgmugrg nominali sm. 0 Nominalism regard:¢
only realities, and nature as, at most, a name for the collection or aggregate of such
substance®?®

* * *

What goes for attributes does in fact go for properties of modes. Not being
idertical in property means not having a property in common. | have argued this point
from numerous angles. There is no other analysis left but the realist one, which again
makes sense in light of the following facts. (1) For multiple entities to be ideintical
some respect is for them to have a universal (2p49s, 4p4d 11/218J18) For multiple

entities to have a common property is, for Spinoza, to be identical in some respect (as |

555 Gottlieb 2011, 101.
556 Caird 188, 3233.
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have argued against several comment2tors ( 3) For Spimoodaankde t e
Auni versal 06 are i nterldaPedenlydsasie, TTPP 4. 6 | |
7.6 111/102/1620). In the end, then, it seems indubitable that Spinoza allows that

properties of modes can be identical, as opposedtdesd merely exactly sinfar.

When we drop the unnatural notion that Spinoza is giving a trope analysis of the
2p39d bodies having property A and make the
strictly identical, then the idea in my mind of the affection in question at Zg38dact
adequat e. Here i s why. The affection in my
with body? is due to the relevant nature of my libdlyat relevant nature being property
A (and perhaps some other properidep)us the relevant nature of bod§ that
relevant nature being (let us just assume Spinoza is saying here) nothing but property A.

By parallelism, the idea of this affection consists of the idea of the relevant nature of my
bodyd that relevant nature being property A (and perhaps some pmthgertiesd plus

the idea of the relevant nature of body that relevant nature being (let us just assume
Spinoza is saying here) nothing but property A. Since A is a universal, the A of my body
is identical with the A of body2. Since, by parallelisne ttea of A is a universal, the

idea of the A of my body is identical with the idea of the A of bo¥yZTherefore, the

557 See Huan 1914, 24849;Hubner 2014, 128; Newlands forthcomiagRice 1991, 299; Rice 1994, 22;

Schoen 1977, 539.

58 That an idea can be a universal contradicts what many commentators say. See, for example, Koistinen

2009a, 173L74. | take ithat Lin agrees with my position here and with my general claims in this section.
Everything exemplifies the common properties, so0 ¢
common notions. Common notions are adequate ideas. (Lin 2009, 277)

| take it hat Bennett agrees as well.
[Spinoza] usually pays little attention to particulars as distinct from the natures they instantiate. He
seems always to pick them out descriptively as o0t
a sthat® n e 6 he one in @dnt ofme now . . . . Thi s, by the way, shows
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idea of the nature of my body fully contains the idea of the affection in question. Since
my mind is the complex idea of nothing morertimay body, it follows that my mind
alone contains the complete idea of this affection. That is to say, the idea in my mind of
the affection is adequate, complete (2p11c). There really is no other way to make 2p39d
wor k than to t akevab@anhaoce that property Alisa at f ace
universal®®
This makes perfect sense with tathicsat large. In contrast to what some
commentators may believé’ Spinoza holds that the ideas in correlation with the
common properties discussed in 2(3% 4 0 avreer sflauninotadeguatt 06 t hat a
(2p40s2, 11/122/114), apprehended as they are by reason, an unwavering source of true
ideas (2p40s2; Ep. 2). That they are adequate is significant because this entails that they
are necessarily nfatboswé wtEe2w3fipe2pe®s2,0 amal
TTP 6.6), that is, that they correlate with how things really are (1a6), in which case there
can be no doubt that there is a univedsatoperty A under Extension corresponding
to it.°®1 Spinoza is saying, then, ththie adequate ideas discussed in 2pB&0 correlate

with true universals®?

call Spinoza a nominalist, if this means that he rejected universal items in favour of particulars.
(Bennett 1984, 302)

559 The same argument can be made for the A dwestin 2p38, which is equally in the part and the whole

of all bodies. So for those who feel, as some do, that 2p39 is a deviant text, just take what | have said and

apply it to 2p38. For why someone may think 2p39 is an outlying passage, see LeBuffe22010a

560 See Goetschel 2004, 4(1; Hull 2005, 19; Matson 1990, 87.

561 See Copleston 1960, 232.

562 See Gueroult 1974, 387.
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6.7 Concluding remarks

In this chapter | have compiled a wide array of passages indicating that Spinoza
welcomes universals into his ontology at the levedattira naturatalpl7s, 1p8s2,
2p10s, 2p32p40, 4p30. Second, | have blocked several strategies for giving these
passages antirealisiendly renderings. The 2p3%p40 group of passages, with its
discussion of adequately conceived properties equally in many individusdsalpbf
the other passages (which freely admit multiple instantiation of forms and natures),
amount to powerful evidence that Spinoza welcomes universals.

There does not appear to be any way to get rid of the realism of these passages
without getting ridof the passages themselves. And | see no way that these passages are
not to be taken as a serious part of Spinoz
antirealist (as is commonly said and as certain of his remarks may indicate), it must be
that his thought is contradictory on tineatter. As | argue in Chapter Xiowever,

Spinoza is not contradictory on the matter. But before | get to that point, | will explain in
the next chapter that, for Spinoza, every property of a given mode is a universal and

indeed that ewvy mode itself is a universal.
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CHAPTER VII (PART 3. MODES): SPINOZAG6S RE.

MODE PROPERTIES AND OF MODES IN GENERAL

7.1 Introductory remarks

In the previous chapter, Chap¥ér, | argued that Spinoza welcomes universals
into his ontology at the level of modes. A clear marker of his allowance of universals at
the level of modes is the prevalence of cases where one property is wholly instantiated
by many modes, such that the various individuals with that property ardyitera
identical in respect to that property.

In the chapter now at hand | defend three additional points. First, | argue that, for
Spinoza, all ontologically authentic properties of modes, not just those actually shared
by two or more modes, are univers&econd, | argue that, for Spinoza, all
ontologically authentic modes, including you and this truck, are properties. Third, |
argue that, for Spinoza, all ontologically authentic modes, including you and this truck,
are universals.

After establishing theabove three points | respond to two important objections.
The first is that no modésneither those discussed in this chapter, Chafitemor
those discussed the previous chapter, Chapterdvtan be universals since (1) a
universal is that which has tlagtitude to be wholly present, not merely in multiple
modesof one substance, but in multiebstanceand (2) there is onlgnesubstance:

God. The second is that no modes can be universals because, as at least the acosmist
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reading of Spinoza claimdjdre is no such realm of modes; the realm of modes is not
ontologically authentic.
7.2 All properties of modes are universals

Is it thatall properties of modes, even if instantiated merely once, are universals?
Or is it that just those properties of nesdactually shared by many modes are
universals? The former is correct. Spinoza endorses a wholesale realist analysis of
modes having properties, such that even if the property of a given mode is instantiated
merely once it is nevertheless a universal. ilHasons why this is the right answer are
perhaps already clear from the discussion about substamtésedr attributes in
Chapter V Let me lay out the case, in barebones fashion, so that no backtracking is
essentially required.

There are two backgrod points that one should keep in mind before | argue
that even a property possessed by merely one mode is a universal for Spinoza. First, one
needs to avoid the snare of confusing the n
colloquial sense, that,ifs having a sort of general extent or wid@ging scope, with
the noti on of aunivepsal iohephilosogheal derese, thag which is apt
to be one in many (a nature that does not itself guarantee that there be a certain number
of instartiations of that nature). Even if we held such a confusion, it could not be denied
that Spinoza welcomes universals into his ontology. Again, the-2p&d block plus all
of the othempassages discussed in ChapterM qui r e as much. sNevert hi
realism concerning universals stands out in greater relief once we shed the confusion.

Second, a universal property is not merely that which actually has many instances. A
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property can be a universal even if it is only instantiated once over. A préjpessg is a
universal even if it is instantiated once over so long as it is the sort of prapéitybe
one in nany. As | discussed in Chapter Me sufficient indication of such an aptitude is
that if in addition to F individual o there were a differénindividual p, the Fness in
each would be strictly one and the same, literally undivided, in both. If there is a
property instantiated merely once and imat apt to be one in many, then that just
means that it is a particularized property or, as known in contemporary literature, a
trope.

Now that | have made these background points, | will explain how, for Spinoza,
even if the property of a given mode is instantiated merely once it is a universal. There
are two arguments that | want to consifierthis view.

Here is the first argument. Since Spinoza has a realist analysis of selgstan
having attributes (Chapter)\as well as of modes himg common properties (Chapter
VI), it would be odd for him to switch to thinking in terms of an antirealieen it
comes to properties had by only one mode. Typically, and as is evident by the fact that
the debate between realists and propestjcoming antirealists is described as simply
whether properties are universals or nonuniversals, if one admithéhatare properties
and construes even one property as a universal, then that just means that one construes
propertiesn generalas the realist does: as universals. We know that Spinoza allows for
properties in his ontology. Indeed, we know there to bayrtases where a property of
a given mode is instantiated multiple times over in the way of the realist, meaning that

all the modes with the property are strictly identical in terms of that property. In light of

262



the fact that the debate is whether prdperare universals or not, it would be odd to
find one saying (especially prior to the <co
over here are universals but those propert. i
that. The debate concerns hovweamnstrues the nature of properties. Are they universal
or not?

To see the force of this first argument, consider the following. How did realists
get by throughout the centuries holding that properties are universals in the face of
properties with only oe instance? They got by like Aristotle. As will be recalled from
ChapterV, for Aristotle sunness is a universal even thoughnersessariljthe case that
there is only one sun. It is a universal, according to Aristotle, because were there another
sun,sunness would be multiply instantiated, which indicates that sunness is shareable in
principle and thus a universal. It is a uni
characterization of universals, equally whether of one or many or infinitely many
individuals (2p49s 11/134/40, 4p4d 11/213/181 9 ) , such that it MdAmust
i ndividual of which it is said, Athe same i
11/135/5ff, 3pref 11/138/1218; see TdIE 76; TP 3.185 Likewise, realist church faéns
did not deny the universal status of those certain properties that necessarily have only
one instanc@ one instance, say, because God pledges not to let those properties be

shared by many creaturéé For realist church fathers, such properties that meilebe

%The hypothetical st aperémpassibilethatdevesgoingfto bd edmally k new (

damned by God, he would love Gaslg ar dl ess 0 shows the nature of John,
disinterested love for God (see Riley 1996, 145) . L i
anot her sun, that other sun would haw®wmwsathee and t he

nature of sunness, namely, that it is a universal.
64 See Zachhuber 2013.
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shared (in the realist sense), that are necessarily such that they will not be held in

common (in the realist sense), are in themselves, in principle, shareable. Take away

Godobs pledge and add in some ot beshare.avor abl
So since it is definitive that, for Spinozmeproperties are universals, namely, those

that are in fact actually multiply instantiated, it would be quite strange for him to switch

his view of the nature of properties when it comes to thateamly one instantiation.

Here now is the second, and more definitive, argument for the claim that even a
property instantiated by merely one mode is, for Spinoza, a universal: that which is in
principle shareable, apt to be one in manat which all ly itself imposes no
restriction on the number of instantiations it may have. If in addition to F mode o there
were a different F mode p and o and p were indiscernible in terms of Fness, then the
Fness in each must be the very same Fness for Spinozadigeemibility of o and p in
terms of Fness implying, for Spinoza, their numerical identity in terms of Fness: see
1p41p5d)°®° Even if Fness is instantiated only once, then, it is a universal.

To say that the Fness of mode o is not a universal is tdatit ts a trope. To
say that it is a trope is to say the following: if in addition to F mode o there were an
objectively different F mode p and o and p were inherently indiscernible in terms of
Fness, then the Fness in each waudtbe the very same Feg Spinoza does not regard
the Fness of mode o as a trope. Remember, tropesanaiversaproperties; they are

iabspartialars 06 As Oc kruraencaldiffengrgeis thé essence of the

565 Della Rocca 2008, 448, 87, 100101, 134, 196197.
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p ar t i°®Betaase nunerical difference isthe essente, and so Abui |t i
particulars®’and because tropes are particulars, 0
not identical across di f f°®Heacetandfinitheddrdei dual s
of Pickavance, f[u]lareeisahnsi catTioges, i padi sice
in effect, are those entities whand i ndisce
thus whose distinction from one another 1is
on mere grounds of indiscernibylit’

| take it to be clear, then, that Spinoza endorses a wholesale realist analysis of
modes being charactered. To say that a mode has a property or a nature or a form is to
say, for Spinoza, that a mode instantiates a universal, that which is aptrte ine o
many, that which is of such a disposition that it is said equally whether of one or several
individuals.
7.3 Modes are properties

Are modes properties, according to Spinoza? Even though modes are usually
construed as properties, there has been sla@inate about this in Spinoza scholarship.
After all, it seems strange and unpalatable, as Curley explains, to regard concrete
individuals as chairs and humans as propettrds. line with the majority of

commentators, however, | think that Spinozistic nedthe nonfundamental effects of

566 Burns 1914, 88, 99; see Cross 2010; Edwards 1969, 228; Robinson 2014; Spade 1994, 171.
567 Robinson 2014.

568 Armstrong B89, 114.

569 pickavance 2008, 148.

570 Campbell 1990, 44.

571 Levin 2002, 133; see Pickavance 2008, 148; Maurin 200 Hi@t 1998, 212215; Thiel 2011, 21;
Stout 1936, 9; Williams 1986, 3; Ehring 2004, 2231.

572See Curley 1969, 18, 37.
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God (1pl6, l1pl5d, 1p24, 1 P2 propErfles. Hete3 ) t hat
are three items of support
(Reason 1) Spinoza characterizes items like me as modes. The Latin term here,
modus meansvay. Spinoza himselé x p | i c i t rhogus®e cawiadt dish wiay 0 )
(5pref). The ways of a thing are the properties of a thing. That is true as mutAamw
it was therp’> Modes or properties are ways of being. If Spinoza did not mean that | am
a way that God is or, better putlight of the participial nature of modes, that | am a
waying of God (see HG ch.5 and HG ch.33), then presumably he would not have used

this term Aimodedo (and presumably so many r

e

his view that, as Mosheim puts itrBainthe 18Cent ury, fdArabbits, dogs

modiof GUYdMpded is a term that Descartes hi
of an individual. As Bayle points out, modes have always been understood to denote
properties or qualitie¥.’ Indeed, Spinoza himself characterizes modes as affections (see
1d5, 1p25c). The Latin term hewdfectia meansconditionor quality or property>®

(Reason 2) At 1p28d Spinoza says that any given finite mode must follow from
that attribute merelinsofar asthat attribute is expressed as some other mode (see

Chapter X . The Lgadtenud 1t sr kefy hneofaeasortd the extemta n s

573 See Bayle 1991; Bmett 1984, 92ff; Bennett 1996b, 67; Carriero 1995; Della Rocca 2008, 61ff; Lin
2006b, 68, 9n12; Melamed 2006/elamed 2013dNadler 2006, 73ff; Viljanen 2009, 56; Whitehead
1978, 67.

574See Armstrong 1989, 96.

5’5 See Bayle 1991, 332.

576 Mosheim 17341736,2.174ff.

577 Bayle 1991, 331.

5’8See Johnson 1967, 3 (entry on faffectionodo). Now, i

t
l1pl5d, for example). Some may |l ike to use the term

is in itself op@ enough to refer to anything.
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that Spinoza is, in effect, describing finite modes of attribute x as x expressed in a
determinate way. He does seduently (see 2p9 and 4p4d). The most natural way to
take such talk of modes of x being x expressed in a certain way is that these modes are
properties of x.
(Reason 3) Spinoza al/l but directly says
(1pl6d; see TTP 4pBpinoza offers simply the following as proof for his 1p16d claim
that everything conceivable follows from Go
number ofpropertiesthat follow from its nature. According to 1p16d, then, modes are
properties of5odg If there is any doubt about my reading of 1p16d here, then consider
the following. (1) 1p16d describes modes as the effects of God. (2) For Spinoza,
knowledge of arffectthrough its cause is nothing other than the knowledge of the
propertyof thatcause (TTP 4.4 111/60/11). Therefore, modes of God are, as the effects
of God, the properties of God. (The properties that are modes are in fact a specific sort
of property on the tripartite scholastic scheme. They aracuitientalproperties of
God,th# i s, those properties that result from
else. They are ndundamental definingroperties of God, that is, those properties that
make up the bedrock essence of God: namely, the attributes. They are, rather, the
propria of God, that is, those properties that fail to be fundamental to God and to define

God but, nevertheless, are necessary to.X38d

579 See Garrett 2002, 156n24; Melamed 2009687Pasnau 2011, 485n24 and 551.
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7.4 Modes are universals
7.4.1 Modes are universals in Spinoza©bs
The same basic argument used to show thag§poroza, properties of modes are
universals can be used to show that modes, which are simply properties for Spinoza (as
we saw in the last section), are univergalNote that a more powerful version of the
following argument is to be found at the end oft&m 6.
(Premise 1) If mode Fness is a nonuniversal, then if there are two distinct F modes,
the Fness mode in the one is nonidentical to the Fness mode in the other even when
the Fness mode in the one is indiscernible from the Fness mode in th&bther.
(Premise 2) According to Spinoza, it is not the case that if there are two distinct F
modes, then the Fness mode in the one is nonidentical to the Fness mode in the other
even when the Fness mode in the one is indiscernible from the Fness mode in the
other. (Indeed, if there are two distinct F modes, it is necessarily the case that the
Fness mode in the one is strictly identical to the Fness mode in the other when the
Fness in the one is indiscernible from the Fness in the other:)L({H})
(Conclusion Therefore, it is not the case that mode Fness is a nonuniversal.
| take it to be clear, then, that Spinoza endorses a realist analysis of modes in
general. Modes are properties. Properties are either nonuniversals (tropes) or universals.

A universal ighat which is disposed to be wholly one in many, meaning at minimum,

580 This is true unless (1) we are dealing with modes of the same substance and (2) the trope theorist
simply stipulates, as a brute fact, that thdiscernibility implies identity in the case where modes of the
same substance are indiscernible in terms of property. This does not seem reasonable option-in Spinoza
land, where such brute facts do not fly.
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and as Fonseca explait¥sthat it does not in itself impose a restriction on the number of
individuals that instantiate it (1p8s2 I1/8051; see TdIE 95)A sufficient indication of
moke Fnessds disposition toddvenpeone i n many i
impossibil® another distinct F mode in addition to this F mode, then there would be
one and the same Fness in each.
7.4.2 Spinoza knows that modes are universals
I n | i ght storicaBystanardzaaddssfficiantly broad construal of
universals as that which is said equally whether of one or many, | take it that Spinoza
actually understandsat least at some level to be brought out given the right océasion
that each mode, actuallpmmon to several modes or not, is a universal. This is for the
same general reas, which | offered in Chapter,Why | take it that Spinoza actually
understands each attribute to be a universal.
(Premise 1) A mode is a property and is thus a nature.
(Premise 2) A nature in itself, as Spinoza explicitly says, does not impose a
restriction on the number of individuals with that nature: considered in abstraction, it
could be instantiated infinitely many times or twenty tilhesd yes, even just one
time (1p8s2 1I/5011/51; see TdIE 95). (As Fonseca explaifi&his is just what a
uni versal 6s characteristic aptness to be
properties, on the other hand, do impose such a restriction. That a universal does not

impose a restetion on the number of individuals with that nature is also the key

581 Fonseca 1591, ch. 1; see Madeira 2006.
582 Fonseca 1591, ch. 1; see Madeira 2006.
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motivation for Aristotleods ctheothert hat fde:
motivations being two views that Spinoza explicitly endorses at 1p8s2: (a) that the
definition of a thingefers to the nature of a thing and (b) that the nature of a thing
imposes no restriction on the number of individuals with that nature.)
(Premise 3) That which is said equally of one and also of many and also of infinitely
many i ndi vi dunsttual of @ $hwearsal@at2d8syis tikabwhich does not
impose a restriction on the number of individuals that instantiéter tis is rather
clear in itself. It is also entailed by the following facts, taken together. (1) That
which is said equally of on@nd also of many and also of infinitely many is a nature
(2p49s). (2) A nature does not impose a restriction on the number of individuals with
that nature (1p8s2 11/50/51; see TdIE 95).
(Conclusion) Spinoza therefore construes each nature and thusede as a
universal.
7.5 Objection and reply 1
7.5.1 Objection 1: the universal is apt to be one in nsaivgtances
Consider the following objection to my view that modes are universals for
Spinozad Commentators have debated about whether in suck aas#p39, 1p8s2,
2p10s, 1pl7s, 4p30, and the like we really have an example of strict identity in diversity.
Haserot, the famous realist interpreter of Spinoza, says yes. Rice, the famous antirealist
interpreter, says no. Such discussion may distracbus the fact that even if in these

passages multiple modes each have one and the same property, that still would not mean

583 Aristotle MetaphysicZ 1036a2829 and 1040a8.
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that the property is a universal. A universal issioiplythat which is apt to be one in
many. A universal is that which is apt te bne in mangubstancedn order to show
that a property of a mode is a universal, then, one must show that it is apt to be one and
the same in more than one substance. Since there is necessarily only one substance, it is
not clear how this can be estahled.
7.5.2 Reply
| can make several responses to this objection. Here is one. In most typical cases,
the realistantirealist debate concerns whether properties are apt to be one and the same
in many substances. This is because in most cases the tddestplace among
substance pluralists. Nevertheless, there has never been a demand that multiple
instantiation of a property within diverse componenterasubstance is not enough to
call that property fia uni vebewhwollyprégsenAn uni ver s
many thing® things construed in the broadest sense: creatures, agents, doings, legs,
modes, parts of a whole, and so®®hif there is truly a diversity of some sort (which
there appears to be since Spinoza talks aiamymodes of te one substance), and if
there is something apt to be wholly present through more than one member of that
diversity, then we have a universéiWh i t eness, to use the commoi
example, is multiply instantiated merely insofar as it is whollg@né in two fingers of

one hand, two parts of one finger, or so¥n.

584 See Kemp Smith 1927, 145.
585 See Melamed 2013d, 58.
586 See Adamson 2013, 335; Des Chene 1996; Des Chene 2000, 176.
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Think about it this way. Many church fathers, such as Gregory of Nyssa and
Anselm, passionately defended a realist theory of universals so that they would be able

to say, among other thgs, that the divine nature is literally one and the same in each

member of the trinity*’ J aspers puts the point well in de
the matter.
I n Ansel mébs dogmatic attacks on Roscellini

thinking plays an essential role. If a thinker declares . . . the three persons, God the
Father, Christ, and the Holy Ghost, to be [nonuniversals], he is thinking like a
nominalist and has three Gods. But if the universal, God, is Himself reality, then
Godisone,ath t he three persons are forms of 't he
it upholds the reality of the wuniversals.
thinking. Anyone, says Anselm, who fails to understand that several people are, as to
speciespneman, will surely not be able to understand that in the most mysterious of
beings the three persons . . . are neverthelesoari@od 8
Now, according to orthodoxy each member of the trinity is not its own substance. There
is only one substance with thriegpostases distinct merely in virtue of peculiar personal
properties. That is why the 1092 Council of
(which was obviously a function of his pronounced antirealism) that each member was
its own substance in no respect ame the same as any other memB&$he point
here is that the divine nature on the orthodox view counts as universal, wholly and

undividedly present in each member of the trinity, even though it is one and the same

merely in multiplenon-substances: theypostases of Got°

587See Geisler 1992 nt ri es on fANomimmlofs mdl atnad §1 EWiad wsad;i Jaspe
588 Jaspers 1966, 2.112.

589 Thilly 1914, 167169.

590 See Giaradonna and Galluzzo 2013209Geisler 199% nt ri es on f@ANomi nal i smd and
Pl at o 6 sZadhhubew2018.
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That | am on the right track here is suggested by the fact that when Spinoza
makes his pejorative remarks against universals (rentaaks$ will discuss in Chapter
Xl1), he never pulls the thers-only-one-substance card. He does say, that is, that
because there is only one substance there cannot be properties apt to be strictly identical
in many. When he rejects those universals formed through abstraction from sensorial
images (see 2p40s1), it is not on grounds that there i®aorlgubstance (such that there
is no chance for, say, redness, to be instantiated by many substances). Because he
disputes universals like redness on grounds other than that there is just one substance,
the suggestion is that he agrees that multiple itisteon among many modes of thae
substance would indicate a universal. It would make sense that he would not restrict
realistlevel multiple instantiation to multiple instantiation across substances. After all,
he freely admitsiteaandthanwngsdéebhat manet éi ax
as this tree mode or the mode that is my body, have properties inhering in them (see
2p13d, 2p22d, 2p38d, 2p39s, 3p52s). Indeed, he is more than comfortable with referring
to a finite mode, suchasmybodg,aa fAsubjectd of predicati on
This is significant because the reabsttirealist debate concerns whether there are such
entities apt to be one and the same in many subjects of predication. If one and the same
property is in multiplesubjects of predication, then we know that we have a universal on
our hands. There is no need to demand that the subjects of predication in question be
substances. (Even if that demand were in place, however, there would still be a debate
about whether Spoza allows that properties of modes are apt to be one in madgs

Indeed, that is what the debdtasconcerned. Thus we see Haserot and others
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(including me) arguing that properties of modes are indeed apt to be one imodey
while Rice and otherargue that properties of modes are not so apt.)
There is another angle from which to respond to the objection. Because attributes
are universals, as | explained in Chaperts modes are universals in the robust sense
for which the objector was ¢&ing. When Spinoza supposes that there are two
substances of the same attribute, he is supposing that there are two substances identical
in attribute, not merely inherently exactly similar. If we have a case where the two
supposed substances identicaierms of attribute have exactly similar modes, then
these modes would be identical, not merely inherently exactly similar. Modes of the one
substance are in this case intebstance universals. To see, in effect, that mode Fness is
a universal even accand to the unreasonably restrictive demand that a property is a
universal only if it is apt to be one and the same in many substances, simply replace all
tal k of modks® sitm nche Fabove Sect i cubstdhceasd gu ment
(Premise 1)f mode Fness is a nonuniversal, then if there are two distinct F
substances, the Fness mode in the one is nonidentical to the Fness mode in the other
even when the Fness mode in the one is indiscernible from the Fness mode in the
other.
(Premise 2) Accolidg to Spinoza, it is not the case that if there are two distinct F
substances, then the Fness mode in the one is nonidentical to the Fness mode in the
other even when the Fness mode in the one is indiscernible from the Fness mode in

the other. (Indeed, there are two distinct F modes, it is necessarily the case that the
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Fness mode in the one is strictly identical to the Fness mode in the other when the

Fness in the one is indiscernible from the Fness in the other:JL{ifw)

(Conclusion) Therefore, isinot the case that mode Fness is a nonuniversal.
7.6 Objection and reply 2
7.6.1 Objection 2: acosmism

The condition of the possibility for Spinoza giving a realist analysis of modes is

that there really are modes. However, many commentators (mostdigmdaaobi,
Maimon, and Hegel{* hold that Spinoza is an acosmist. Taken in the strictest sense,
this means that the realm of modes, the realmatira naturatalacks any degree of
reality for Spinoz&?Ec hoi ng Mai mo n SpinaZism dehieslthekistenteh at
oftheworld. . . [ and thus] sHélegel beecall désdéSpa
monol ot hi darkGhageless abysa . . fin which all determinate content is
swal l owed up as r°4Alilca$p gkhahautididesi$iaationis,v oi d. 0
accordingto Hegeme r el y t al k aNo tuthtat akhisasdribbed ta finitco n : A
things or the world as &%®whpil roemeancd[sB.pi.norz ad
all that is determinate. . . , restrict[ing] himself to the Qyiding heed to this alom®®

Here is what Hegel has to say in hectures on the Philosophy of Religion

591 Jacobi 1994, 22@21; Maimon1984, 217;Hegel 1991, 10, 97, 22B27; Hegel 1995, 1.244, 1.3358,
1.432, 3.2881, 3.288, 3.25258.

592 SeeCaird 1888, 225; Della Rocca 2008, 28290, 314; Franks 2005, 10, 95, 1T@wes 1866, 398
Lloyd 1994, 57; Melamed 2004, 7#80; Melamed 2010; Elamed 2012a; Melamed 2012c; Melamed
2013d, ch. 2; Mukhopadhyaya 1950; Parkinson 1955; Saw 1951, 81; Schmitz 192@32%hilkarski
1914.

593 Maimon 1984, 217.

%Hegel 1991, 227. Hegelds remark here is quite si mi
Schellingian Absolute is the night in which all cows are black.

5% Hegel 1991, 227.

5% Hegel 1995, 3.25258.
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For Spinoza the absolute is substance, and no being is ascribed to the finite; his
position is therefore monotheism and acosmism. So strictly is dndyesod, that
there is no world at all. . . . [T]he finite has no genuine actudlity.

Here nowis what Hegel has to say in hiectures on the History of Philosophy
Spinozism might really just as well or even better have been termed Acosmicism,
sinceaccording to its teaching it is not to the world, finite existence, the universe,
that reality and permanency are to be ascribed, but rather to God alone as the
substantial. Spinoza maintains that there is no such thing as what is known as the
world; it ismerely a form of God, and in and for itself it is nothing. The world has
no true reality, and all this that we know as the world has been cast in to the abyss of
the one identity. There is therefore no such thing as finite reality, it has no truth
whateve; according to Spinoza what is, is God, and God at&he.

What could be Hegel 6s reason for thinkin
not the time to get into an extended discussion of the matter. One thing is that Hegel
views Spinoza as committed teethiew that (1) all determiantion is negation, (2) finite
beings are determinations and thus negations of the one, and (3) mere negations cannot
be considered to have independent existéfidéegel suggests that since modes do not
have independent existenttey do not have reality. What warrants his jump from the
dependence that modes have on God to their having no reality is perhaps that Hegel
assumes the following three views. (1) The realm of modes ultimately follows from the
simple absolute nature of @o(2) Diversification cannot follow from what is simple.

(3) The foll owi ng peEntausseruinplrée nCcwipil @eld landalsle em

underlie point 2) is true: if x follows in its entire being from a simple entity A (without

the help of anythingby ond A), then x can be nothing el

597 Hegel 1984, 1.432.
5% Hegel 1995, 3.281.
59 Hegel 2010, 47273.
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| am not going to discuss whether Hegel is right about the commitment of
Spinozads system to acosmism. But i f | am r
Hegel 6s ¢ on c érsityscanmat follove solelyhfranh whdtiiswimple, then the
reader will note that my explanation in Chagiéa b out how Spinozads col
simple being allows for ontological structure might undercut this motivation. Even
though | am quickly passingy this point, it is no small point. For throughout the history
of philosophy people have puzzled over how that which is simple can give rise to a
realm of plurality.
7.6.2 Spinoza does not intend for his system to be acosmist

What is important for my ppioses here is simply to note that Spinoza does not
intend for his system to be acosmistic. He does think that modes have less reality (that
is, power) than God. But he does not think that there are not really any modes. Here are
some key reasons why, fopiBoza, there really are modes and, as such, a true diversity
of modes2®

(Reason 1) 1p16d says that it should be plain to any person that 1p16, the
proposition that infinitely many modes foll
attends to the fadhat the intellect infers from the given definition of any thing a
number of propertieghat really dofolommnecessari ly from ito (my e
is saying here that the Ainnumerabl edo numbe

illusion (KV 2prefl/51/11).

600 See Della Rocca 2008, 2890:; Hart 1983, 8; Melamed 2010; Melamed 2012c; Mela2®@®d, ch. 2;
Parkinson 1955.
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(Reason 2) Spinoza says that there are many modes 6&f iBdeled, a maximal
number that, as we just saw, really do follow from God (1p16 and 1p16d). A maximal
number of modes follow from God because God is absolutely infinite (see 1d6).
Accordingt o what Mel amed appropriately dubs fASpi
effect °8! everything that exists must be causally efficacious, must produce effects, must
express itself (1p36, 1p36d). God is no exception.
[ W e have shown in rMet3li nd ad Xx Gomptd sGpdave ra ¢
And so it is impossible for us to conceive that God does not act as it is to conceive
that he does not exist. (2p3s)
Indeed, since God is absolutely infinite, God must express itself in all ways possible (see
lpl6andt p16d) . As an expression ofreadbodds power

consequence of God. Schwegler puts the point well.

The finite individual exists, indeed, because the unlimited productive power of

substance must give birth to an infinite variety aftisalar forms®°?

To affirm that modes have no degree of reality would be to say that God does not really
actively express himself in those ways that are modes. But, again, God must express
himself in all ways (1p16 and 1p16d).

(Reason 3) Spinoza distinghes between the mere virtual configurations of an
attribute harbored within the absolute nature of that attribute, on the one hand, and those
configurations as they come about in actual fact, on the oth8r GV 1.3 1/241; see
Chapter X). As | explaiin Chapter X even a finite mode, such as my body, is

contained in germ form within the absolute nature of the attribute of Extension. When

601 Melamed 2012c, 219n34.
602 Schwegler 1909, xxii.
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the laws of nature and antecedent conditions are just right, my body gets actualized. If
modes are supposed to deasbry, it seems strange that Spinoza would bother to make
such a distinction.

(Reason 4) Spinoza distinguishes between true modes of the attribute of
Extension, fAmechanical affectationso such a
Nature asitisimt sel f, 0 and false modes of Extensio
it is in itself, but as it is related to hu
supposed to be illusory, it seems strange that Spinoza would make such a distinction
betweerthe modes true of Extension and those not.

(Reason 5) Spinoza suggests that each moderadynpletelyor partially
expresses the absolute nature of God (1p25c). Why would he say this if he were
endorsing acosmism? Instead of saying that any given firotge onlypartially
expresses the absolute nature of God, he should have affirmed one of the following
disjuncts if he were endorsing acosmism. Either each finite mode expnesisies)
about the absolute nature of God (because it is a mere illusidrandrfollowing the
language of th&ntausserungrincipled that each finite mode expresses ¢mgire
reality of the absolute nature of God (this being the only other apparent meaning to the
acosmist claim that finite modes have no reality).

(Reason 6ppinoza discusses the realm of varied modes in extensive detail. Why
would he do so if that realm were an illusion? All his work describing the intricate
parallelism between ideas and things (2p7).

cause,nobnl 'y of the existence of this or that F
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(5p22d). All his warnings to the effect that we need the sort of definition of God that
will allow us to extraceverymode of God (Ep. 60). All his advice on how humans can
constuct a healthy society and attain beatitude. All his apparent presumption that there
are beings to heed his advigeAll of it is no doubt compatible with Spinoza thinking
that modes are illusory. Strange, but compatible. Nevertheless, we would expeca Spinoz
at least to flag that what he is describing is a mere illusion. He flags the fact that
everything is utterly necessitated from eternity even though he sets out to give us the
tools to improve ourselves. Why does he not as well flag that the realatupd
naturatais not real%3

(Reason 7) Spinoza provides a proof for
actually existing finite thing$ things like me (see 1p11d). Assume that an absolutely
infinite being, God, does not exist. If only finite beings exist, tiv@te beings have a
power that God lacks: the power of existence, the ability to exist. Since it is absurd to
say that finite beings have a power that God lacks, it follows either that nothing exists or
that an absolutely infinite being exists. It is @ws that finite beings exist. (It is a
Cartesian certainty that | exist, for example.) It cannot be that nothing exists, then.

Therefore, we know that God, an absolutely infinite being, eX¥$&p i n o zcalléds s o

603 |n fairness, Ep. 12 might very well be one place where Spinoza does flag the point that the realm of
natura naturatas in some sense an illusion. Here he suggests thaiodivdaad distinction are products of
the imagination.
If we attend to quantity as it is in the imagination, which is what we do most often and most easily, we
find it to be divisible, finite, composed of parts, and one of many. But if we attend t¢ i @sthe
intellect, and perceive the thing as it is in itself, which is very difficult, then we find it to be infinite,
indivisible and unique.
604 et me put the proof in different terms. If an infinite being did not exist, it follows that even those
thihngs in existence that | ack power, finite beings, a
greatest i mper f e cKVildg i137/a5) ancdt lbastisuch existing fititeebeingg Wwould
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Afa posteriori 0 pfGalddreirfdioates Histbaief that éventfidte c e o
modes have at least some degree of reality, contrary to the strict acosmist interpretation.
(Reason 8) In several places Spinoza suggests that the more we learn about finite
things of nature the more we leaabout God (see TTP 4.4, TTP 6.7; CM 1.2 1/239;
5p24).
[S]ince the knowledge of an effect through its cause is nothing other than the
knowledge of the property of that cause, the greater our knowledge of natural things,
the more perfect is our knowledgeo God6s essence, which is t

(TTP 4.4 111/60/1212).

[K]Jnowing that all things are determined and ordained by God and that the workings

of Nature follow from Goddés essence, whil
decrees and voldns, we must unreservedly conclude that we get to know God and
Godos wi ll all the better as we gain bett

understand more clearly how they depend on their first cause, and how they operate
i n accordanc emavlaws{TTR&GAN) ur eds et

Presumably Spinoza would not say such things if natural things like planets and
buildings were illusory.

(Reason 9) Spinoza says that infinite intellect perceives God as having a plurality
of modes (1p30d and 2p4d). Thafinite intellect perceives God as having a plurality of
modes is significant because the perception of infinite intellect cannot be mistaken.
Indeed, Spinoza explicitly says thatyintellec infinite or no® contains a true idea
of God insofar as it perceives Gosllzaving a plurality of modes (1p30d and 2p4d; Ep.
12). Since to attend to something by means of the intellect is to attend to it as it is in

itself (Ep. 12IV/56/10ff; TdIE 108), and since intellect perceives God as having a

not havethatimperfection.From the existereof finite things, therefore, we know that it is absurd to say
that an infinite being does not exist. See Ewald 179,372
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plurality of modesIp30dan2 p4d i n | ight of 1d6), Spinoza
having a plurality of modes is no illusion.

(Reason 10) That the modes are real, that modes or affections are in no way a
function of the classifying mindéecttheress corrob
not hing but substances and their affections
significant, of course, because Spinoza describes things as outside the intellect in order
to indicate that they are really real (Ep. 9 IV/438% CM 1.11/235/1013, CM 1.2
|1/ 238/ 20ff, CM 1.6 1/245/ 25) . |l ndeed, in Le
r ealdeturyealtefY and t he phr as eexfiaontetlestudovéeh t he i nt e
sivethegoldst andard f or synonydmsan affectiSpofGod,z ads | a
may just be an ephemeral implication, if you will, of deep eternal fdreesere
shadowof the one ultimately real being, as Edelmann p®® ltmay just be, in the
words of Mel amed, a fdweak immadnnv,i dau afl dou sotr ,d e
But | am real, nevertheless.

7.6.3 There being no part to God need not spell acosmism

One might raise the following argument in favor of the acosmist reading at this
point. (1) There is an objective diversity of modes only if tleeeparts of substance.
(2) According to Spinoza, there are no parts of substance-jgl®. Therefore, there
is not an objective diversity of modes.

At 1p12, however, Spinoza is saying that substamdselfcannot be divided

into parts. Substance itself cannot be divided into parts, that is, there are no

605 Edelmann 1743, 360f.
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substantialparts to it, because, as Spinoza explains at 1p12d, either these parts would be
themselves substances or not. Both of these ogtitimat these parts are substances or
that these part@@re not substanc@sare absurd for Spinoza. If each is a substance, then
several substances would be the effect of one substance. This is absurd for Spinoza
because (by 1d3) a true conception of a substance does not require the conception of
anything elsead if a substance were the effect of something else, then (by 1a4) the
conception of it would require a conception of that something else. If, on the other hand,
each part into which a substance has been divided is not a substance, then since these
parts ae substantial the original substance would have been disassembled into pieces
that have no ontological link to each other and the original substance would thereby be
destroyed. The imagination is to blame for thinking that substance can be divided into
substantial parts, that is, parts that can exist on their own (1p15s 11/28)25 he
intellect, on the other hand, sees that the parts of a substance are mere modes; the
intellect, which is always right, sees that the true parts of a substance are wlistiigt
in the way that modes are distinct (1p15s 11/59/34).

So there is room to say that there are
himself is rather explicit about that fatt:h e r aealidigisioa of atter into indefinite
par t iCMI18 I182d4) I(is just that, unlike theubstantialparts that Spinoza is
discussing in 1p12 and 1p12d, the modes are modal parts. Each is entirely dependent on
the attribute of which it is a mode. As dependent entirely on the attribute of which it is a
mode it cannot be a substance (by 1d5) and so (by 1al plus 1d3, in light of 1p4d) must

be a mode. The reality of these modal parts into which substance is divided does not
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entail the aforementioned absurdities that result from substantial divisions of sebstan
because each of these parts has the same fundamental essence: the attribute of which
they are modes.

Spinoza illustrates this with an example where water serves as the analogue for
the essence in question. Water no doubt can be divided into partga@isethe body
of water that is North Americabs Lake Super
is Scotlandds Loch Ness. But one and the sa
these multiple bodies; wa tl/%I/33).i1Scaltiveghthe y wher e
divisions are not illusory, they do not divide substance either into other substances or
into parts that have no inherent ontological unity.

Notice, by the way, that rather organically we have seen yet another illustration
ofSp nozads real i st Rwary iotf itshimrkd cnigs enleyr et.he a
universal that grounds its indivisibility. A universal, after all, is precisely that which is
findivisainmolti %1 ndeed, the water passamteat bri ngs t
Callias and Socrates are distinct individua
indi vi®itbbeidgs to mind Aristotleds claimt
common speEiaf ifcorfnortnhdat i s a uniscenmsenal si nc.
to many t hi n §%Dedcatesdamously refuses s attribute corporeality,

corporeal nature, to God since that which i

606 See Fullerton 1899, 441.

607 Di Vona 1960, 153; see 147.

608 Aristotle MetaphysicZ 8 1034a508.

609 Aristotle On the Parts of Animals44a2425.

610 Aristotle Metaphysic4038b1112; On the Parts of Animals44a2628.
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di vi si bi | PiSginozamvoids the probters bydolding truéhte conception
of corporeal nature asumiversal which he in fact explicitycalEon Descart esoés
behalba wuniversal (perhaps having overl ooked
corporeal nature as a wuniver sianofcarporeAT V 221
nature as being divisible) (DPP 1prol 1/14238).

What | think leads some commentators toward the acosmist interpretation is that
Spinoza thinks that substance is not divisible into substantial parts (see 1p15s). But just
because substae is not divisible into substantial parts does not mean that there is not
an objective diversity of what we may call
Afeverywhere the sameo for Spinoza. Bodies a
the same quthe substance on which they depend (1p15s, 2pl13lemmal). As Spinoza
makes it clear, however, matter does truly
in the fAPhysical Digr é%mBodioe D ed rwe echi LtpilrBg
on another byeason of motion and rest, speed and slowness, and not by reason of
substanceo (2pl3sl emmal). I n this case, Spi
Anumber o of them (2pl3slemmad4, 2pl3sl emmab,
engaged i n fdemmadd) greput thérpaffegting one another, such as
when a body in motion stays in motion until it is stopped by another (2p13lemma3c).
What is not allowed is talking about a diversitysobstantiallydistinct modes or, what

is the same, modes that aaxist on their own.

611 See Descartes AT VII 138.
62See Lachterman 1977. Lachter man vEthishdatween2pl8r st t o |
and 2pl4di didalhedipdiryssssi on. 0
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7.6.4 Even if the acosmist interpretation is right . . .

All that being said, even if the acosmist reading is right and the realm of modes
is, as Hegel says, a mere phenomenon, then my thesis that Spinoza gives a realist
analysis of mods would still be true in some sense. What sense is that? It would be true
at the merely phenomenal level. Surely there is debate to be had at the merely
phenomenal level about whether the properties of modes are apt to be one and the same
in many. The mex fact that we recategorize the realm of modes as mere phenomenon
does not erase all of the debate on the matter. Just as everything continues as before
when we realize that there is no material world for Berkeley, everything goes on as
before when we re@k that the realm of modes is the realm of illusion. So even though
the realm of modes is, in truth, no such land of illusion for Spinoza, at least a version my
thesi® namely, that Spinoza thinks and acts as a réalisiuld still go through even if
it were. It is just that my thesis would have to be seen as applying merely to a
phenomenal domain.

7.7 Concluding remarks
7.7.1 Chapter VII

In this chapter | set out to accomplish four main goals. First, | argued that every

property of amode isa universal$hpi nozads ontol ogy. Second, |
mode is a property in Spinozads ontology. T
in Spinozads ontology (and indeed that Spin

response to two important objexts to the effect that Spinoza does not welcome any

universals whatsoever at the level of modes, | argued that there being only one substance
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does not undermine the fact that modes are universals and | argued that the acosmist
interpretation of Spinoza false.
7.7.2 Universalism
Considering the work done back in Part 2 to show that Spinoza endorses a realist

conception of substances having attributes, and considering the work done here in Part 3
to show that modes ar e (hapathwasdetalledandlong.Spi no z
With so many commentators thinking that Spinoza is a thoroughgoing antirealist,
perhaps | may be pardoned for my persistence. My plea is perhaps best made with the
words of Fullerton, who asks to be pardoned for the same.

lhope that | J[have] not dwell [ ed] wupon [th

great length; but since it seems to be possible for some, who have devoted a good

deal of attention to the Spinozistic philosophy, quite to overlook the fact that

Spinoza is aealist, | may be pardoned for not passing lightly over this part of my

subject. It is not surprising that those who thus misunderstand Spinoza should find

the reasonings conta®®ned in the AEthicso
| would add perhaps just one more detaiht® plea. The antirealist interpretation of
Spinoza has more resources than previous realist interpretations have acknowledged. In
order to make my argument convincing to the most dogged and clever of antirealist
interpreters (which is called for in light bow entrenched the antirealist interpretation
is), | had to bring such resources out. That required detailed work.

That Spinoza understands both attributes and modes to be universals, which is

the conclusion we get when we combine Part 2 and ParthBsgdroject, is perhaps not

so strange considering the following two facts. First, the antirealist worldview,

613 Fullerton 1899, 41.
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according to which the only possible unity between even exactly similar things is
extrinsic, seems at odds with a substance monism ontologw#&hér which has
traditionally been seen as opened by the realist worldig\@econd, Spinoza seems to
be opposed to the empiricist doctrine, finat
concerning universal s, t ha tndefitupprattecanses . o
(upon empi r®logeheral, and as the fpllpwing remarks from Thilly and
Weiss make clear, it makes sense that Spinoza, anatrchalist, would be a realist.
We may, therefore, classify Descartes, Spinoza, Malebrahehmiz, and Wolff as
rationalists; Bacon, Hobbes, Locke, Berkeley, and Hume as empiricists. The
rationalists are the descendants of Plato, Aristotle, and the schoolmen in their general
theory of knowledge; the empiricists are the continuers of the nbstin&raditions.

(Thilly 1914, 254)

The opposition between rationalism and nominalism is so old as to seem part of the
substance of civilization. (Weiss 1961, 164)

Now, when we bring together the results of Parts 2 and Parts 3, thereby
recognizing thaBpinozistic attributes and modes are universals, an interesting fact about
Spinozads ontology comes into relief. The i

writes, ASpinoza was at heart a tkrarough re

f“Bayle 1991, entry on fiSpinozad note A; Bayle 1991,
1981, 2.27; Copleston 1960, 2201; Gottlieb 2003, 18%5ottlieb 2011, 101Christian Brothers 1893,

97; Hunt 186, 147148, Steinhart 2004, 6&tern 2007, 134fiMackenzie 1922, 19Turner 1830,

495n19, 512Burns 1914, 79, 82, 91, 96; Mameron 2010; Haeckel 1894; Hobhouse 1918T&gtor

1972a, 19a191; Plumptre 1878, 29800; Jolivet 1992, 11Allbutt 1901,35-36; Windelband 1901, 408

410;Coffey 1917, 303804 De Wulf 1952, 154Whitehead 1978, 48.

615 Scruton 1995, 19; see Aaron 198&hley 2006, 23Bidney 1940, 379Crockett 1949, 79; Jaspers

1966, 2.112Perrida 1981, 668 _ewis 1976, 32; Rivelaygue 198292 apek 1962, - 292; Gar ri
Lagrange 1936, 74; Glouberman 1979H&mlyn 2006, 294tJeberweg 1909, 1Papay 1963, 16270,

Pomata 2011, 58; William 1966, 223; Armstrong 1997 Arfstrong 1989: 76Hegel 2010, sect. 316

Mander 2008, 18; Rahman33, 41ff;Haserot 1950, 471; Cudworth 1829, 4B{int 1866, 148; Burns

1914, 78, 93Murthy 1995, 49Stern 2007, 144; Turner 1830, 511; Russell 1945; Harris 1973, 25, 61;

Hampshire 1951, ch. BJowie 2002, 126; Mander 2012, 100@rdan1963, ch. 24Bryskett 1606, 124;

Thiel 1998, 222Thilly 1914, 254, 513; Weiss 1961, 1&chutze 1923, 32
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realist, he WSTohtee ilnitkeer eas trienagl ifsatc.to i s t hat
polaroppositeo f t he antirealistodés ontology. This i
ontology isrealist 't i s to say tumeetsali$Spi nozads ont ol c
Whereas antirealism is the doctrine that everything in reality is a nonuniversal
and nothing but a nonuniversal, realism is simply the doctrine that there are universals.
Realism, then, allows that there could be nonuniversals as well. Indeed, matd reali
today hold that in addition to properties, which they of course conceive as universals,
there are also bare particuldrsubstances conceived as subsé&atawhich those
properties inhere. This is a tvaategory form of realism, one category being sarts
and the other category being prqoajtadr)t.y (a ca
The mirror opposite of antirealism is the ezgegory form of realism known as
universalism, the one category being prop@nyoperty construed as universal, of
course. According to this doctrine, which we find in late Ru$Seds well as in
Hochberg, Ayer, and Castafétfaand which Russell attributes to Leibfi? everything
in reality is a universal and is nothing but a universal.
As Brunschvicg seems on the verjaealizing about SpinoZ&° everything in
Spinozabs ontology is a universal. Modes ar
(since God is but the sum of its attributes, the attributes are universatssamndis of

the same type with its elements). Wéxception to the facttheite r egar ds Spi noz

616 Fullerton 1899, 33.

617 Russell 1940, ch. 6; 1948, 2.3, 4.8; Russell 1959, ch. 9.
618 See Loux 2006, 992.

619 Russell 1948; Russell 2008, 59; see Armstrong 1978, 90.
620 Brunschvicg 1951, 97; see Di Vona 1960, 176.
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God as a nonuniversal, Bennett puts the point well back in the 1980s (although he would
later shift his view).
This, by the way, shows how perfectly wrong it is to call Spinoza a nominalist, if
this meanghat he rejected universal items in favour of particulars. . . . Usually he
makes room for nothing but universal itéinsatures or essenésnd has no
particulars except for the grand-athcompassing one, God or natfie.
Simply considering how Spinozadgemmonly perceived, it is not strange to find
that Spinoza has a neat and economicalaategory ontology?? Spinoza is supposed
to be the reductionist prince of univocity, after®afiUnlike with Aristotle, for whom
being is said in many ways, Spinozaigposed to be following Scotus in holding that
iBeing is said in a single and®  ame sense o
It i s also perhaps not so strange to fin
gualitagd that, as we might saein ist Soseirbeing is qualit(ativit)y; being is
suchness. First, recognize the following general point that Melamed makes.
[It is commonly held that there are] two welistinguished and mutually irreducible
categories . . .[] properties and things. Although sudistnction is present in our
colloquial talk, it was thoroughly undermined by the philosophers of the early

modern period, and is further challenged in contemporary discussions of the
metaphysics of propertié$

621 Bennett 1984, 302.

622To be sure, to say that everything is a quality is itself a strange view: buses and planets, not to mention

persons, are mere properties. Some commentators do suggedottthie sake otharityd we resist

attributing strange views to great dead philosophers (see Koistinen 2009b, 151; see Melamed 2012,

379n53; Melamed 2013d 104n55). | have little time, however, for suds&bf the principle of charity

and its domesticating consequenéeoc ut t i ng off a textobés alMeldnied y t o uns

2013a) Only were ndall things equal o at the (endlessly

interpretation in favor of one that is more palatable to my sensibilities.

623 See 2leuze 1988, 63; &leuze and Guattari 1994, 49-60; Gerson 2004, 208n72.

624 Deleuze 1994, 36. Della Rocca hints at the general sentiment as well.
Spinozabds rationalism engenders a drive for unific
inexd i cabl e and unintelligible, Spinozab6s commit men!/
a rejection of such breaks. (2012, 49)

625 Melamed 2009, 71.
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Second, Spinoza equates property, qualitya n d  aptoprietasisivetqualitasdive

attributund (DPP 1d5 1/150/14.6; seeDPP 1p7s/61/2; Ep. 56§2° This is significant,

of course, since (a) there is nothing but s

(1p4d), (b) substances are nothing attributes (see Chapt&f), and (c) attributes and

modes are properties (see Chapter AHDPP 1p7s/L61/2 in light of DPP 1d5

1/150/1416). Third, attend to the following reasoning. There is traditionally a close

parallel between substratum anghdities, on the one hand, and doer and doing, on the

other. Qualities are to the substratum in which they are said to inhere what doings are to

the doer that is said to be behind tH&iM\ow, Spinoza is often thought to hold that

there is no nondoing dobehind deeds. He is thought to hold, in other words, that if

there is something behind a doing in the first place, then that something is a doing

itself 8281t would make sense, then, that Spinoza would have the same attitude in the

paralleling case of thaubstraturaquality distinction (which | have provided rigorous

evidence for in Part 2 and Part 3): if there is something behind a qualitas in the first

pl ace, then it is itself a quali®® as. As Nie
Indeed, | bring tese two associated points together, that is, the cutting away of

any nondoing doer and the cutting away of any nonqualitas substratum. Namely, and

especially in |ight of @Qupliashaszapatsipiatmatmar ks t o

(HG ch.5 and H&h.33), | hold that for Spinoza qualities are fofce®ings (just as

626 See Giancotti Boscherini 1970, 893.

627 See Gemes 2001, 349ietzsche 1967, sections 484, 4831, 542, 561; Nietzsche 1998, section 5.3.
628 See Della Rocca 2008, 298.

629 Njetzsche 2003, 73.
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they are in Thomism, at least on one interpretation of Thon#&&pllowing
Nietzsche, who glimpses the same fact about Spinoza #$'\afid seems to embrace a
similar view himsef*?), Heidegger and MerleaBonty hold that nature and property are
to be understood in the active sense: essemesef) is to be understood as essegc
(wesung.®*3 Spinoza agrees. On the one hand, Spinoza tells us that the thing that strives
is nothing but itstriving. Indeed, as with Nietzsche, Spinoza mocks those who posit a
Athing itselfodo in excess of its striving (C
regards properties and the like as if&fpr Spinoza power and essence and nature and
kindandbr m di ffer merely 6, bp3dnip3de 8p7,4d8Bp 17s |11/ 6
4p33d, 4p53d, 4p61d, 5p25d; DPP 1p7s 1/163, DPP 2p2s, DPP 2p6s /29120,
64) . AGoddbs power, 0 Spinoza says,Stofists hi s e
Kraft: substace is power. Notice as well that instead of saying that substance is a thing
(res), Spinoza almost always refers to substance as a mgggee 1d6, 1pl10s, 1plls,
l1pl4d, 4p28; Ep. 36). This is significant b
acing, doin@ expressing. Look what he tells Hudde, in fact.

Since the nature of God does not consist in a certain kind of bemmgj [ut in

being [Eng] that is absolutely unlimited, his nature requires everything that
perfectly expresses being. (Ep) 36

630SeeSchmi dt 2009b, 86n22. Perhaps this goes some way
about those who believe that God is merely a nature or essghich Plantinga holds to be a natural
correlate to the view that God is simple. Here is his worry. If God is merely a nature, then (1) he is not a
person (since memgualitashas no personality) and (2) he could not have created the world (since mere
gualitas cannot create anything) (Plantinga 1980, 47). Spinoza has no problem with point 1. But if he
construegjualitasas active, as Plato seems Rineda96; Republic6.508), then he would have a problem
with point 2.

631 See Della Rocca 2008, 2288.

632 Njetzsche 1967, section 561; Nietzsche 1998, section 5.3; see Nehamas 198%specially 8536.

633 See MerleatPonty 1968, 115, 174; s@psvig Olesen 2013, 128; Richir 198768, 8687, 95, 100

102.

634 See Feibleman 1982, ch. 4.1.
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Suarez makes this distinction as well, noting tkais ensunderstood as a noun rather
than the participlens®®0On t he ot her hand, Spinozads ont
but qualities (see Part 2 and Part 3). To say, then, that Spinoza hasaseyuey
ontology ofqualitasis to say that there is nothing bmayings if you will, in his
ontology.
What is perhaps less expected is that the one category in question is specifically
the category of thaniversal Spinoza is supposed to be a thgtogoing antirealist,
after all. Nevertheless, Spinozab6s very mod
agree in nature or have a property in common or whatever, they are identical in terms of
that essence or property or whatever. Moreover, agifiet realm ofnonuniversals
would be discontinuous heap of utterly isolated entities. Not even two hypothetically
inherently similar entities would be identical at any level in such an antirealist world.

This does not sound right for SpindZ4.

635 See SuarekD 3.24.

6%To be sure, one might say, as Melamed does, that i
philosopher, such as Spinoza, with such an unpalatable and theoretically strange position as that something

can beequallyandundividedlypresent irmultiple individuals at once. Such a view permits that, if there

are two F things, Fness can move closer to or farther away from itself, or can be spinning (insofar as

applel is spinning) and not spinning (insofar as apple2 is not spinning) (Melame®29123; Melamed

2013d 104n55). But especially in light of the following facts, that counts for little (if at all). (lUskiy

the principle of charity to make a thinkerds view m
to challenge us (edvielamed 2013p (2) The evidence that Spinoza is a realist is overwhelming. (3) Such

claims of strangeness and absurdity seem to be mere intuition pumps. (4) Realism is widely endorsed

throughout the history of philosophy. (5) Many of the strange aspéutsversals can be explained

awayd Fnesdnsofar as it is over here in this apptespinning whereas Fneissofar as it is over theris

not spinning. With his frequent talk of God Ainsof al
just say, a Donagan famously does, that the strange puzzles that seem to arise in the case of universals are

merely a function of the fact that we are not honoring the fact that they are universals; we are treating them

as particulars.
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What is @en less expected is that Spinoza at some lewdrstandshat he has
a onecategory ontology of universals. First, he never advertises his univocal realism, his
universalism, by name. Second, he makes several pejorative remarks against universals.
Nevetheless, the evidence is therandi as | explain in Chapter Xhot only does his
realism harmonize with his pejorative remarks against universals, there are also good

reasons why he does not explicitlgivertise his universalism.
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CHAPTERVI I'I ( PART 4. SPECIES): SPINOZAGS RE

SPECIES REALISM

8.1 Introductory remarks

We have seen that Spinoza is committed to the mirror opposite of antirealism,
namely, universalism (and indeed one of a verbal or active sort): every authehyic enti
i n Spi noza owivecsa wayihgo gupiversaing# you will. Moving now
to Part 4, | will turn to a discussion of the universal species essence of human in
Spinozabds ontol ogy: wh e icthi¢hmk thereesy(€haters suc h a
VIII') and what that essence is (Chap¥). Such discussions will provide me with the
opportunity to answer certain questions that may have come to mind throughout the
unfolding of Part 3, such as what exactly the form of humardisrowhat amountso a
maj or %y what @ropgriies such as property A in 2p39d could be.

Does each human instantiate one and the same form in virtue of which it belongs
to its own species, a species objectively distinct from, say, that of a horse? Although
here in Chager VIII | will argue that the answer is yes, the work that | have done so far
to show that Spinoza is a realist does not itself entail that he welcomes into his ontology
universal species essences such as that of humanity. However muchdreatised,
universalism in the case of Spindgdits naturally with endorsement of universal
species essences such as humanity, one can be @realséd, even a universafst

and yet not hold that there is an ontologically authentic humanity essence instantiated

637 Steinberg 2009, 152n22.
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equally by all humans. There are two main reasons why it could be that adealist
indeed, even a universafissuch as Spinoza might still reject the reality of something
like the form of human multiply instantiated in all and only humans.

(Reason 1) It could be ththere is no form of human, no humanity essence, in
the first place. A realist need not hold that there is a property for every meaningful
predicate. Even talk about human nature by realist x need not entail that, for realist X,
there is such a thing ashaman nature. Such talk need not entail that, for x, there is such
a thing as a human nature any more than x0s
X, there actually are such properties. Without a human nature to begin with, then, it
obviously @annot be the case that there is a universal human nature numerically identical
in all and only humans.

(Reason 2) Even if human nature is ontologically authentic, and it is true that
each human has human nature, it could be that, by necessity, theseligetp no
similarityd at any leved between the human nature of one human and the human nature
of another human. Of course, we know from previous chapters that the denial of the
possibility of inherent exact resemblance is not, despite what some thieksasly a
denial of realisn?*® We also know from the previous chapters that even each of these
perfectly dissimilar human natures will be universals for Spinoza, as the following
points make this clear: (1) if there were another creature p with an esiatilyr human
nature as that of creature o, then o and p would have one and the same human nature; (2)

each nature meets Spinozadbds definition of wu

638 See Muehlmann 1992, 49.
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fact that each of these human natures is a universal is comptiles being the
cas® odd as it no doubt soundighat there iperfectdissimilarity between the human
natures of each human, such that no two humans are one and the same in respect to their

human nature. It is odd, of course, because it would be iibtyedisleading for

anyon® and especiallyarealdtt o r ope al | humans i n under t
natureo even though the Ahuman natureo in e
similar to the Ahuman naturedo of any other.

Rice, the most fordal of recent antirealist interpreters of Spinoza, nicely puts
the general point. Even if Spinoza is a realist, that does not mean, so Rice explains, that
there is a human nature instantiated by every human and that is peculiar to humans.
[I]f there are @ general natures at all [as the nominalist says], then there is no
general human nature. . . . [But] even if Spinoza were a not . . . a nominalist, the
claim that there exist some general or universal natures or essence would hardly
entail that human nate [(a nature strictly identical in all and only humans)] were
one of thent3®
The question of Chapt&fill , then, is whether each human instantiates
something that serves as the respect in which each human is a human (however
dissimilar any given human may irom any other human). Is there, in other words,
some human nature strictly identical in all and only humans and in virtue of which a
human is human? The majority viewns. The majority view is10 even though
throughout his works Spinoza will referiiou ni ver s al human natureo (
Ahuman nature in generalo (TP 11. 2; Ep. 34;

~

nature fAas it really iso (TP 1.4) and etern

639 Rice 1991, 293.
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TTP 1.2, TTP 1.18, TTP 3.3, TTP 3.5TH 4.1, TTP 4.6, TTP 4.9, TTP 5.1, TTP 5.7,
TTP 5.8, TTP 7.1, TTP 12.11, TTP 16.5, TTP 16.6, TTP 17.1, TTP 19.4, TTP 20.11,
TTP 20.14, TTP 1n3; TdIE 13, TdIE 25, TdIE 58, TdIE 108; TP 1.1, TP 1.4, TP 2.5, TP
26, TP2.7, TP 2.8, TP 3.8, TP 3.18, TP 3TR4.4, TP 6.3, TP 7.2, TP 7.4, TP 9.3, TP
11.2; Ep. 21, Ep. 23, Ep. 30, Ep. 34, Ep. 52, Ep. 73; KV 2pref). For Rice and other
commentators, Spieadizwman tiad kumibppwd Hhmpmwecl ud
an under | yi n®%orkany ralistsrtrofcommoralily among beings herded
by the classifying mind under a species I&&Picton puts the point well.
Spinoza was so far a ANominalisto that he
except such as results from the compound image formed byiticewhen trying to
recall a group or series of individuals having marked points of resemblance, too
numerous to be retained separately in the mefiféry.
Montag agrees. Indeed, even though inEtlecsal one Spi noza refers to
man, 0 fiahtuummaen, on and At he essence of mano cl o
3pref, 3d2, 3p9s, 3p32s, 3p42s, 3p51s, 3p57s, 3def 1e and 29e of the affects, 4pref, 4d4,
4d8, 4p2, 4p3, 4p5, 4pl5, 4pl7s, 4pl8, 4pl8s, 4pl9, 4p20, 4p21, 4p23, 4p29, 4p30,
4p31, 4p33, @35, 4p36s, 4p37sl, 4p59, 4p61, 4p64, 4p68s, 4appl,2,6,7, 5p4as, 5p39),
and sometimes with reference to its difference from the essence of other species (see, for
example, 3p57sMont ag adds that Spinoza so radicald/l

of humankindd t hat humans, alinl he»saawtolry dal iakedo nev er

some respect in virtue of which they are hurffdn.

640 Rjce 1985, 23.

641 See Balibar 1998, 108.

642 Picton 1907, 51.

643 Montag 1999, 6&9; see Dobb&Veinstein 1999a, 82. Many of the mentions of human nature that |

cited from theEthiccar e of fiour natouraendd orre fiiema nabpsp anraetnutrley t o st
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In contrast to these commentators, and other notables siNaeas and
Strawsef* | will argue that when Spinoza says that h&alking aboufi u ni ver s al
human nTadR4L)he meals it and he is entitled to it. Namely, he means (1) that
there is human nature (thus closing off the
one and the same human nature inalland onlyhumfans ¢t cl osi ng off fRea
and (3) that he is entitled to such a view in light of all his other posit@pisoza does
welcome universal species essences such as humanity (or human nature or the form of
human) instantiated equally by every human andrtne of which all humans are
literally identical. He does endorse the view that each human instantiates one and the
same form in virtue of which it is human.
8.2 There are universal species essences

Unlike Descartes and Malebranche, who were motiviatei@ny that brutes feel
pain (perhaps because Goddés all owance of no
justified, as in the case of humans, on grounds of character improvéfi&muinoza
holds that brutes are sentient to greater or lesser degrees)(3p8&ed, even rocks and

toasterd all thing® have minds for Spinoza (2p13%S.

assumption that striving can refer merely to the peculiar essence of a being rather than a species essence,

one may take many of these passages as not referring to our species essence. One thing to note for the ti

bei ng, t hough, is that i f there is a species essenc.
strive. The species striving wil!/l be one component
passages refer to striving, thatdoenot mean t hat they can refer only toa
essencsslashstriving that individuates it from everything else.

644 Naess 1993; Strawser 2011.

645 See Jolley 2000, 442,

646 Ag the story goes, in fact, when Fontenelle tried to defemreégnant dog that Malebranche had kicked

in the gut, Mal ebranche said, iDonét you know that |
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Despite the fact that he places the human on a single continuum with all other
things (denying that the human is a fAdomini
despite tle fact that he specifically recognizes the pain and suffering of brutes, Spinoza
is quick to say that we have no ethical obligation to brutes. Indeed, and purely based on
the fact that such animals do not have the form or essence or definition or paheer of
humani?*’ (that is, that they do not partake of human nature), Spinoza says that we can do
with them as we please.

[T]he law against killing animals is based more on empty superstition and unmanly
compassion than sound reason. The rational principleaiiirsg our own advantage
teaches us the necessity of joining with men, but not with the lower animals, or with
things whose nature is different from human nature. We have the same right against
them that they have against us. . . . Not that | deny thadwes animals have
sensations. But | do deny that we are therefore not permitted to consider our own
advantage, use them at our pleasure, and treat them as is most convenient for us. For
they do not agree in nature with us, and their affects are diffiereature from
human affects.4p37sl)
The statement is straightforward. We are permitted to treat a horse in whatever way we
please because horses partake of a nature, equine nature, that is different from our
nature, human nature. On the other harelavre not permitted to do whatever we want
to humans, on grounds that humans have the same nature.
One may insist that Spinoza gets carried away in this passage, drawing a

conclusion to which his premises just do not entitle him: that there are autipaties

differences and that members of one species can use members of other species how it

647 These terms are used interchangeably: 1p17s II/62813p34, 1p36d, 2p10, 2p134¥ 3p7, 3p56d,
3p57d, 4pref 11/208/264d8, 4p19d, 4p33d, 4p53d, 4p61d, 5p25d; DPP 1p7s 1/163, DPP 2p2s, DPP 2p6s
1/191/2025; Ep. 12 IV/53/35, Ep. 54; Ep. 64.
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sees fit based fundamentally on those differences. But Spinoza seconds this same view
again at 4app2®'®
Apart from men we know no singular thing in nature whosedWie can enjoy, and
which we can join to ourselves in friendship, or some kind of association. And so
whatever there is apart from men in nature, the principle of seeking our own
advantage does not demand that we preserve it. Instead, it teaches ssriepre
destroy it according to its use, or adapt it to our use in any way whatever.
Now, we may try to explain the fact that humans can do with brutes as they
please on grounds that humans and brutes caonohunicatavith each other to the
requisite @gree to form a social contract. This is what Hobbes sugtj@stsd in order
to preserve the consistency of Spinozads
how Melamed explains what is going on in these passages from Spih8pinoza
never explcitly mentions that lack of communication is at issue, however. He simply
says that, for all that we know right now, humans are the only beings that we can
associate with in friendship (4app26). But even if lack of communication explains why
we can do whatver we want to brutes (which makes sense on the assumption that
friendship requires communication), the inability to communicate must be seen, as the
4p37sl passage suggests, as a function of a more fundamental fact: that the members of
the one group paake of a different nature than the members of the other group. In other

words, if it is insisted that inability to communicate provides the explanation, then that

inability to communicate must be understood as being a function of the difference in

648 \We find this same sort of view in Kant (2006, 15).

649 See Grey 2013, 3609.

650 Melamed 2011b, 1636 4. Her e i s Me ¢. "umard bave nfone power thandorsitesnim n
principle, the one with more power should use the one with less power as a friend. However, friendship
requires communication and we cannot communicate with animals. Since we cannot therefore use animals
as friendswe can use them however we please.
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specieatures: human nature versus equine nature, the form of human versus the form

of horse®°!

It would take me too far afield to investigate in full detail right now how the
difference between brute and human nature, on the one hand, and the sanreatass in
between humans, on the other hand, gives us license to do what we want to brutes but
not to other humans. My business is simply to establish that Spinoza endorses universal
species natures, particularly universal human nature. Nevertheless, dwgé for the
moment and give at | east a | oose rationale
treat brutes whatever way we wish but not so permitted to treat fellow humans as we
wish 852

First, something is absolutely good (or useful: 4d1) for aividaal if and only
if that something agrees in nature with that individual (4p31c in light of 4p31 and
4p31d)o 4p31 and 4p31d give us explicitly that if something agrees in nature with us,
then it is absolutely good for us. 4p31c, which claims that the samething is
good/useful to us the more it agrees with our nature, suggests that if something is
absolutely good for us, then that something agrees in nature with us. Hence something is
absolutely good for us if and only if that something agrees imenatith us.

Second, it is absolutely good (or useful) for an individual to act from its nature,

which in the case of humans is to be guided by reason (a certain form of reason: see

851 For the most recent discussion of this matter, see Grey 2013.
652 See Grey 2013.

302



Chapter 14.0 Spinoza says that virtue is a function of nothing else theustriving by

which each individual perseveres in its being (4p20d). Virtue, in other words, is nothing

but acting in accordance wi2j).Ahestnvm@by own nat

which each individual perseveres in its being is nothing butalre of a being (3p7).

Reason has humans strive for understanding (4p26). Whatever leads to understanding is

icertainly goododo (4p27)% that is, is certai
Third, an individual is guided by reason to promote the good of another

individual (that is, to promote what is useful for another individual) if and only if the

good of the other is absolutely good for the dn8pinoza says that reason demands that

an individual seek its own advantage and pursue what is really useful to it and to

preseve his own being (4p18s 11/222/122). Indeed, Spinoza says that the striving to

preserve oned6s own being is the one and onl
Fourth, humans agree in nature if and only if they are guided by reason (4p35,

4p35d)0 4 p 3 5d s aeyisspfar AsHnemlive according to the guidance of reason,

553 For more on Spinoza talking about what is indubitably good (or evil), see 4p15d, 4p18s, 4p35, 4p50d,

4p66s, 4p70d; TTP 4.6, TTP 5.16; 2ZR; KV 2.14.1; TdIE 1 1I/5; Della Rocca 2008, 182; Frankena

1977. Note that Spinoza uses reason in a more open and a more narrow sense. Reason in the more open

sense is simply adequate knowledge (4app4). Reason in the more narrow sense is univeesiydsnamwl

as Spinoza calls it, the second form of knowledge (2p40s2, 5p36s). Universal knowledge, that is, the

second form of knowledge, is adequate knowledge. There is another form of adequate knowledge as well:

intuition (2p40s2). Intuition, oras Spinogaa | | s it the third form of knowl ed
construed as the second form of knowledge (5p28). Reason in the more open sense, although it must

involve reason construed as the second form of knowledge since knowledge of the third kind @epends

it, may refer to the second from of knowledge or the third form of knowledge. Reason in either the broad

or narrow sense is certain, adequate, anereidfxive (2p4043). Jaquet argues (2005, 87) thattthe

knowledge of good and evil, which Spiroz descr i bes as Auniver-88l o6 and dtr
seems to ki as Spinoza himself suggests (4p26, 4p35, 4p50d; TTP 4.6, TTP 5.16; TP 2.8; KV&2.14.1)

the indubitable knowledge of tecondkind. For, as Jaquet says, the second form of knowledgessee

be the only sort of universal knowledge (Jaguet 2005, 87). There is something to all this. But since
everything is a universal in Spinozabs ontology, ev.
must be understood as grasping universals.
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they must al ways agree among themselves. 0 T
reason, then t hey aQOplyiesefar asmemligetaccordengtothgg 35 s ay
guidance of reason, musth ey al ways agree in natureo ( my
humans agree in nature only if they are guided by reason. In other words, if humans
agree in nature, then they are guided by reason. Bringing these two statements together
we get: humans agree iatare if and only if they are guided by reason.
Fifth, humans and brutes do not agree in nature (3p57s).
Sixth, humans are absolutely good for each other (that is, useful to each other) if
and only if they are guided by reas®drSomething is absolutelyood for an individual
if and only if that something agrees in nature with that individual (point 1). Humans
agree in nature if and only if they are guided by reason (point 4).
Seventh, each human is guided by reason to have other humans be guided by
reasm,; in effect, reason guides each human to promote the good of other iurAans.
individual is guided by reason to promote the good of another individual if and only if
the good of the other is absolutely good for the one (point 3). It is absolutely good for
each individual to be guided by reason (point 2) and humans are absolutely good for
each other if and only if they are guided by reason (point 6).
Eighth, humans and brutes are not absolutely good for each other (that is, they
are not absolutely useful &mach other), in which case the good of the one is not
absolutely the good of the other (that is, what is useful to one is not absolutely useful to

the other)d Something agrees in nature with an individual if and only if that something
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is absolutely goodadir that individual (point 1). Humans and brutes do not agree in
nature (point 5).

Ninth, reason does not guide humans to promote the good of Brétes.
individual is guided by reason to promote what is good for another individual if and only
if the good ofthe other is absolutely good for the one (point 3). But the good of the brute
is not absolutely the good of the human (point 8).

In the end, then, we have the basic rationale for the following two claims: (1)
reason demands that | promote the good ofetigw humans (namely, that | strive to
promote their rationality); (2) | am permitted to treat animals as | see fit. Reason
demands that | better my sitwuation, that 1is
i's really usef ul mytsituationedby promdtipglite good ofthoseb et t e r
individuals whose good is absolutely useful to me. The only individuals whose good is
absolutely useful to me are the individuals in my own species, and that good is to be
guided by reason. There is, thereforgy@scription to promote the good of humans: the
greater the rationality of humans the more useful they are to me (which of course makes
some sense). However, reason makes no such prescription when it comes to other
species. What is good for other specdgesot absolutely good for me. (In some cases it
might be that increasing the power and perfection of a member of another species by
promoting what that member finds useful would make it more of a threat, would enable
it to Adi mini shoforaateisngadimoroal re fpfoavetri vel y:
makes no demands as to how | should treat brutes. The door is thus left open for me to

treat them as | like.
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Now, one might be inclined to think, following Rice, that Spinoza has
momentarily slippedrbm his thoroughgoing antirealism with the 4p37s1 claim that,
because animals are not of our species, we can treat animals as W& inisinder to
save his interpretation of Spinoza as a consistent antirealist, Rice writes the passage off
asrepresenting bl ind spotd in Spinozads thinking
remark not to be given much if any weight in the defzte.

Contrary to what Rice thinks, however, the mere fact that Spinoza admits species
division® even the mere fact that we are petedtto do whatever we want to members
of other species but not so permitted when it comes to members of our owndpecies
does not itself guarantee that Spinoza would be willing to welcome any universal
species essence that remains one and undivided mdadiduals said to instantiate that
essence. Even considered in light of the ma
to human nature and how that nature is different from the natures of other biological
entities, 4p37sl is compatible with an antirgahterpretatiod compatible at least
when we attend merely to the words and not the framework from which they are spoken:
the realist framework (see Part 2 and Part 3). For all these passages tell us (and thus so

long as we continue to bracket off what already know from earlier chapters), natures

654 Rice 1991, 302.
655 Rice 1991, 302; see also Matheron 1969-182. Rice would presumably have us, in effect, recall
Spinozads own aHeauios Timoruménas Latterrl® where lleexplains that Descartes
and Baconds me c hbstantiakfdrmsaverasudcessfuk evendf theysnight have slipped up
here and there in the process.
[11f they nevertheless erred in some things, they were men, and | think nothing human was alien to
them. (1V/67/1012)
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in Spinozads ontology could just be tropes.
be good enough to get wus the same conclusio
that is merely exactly similar in eabluman, but dissimilar to the nature of any brute,
permits us to treat brutes however we want, on the one hand, but not treat humans
however we want, on the other hand. What would change if we said that among the
twenty humans we suppose to exist thereotsome and the same nature in each but
instead twenty indiscernible but nonidentical natures? Since my fellow human would be
exactly similar to me in nature, the concept of human nature would be the same without
its being the case that each human has nddle same nature; conceptual univocity
would not spell ontological univocity, if you will. Since my fellow human would be
exactly similar to me in nature, it would presumably still be the case that my promoting
a humandés advant agemdtne me |l hyuymasn &g vri antgi d moa lpir
to promoting my own advantage. Since we agree perfectly in our human nature (where
by fnagreeo I mean in the trope sense at the
being the case that the more humans arenatthe more they are useful to me.
All that being said, when we put this passage back into the context of the rest of
the Ethics and thus bring to bear on it what | have already shown in earlier chapters,
then the antirealist account is quite atstnelnstead of twenty human natures for each
of the twenty humans, there is one and the same nature in each. If individuals are
indiscernible in some respect, then they are identical in that respect. That is how Spinoza
thinks about things (see Part 2 @t 3). And look at it this way. For Spinoza, an

isomorphism obtains between ideas and that to which they refer. If the concept of human
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is going to be univocal, then we would expect that each human would have one and the
same nature. We would not exp#tt each human has a human nature that, however
indiscernible it is from the human nature of his fellow human, is not ontologically
identical to the human nature of his fellow human.

Now, perhaps 4p37sl alone fails to prove that hunaaareis universal in the
sense of one and the same in each and every human (rtatghstmans, as in the case
of 1p17s). Indeed, perhaps 4p37s1 alone fails to prove even that, and as antirealist
interpreters tend to derf§? the concept of human nature is univocal$pinoza. But,

again, that human nature is universal is implied by what | have shown in earlier

chapters. Spinozadés framework is realist.

strange for him to switch up his framework, and how he operates, when ke twthe

topic of human nature and the like.

There are positive checks internal to

up did in fact occur when he came to discuss human nature. Consider the following
poignant statement at 4p35d, a statement3patoza believes to be entailed by the four
following facts: (1) humans are contrary to one another insofar as they are governed by
various passions (4p33); (2) humans are active only insofar as they are led by reason
(3p3) and thus that what follows fronuman nature construed as reason must be
understood through reason alone (3d2); (3) knowledge of the second kind, namely,

reason, must be true and thus what stands forth to reason as good or evil must truly be

656 See Montag 1999, 689; Rice 1991301.
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good or evil (2p41); (4) everyone necessanints what is good and is repelled by what
is evil (my emphasis, 4p19).
Insofar as men live according to the guidance of reason, they must do only those
things that are goofbr human natureand hencefpr each mani.e. (by 4p31c),
those things thatgree with the nature of each man. (my emphasis 4p35d)
It is not just that Spinoza talks about human nasurgularrather than human
natures plural here. Almost completely ruling out the option that such singularizing of
the nature is to be understoodrelg as the loose speak or shorthand of an antirealist,
Spinoza makes it clear that to do goodifaman natures to do good foeachhuman.
For the antirealist who admits natures into his ontology, to do good for human nature
would not be to do good faach human. This is because, on such an antirealist view,
each human has his or her own human nature that is nonidentical to the nature of any
ot her human. Hence it would seem that Spino
does not endorse a univatbuman natur®’l n St ephensends view, Sp
statement, and the rationale that he gives for it, thus require that we ascribe to Spinoza a
belief in a universal human nature.
Spinozabs argument simply c¢anningtstatdde under
in no uncertain terms that whatever we do
t hrough . . . human nature alone . . . 0,
determined with certainty through reason to be good . . . , Spinoza contlatles t
whatever we do when acting under the guidance of reason must be good for human
naturein general We know Spinoza means that such actions will be good for human
nature understood asiaiversad i.e., as an essence that constitutes the core of what

it is tobehuman; a defining characteristic or set of characteristics which all humans
Ahave i n c oquahoma®d becausemhe igfers from the fact that such

657 See Fullerton 1899, 65.
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actions will necessarily be good for fAhum
(consequentgr 0 gdoe for each individual human beifrj.

Notice that | say merely that 4p35d fAaln
the | oose speak of an antireadeenstt haNtoti ce t
Spinozabds et hi cal edoesaatendorssa univeisatumdnl i gi bl e

nature. As | am willing to admit for the moment (and even though | think that
Stephensen and others are right in principl
interpretation to be given even still. Spinoza could jusimtéat to do good for human
nature is to do good for each human because, being that the nature of each human is
indiscernible (even though nonidentical), what would be good for one human would in
fact be good for any human (contrary to what was just .sai# whatis-goodfor-a-
human formula would apply universally, in other words, because the human natures of
each human, although not identical to one another, are objectively indiscernible from
each other.

To be sure, this wowudfiddiseceiniblésaButene®pyi noz aod s
insist say that Spinoza had slipped from his strict adherence to this principle or that, as
Lin suggests might be the case, Spinozads i

not global, but instead may apply onlytila¢ level of substancé® Nevertheless, and

%8St ephensen 2010, 101. Now, those who resist the im
theory may still find fieacho to be in their favor.
given my physical snilarity and cognitive similarity to others, | can help them. Mutual dependence in a

society further suggests that it is good for us to help one another. In effect, 4p35d may be said to justify

itself by a combination merely of resemblance and social actntr

659 Lin 2013.
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even though for the sake of convincing power | will not rest my whole case on it, | agree
with the following remark from Della Rocca.
Although in 1p4 and the surrounding passages Spinoza is primarily interegted i
i ssue of the identity and distinctness of
1p4 and its demonstration shows that his claim would apply to modes as well as
substance®?
There is, however, direct proof that Spinoza endorses a human thatiLikeone
and the same in each human. This proof rules out for good any (of the false) hope that |
have allowed above about how Spinoza might be rejettinglandestine fashi@the
notion of universal species natures that are one in the same in eciels spember to
which they pertain. It al so, by the way, su
indiscernibles does in fact generalize to all cases, as Della Rocca would have it.
Let us turn once again to 2p10s. In this scholium Spinoza @affeadternative
proof for 2p1l0: AThe being of a substance d
Ssubstance does not constitute the form of n
This proposition is also demonstrated from 1p5, viz. that there are not two
substances of the same nat@mce a number of men can exist, what constitutes the
form of man is not the being of substance.
This passage implies that each human shares one and the same essence, not merely
indiscernible but nonidentical essences. To assume otherwise would beetat pinev
proof from getting off the ground. Given the understanding of 1p5 that has come about

from my case for the view that Spinoza gives a realist analysis of substances having

attributes (see Chapt®), if each human has a human essence that is naicialeo the

660 Della Rocca 1996, 198n46.
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human essence of any other human, then there would be no use in Spinoza citing 1p5 to
make his case. For then even on the supposition that the essence of each human is the
being of a substance, that would not entail that there would be tworersubstances of
the same essence (the sense odalistiaslkargeed oper a
in Chapter V. It would entail that each substance in question would have a different
essence.
Let me spell this out. According to Spinoza, sabse cannot constitute the form
of human. If it did constitute the form of human, then that would entail something in
violation of 1p5: that there are several substances with the same form. Why would this
absurd result follow if substance did in fact dinge the form of human? Because there
are several humans with the same essence. The following point is crucial. As | argued in
my case for the view that Spinoza gives a realist analysis of substances having attributes
(see Chaptey), to say that therera two substances of the same attribute is to say that
there are two substancesasfe and the same attribute undivid&meness of
attribute/form, in other words, is understood in the realist sense, not in the antirealist
sense. Hence Spinoza is admdtihere in 2p10s, that the form of human is strictly
identical, literally one and the same, in the case of each human. Thus we have a case
where, to use Aristotleds words, t%HRere are

that is, multiple individuals hat fApossess one common specifi

661 Aristotle On the Generation of Animaf80bb35.
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they belongto agivenspeck®Because @At hat which is common
uni veé®¥msmamé i s® universal .o

Hence when Spinoza says that #ANgthing ca
thing than other individuals of the same sp
can share fione and the same nature, agreein
we should understand this agreement to be the agreement of identity theosyn{reali
and not as Balibar understand&fnamely, some figurative expression of intense
extrinsic attachment or operational harmony. Hence when Spinoza rejects the
pol ygenism of, for example, Giordano Bruno
thatthee i s but one Ahuman race, 0 not many Adif
regard him as saying that all humans are literally identical insofar as they are human
(TTP 3.5; see lapp |1/ 79/ 30fFffF). Hence when
context makeg clear that he is referring togaoup of beings) we must understand
(unless told otherwise by Spinoza himself) that such a nature is shared by all humans in
the manner of realisff?® Hence when Spinoza says that the essential form of human is
reasod well, at least some unstated form of reason (see Chapi@rand that the
greatest good common to all humans has its source in or is deduced from that essential
form (4p36s), we should regard him as holding the form of human to be a universal

species essenceehice when Spinoza says, as Bosanquet does centuries later, that

662 Aristotle On the Parts of Animalk44a2425.
663 Aristotle Metaphysicg.038b1112.

664 Aristotle Categoriesl 7a40b1.

665 Balibar 1985, 389.

666 pace Sharp 2011a, 54.
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individuals agreeing in nature cannot be opposed in respects in which they are alike, we
should understand him as holding that to say otherwise is, as Bosanquet puts it, to say
that nature Aan be fAat variance with itselfo (whic
4p30)%7Hence when Spinoza says, in line with his claim at Letter 27 that ethics must
be based on metaphysics, ttrae knowledge of good and evil is basedlamman
nature the lawsof mankind (TTP 1.2, TTP 3.5), we should understand him to be
saying although not exclusivedy that such knowledge is basedumversalhuman
nature, a universal species form that is embodied by each and every human in an
undivided and univocal way. This of course what we would expect given the fact that
Spinoza himself describes such knowl edge as
[1/257/27-28) and thus must Beas Spinoza himself suggests (4p26, 4p35, 4p50d; TTP
4.6, 5.16; TP 2.8; KV 2.14.d)apprehendabl by infallible reason rather than merely by
dubious sense peng#on, as | discuss in Chapter.%f
The typical realist interpreter would formerly just assume that in the following

passage Spinoza was committing himself to realism, and would laugh atsalityyy to
the contrary, thus shutting down proper communication with the typical antirealist
opponent who, in like fashion, would typically refuse to take such a passage seriously.

Since the natural divine law is inferred from the consideratidnuofan néure

alone, it is certain thave can conceive it in Adam as much as in any other man

[T]he divine law which makes men truly happy and teaches the true lifeivisrsal

to all men. We also deduced that law froomman naturen such a way that it ost

be deemed innate to the human mind and, so to speak, inscribed upon it. (my
emphasis TTP 4:6.1)

667 Bosanquet 2001, 169.
668 See Jaquet 2005, 87.
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Such talk, when considered in isolation, can be given an antirealist gloss by those with
the skills to do so. In particular, the human nature referredéd not be seen as a
universal. As commentators such as Newlands, Hubner, and Rice hold to be the case
with Spinoza, talk about sameness in nature should be paraphrased into talk of similarity
in nature. But now we knodvand not merely as a conclusionkaxg premises, but in
the fullest truth (see 2p28il)that this nature must be a universal nature, a form
common (in the realistdés sense of fAcommono)
8.3 Concluding remarks

| take it to be clear that Spinoza welcomes universal speciescessinto his
ontology. Specifically, | have argued that Spinoza regards there to be one and the same
essence instantiated by all and only hurdaasuniversal form of human, if you will.
This conclusion, namely, that there is strict identity among all nsrearving as the
respect in which they are all human, was perhaps to be expected from the outset,

especially in light of my previous chapters. Let me briefly explain why.

First, throughout his works Spinoza wil/|
46)and Ahuman nature in generalo (TP 11. 2; E
from that nature fAas it really iso (TP 1. 4)

16.6) (see TTP 1.2, TTP 1.18, TTP 3.3, TTP 3.5, TTP 4.1, TTP 4.6, TTP 4.9, TTP 5.1,
TTP 5.7, TTP 5.8, TTP 7.1, TTP 12.11, TTP 16.5, TTP 16.6, TTP 17.1, TTP 19.4, TTP
20.11, TTP 20.14, TTP 1n3; TdIE 13, TdIE 25, TdIE 58, TdIE 108; TP 1.1, TP 1.4, TP
25 TP 26, TP 2.7, TP 2.8, TP 3.8, TP 3.18, TP 3.22, TP 4.4, TP 6.3, TP 7.2, TP 7.4, TP

9.3, TP 11.2; Ep. 21, Ep. 23, Ep. 30, Ep. 34, Ep. 52, Ep. 73; KV 2pref). Eifiles
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alone Spinoza refers to Athe nature of man
close to 100 times (see 1p8s2, 1pl7s, 3pref, 3d2, 3p9s, 3p32s, 3p42s, 3p518d&h57s
le and 29e of the affects, 4pref, 4d4, 4d8, 4p2, 4p3, 4p5, 4p15, 4pl7s, 4p18, 4pl8s,
4p19, 4p20, 4p21, 4p23, 4p29, 4p30, 4p31, 4p33, 4p35, 4p36s, 4p37sl, 4p59, 4p61,
4p64, 4p68s, 4appl,2,6,7, 5p4s, 5p39). With all these references it would keduite
for Spinoza to believe, in truth, that there is no such thinghasran naturéuniversal
or not).
Second, we know that all ontologically authentic natures mushiversalsfor
Spinoza (see Part 2 and Part 3). Since there really is a human ridtli@ys that
human nature must be a universal. In effect, Spinoza is not being duplicitous when he
says thaunverdabumansnatidreo (my emphasis TTP
Third, it is logically possible that theniversalhuman nature in each human is
perfectly dissimilar in each human. It is logically possible thatuherersalhuman
nature in each human is perfectly dissimilar in each human such that, even though
human nature is universal (in the sense that each human has a human natuae that is
universa), there is no human nature one and the same in each human. Logically possible
as it is, however, that is an unreasonable view to attribute to Spinoza. First, it would be
incredibly misleading for anyodeand especially a real@tto describe all humans as
having Ahuman natureo when the Ahuman natur
intrinsically similar to the fihuman naturebo
exotic view (exotic for both his time and ours), it is reasonable to expect that he would

hawe flagged that for his reader to avoid confusion. Second, Spinoza cites the universal
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human nature as grounds for holding that th
(4p35d). Such claims seem to preclude the exotic view that the universal human nature

in thishuman is perfectly dissimilar to the universal human natutlegaithuman. Third,

Spinoza explicitly admits that humans can adreeleed perfecthyd in human nature

(4p68s; see also 1pl17s), thus ruling out the possibility of the exotic view that the

Ahuman natureo in each human is omtuo eloevel

of any other human.
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CHAPTER IX (PART 4. SPECIES): THE UNIVERSAL SPECIES FORM OF

HUMAN

9.1 Introductory remarks
9.1.1 Overview

Does Spinoza welcome inkos ontology universal species essences instantiated
by all and only members of those species? As we know from the previous chapter, the
answer is yes. Now it would be helpful to come to understand more about these
universal species essences. On whatsb&si example, is one species marked off from
another? What exactly are species essences? What are they under Extension? What are
they under Thought? Does Spinoza have anything interesting and consistent to say about
such essences? | think he does, atladittle. | will devote particular attention to the
universal form of human when | addrelssse questions here in Chapter D4ill
discuss the form of the human under both Extension and Thought.
9.1.2 Species divisions as power divisions

Before | talke on the task of bringing into relief what exactly human nature, the
form of human, is under Extension and under Thought, | will first explain the basis of
species individuation in Spinozads ontol ogy
Spi n oz ghbcan probhablyguess the right answer. For Spinoza, power and essence
and nature and kind and f or m-16, 0p34, ¥pB6d,mer el vy
3p7, 4d8, 4p33d, 4p53d, 4p61d, 5p25d; DPP 1p7s 1/163, DPP 2p2s, DPP 2p6s4/191/20

25; Ep. 64). Hece, for Spinoza, things agree in nature or kind or essence or form insofar
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as they agree in power, and they fail to agree in nature or kind or essence or form insofar
as they fail to agree in power (see 3p7, 4p
are said to agree in nature are understood
of nature, the true joints of reality, are a matter of differences in power for Spinoza (see
Ep. 64). The more x agrees in nature with other things (that is, tteeganuine
properties x has in common with others and in turn the more notions x has in common
with others and in turn the greater number of others are good for and useful to x), the
more efficacious x is (that is, the more x is capable of generating affiaats) (2p39
2p39c; see 4p34p3lc, 4p32).
Unlike with the Linnaean method of species classification, then, for Spinoza
things are not to be classified merely in virtue of their variable perceptual characteristics
and thus on the effectsthattheyhava t he c¢cl assi fierds sensori a
as Goethe found so refreshing about Spinoza in comparison with Lirfii&#es; are to
be classified on the basis of the nature or form or structure that they have in themselves
and so,and inaccordamee t h Lei bni z6s e qbt/Conthedasisoff f or m
their power to express themsel¥és.
Is there anything more specific and informative Spinoza can say, though? In
general, Spinoza is content with simply saying that the basis of true specsEdwi
difference in structural power, rather than difference in look or appearance (which is the

proper focus of the imagination). That said, in the case of one species, the human

669 See Amrine 2011, 37.
670 See LeibnizZOn Nature in ltself6.
671 See Amrine 2011, 37; Deleuze 1988, ¥janen 2007.
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species, Spinoza does have more information to provide than simplyl thatains
belong to the same kind in virtue of their common structural capacity to generate affects.
9.2 Form of human under Extension
9.2.1 Ontologically authentic properties

In several contexts, most notably tha&thicsPart 4, it seems that Spinoza
understands an individual 6s Anature or esse
(like Suérez) uses interchangeably (1p16d, 1p36d, 2p10, 2pI38I@56d, 3p57d,
4pref 11/208/26, 4d8, 4p19d, 4p33d, DPP 2p6s I/19PR0Ep. 12 IV/53/35, Ep. 5472
to be a matter of what properties it ¥48More generally, it seems that, for Spinoza,
individuals agree to the extent that they instantiate the same properties (where by
Afsameo it should now be safe to say fAdAsame i
under st and what wuniversal species in Spinoza
to understand, as a sort of primer at least, what sorts of properties Spinoza welcomes
into his ontology.

It is perhaps easier to talk about this when it comes tattitileude of Extension.

Like Galileo®”*Spi noza tal ks about fAmechan®cal affe

672See SuaredD 15.11.3.

673 See Kisner 2009, 553.

674 See Galileo 18904909 VI, 348, line8an8 4. For Spinozads relation to Gal
issue on Spinoza and Galileolimellectual History Revie®3.1.

875Early in his philosophical development Spi no z a r eSafer Elim®¢imedigb; agapid of

Galileo in Padua, wrotBeferElim, a wor k t hat discusses various aspect
scientific theories, his inventions, his observations, and so oB(gse 2008Nadler 1999; Rudavsky

2001; Adler 2013). Spinoza was also in contact Withistiaan Huygens, who was lveersed in the

details of Galileobés thought. And in Letter 26 we s
Although Spinoza does not mention Galileo by name in his works, he was sure to be acquainted with
Gal il eobés t houg h tdbyaStromy(seaEpwsa)sas if deardy time datge collection of

astronomy textbooks i nEdogagchtoniddg ary (including Kepl el
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Mechanical affections, as with the ideation

notionso: Hp.),6 alré/ 28/op&r tises tt hast ifne X pglseailr

than nexplain Nature, not as it is in itsel

These mechanical modes (or, as we might call them in the language of Boyle and Locke,

primary properties) include extendedness, mgbilit a nd & that is, pdtterns,s 0

forms, ratios, powers (see Ep. 6 IV/28/1® and 4p39d in light of TTP 1.1 and TTP

16)d deriving or blooming from them. These mechanical modes are the properties that

remain, to use Gal i |l e beddea, afterlore takes dwayiteey of e x

nose that smells and is tickled, the tongue that tastes and is burned, afféf €nathe

other hand, the properties apprehended merely through sense perception and, as Galileo

puts it, fAare not hlivinggninakii ncad meeo foussbde, t h

hot, col d . . . and al-$5p fluid and solido (
Hume once said that the mark of the new science, as well as of the new

phil osophy to which he belongedoldaas its fr

ot her sensible qualities, from the rank of

away process that | eaves behind Athe only r

away®’8It is evident that Spinoza fits into that tradition and, indefeat, e is cognizant

of that fact®”®

Spinoza is nevertheless unique in that general tradition. First, he does not seem

to agree with Galileo, Locke, and Hume about the list of what properties remain after the

676 Galileo 2008, 187.

677 Galileo 2008, 187.

678 HumeTreatisel.4.4.5.

679 SeeBuyse 2008Buyse 2013.
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stripping away process, even those that mb#tese philosophers agree on: shape,
number,andso d®°Number is the best example. Gal
takes away ears, tongues, and noses, there indeed remain the shapes, numbers, and
moti ¥4Gs ven Spinozads rweveaitdoes not seemlithatthe e r
would agree about number. Second, and unlike others who have stripped away the
sensible properties, Spinoza holds (in line with Desc&ffabjat extendedness and

mobility are the most fundamental properties from which alldther independently

existing primary properties are derived. So, for example, unlike what one gets from a
cursory glance at Galileo or Locke or Huff&with Spinoza we do not find figure listed

on a par with extendedness and mobility. Although figure sdernount, for Spinoza,

as a mechanical affectation and thus as existing independent of the classifying mind (Ep.
6 1V/25; TdIE 72 11/27/28; but see Ep. 50 and Ep. 83), itis seen as in some sense a
function of mobility and extendedness. Thusin Lett&®i noza critici ze

the most basic properties that bodies have as too broad.

12,

S

For Spinoza there are various sorts of

someti mes called, Ageometrical qualitieso

mobility.%84 There are, in other words, various specified patterns or forms in some way

arising from these geometridtnematic fundamentals. | cannot attempt a full listing

580 There were dedtes at the time concerning what the definitive list of primary properties are (see Adler
1996). Discrepancy is evident even among the few authors that | have mentioned. For example, whereas
Hume lists gravity as a primary property (§eeatisel.4.4.5),Galileo does not (see Koyré 1966, 239ff).

681 Galileo 2008, 187.

682 Descartes AT V 269; Descartes AT VIl 440.

683 Galileo 2005, 28485; 18901909 VI, 347348; Galileo 2008, 187; Locke 1959, 2.8.9; Hufneatise

1.4.4.5.

684 See Jammer 1997.
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since Spinoza himself never completed such a listing or explained the processlin det
but here are the major ones that stand out after looking at his ¥oRealated to one
aspect of mobility, motion, there momentunand there ispeed DPP 2p21,
1/208/20ff). Related to the other aspect of mobility, namely, rest (which can be eahstru
as apositiveforce of motionresistance: DPP 2p11%fwe seem to get the following:
inertial masgDPP 2p22notehardnesgconstrued as resistance to deforming motions)
(2p1 1/186/25), and perhapgut only perhaps (see Ep. 50 and Epod8fyure or shgpe
(which seems required for motigasistance) (Ep. 6 1V/25; TdIE 72, 11/127/28).
9.2.2 Species essence as certain components in a certain pattern

With this talk of properties resulting from the most fundamental properties
(extendedness and mobility),ista good time to refocus on the central issue: what
exactly universal species essences are. Considering now only species under Extension,
we will have such species as mobile bodies, which are bodies that each have one and the
same propertynobility preset through them. This is going to be a sort of universal
species essence had by all members of the species of mobile individuals.

Let us look at the more usual species. One of great interest is the human species.

The human species is the most discussedisp in the Spinoza literature. That the

685 See Adler 1996.

686 SeeBuyse 2013.

587 There could be more for Spinoza. He does mention brittleness (Ep. 6, IV/18/5ff). But he seems
noncommittal on the matter, finding it sufficient to say that his arguments and his physical theory holds
eveit hfer e i s anydthoseprypentds explaineconeerely id terms of motion and rest (my
emphasis, 3p2). The reader should note, by the way, that at Letter 83 Spinoza insinuates that figure or
shape is a fiction.
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human species would be the central focus is understarf®Bl@. i nozads goal , af
is to lay out a path to blessedness, and humans are his target audience. For most of the
discussion, | will focus primarily othe human species as well. For the time being,

however, | will consider that species merely under Extension. In effect, when discussing

the human species | will limit myself, for the time being, to discussing the species

human bodythat is, the univers&rm of the human body.

As we have seen especially from our discussion of 2p10s, and as is insinuated
throughout Spinozads works, Spinoza holds t
form. How are we to understand the human form, though? It is saég that the form
of the human is the nature or essence of the h§fA8ut is there anything more
specific we can say than this?

When we turn, for example, to 4p39 and 3p39d, we get some assistance.
Breaking from the tr adiFormoand$ensiblp]eatities.t o t he

received in t he ®“Spihormhdlds that theBrmpe formdf | V/ 48/
the human body is a certain fixed rationedtion and resthat the component bodies of a

human have in relation to each other. Spinbalds, in other words, that the true form of

688 For discussion of human essence in Spinoza, see especidtidheng: Ansaldi 2001, 74245;
Bartuschat 1992; Busse 2009; Collins 1984; D. Garret 1994; De Cuzzani 2002; De Dijn 1918, 28
Della Rocca 2008, 17982; DufourKowalska 1973, 19216; Jaquet 2005, 85; Jarrett 2002,-160;
Laerke 2009; Lermond 19884-68; Lloyd 1994; MalinowskiCharles 2004; Matheron 1969; Matheron
1978; Miller 2005, 164.70; Ramond 1995, 100; Ramond 1999a9&4Rousset 1985; Sangiacomo 2011;
Sangiacomo 2013; Sévérac 1996, -108; 2005, 188; Suhamy 2010; Temkine 1994 -436; Vijanen
2011; Vinciguerra 2009; Wilson 1999b; Garber 1994; Zac 19728647

689 See Grey 2013, 385n13.

690 These are the words of Oldenburg writing to Spinoza on behalf of Boyle.
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the human body is a certain fixed pattern o
communicate theimotionsto one another.
But what constitutes the form of the human Body consists in this, that its Parts
communicate their motions to one another in a certain fixed proportion. Therefore,
things which bring it about that the Parts of the human Body preserve the same
proportion of motion and rest to one anot
(4p39d)

The huma body, then, is nothing but a certain proportion of motion and rest. (KV
app2.14)

There are several key differences, according to Spinoza, between the authentic
forms and the fioccul t bprefli279/A@25).0 fSpgihreo msathso ol n
forms are marely a function of the properties that pertain to things as they are in
themselves (extendedness and mobility, in the case of bodies), not of those properties
that #fdAexplain Natur e, not as it i1is in itsel
(Ep. 6 IV/28/1615).Spi nozabés f or ms, accountable purel?
fundamental primary properties of extendedness and mobility (in the case of the
extended realm), are absolute. They are not relative to percditerschoolmen,
according to Spioza, were too quick to welcome as real properties of things what were
merely the effects that things have on our constitutions (see 2p40s). The schoolmen thus
countedrednessas a real property along wibdadnessandhotnessas well as théickling
natureof f eat her s (t o UheAssaipand thedomnibive nadured mp |l e i n
opium (touseMo | i r e 6 s The magmamy Irevaliil They were too quick to
regard the species and unities revealed through sense perception as real, welcoming for

exanple something likeisability as the essential feature shared by all humans and thus
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serving as the ontological ground for a unified human species distinct from any other
species (see 2p40s2).
Not only are the schoolmen forms ontoldggating and falseaccording to
Spinoza. They are also uninformative, if not downright circular. As Spinoza believed
Descartes to have adequately demonstrated, schoolman forms make the world
inscrutable (Ep. 6 IV/25/1ff§°: To use the stock illustration, it is said that opiimtites
sleep because it has a dormitive quality. But dormitive quality just meansist&em.
And thus we have the uninformative explanation that opium incites sleep because opium
incites sleep. Regarding the point that the schoolmen forms maketlkimscrutable,
substantial forms are not subject to reduct
There is just this mysterious dormitive property, opium has it, and that f$4hat.
Descartes sums these two points up in a 1642 letter to Regius.
[Substantial forms] were introduced by philosophers solely to account for the proper
actions of natural things, of which they were supposed to be the principles and bases.
.. . But no natural action at all can be explained by these substantial forms, since
their defenders admit that they are occult and that they do not understand them
themselves. If they say that some action proceeds from a substantial form, it is as if
they said that it proceeds from something they do not understand, which explains
nothing®®®
The Spinozistic forms that a body takes on, however, are all amenable to analysis

in terms of its constituents and the connections between those constituents. Descartes

puts the point well in the same letter to Regius.

691 See Descartes AT 11l 506.
692 SeeRozemond 1998.
693 Descartes AT Il 506.
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Essential forms explained our fashion, on the other hand, give manifest and
mathematical reasons for natural actions, as can be seen with regard to the form of
common salt in myvleteorology?®*
The forms that Spinoza endorses are mechanistic and analyzable. Similar to what
Descartes wagetting at in th@rinciple$® as well as in the letter to Regius quoted in
part aboveé?®the forms that Spinoza endorses are understood as the patterns resulting
from the motion and rest of component bodi$s.n ef f ect, Spinozads
understod i n dynamic terms, that i s, -ll/RO® t er ms
4p3, 4p5, 4pl8d, 4p60d, Spref 11/280/1B). We see the same sort of view in Hobbes as
well, who insists that the simple natures referred t@enCorpore7 (natures such as
mation) are the only true natures (despite what our senses would have us think) (see
APPENDIX A). Hobbes puts the point well Elements of Law
Whatsoever accidents or qualities our senses make us think there be in the world,
they are not there, but areepaings and apparitions only. The things that really are
in the world without us, are those motions by which seemings are caused. And this is
the great deception of serfS&.
As unscholastic as the Spinozistic forms may be, however, they do retain some
tradtional features. The main one is this. It is the pattern or configuration or form
exhibited, rather than the specific token bodies that are the components of the pattern,

that makes a human be ahu®danh at makes it, in *®dhakeds t

Spinoza holds the following two points. On the one hand, token bodies can be swapped

694 My emphasis, Descartes AT 11l 506.

695 Descartes AT Vllla 553.

696 Descarted\T Il 500-508; seeCarriero 2009, 29295; Hattab 2009.
697 See Grey 2013; Shea 1991.

698 HobbesElements of La®.10.

699 ocke 1959, 3.3.15; see Busse 2009; Grey 2013.
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out for others of the same type (or the human can grow, shrink, change direction, and so
on) without destroying the nature or form or essence or power of the Hefh@amthe
other hand, a human would objectively no longer be human were it to take on a ratio,
pattern, configuration, essence, nature, or form different from that characteristic of its
distinct species. That is, a human would be destroyed as a human were ita@uis pm
fail to Acommunicate their motions to one a
makes a human (2p24d); a human would be destroyed as a human were its parts to
Afacquire a different proportion of motion a
making proportion (4p39s; see KV 2pref 1/52, KV app2.2).
But can anything more be said about the form of the human than that it is a
certain fixed pattern or configuration (one and the same in each human and prerequisite
for being human) according to whithe parts of the body communicate their motions to
one another in a certain fixed manner? We saw that besides the most fundamental and
general primary corporeal properties (extendedness and mobility) there are other
primary propertied themselves laws gratterns or ratios or forms or powérderiving
from them (see Ep. 6 1V/28/116 and 4p39d in light of TTP 1.1 and TTP 16). So we
could say, in effect, that the human form under Extension is a specific fixed pattern or
arrangement of primary properties.ics € Spi nozabés way of puttin
of the cohesion of bodies that make up blood in Letter 32 as well as in the first definition

of 2p13s in théethics the human form under Extension is a certain fixed manner in

70 See Lin 2005, 262; Nfanen 2011, 166.67. By the way, nature, form, essence, definition, power and
the like are used interchangeably: 1p16d, 1p17s 11/62619.p34, 1p36d, 2p10, 2p134H@ 3p7, 3p56d,
3p57d, 4pref 11/208/26, 4d8, 4p19d, 4p33d, 4p53d, 4p61d, 5p25d; DPR 1fFSDPP 2p2s, DPP 2p6s
1/191/2025; Ep. 12 IV/53/35, Ep. 54, Ep. 64.
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which primary properties agathemselves so as to be mutually compatible, so as to
iconspire together for pPowero (as Nietzsche
There is room for a bit more information. Each complex body is made up
ulti mately of the Asi mpl est ddxloadstivehsimo t hat ar
terms of the most fundament al primary prope
or form of a simple body is the mutual relation of the primary properties that make it up
(see 2pl13sald). The rat i otoosfofitacompormamg!| ex body
bodies and thus of the mutual relations between groups of mutually compatible primary
qualities (first definition of 2p13s). The human body, since it is a complex body (first
postulate of 2p13s), will be exhaustively characterizéchately by the mutual relations
between groups of mutually related primary properties. So the form or ratio of the
human under Extension is the certain fixed manner in which mutually compatible
groupings of primary properties adapt themselves so asrtwh&lly compatible with
each other. Each of us are humans because the interacting primary property components
of each of us exhibit one and the same patt®rn.
Spinoza is always busy discussing the difference between human nature as it is
falsely conceied (see 2p40sl) and human nature as it is in itself. This mechanized and
dynamized understanding of human form or nature, which Boyle as well describes as
ian Aggregate or Conv'&iswhatSpinbzamtangwhénimea r y qu a

speaks oft urhreumasn inareally iso (TP 1.4). Al

701 Nietzsche 1967, sect. 636.
925ee Garrett 2009, 28802; Grey 2013.
703 Boyle 1991, 3H40.
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analyzable in this way. Members of a species are denominated by the pattern resulting

from the concurrence of primary properties, as they apparently were for Cartesians like
Rohault’®*Her e are Boyl eds words on the mechani st
explanation that Spinoza agrees with in genétal.

[A]n aggregate or convention of qualities is enough to make the portion of matter it
is found in what it is, and denominate it of thiglwat determinate sort of bodies. . . .
[Hence s]uch a convention . . . is sufficient to perform the offices that are necessarily
required in what men call a form, since it makes the body such as it is, making it
appertain to this or that determinate spe®f bodies, and discriminating it from all
other species of bodies whatsoever. . . . This convention of [qualities of a body] . . .
is . ..called its form . .. or an essential modificaliamodification, because it is
indeed but a determinate manoéexistence of the matter, and yet an essential
modification, because [the concurrent qualities] . . . are essentially necessary to the

704Rohault 1671, 58.

705 As noted by Oldenburg, the intermediary between Boyle and Spinozeitircorrespondence, Spinoza

and Boyle were in agreement in general on the mechanistic explanation of species (Ep. 16), namely, and in
Spinoza words, on the fact that nAall the variations
(Ep. 13 1V/67/%2). This is made clear, in general, by the fact that Spinoza refuses to engage those topics

on which he fundamentally disagrees with Boyle, such as the possibility of a vacuum (see Buyse 2013).

The main problem that Spi nlace the schadmemnformdwittBoyl ebs att e
mechanistic forms is simply that, as far as Spinoza is concerned, Descartes and Bacon have already shown

as much (Ep. 13 IV/67/9).

When Spinoza makes these negative comment s, he i
showing that potassium nitrate could be Aredintegr af
being broken down. Spinoza was familiar with the experiment prior to Boyle. J. R. Glauberl @814
whose lab Spinoza most likely visited (Nadl®99), originally performed the experiment. The
experiment worked as follows. Using rhdt coals, the potassium nitrate was divided into potassium
carbonate and nitric acid. Then the nitric acid waadeed to potassium carbonate and, as a result,
potassiim nitrate was resynthesized at roughly equal weight. Boyle thereby concluded, against the
schoolmen, that the form of potassium nitrate was a function of the manner in which its constituents
harmonized with each other.

Here is some background on theyBsSpinoza interaction (Ep. 6, Ep. 11, Ep. 13, Ep. 16), for
which Henry Oldenburg served as intermediary @eagse 2013)In 1661 Oldenburg visited Spinoza in
Rijnsburg and they stayed in correspondence almost every year until 1675. Early in thgiocoleese
Ol denburg sent Spi no zGertam Physiotogical EssayprisritodtsipuldidatioB oy | e 6 s
I n the package was a | etter requesting that Spinoza
This was by no meansanoddreques Spi noza had wrQOnt ttehne sRaiiennbtoiw o ca neds s
t he Cal cul at).Moreoveq the l€tar aereceivedfrom the medical doctor Cornelius
Bontekoe (1647685) suggested that Spinoza tutored students from the University of Leysigarice
(see Israel 2007). And this was corroborated in a recently discovered letter by Nicolas Steri58538
(see Totaro 2000).

For more on the Boyi&pinoza correspondence, see the followBigyse 2008; Buyse 2013;
Crommelin 1939); Daudin 19481all and Hall 1964; Yakira 1988; Clericuzio 1990; Clericuzio 2000;
Gabbey 2004; Macherey 1995; Sangiacomo 2013.
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particular body, which, without those [qualities], would not be a body of that
denomination, as a metal or a stond, dftsome othef®

Spinoza does not simply make the theoretical claim that the universal species
forms under Extension are patterns resulting from component objective properties. He
consistently applies that theory when he gives various accounts cdsp8pinoza
discusses, for example the formation of potassium nitrate (see Ep. 6). The formation of
potassium nitrate is a function of potassiu
Spinoza sees it, the group of objective properties that compaoseagitt move in such a
way relative to each other that they constitute the liquid that is nitric acid. When the
group of objective properties that compose potassium carbonate is added to the nitric
acid such motion is impeded, thus resulting in a solite@sdum nitrate). Just as there is
a mechanical explanation of the formation of the solidity of the potassium nitrate, the
full explanation for everything about the potassium nitrate, all its functions, are going to
be explained in similar fashion: in geak the manner in which groupings of primary
properties relate to each other.

9.2.3 The human form as a structural universal

This is perhaps all that | need to say for my purposes here. Since Spinoza himself
does not give us much more to work with oa thatter, it is pretty much all that | can
say. However, | will point out that the above mechansiyte understanding of the
form or pattern or nature or essence identical in each human, an understanding embodied

i n Spi noz aibmatter thares nothindhbattmechanical structureteituras]

% Jtalics removed Boyle 1991, 3P,
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and their oper at-B3)sosndslike@hati2calléd in confet@rarg 0
metaphysics a Astructur al uni versal .o Takin
Aithe structur & dfhrtolueg hlbowmarmiBodydy of wor K:
11/143/8; CM 2.121/276/20) , and from Spinozadsdclaim th
everything that it can dbis fully explained by its structure (itexturaor fabrica) or
nature (2pl4d, 3p2s I1/14288 4p59s 11/255/18; CM 2.6259/30-33), and from talk in
the secondary | iterature about human bodies
acti®ang, 8i mply from Spinozabotextufaorequent ref
fabrica) (CM 2.7 1/262/15; TdIE 69; 1apiy79/29, lapp 11/81/13; TTP 2.13 Ill/36, TTP
12.10 111/165, TTP 16.9 111/194, TTP 19.21 11I/238; TP 7.26), it seems that for Spinoza
complex things like humans belong to one and the same species in virtue of instantiating
one and the same structural wersal, where a structural universal is the pattern or ratio
resulting from the mutual interaction of its constituent properties.
Being methanes the common contemporary example of a structural universal.
An individual molecule is methane if and onlytiinstantiates the structural universal
being methaneThat individual molecule instantiates the structural univdrseilg
methanef and only if its proper parts instantiate the right universals and are arranged in
the right manner. Bigelow and Pargettescribe these sorts of universals well.
Structur al uni versals are referred to by |
Omet haned. Methane mol ecules consist of a
bonded in a particular configuration. Methane molecuistantiate the universal

methane. So methane is intrinsically related to three other universals: being
hydrogen, being carbon and being bonded. . . . Necessarily, something instantiates

707 Busse 2009; Mergon 2007, 53; sbe&rleant 1982, 188; Duchesneau 1974,-558; Sportelli 1992,
255-279; Vilianen 2011, 164165.
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methane if and only if it is divisible into five spatial parts c, i, h3, h4 such that

c instantiates carbon, each of -hpaies hds i n.

instantiates bonded, and none of tHe fairs instantiates bondé&4.

Being a human, on such a view, would the

parts instantiating the right primary universals and being arranged in the right way. This
sounds pretty much the same as what we already said about what it is to be a human for
Spinoza. And this is c¢clear by Mazatloreof onds r e
individuality.

Spinozads definition of individuality, in

nature of composite elements, on the other hand, the law [or manner] according to

which they communicate to each other their movem@hts.
When Spinoza says, therefore, that a horse as horse would be destroyed were its form or
structure or ratio to change to that of a human or insect (4pref 11/208/25ff, 4p39s) and
yet would not be altered from its horse species form if its proper parts werpeshayi
for others of the same form or type (2p13&l42p24d), we should understand him to be
saying (so far as we are dealing with the extended realm) nothing more occult or less
naturalistic than that a methane molecule is destroyed when it losdaia cer
arrangement of its parts.

As it turns out, it i s-stpeundenstandingoftheat Spi

universal form of the human body sounds very much like a structural universal. There

seems to be no other option. In order to see these thre two points that need to be

brought into relief.

708 Bijgelow and Pargetter 1989, 1.
799 My translation Matheron 1969, 273.
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First, realize that modes, and so including the human body, are properties for
Spinoza. This is a view that | defended in Chapfér It is the natural implication
considering how Spinoza offers sirgghe following as proof for his 1p16d claim that
everything conceivable follows from Godds n
number of properties follow from its nature.

Second, the human body is not the property that it is simply by havingedch

such properties as components. Its component properties must be related in just the right

way so as to fiproduce the | east possible op
other in a certain wayo resul teibodg(seeBp.t he f o
32). Spinoza is clear about this. Even i f t

there intact, and even if blood circulation and other functions persist, the human body is
no more, according t o 3rpadifferenbpropoitionfoe n it s pa
motion and rest to one anothero than that p
as with methaneness (which is what blooms, if you will, from the proper arrangement
and proportion of component properties and is thststectural property), or just as with
bl ood (which Spinoza himself describes as t
lymph, chyle, etc. are so mutually adapted in respect of magnitude and figure that they
clearly agree among themselves and alltopee r consti tute one fl uid
human body is itself a structural property.

What is special about Spinozadbds view con
advocates of structural universals is that, for Spinoza, each structural universal is itself a

compaent in a higher order structural universal, just as the structural uniersgl
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carbonis a component of the structural univerisaing methane | n Spi nozads

there are structural universals all the way up until we get to the corporealalloAd

Spinoza explains to Oldenburg, the corporeal watds the ultracomplex body whose

ratio or form is to be analyzed ultimately in terms of the mutual relation between every

group of mutually related primary qualities (just as any corporealdhsugh as

blood is to be analyzed).
Now all the bodies in Nature can and should be conceived in the same way as we
have here conceived the blood; for all bodies are surrounded by others and are
reciprocally determined to exist and to act in a fixed and detatmiway, the same
ratio of motion to rest being preserved in them taken all together, that is, in the
universe as a whole. Hence it follows that every body, insofar as it exists as modified
in a definite way, must be considered as a part of the wholerseivand as agreeing
with the whole and cohering with the other parts. (Ep. 32 IV/127/16ff)

Spinoza makes the same claim, in effect, at TTP 16.2 and in Letter 64 to
Tschirnhaus and Schuller. At TTP 16.2 Spinoza says that there is a grand individual that
is nothing but the concord of all bodies taken together. At Letter 64 Spinoza describes
this grand individual as the face of the extended universe. For further assistance as to
what he means by Aface of the wunitheer se, 0
scholium of the f lemma of 2p13s. This scholium explains that each body is a
composite of smaller bodies. It also explains that each body can preserve the pattern that
it is through various internal changes, so long as its component bodies miatain
pattern of motion and rest among themselves. Finally, it explains that we can keep
proceeding upwards, through larger and larger composite individuals, until we reach the

material universe itself as a composite stipdividual (2p13sLemma7s 11/101/16

11/102/19).
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Deleuze provides a nice summary of what | have said about how each mode is
itself a structural universal and about how each finite structural universal is itself a
component of a grander structural universal all the way up to the infinitedodlvhat
Spinoza calls At he f afasm ofedursd, heeausa thd attributes e 0
of which the face is a grand mode is ontologically anterior to all of its modes).

The attempt to define genera and species through [sensible] difféirsheppears

in Aristotelian biology; and those sensible differences vary considerably in nature
when different animals are in question. Against this tradition Spinoza proposes a
grand principle: to consider structures, rather than sensible forms dohsmdut

what i s the meaning of Astructureo? |t
body], parts that are properties like all other modes]. . . . The form and function of an
organ in a given animal depend solely on the relations betweegdsioparts, that

is, between fixed anatomical components. In the limit Nature as a whole is a single
Animal in which the relations between the parts Vaty.

That there is one grand sempiternal structural universal composed of lesser
structural universaldoes not mean that each of these lesser universals are fixed in place.
Spinoza explains that the infinite grand universal permits all sorts of change of its
component parts without itself losing its foffd The grand universal is what it is at
those momets where it has as a component, say, the structural universal that is the well
functioning society of humans (which requires, for instance, that the component humans
are similar enough that they are able to accommodate themselves to each other: see
4appl2) And the grand universal still is what it is at those moments (say, prior to the

formation of the first galaxies) when there is no such structural universal. This is what

makes the face of the universe special compared to its component finite structural

710 Deleuze 1990, 278.
711See Della Rocca 1996, 180n53.
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universals. The finite structural universals are susceptible to destruction by certain
changes in component paridethanenesegequires, for example, carbon. Without the
carbon, the methane pattern cannot be.

9.3 Form of human under Thought

| was able togase out some general facts about the universal form of human
under the attribute of Extension. That form is constituted by a collection of properties
communicating their motions to each other in just the right way, just the right pattern to
make for a huran. But what exactly is the humamaking pattern? Although confident
that there is such a pattern, Spinoza himself does not provide a detailed ‘Afhkateus
now turn to the attribute of Thought in hope to shed more light on the mysterious form
of human.

As | brought out in ChapterVills di scussion of 4p37s1,
the form of human under the attribute of Thought is (some unstated form of) rationality
or reasor’}*Recall his 4p36s claim that the essential form of human is (some unstated
form of) reason and that the greatest good common to all humans has its source in that
essential form. He tells us at 4p35, moreover, that only insofar as humans are guided by
reason are their natures one and the same. That Spinoza regards (some unstafed form

rationality as the form of human is corroborated throughout his works. He tells us at

Sp

TTP 20.6 that Afree use of reasono i s prope

what makes Ahuman | ifeo special at TP 5.

"2 For this sort of reason Ramond throws up his hands, concluding that we can metiely S@ye is a
universal species form of human Spinoza, whatit is (Ramond 1995).

713 Several commentators have notice this. Jaquet 2005, 85; Miller 2005, 164, 167n30, 170; Stephensen
2010; Zac 1972a, 47, 54, 56.
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[It is] characterized not just byelcirculation of the blood and other features
common to all animals, but above all by reason, the true virtue and life of the mind.

4p35d provides further evidence that the form of human under Thought is, at
|l east fAabove all 0 dferma ef) rafidhalityorfedsot (some unst a
[M]en are active [that is, they act] only insofar as they live under the guidance of
reason (by 3p3). Thus, whatever follows from human nature, insofar as it is defined
by reason, must be understood through human nalome (by 3d2). (4p35d)
Here it seems quite clear that, for Spinoza, the universal nature of the human species is
(some unstated form of) reason. First, the only case where an individual is active
regarding what occurs internally or externally to it isewtit is the adequate cause of
that occurrence, that is, when that occurrence follows solely from the nature of that
individual at the given moment at hand (such that the individual provides a full
explanation for the occurrence and thus we can fully wtaled the occurrence merely
by fully understanding the individual in question). In other words, an individual is active
in those cases where what it brings about is guaranteed by the nature of that individual
alone, without the involvement of any forceyted the nature in question (see 3d2).
Second, only in cases where a human is guided by reason is he active in what he does,
an adequate cause of what he does. That is, only in cases where his action is completely
explained by reason is what he does sa@lexpression of him (as opposed to him plus

forces external to his nature) (see 3p3). From these two points it follows (as Spinoza

agrees: see 4p35d and 4p59d) that the species nature of human is (some unstated form

714 See Bennett 1984, 304, 309ff; Della Rocca 2008, 192ffrdett 2002, 161162.
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of) reason. The equation of human matwith (some unstated form of) reason is explicit
in Spinozads | ater r ewodr3dZandgBpdeestailt o what t he

Acting from reason is nothing but doing those things which follow from the
necessity obur nature, considered in itself alor{@y emphasis 4p59d)

So for Spinoza all humans agree in human nature insofar as they have (a certain
unstated form of) reason (see 4p36s). This
discussion about human virtue throughout Part 4 oEth&s’!® At 4d8 Spinoza claims
that virtue or, in other words, power is the very essence of human.

By virtue and power | understand the same thing. . . . [V]irtue, insofar as it is related
to man, is the very essence, or nature, of man, insofar as he has thefpower
bringing about certain things, which can be understood through the laws of his
nature alone.
Spinoza is saying here that what a human does springs from his virtue or his nature
when that human is the adequate cause of what he does. After all, foaa twibmring
about certain things that can be understood solely through his nature is for him to be the
adequate cause of those things, as | explained above in the discussion of 4p35d. As |
also explained in the discussion of 4p35d, only in cases whemambé s act i on
completely springs from reason, or his nature as a human, is he the adequate cause of
what he does (see 3p3). 4d8 plus 4p35d, then, suggest that virtue, power, reason, and the
nature of human are one and the same. We see once again, thdratdemme unstated
form of) reason is the nature of human.

That this is the right reading is guaranteed from many directions at once. First,

Spinoza corroborates the equation of virtue, power, reason, and the nature of human in

715 See Della Rocca 2008, 1885, 324n2; DufouiKowalska 1973, 206ff; LeBuffe 2010a,-23, 36, 170.
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explicitterms at 4p52dder e he says that the truth of th
of acting, or virtue, is reason itselfo fol
claim that only in cases where a human6s ac
species nature dman, is he the adequate cause of what he does. Second, note simply

that since virtue or power is identical to reason itself (according to 4p52d and others
places, such as 4app3), and since virtue or
(4d8),it follows that (some unstated form of) reason is the very essence or nature of

human.

Here is one final case for the view that some unstated form of reason is the
essential form of human in Spinozabs systen
commentrom LeBuffe.

The best accounts of consciousness in Spinoza suggest that all singular things in
nature will have [at least] a rudimentary kind of consciousness, because they will
each have some degree of power and complexity. The mere possession of
conscousness, however, need not amount to the kinds of desires . . . that
characterize human experierée.
What desires are peculiar to humans? One that LeBuffe suggests is the desire for the
attainment of knowledge and control of the passions. Instead af doimn a list,
though, we can make our way to a deeper answer if we ask what the source of the
desires distinctive of humans as a species is. Assuming that LeBuffe is right about his
tentative suggestion that the desire to better oneself by gaining kryewited desire

peculiar to humans, we should ask why humans have this desire. If it is indeed peculiar

to humans, then the general answer must be that it stems from the peculiar species

716 eBuffe 2010a, 172.
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essence of humans. What is that species essence? (Some unstatédreason. That
would be the best working hypothesis. When | say that it would be the best working
hypothesis, though, | am not in any way appealing to the fact that | have already argued
that the species essence of human is (some unstated form of) teamdracketing
such proof off right now since | am in the midst of an independent proof. That the
species essence is (some unstated form of) reason is the best working hypothesis
because from what else besides reason could such a desire ko@@iedgearise?
Only that which deserves the name Areasono
Let us check whether | am right. At 4p61 and 4p61d Spinoza tells us that
whatever distinctive human desires there may be are going to stem from the human
species esseaconstrued as (some unstated form of) reason. Here Spinoza is concerned
with showing that desires that are a function of reason are never excessive. Before we
get to direct discussion of desires stemming from reason, though, | want to say a few
words on vihat makes a desire excessive for Spinoza. A desire is excessive when it
pertains not to the whole individual but only to one element of the individual (see
4p44s). If the end of a desire is in the interests merely of one part of the individual, if the
desre promotes the wellbeing of merely one aspect of the whole, then it is excessive. A
good example of a desire that can be excessive is titillation. It is possible that one or
several of my parts can be titillated more than others can (4p43). My destelfor
sorts of titillation is excessive because it is indifferent to my interests as a whole, and
thus to the ratio or form that is me as a whole. Cheerfulness, on the other hand, is a good

example of a desire that cahhepartsditbe excessi v
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body are equally affected, 06 and thus my des
ratio or form of me as a whole (4p42d).
Here now is the key.
And so a desire that arises from reason, i.e. (by 3p3), that is generatedsofais in
as we act, is the very essence, or nature, of man, insofar as it is conceived to be
determined to doing those things that are
essence alone (by 3d2). (4p61d)
The identity between reason and essence is imbeddeid jpassage; it just needs to be
brought to light. A desire that arises from reason is a desire that is caused by reason. A
desire that is caused by reason is a desire that is conceived through reason. A desire that
is conceived through reason is a detrdo those things that are conceived through
reason. Since Spinoza is saying in the passage that a desire arising from reason is a
desire to do those things conceived through the essence of humans, when we make the
right substitutions the identity in quem is clear: a desire to do those things conceived
through reason is a desire to do those things conceived through the essence of humans.
(Some unstated form of) reason is, therefore, identified with the essence of humans here.
This conclusion is cortworated by the fact that the rest of the proof would not
make sense if the essence of humans or, as
nature, 0 were not identified with (some wuns
So if this desire could be excessive, then hunatare, considered in itself alone,
could exceed itself. . . . This is a manifest contradiction. Therefore, this Desire
cannot be excessive, g.e.d.
Spinoza is saying, in the first line, that if a desire arising from reason could be excessive,

then humamature itself could be excessive. What makes this conditional true? Why is it

true that the antecedent is sufficient for the consequent? First of all, a desire arising from
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reason is a desire arising from human nature. (Once again, we have the crutiahequa
that | was out to expose. But let us finish with the rest of the proof while the opportunity
is here.) Second of all, the only way that a desire arising from human nature could be
excessive is if the human nature itself was excessive. Here is whegi® @s excessive
relative to the nature from which it follows. Since the desire in question follows from the
nature itself, the only source of the excessiveness of the desire is the nature itself and so,
in effect, the nature itself must be excessivewNwo say that human nature could be
excessive is absurd. Here is why. To say that human nature is excessive is to say that the
essential form of human itself could promote the interests of merely some of the
component parts of a human at the expensehefret That would be like saying that the
promotion of myoverallwellbeing can promote the interests of merely one part of
myself at the expense of other parts of myself and indeed my whole self. That is a
Amani fest contr adi c tovaalhwellbang is noemymoncemdét i on
merely one aspect of my being at the expense of the whole.

So it seems clear that the essential feature of all humans is, according to Spinoza,
(some unstated form of) reason. But véloyne unstated forof reason? Whyot simply
reason, which is in fact truer to how Spinoza expresses the point? In contrast to what
some commentators hold, every creadustones and humans altkeéhave reason for

Spinoza (see 2p338 plus 2p40s2)’ Since reason pervades the universe, reason

1T Here is some background concerning how even a mere stone has reason for Spinoza.

The first thing to note, inrder to see that even a mere stone has reason for Spinoza, is that each
thing, even a stone, has a mind for Spinoza. The mind of the stone is, put roughly, composed of ideas for
each component of the stone body. Now, there are properties that eachrgrimbdyehas in common
(2p3%38). The stone will have these common properties and will have ideas of these properties. The idea
of any given one of these properties, an idea that Spinoza calls a common notion, has to be adequate in the
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without qualificationcannot be the essential form of human for Spinoza (however much
certain passages, taken on their own, would suggest that it might be). Hence the reason
that is the species essence of human must be some form of reason common to humans
and only humans. To my understanding Spinoza never specifies what that form of
reason is. Lacking any further information, | say that human nature under the attribute of

Thought issome unstated form céasor'8

mind that has that @h. To say that an idea is adequate in mind x is to say that mind x conceives it
adequately. An idea is adequate in mind x if and only if mind x is able to conceive it without the assistance
of anything external t o mdomception ofit dodsandt involse,anything a n d
external to mind x, that is, if and only if mind x alone is sufficient for the idea. In effect, an idea is

adequate in mind x when God may be said to have that idea merely insofar as he is mind x (2pllc, 2p34d,

onl

2p3 8d) . I f Godbés being merely mind x was not enough

adequate in mind x; it would involve other factors beyond mind x (2p11c). Now, God has an idea of
common property Q merely insofar as he is the mind of a recause Q is one and the same in all bodies,
including the rock, and the mind of the rock is just the idea of the body of the rock (2p13s). Hence the idea
of Q, that is, the common notion of common property Q, is adequate in the mind of the rock.

The next hing to note, in order to see that even a stone has reason, is that ideas and cases of
knowledge are at least coextensive (1a4 in light of 2p7d; Ep. 72; TdIE 92). Spinoza explicitly counts a
stonebs adequate concepti on soiesorpsaymgat5Spiadthater t y
simply conceiving common property Q counts as adequate understanding.

Things we understand clearly and distinctly are either common properties of things or deduced from
them (see the Def. of reason in 2p40s2).

Q as

Indeed, at2pdd Spinoza makes the following equation: fian &

The final thing to note, in order to see that even a stone has reason, is that to have adequate
knowledge of a common property such as Q is to have the second form of knowrledgson (2p40s2).
Since the stone has adequate knowledge of Q the stone has reason (see 4app4).
Note that commentators do debate the issue as to whether for Spinoza all beings, even mere

stones, have at least the second form of knowledge. Matherathatdmerely insofar as a mind has a
common notion, it follows that the individual with that mind has reason (Matheron 1978, 180). Sharp, on
the other hand, denies this (Sharp 2011c, 97). Here is the crucial bit of text in question at 2p40s2.

[W]e perceve many things and form universal notions . . . from the fact that we have common notions

and [so] adequate ideas of the properties of things (see 2p38c, 2p39, 2p39c, and 2p40). This | shall

call reason and the second kind of knowledge.
To some, like Mtheron, this passage suggests that having common notions, apprehending the true
universals, suffices for having reason (see Jaquet 2005: 85; Lermond 1988, 68; Wilson 19347) 342
This I will call reading A, which is the reading | defended above. Tersthike Sharp, this passage
suggests something more like the following, which | will call reading B: our perception of many things
and our forming of notions about thingased orthe common notioris a necessary condition for reason
(see Lazzeri 1998According to this reading, the mere having of common notions would not be enough
for reason.
"8 One source of help in specifying the unstated form of reason in question is the form of human under the
attribute of Extension. For Spinoza, the essence dfuhgn mind is the idea of the essence of the human
body (see 2p10, 2pl1, 2p13, 3plld). As the form of human under Thought,-makiag reason must be
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9.4 Concluding remarks
9.4.1 Recap
After havng indicated generally that, for Spinoza, the basis of true species
division is difference in structural power (structural power to general affects, we might
say), in this chapter | described the structural power peculiar to humans or, as | tended to
callit, the form peculiar to humans. Even though this is highly underdeveloped territory
both in Spinozads corpus and in the seconda
Discussing first the form of human under the attribute of Extension, | found that
the fom of human is bundle of mechanistieendly properties utterly derivable from
extendedness and mobility. In other words, the form of human is a certain pattern
resulting from the concurrence of primary properties; it is a certain manner in which
groupingsof primary properties relate to each other. In this way, the species form
identical in each human is what contemporary metaphysicians sometimes refer to as a
Astructur al uni versal, 0 where a structur al
the nutual interaction of its constituent properties. Just as a certain molecule is methane
if and only if it instantiates the structural univerbalng methanéwhich it does if and
only if its components instantiate the right universals arranged in themaginter), a

certain mode is human if and only if it instantiates the structural univeesaj human

the ideational correlate to the form of human under ExtensionZ@p3). Hence the form of human under

Thought, some unstated form of reason, must also refer to, and be isomorphic with, the form of human

under Extension, a pattern or manner in which the primary property components of the human body

communicate their motions to one another. In general, guteahuman body is a dynamic mechanistic
structure so too will the human mind be. This is wh)
automatono (TdIE 85), an expression that Leibniz st
influence of Spinoza (see Deleuze 1992, 370n33), should not be regarded as merely figurative.
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(which it does if and only if its components are the right primary universals arranged in
the right manner). | also indicated that just as certain ur@vemnponents make a
human when in the right arrangement, each specific corporeal Buezamh a
universad is itself a component ultimately of the grand sempiternal structural universal
that Spinoza sometimes call s ifheformoff ace of
human under the attribute of Thought, | argued that, in general, some unstated form of
reason is the essential form of human. Since there is perfect isomorphism between ideas
and that to which they refer, and since the unstated form of reagself an idea that
seemingly refers to the form of human under the attribute of Extension, many of the
neutral characteristics of the form of human under Extension (being a structural
composite, for example) will apparently be true of the form of hunmaler Thought as
well.
9.4.2 Peculiar natures too

Before moving on to Part 5, 1 would like to conclude Part 4 with some comments
that perhaps should go without saying. Spinoza discusses the universal species nature of
human just as must as he speaks atimupeculiar nature of each human. Indeed, many
of the above passages that | used to discuss the form common to all humans is applicable
to the form peculiar to a given human. (For example, humans in general are active when
what they do follows from thatnstated form of reason that is the very species essence
of human under the attribute of Thought. Ahts humanhereis active when what he
does follows from his owpeculiarreason.) The individual nature of a given human, the

form peculiar to a givendman, is the nature that uniquely picks out that given human
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from everything else (even from the other humans to which that human is literally
identical at the species level).

In stressing the fact that humans do not instantiate one and the same human
naure, antirealist interpreters have been prone to stress that there is a form or nature
unique to each human. We see this for example in Rice and Hamf8hirstressing
the fact that humans instantiate one and the same human nature, some realist
commentatrs might be prone to ignore the fact that there is a form or nature unique to
each human (although I know of no realist interpreters that do so, or would want to do
s0). To go to either of these extremes not only is wrong for Spinoza (as we see for
exampé when we compare 1pl17s and 2p10s with 2d2), it also lands Spinoza in
contradiction’?°

3p57s illustrates this quite well.

[ T) he affects of the animals which are cal
as much as their nature differs from humature Both the horse and the man are
driven by a lust to procreate; but the one is driven by an equine lust, the other by a
human lust.
Here Spinoza is speaking about the difference between universal human nature and
universal equine nature. But watchatie says next.
[Given the fact that] the gladness of one [individual] differs in nature from the
gladness of the other as mucltlzs essence of the one differs from the essence of

the other. . . it follows that there is no small difference betweendladness by
which a drunk is led and the gladness of a philosopher.

"9Rice 1991, 300n39; Hampshire 1988, 108.
720 See Stephensen 2010, 137n100.
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Antirealists interpreters such as Rice and Hampshire tend to understand the first part of
the scholia in terms of the last part. Since the last part is, | will grant, about each
individual 6s having (in line with 2d2) its own
power (see also 3p55ctf),these antirealist interpreters thus conclude that in the first
part of the scholium Spinoza is metlly talking about a universal human natdte;
Spinea, as Mel amed says, i s’@Thatrgadingssi ng @l o0 s ¢
unnatural, just considering the first part of the scholium itself. Moreover, that reading is
wrong, given what | have demonstrated about
species nares (in particular the universal species nature of human).

Aside from these points, it is also obvi
peculiar form is compatible with each individual instantiating a form common to many.
Such compatibility is fregently denied in the literature. Sometimes this is explicit. We
see Martineau claim, for example, that Spin
finding a msinglarshimgs AFOehér tines, at least so | sense, it lurks
beneath the words tiie antirealist interpreter as their prime motivator. But as a quick
glance at the Porphyrian tree will indicate, each member of a multiplidi&gpite
eachds having one and t hedsameaehhaveothaon e s s en
properties peculiar to @mselves that ground their difference from each other and secure

the fact t hat their i ndi vi dual essences ar e

721 Form, nature, power, essence, definition and the like are used interchangeably: 1p16d/6R313s |

16, 1p34, 1p36d, 2p10, 2p134¥ 3p7, 3p56d, 3p57d, 4pref 11/208/26, 4d8, 4p19d, 4p33d, 4p53d, 4p61d,
5p25d; DPP 1p7s 1/163, DPP 2p2s, DPP 2p6s I/1928Ep. 12 1V/53/35, Ep. 54; Ep. 64.

722 See Stephensen 2010-62; Viljanen 2011, 147.

722 Melamed 2013d, 58n194.

724 Martineau 1882, 150n2, 111
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(3p55cd)’*®*Cont rary to what Melamed says, then,
when he speaks of eaaldividual having a peculiar nature even as each individual has
natures in common with other individudfs.

To be sure, Spinoza does say, in line with 2d2, that what is common between
members of a multiplicity cannot constitute gssencef any one of thas members
(2p37). But in addition to the fact that elsewhere he explicitly denies this, which should
trigger our charity sensors to deploy some sort of effort to see how these passages can be
reconciled, Spinoza insinuates even in this 2p37 passage et he says this, he is
talking about thesingularizingessence, the essence peculiar to the given individual in
guestion. So just as there is a form or essence or nature that individuates humans from
other species and whose retention constitutes thesfgrse of one as a member of the
human species, human x has a form or essence or nature or definition oF fibaer
individuates it from every other human and whose retention constitutes the persistence

of human x as human’s®

25 See Della Rocca 2004, 1:284; 2008, 95, 194, 19798; Di Vona 1960, 176; Leibnidew Essay8.6;
Soyarslan 2013; Stephensen 2010, 140.

726 Melamed 2013d, 58n194.

727 These are used interchangeably: 1p16d7$pl62/1516, 1p34, 1p36d, 2p10, 2p134% 3p7, 3p56d,
3p57d, 4pref 11/208/26, 4d8, 4p19d, 4p33d, 4p53d, 4p61d, 5p25d; DPP 1p7s 1/163, DPP 2p2s, DPP 2p6s
1/191/2025; Ep. 12 IV/53/35, Ep. 54; Ep. 64.

728 See Manning 2012,
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CHAPTER X (PART 5. CONCLUSIONS): ARISTOTELIAN AND PLATONIC

REALI SM COMBI NED I N SPI NOZAG6S ONTOLOC

10.1 Introductory remarks
A major debate among realists concerns uninstantiated universals. On the so
called Platonist or relational form of realism (which is embodied by the earlgrmod
philosopher John Norris and perhaps even by Descartes: see APPENDIX B), universals
do not exist merely as instantiated in subjects of predication. The reality of universals,
on this view, thus does not depend on any individual (besides perhaps tlesnselv
exemplifying them. On the stalled Aristotelian or nonrelational form of realism
(which is embodied by one of Spinozabds majo
understanding universalkeckermanri?®as well as in the thought &ustachius a
Sancto PaulandRalph Cudworth: see APPENDIXA),ni ver sal sanfido not h
subsistence of their d¥Nmsteddmudivesasmavereatity of i nd
merely as instantiated in subjects of predication. The question, then, is where Spinoza
stands on the issuAre universals realitiggior to things, to use the medieval way of
expressing Platonic realism? Or are universals realities martiings, to use the
medieval way of expressing Aristotelian reali$ih?
Unlike most antirealist interpretations of Spragwhich simply stress that

Spinoza is an antirealist and do not specify which form of antirealism he endorses,

729 See Keckermann 1602, 48; Freudenthal 1899, entry 106; Di Vona 1960, -1%3; Cerrato 2008,

119120; Van De Ven 2014, 13.

My translation Di Vona 1960, 157: #fAnon abbiano una
71 Thilly 1914, 167.
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realist interpreters often raise the issue as to whether Spinoza follows the immanent

realism of Aristotle or the transcendent realism of PlatoDe s pi t e Spi nozads ¢

blanket claim againstniversaliaanterel iuni ver sal s . . . neither
essence beyond that of -9%,iitsegnasimarepopulai ngso: CN
among realist interpreters to read Spinoza, thealed A Pl at o of%asal | centou

siding with Plato on the issue concerning the ontological independence of universals
from their instance& Haserot is perhaps the most vocal proponent of that
interpretation.

Here we not only haveniversalia in rebut universalia ante remnot only universal

form in things but form subsisting without actually existent exemplifications. . . . A
more cleaitut expression dPlatonismwould be difficult to find. . . (1) [E]ssences

[of finite individuals] are eternal; (2) geral individuals can agree in the same
essence; (3) if the essence is removed the individuals are removed (the individuals
are dependent on the essence and without it are impossibliéth@)ndividuals are
removed the essence is not affected Three further items only are requisite to
makeS p i n o z a 6 sconipleta [anal oleay Bpinoza endorses these items]: (i)
the essences are not dependent on mind; (2) they are not perceived or known by the
senses; (3) they are the objects of all real kedge. . . . [The point is obvious,
then.]An essence . . . may have being and yet not have any . . . exemplification.
Essences are eternal and hence independent . . . of their offjeetphilosopher to
whom he is closest both in his method and in hislogy isPlato. Certain features

of Pl atonism he would not have accepted,

eternity and immutability of the elements of rational universality are conceheed,
two philosophers are ornfé*

Martin, more recently, & defended a similar interpretation. He says that, for
Spinoza, the immanent characteristics of individuals are expressions of characteristics

that transcend those individuals and subsist for eternity without needing to be expressed

732 Kalb 1826, iii.

3 AlthoughseeRitlii e 1904, 24. fdYet it is impossible to
ontology without producing utter confusion. o
734 Haserot 1950479492,
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through or anchored tany individuals’*® The connection between Spinoza and Plato
cannot be clearer, Martin concludes. For Plato there is, on the one haadintss
itself that subsists eternally regardless as to whether there are any tall individuals and, on
the other handhe expression of that tallness in diverse tall individuals.

In this chapter | argue that Spinoza should be seen as combining the
Aristotelian and Platonic approach@sOn the one hand, Spinoza follows Aristotle on
the issue concerning substances hapigperties: no properties are ontologically prior
to the one substance, God, that instantiates them. On the other hand, the divine
attributes, as well as the universals inscribed in them for eternity, are ontologically prior
to theirnatura naturataexempifications (that is, their exemplifications in the durational
realm of modes) just as Platonic forms are ontologically prior to their exemplifications
by individuals in the durational realm. | defend this Platonist aspect of Spinoza against
severalobjectons t hat touch upon key puzzles in S
reconcile the conflicting evidence concerning whether the absolute nature of God is the
sufficient cause of the totality of modes and how to reconcile two apparently conflicting
causl principles that Spinoza apparently endorses. At the close of the chapter, | point

out a key way in which Spinoza seems to distance himself from the more ordinary

“Martin 2008; see Waller 2012. The Platonic aspects
commentators to deny. Indeed, even sangrealistinterpreters of Spinoza have interpreted him as a
Platonist. Hart, who conceives of Platonic form&aauniversals, is the best example.

[T]he similarities between the metaphysics of Plato and that ob3piare too significant to be

di smissed as mere happenstance. The #Afitodo of Pl atc
modes, and the coincidence of relations between Forms and particulars with the relation between . . .
infinite modes and fintemmd e s , is remarkabl e. . . I believe th

be interpreted as Platonic in its intent, unity, and intelligibiljtyart 1983, 8681)
736 SeeAmrine 2013, 258256.
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version of Platonic realism. Even though the attributes and the universals eternally
inscribed in them are ontologically prior to theatura naturatanstances, none of these
universals (contrary to what Plato himself seems to believe and what the usual Platonic
realist believes) fail to be instantiated.
10.2 The combination

When it comes toubstances having modes, it is clear that Spinoza endorses
Aristotelian realism. Each modevel property exists only in its indwelling state, only
insofar as it is instantiated by a substance. In other words, there would be no modes if
there were no substees in which they were instantiated; modes have reality only as
exemplified by substances. In the Aristotelian spirit, then, there are ncleale
natures fredloating in some realm beyond nature; all méelee| propertied in effect,
all mode$ are anchbred, if you will”®’ To say otherwise would be to posit a realm
above and beyond substances that confers character onto substances. Spinoza rejects
such a scenario. It is in this sense right for Gebhardt to claim the following.

Pl at o and S pabsaoldezcan6eptuahreakklsim .i n. . [ But] Spinc
are not transcendental essences, being immanent in particular’fings.

The same is true, albeit in some weak sense, with attribiifEse attributes
exist only as attributes of God. There is nomeaf attributes separate from and anterior
to God in which God participates. Now, it is somewhat misleading to say that the

attributesinherein God (see ChaptdY). God is nothing but the attributes. There is no

737 SeeDi Vona 2013.
738 Gebhardt 1921, 208.
739 See Presutti 201209.
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core of God in excess to the attributes amdhich the attributes inhere. Here, then, is
where we start to see the transition from Aristotelianism to Platonism. For, on the one
hand, the attributes together compose one substance, God, and aré€baisn some
weak sens® the sense in which ameenent of a collection is in a collection (see Chapter
IV). If we want to talk about this senseb&inginas fAi nstantiation, 0 t he
Aristotelian aspect comes to the fore. After all, the attributes do not exist unexemplified,
uninstantiated. On the othkand, as selufficient, eternal, and anterior to their
exemplifications by mod e s-sufficientandeatérrtalr i but es a
forms/4%1t is just that, for Spinoza, the attributes together constitute one substance:
God.

Despite frequert al k about the fAmisinterPretation
and despite the fact that some bel@wwerlooking such figures as Norris and
apparently Descartes (see APPENDIDDOB) hat A PI| at ocomtenderimiles a non
sevent ee nf?whercvee areansidgringthe relation betweaatura naturans
andnatura naturataa version of Platonic realism comes into stark relief. The attributes
and the universals eternally inscribed in them are ontologically anterior to#tera
naturataexemplificationgust as Platonic forms are ontologically anterior to their
exemplifications by individuals in the durational realm. Since the attributes themselves

and the properties inscribed in them for eternity are ontologically prior tortheira

740 SeeMoravcsik1973, 160.

741 Barbone 1993, 392, 385, 387n4; see Klein 2003, 28; MacKinnon 1924, 358; Rice 1991, 294n18;
Stephensen 2010.

742 oLordo 2011, 657.
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naturataexemplific at i ons, Gebhardtdés above claim tha
essences and properties should be qualified.
Let us look at the attribute of Extension for an example of such a Platonic
universal’®® From an attribute alone follo@swe might say: emanai@sall the finite
individuals of that attribute (Ep. 43} And this is of course true of Extension. Unlike
what Deleuz&® and Gersoff®find to be the case with Plotinus (namely, that the One
has nothing strictly in common with what emanates from it), and itrasirto
Gassendi 6s disgust at the idea that the cau
whatever the cause has given to the effect (a realist belief that he feels has infected
Descar t e s'8ferSpinoza allgihite indjviduals that follofvom Extension
have extendedness, and not in any mere analogical’taserot puts the point well.

[T]he modes of an attribute are modes of that attribute because they possess the
attribute in common as a common nat{ffe.

Since we have seen that Spinoggards the attributes as ontologically authentic (see

Chapterll and ChaptelV), and since we have seen that Spinoza is a realist concerning

743 See Fullerton 1894, 239att 1972, 186187.

“Spinoza explicit]l yi nsgpoe aaknsd ofiff |tohwinnggsd ffernvaom aGod. See
KV 2.26.8; Viljanen 2011, 37n11.

745 Deleuze 1992, 172, 376n6; ddarthy 1995, 56n1.

746 Gerson 1994, 208n72.

747 See Descartes VIl 28339.

748 Note that my claim that extendedness is a universal doesnmaly amount to the claim that the

attribute of Extension is what Bradley calls the #fAc
a concrete universal is merely a subject of predication that is a one over the many properties tisateit has (
Stern 2007) . However, to be one over onedbds many pr o]

(see Kemp Smith 1927, 145; Wilson 1969, 156n1). | claim that extendedness is a universal in that each
individuated thing under Extension has extemdsd. So we might still call Extension a concrete universal
as that phrase has been described by Collingwood, for example. Collingwood says that an individual is
universal if it is one and the same throughout its internal diversity (19282PGee Allson 1986;
Delahunty 1985, 86; Harris 1973, 24, 27; Harris 1977, 207; Harris 1998%, 36, 207; Parkinson 1974,

37; Rojek 2008, 37%hmueli 1970, 17178, 1871889).

749 Haserot 1950, 485.
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universals (see Part 2 and Part 3), there should be no question about whether there really
is such an entity as Eension and whether it is one and the same Extension in each
extended thing. Indeed, Spinoza is rather explicit about that fact. This is why he can say,
for example, that an idea of a given body A, whether ofimaiebody or the merest
part of that body necessarily involves the attribute of which that body is a mode:
Extension (2p45 and 2p46d). The idea of body A necessarily involves Extension
because extension is Acommon to all [ bodi es
whol eo of them (2p46d) .
Sothat was the realism part. But what about the Platonist part? Since Extension
is more than the heap of all extended modes, Extension does not subsist merely insofar
as they subsist. To be sure, Extension needs to express itself as all these individuals
(1p16), in which case it cannot exist without being exemplified by extended modes. But
that is not to say, however much it may sound like saying, that Extension exists only in
extended modes. Extension is somettangplogically prior to its modes and not,
contrary to what some seem to thifiRnothing but its modes (KV 1.8 1/47/20ff). In
Spinozabs words, fiextension is witHh®ut and
4.8;1pl, 1p5d, 1p10). This is why Spinoza can say, as he does at 1p5d, that a true
conception of an attribute is not affected by bracketing its modes from consideration,
pushing them to this side (see 1p1, 1p8s2 11/49/28). Gie¢mra naturan6 s ont ol ogi c a
anteriority tonatura naturata gi ven its not MAneedong anyt hi

produce everything (KV 1.8 1/47/24), it follows that, and in contrast to what some

750 Naess 1975, 683.
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commentators say! Extension is a Platonic form relative to the modes in which it is
multiply realized.

Let us look at the matter another way. Let us look at the nigtteonsidering a
di fferent property: mobility orgoneaitheSpi noza
properties that Spinoza, following PlatoSaiphis254b106c1,*? describes as all
pervading (see 2p32Zp38c in light of 2p13lemma2dylobility does notsubsist merely
in modes that exemplify mobility. Mobility subsists independent of bodies that are
mobil e. l'ts existence, i n elodaleotbnandi s not | i
r e $%Thedattribute of Extension, all by itself, suffices to bradmput mobility, unlike
the case with Extension in Des®C4dusttagsos phil
each body is an effect of Extension so too is its mobility. But if the mobility of each
body is the effect of the absolute nature of Extension, rirability must subsist in the
absolute nature of Extension.

How so? Well, for Spinoza a cause cannot
cause can produce more t han -29tseedm3randai ns i n
1a5; Ep. 4; KV appla5 I/114/}.5To give the contrapositive wording of 1p3, x can be
the cause of y only if x and y have something in common. In the words of John Norris,
inothing can communicate WwWHR&WN st om@s onodDO uE

Descartesds o wn mehatdghergis rethifgonrthe effect whichkis not in

1 See Rce 1985; Rice 1991; Rice 199Mturthy 1995, 49, 53, 55.

752 See Reeve 1985, 57.

3 Garrett 1994, 82.

754 Della Rocca 1999, Della Rocca 2003b, 225; Viljanen 2011, 76n71.
"85 Norris 1689,44; see Norrid974,1:27, 2:503.

357



the cause, fAcannot begin to exist unless it
everything to b’ Spinozadescribesrthistcausal sisiladtynpencigle
in Letter 4.

If two things have nothing in common with one another, one cannot be the cause of

the other, for since there would be nothing in the effect which it had in common with

the cause, whatever the effect had [due to the transfer], it would have from nothing.

(Ep. 4 IV/14/9-12).

Here is how he puts it in tHghort Treatise

That which has not in itself something of another thing, can also not be a cause of
the existence of such another thing. (KV appla5 1/114/15)

Consider also the following related remarks fromEtigics

The power of an effect is defined by the power of its cause, insofar as its essence is
explained or defined by the essence of its cause. (5a2)

[N]othing belongs to the nature of anything except what follows from the necessity
of the nature of the effient cause. (4pref 11/208/5)

Since Extension is ontol ogi(Kval2l/2p/35isee t hout a
TTP 4.8;1p1, 1p5d, 1p10), it follows that mobility does not exist solely as exemplified

in mobile modes, solelyasitisinthebemmg such modes. Transcendi
mobilitwynderItyiang if orceo of mobility that i
manifestationg®’ (The same goes fany other genuine property, even the properties

that Spinoza discusses in 2p39 as being commobnt a few finite individuals (at least

two)d indeed, even properties that only one individual has (or the one individual itself,

for that matter), as will become clear in due course.)

756 Descartes AT VII 41.
5T Garrett 1994, 82.
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Spinoza has a somewhat helpful example to illustrate how a prdigerty
mobility does not exist solely as exemplified in mobile modes. The following picture

(Figure 2)will help us understand the example.

N

C
Figure 2.0 Latent Rectangles

Let line segments AC and FG intersect anywhere in a circle. Call that point of
intesection AB. 0 As Euclid has proven, if wyou
BC, you will have a figure that is equal in area to a rectangle formed with base BG and
height BF. Put generally, then, fotmhde circl e
from the segments of all the straight | ines
(2p8). Hence it follows that Ain a circle t
that are equal to one anot hersbingorigséise) . Now,
Il n what sense? Well, fAmerely insofar as the
perfect sense to say, fALet only two of thes
existence would these two have, were they brought about, thahdrardinitely many

existing rectangles would not have? A durational existence. They were brought about as
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actual durational creatures, in some sense more tangible than those that exist merely
insofar as the circle exists.
The circle in this illustratioms a rough standh for an attribute in its absolute
nature, that is, for an attribute as it is ontologically prianatura naturata(seeT TP
4.8;1pl, 1p5d, 1p10; KV 1.2 1/25/35). The two durational rectangles are the rough
standins for properties ingar as they have entered the being of durational entities; that
is, they are stanths for properties as exemplified by durational modes. The infinite
other rectangles that exist merely insofar as the circle exists are the rougimsteond
properties a ontologically prior to entering the being of durational entities; that is, they
are the stanths for properties prior to exemplification.
From this illustration, it is clear that even prior to (or perhaps better: without
regard to) instantiation by dational entities they are stdbmething still an expression
of the attribute to which they pertdirfor Spinoza™®1 t i s just that they
in the language of Spinoza (2p8, 5p29s; KV 1.2 1/28/20, KV 2prefl, KV applp4d, KV
app2.10; DPP 1p7s BB; CM 1.2 1/237/2€80, CM 1.2 1/239/15; TTP 4.8; see Ep. 42),
or fienvel opedodo and fenf o/ldnerdlyimtheiasoliteh e | angu
nature of the attribute. They are, we might say in the language of Cudworth, the virtual
powers of the fundaantal spermatic force that is the absolute nature of the attribute:

ithe spermatic or plastic power do®h virtua

758 See Deleuze 1992, 382n24.
759 Cusanud 954, 77; Cusanus 1981, 94.
760 Cudworth 1731, 135.
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Now, the relationship between the actual rectangles (of which we supposed two)
and what we mightatl, following Cudworth ancuarez and Aquing$'t he #fAvi rtual o
rectangle (of which there are infinite) has been notoriously difficult to get str&fght.
But we might say, by very loose analogy, that the difference is like that between the
muscle man curlinghe 5Ib dumbbell for which his power is sufficient and merely his
power to |ift that dumbbell exactly as he d
actual good deed x, which is an expression of his charitable nature, and his charitable
nat ur endyso dpd The main reason why the analogy is loose, of course, is that
the dumbbell is outside of the muscleman and the situation that provides the occasion for
the charitable activity is outside of the saint, neither the dumbbell nor that situation
flowing from the nature with the specific powers in quest®dWvi t h Spi nozads Go
is clearly not the case.
10.3 Objection and reply 1
10.3.1 Objection 1: the causal di ssimilarit
One might argue that we Isthave merely immanent realism even when it comes

to modes being charactered. One might argue, to put it more specifically, that the

761 Cudworth 1731, 135, 21718, 257;SuarezMD 29.3, MD 30.1; AquinaSumma Theologia¢, Q54.

762 SeeBennett 1984, 358; Curley 1969, 1380; Curley 1988, 885; Della Rocca 1996, 134 and 191n4;
Donagan 193b, 194197; Donagan 1988, 5&9.

763 Another debate is whether the virtual essences are infinite or finite. Martin (2008) says infinite and
Gueroult (1974, 10217, 547) says finite. One thing is for sure. These eternal and immutable essences are
determinag: they each specify a determinate way that an attribute can express itself. This is all, by the
way, that Gueroult means when he calls them finite. This is for good reason, of course, because Spinoza
seems to think that finite and determinate go hancimt{see 1p28 and 1p28d). Martin says they are not
finite because, unlike the finite items described in 1p28, the causal explanation for them as they are in the
absolute nature of the attribute is not expressible in terms of resulting from earlier Stihtesarld.

Since the two commentators in question simply have different analyses of finitude, there is hope for
reconciliation.
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determinate essence as it is contained in germ, or virtually, in the absolute spermatic
nature of the attribute is not tlkesence that gets multiply instantiated. There is a
difference between the virtual and the actual, so one might sayciied determinate
essence is what gets multiply instantiated, and this actual essence exists only in its
exemplifications by actual ades. On this view, all the properties that, say, | have in
common with certain other bodies would not
transcending property, even in the weak sense of transcendence operative in the Platonic
realist interpretationfoSpinoza Although we would still have realism since each body
in question would be identical in terms of the property in question, the realism would be
Aristotelian: the property in question subsisting only as instantiated in the durational
realm of mods.

The objection might further unfold as follows. That there can be no identity
between the virtual essence, that is, the Platonic form, and the actual essence is
independently corroborated by Spihataszads 1pl
caugd differs from what causedptecisely in what it has fromthecaose ( 1 p 17 s
[1/63/17-18). Accor ding to this princi anleffectdiffersd i n t |
from its cause with respec®Sintedheadsadute it rece
nature is the cause of all things, in both their essence and existence (see 1p25 and 1pl7s
[1/63), from this principle it follows that everything caused by the absolute nature of the

attribute must differ in every way from that absolute nature. Therefaannot be that

764 Schmaltz 2000, 86; see Di Poppa 2006, 273ff; Rivaud 190613@8Curley 1985, 427n51; Della
Rocca 2001; Gueroult 196886-295; Giancotti Boscherini 198&braham 1977, 38.
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the essence contained in the absolute nature is what is instantiated in modes. There can
be nothing in common, in fact, between the cause and the effect. Hence we have yet
another argument from Spinoza, and it is likely the most powergialinst an
anthropomorphic GoéP>
Since God explains both the being of all things and the quality of their being,
since God is the cause of the essence and existence of each thing, God must differ in
every respect from each of his effects. Spinoza petpdmt well.
So the thing [(say, God)] that is the cause both of the essence and of the existence of
some effect [(say, me)], must differ from such an effect, both as to its essence and its
existence. (1p17s)
10.3.2 Reply to objection 1
Several responsecould be made to the above case in order to save the Platonic
realist reading. First, the following points should be noted. (1) The only filate
Spinoza mentions the causal dissimilarity principle is 1p17s. (2) Spinoza, as | pointed
out above, explitly endorses the causal similarity principle, which is that the cause has
in common with the effect whatever it gives to the effect. In this case, whatever follows

from the eternal absolute nature of an attribute must be had by that eternal absolute

nature(see 1a5 plus 1p3, 4pref 11/120885 5a2; KV 2.24 1/104/229, KV appla5

For a poignant statement of Spinozabds rejection of
following remarks to Boxel.

Further, when you say that you do not see what sort of God | haderifylin him the actions of

seeing, hearing, attending, willing, etc., and that he possesses those faculties in an eminent degree, |

suspect that you believe there is no greater perfection than can be explicated by tireafineed

attributes. | am notusprised, for | believe that a triangle, if it could speak, would likewise say that

God is eminently triangul ar, and a circle that Goc

would ascribe to God its own attributes, assuming itself to be likea@ddegarding all else as-ill

formed. Ep. 56)
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1/114/15; TTP 4 111/58/120; Ep. 4)°® Tschirnhaus recognizes this as well. The
assumption, so Tschirnhaus argues, that an effect of the absolute nature of God has
nothing in commonwvith the absolute nature of God (which apparently would be the case
according to the 1p17s causal dissimilarity principle) contradicts the very fact that it is
the effect of the absolute nature of God. For according to the causal similarity principle
statal in such places as 1p3, the effect has in common with the cause whatever it
receives from the effect (Ep. 63.

From these points, one might insist that the 1p17s principle is anomalous. Or, as
GiancottiBoscheriniclaims in her Italian translation of tiighics’®® one might insist
that the 1p17s principle is merely stated in order to illustreextreme position, and
one that Spinoza personally denies, that the intellect of God (if we say that God has an
intellect) would have nothing in common with timéellect of marr®®

As much as it helps my reading here, | do not have much confidence in this
general strategy. In 1p17s Spinoza gives no indication, as far as | can see, that the causal
dissimilarity principle, which he uses as a premise to show thattekect of God (if
we say that he has an intellect) would have nothing in common with the intellect of
human, fails to be something to which he subscribes. There is indication that Spinoza is
somewhat uncomfortable with the idea of saying that Godagellect, yes. But

Spinoza is willing to assume this common view in order to show that, even if it is true, it

766 See Zellner 1985.
767 Schmaltz says that the causal principle of 1p3 and the causal principle of 1p17s seem to conflict (2000,

87) . Curley has noted this as webtbemiATbi soptasadpet i|

(1985, 427n51). Gueroult also addresses this issue (196298536
768 GiancottiBoscherinil988.
769 See Della Rocca 1996, 181n55.
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would still be that there is no more commonality between the intellect of God and the
intellect of human than, to use his own example, thatden a dog constellation and a
biological dog (1p17s 11/63/4)°
Second, the foll owing argument coul d be
Tschirnhauso6és objecti on.ccoRlingtsthecdusat us r ecal
dissimilarity principle, areffect of the absolute nature of God has nothing in common
with the absolute nature of God. But according to the causal similarity principle, this
would mean that this effect of the absolute nature of God is not the effect of the absolute
nature of God.
Next | et wus hear tSpiTnsoczhai 6rsn hoawns Orse scphoanr sgee
contradiction Indicating thate does not see any contradiction between the dissimilarity
and similarity principles, Spinoza offers the following response.
| pass on to the second questiwhich asks whether, when both their essence and
existence are different, one thing can be produced from another, seeing that things
that differ thus from one anothappearto have nothing in commohreply that,
sinceall particular thingsexcept thee that are produced by like thingsffer from
their causes both in essence and in existdrgae no difficulty here nfy emphasis
Ep. 64)
Now, one might emphasize the words that | have emphasized in order to indicate
that, as far as Spinoza is conuad, it could very well be that in the cause and effect

relation between God amdhtura naturatathereis something in common. According to

this reading, which does indeed seem per mit

"SeeK 0 y 19805 It may be relevant to note that the claim that the divine intellect of Godchand t
human intellect have nothing in common holds only on the false assumption that intellect pertains to the
divine nature.
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cause and effect thathavelmat ng i n common wi | | di ffer in Db
But this does not mean, however, that he actually thinks that God and his effects can
have nothing in common. And, indeed, once we bring to bear on this passage the more
entrenched and thoroughlgf@nded causal similarity principle (1a5 plus 1p3, 4pref
[1/208/5-6, 5a2; KV 2.24 1/104/229, KV appla5 1/114/15; TTP 4 111/58/1Z0; Ep. 4),
it seems clear that, for Spinoza, with God and his effects there must be commonality.
God actually has whatevédré effect has.
While | agree that the above is a viable reading of Letter 64, | am not
comfortable with saying that the issue at hand is now resolved. The problem with this
solution is that this does not change the fact thdtpa?s Spinoza seems to kaying
that an effect of the eternal God can hagéhingin common with the eternal God. This
solution, like the previous one, has Spinoza making a claim in 1p17s that he does not
really endorse. Although Giancotti Boscherini has given some suppors toetv,
nothing in 1p17s suggests that Spinoza does not truly endorse the causal dissimilarity
principle in his argument to prove the following conditional: if God has an intellect, then
that intellect will have nothing in common with the intellect of mlathink we need a
solution that honors the following facts. (1) There seems to be no substantial indication
t hat Spinoza rejects the causal dissimilari
aback, 0 as Deleuze says, tiatkleamt albbiags kOoorcoas o
advocacy of both the causal similarity principle of 1p3d and the causal dissimilarity

principle at 1p17$’*

"1 Deleuze, 1992, 48.
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Third, and to give a response that honors those two facts, there seems to be a way
to reconcile, or at last start tocancile, the apparent tension that arises between
Spinozads official causal similarity princi
saying in either case that Spinoza is not speaking in his own voice or is not making a
genuine endorsement. TNegelateSchriftenversion of theEthicsprovides an
important qualification on the 1p17s claim that the effect must differ from the cause in
what it receives from the cause. Usually | do not put as much stock in the additions
found in the Dutch translation as Gelodt does. After all, the extra notes incorporated
into the Dutch translation are most likely clarifications made, not by Spinoza, but by his
circle of friends’’?> Nevertheless, | agree that consultation ofNlagelate Schriften
version can sometimes prae good guidance. Now, in tiNagelate Schriftemersion,
and right after the statement of the causal principle in quéstioa me | vy, fAwhat i s
caused differs from its causdeweprgeecti:s efilfyori nt |
reasonitis calledthefeffect of such a cause. 0 The sugges!H
did not differ from the cause, it would not make sense to call it an effect; it would be the
same as the cause and so not worthy of a different title suggesting individuation from the
effed. In this case, perhaps all that Spinoza is committing himself to with uislisol
Adi ssimilarity principle of causationo in t
God and his effects there will be individuation.

This is compatible with the sual essence contained in the absolute nature of an

attribute being identical with each of its exemplifications such that we have univocity. It

2See Akkerman 1980, 151; Thijss€choute 1954, 10; Viljanen 2011, 23n36.
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is just that there will be individuation between the essence as it is merely imbedded or
inscribed in the absote nature of the attribute and as it is exemplified in duration.
Clearly there is individuation: therexsmerely as imbedded in the absolute nature of the
attributeandx as it is in durationThere is no doubt some individuating difference,
then, betwen the virtual and the actual. As indicated by the muscleman and saint
examples, the virtual is the mere potency and the actual is the expression of that
potency. Notice even here that we still haveshmepotency, thesamepattern, in both
cases. We caapply this solution, where we see the cause as the potency and the effect
as the expression of that potency, generally. God in his absolute nature is the potency
and the all of his effects are the expressions ofdhatand the san@otency.
lcannotgd nt o much detail about the conflict
principles when it comes to the absolute nature of God and the effects of thad raature
i ssue described by Curley, along with sever
fiextr emel ¥ Theveasprl whynitdgs.especially puzzling is that what makes the
effect different from the cause must itself be contained in the cause as well, in which
case what makes the effect different from the cause must be had by the cause (such that
there is nothinghat makes the effect different from the cause). The effect must be
contained in the cause, the absolute nature of God, for the following reasons, of course.
(1) The absolute nature of God causes everything. (2) The causal similarity principle
demands thditerally everythingabout the effect be contained in the cause. Now, since

what makes the effect different from the cause (the absolute nature of God) must be had

73 Curley 1985, 427n51.
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by the cause (the absolute nature of God), there would seem to be a contradiction: what
is different about the effect is not different about the effect.

But as | see it, and here is my preliminary stab at reconciliation, the effect is
automatically individuated from the cause precisely by being the effect, an expression,
of the cause. Stranges it may sound, what is different about the effect is not something
contained irthe cause even thoughcibmes fronthe cause. To say that it comes from
the cause and yet is not contained in the cause is not to violate the causal commonality
principle. Nor is it so utter a blatant contradiction. For it only comes from the cause as
anautomatic byproduosdf the fact that the cause is expressing itself. Even stranger as it
may sound, this is not to appeal to a brute fact. That the effect is differentwspts
must be the case i f something is really the
out o on bringing about what is different ab
there is automatically a difference about the effect. And sheeause is sufficient for
the effect, the cause is sufficient for what makes the effect different from the cause but
in a way that is compatible with the causal
strict rationalism and his commitment to theisal similarity principle).

However unsatisfactory it might be for now, | believe that my basic solution for
how to reconcile Spinozabés two causal princ
Spinoza to keep the causal dissimilarity principle, whichgpears to be endorsing at
1pl7s. On the other hand, it allows Spinoza to keep his official causal similarity
principle, which he endorses all over the place. Generally, that there are both principles

in play makes sense if there really is a plurality éé&f of the absolute nature of God
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that are not mere illusions (wdh is what | argued in Chapter YIFor even though, as
the causal similarity principle emphasizes, the absolute nature cause must have
something in common with the effect in order to bitngoout, the effect must be in
some way different than the absolute nature cause, as the causal dissimilarity principle
emphasize’ indeed, and according to my interpretation, as the causal dissimilarity
principle merelyemphasizes. If there were no diface, then there would be no
plurality.””* And yet if there were@o identity (as is implied when the causal dissimilarity
principle is taken in too strong of a sense), an absolute wedge would arise between
natura naturansthe power by which all things apeoduced (see 1p29s and KV 1.8),
andnatura naturatathe totality of things produced (1p29 and KV 1.9).

Such a bifurcation would be too radical for Spinoza to acéephe lacuna
between the absolute nature of God and a mode wowdddmdute the absolte nature
of God and a given mode would have nothing in common. After all, the absolute nature
of God all by itsel® gives rise to a mode and thus, on an interpretation of the causal
dissimilarity principle that is too strong (namely, on an interpretatidheocausal
dissimilarity principle that is left unchecked by the causal similarity principle), nothing
about the mode could be in common with God. Such an extreme lacuna might be okay
for some. Indeed, one of the principles of ThomismeasDeo et creatts nil univoce

praedicatut the principle that Scotus found to be destructive to philos6fStdowever,

774 On this basd, my gut tells me that those inclined to the acosmist readings of Spinoza might be
overlooking the 1p17s causal principle as | have described it.

7SBut see Ep. 54van Ruler 2009. It is precisely because Spinoza would not accept such a bifurcation
thatDeleuze and Mark warn that we should not think of Spinoza as a Plofibé&euzel992, 172,

376n6; Mark 1975, 281; sédurthy 1995, 56n1).

78 ScotusLect 1, d. 3, p. 1, g.2; see Deleuze 1992, 360n10; Mark 1975, 280; Pini 2010.
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for Spinoza, who is supposed to be following Scotus in endorsing the univocity of being,
the extreme lacunae betwesgitura naturansandnatura naturatavould entail all sorts
of troubles.
The main trouble would be a violation of explanatory rationalism, for reasons

that Descartes indicates in the Third Medi't
common with God would mean that that mode is theltethe product, of nothing.
Recall Spinozads own response to Ol denburgd
with created things.

If two things have nothing in common with one another, one cannot be the cause of

the other, for since there would be natin the effect which it had in common with

the cause, whatever the effect had [due to the transfer], it would have from nothing. .

.. [Therefore,] | have maintained the complete opposite [of your interpretation] (Ep.

4 IV/14/9-15).
Since Ol dteenrbpurregtbast iionn i s t hat @AGod has not hj
created things, 06 when Scpmpletoppasitesiawhe t hat he
presumably means that God la®rythingformally in common with created things.
That he means this makes goetise. The causal similarity principle, which Spinoza
cherishes, guarantees that God has everything formally in common with created things
(see also KV 1.2 1/30/2B0). So although some commentators believe that there is utter
incommensurability between @gn finite mode and its attribute (as indeed a certain
reading of the causdissimilarity principle suggests), it seems that this cannot be.

Oof cour s e, now the task wil/l be to recon

1674 remark to Boxel.

777 SeeSchiitze 1923, 41.
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This | do know, between the finite and the infinite theraasrelation, so that the
difference between God and the greatest and most exaaibatéd thing is no other
than that between God and the least created thing. (Ep. 54)
As at least a preliminarygeseur t owar ds reconciliation, Il wi |
i's no r el at indlamoesse mgportiomemd. aT H qaroordionend fic a n
be transl|l ated in a variety of ways: fipropor
ARel at i on o0 wouldsugiestpneaotle sogharthe others, an absolut® gulf
utter incommensurability between the absolute nature of God and finite modes. If only
in light of the fact that Spinoza is supposed to be, along with Scotus, the prince of
univocity, these translatns are not to be preferred. When we also consider (1) that these
finite modes are supposed to be caused by God, as Spinoza says in the next lines, and (2)
that Spinoza endorses the causal similarity principle, we have more reason to use some
other translaon. The following remark by Spinoza captures that reason.
Godobds true perfection is that hehegives al |
greatest; or to put it better, he has everything penfieaimself (my emphasis KV
1.6 1/43)
Now, notice hat when Spinoza is talking about the difference between God and
his creatures in Letter 54, he specifically is focusing on the fact that the forimimite
and the latter ifinite. Taking this passage simply as a statement of the difference
betweenfinite and finite makes what Spinoza is saying not only rather innocuous in
itself, but also to my conclusion about the commonality between God and his creatures.

Just because God and Go thdgsitudedoes aotmeandhst d o not

there canot be commonality between them. For these reasons, in translating
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fiproportionend | am more inclined towards either t

simply fAgYy mmetry. o

10.4 A Atranscendento form for each detail
Once we do see that everything undegiven attribute flows from or, as Spinoza

puts it, is Acommunicatedo by the -@»sol ute

we seem forced to regard a given specific n

spermatic power as the same natheg manifests imatura naturata(see 1a4, 1a5,

1p3)/"® For once again a cause cannot communicate what it does not have, which is why

Spinoza believes, in line witBuareZ® that we can learn about the cause by examining

what was given as or to the effésee TTP 4.4, TTP 6.7; CM 1.2 1/239; 5p24)

[K]nowing that all things are determined and ordained by God and that the workings

of Nature follow from Godébés essence, whil
decrees and volitions, we must unreservedly kmlecthat we get to know God and

Godbs wi ll al | the better as we gain bett
understand more clearly how they depend on their first cause, and how they operate

in accordance with Naturebs eternal | aws .
Tobesu e, A[fi]t I s possible to proceed from t|

essences o f®Guimindsase salimited nosever, that in many cases we
learn what eternal essences there are contained in the absolute nature of a diuén attri

only by first seeing the exemplifications of those essences (see CM 1.2 1/239).

7’8 Unfortunately, the original version of the letter was written in Dutch and it is not certain that the Latin

version present in thBpera Postumavas in fact written by Spinoza.

™Bergson appears to make the same (sebDardet201®t i on about
235).

780 SyareaviD 30.1.

"8lvjilianen 2011, 24.
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Spinoza is rather explicit about the fact that we are dealing with one and the
same essence, whether we are talking about the essence as inscribed for eternity in the
abolute nature of its attribute or as exemplified. The essence of the human mind that we
find embedded in the absolute nature of Thought is the same essence to which we
attribute duration while it is the correlate to the essence of the enduring body (see
5p23d). The samé that is eternal we attribute duration to while it is instantiated in time.
This is evident by the fact that Spinoza does not use different subjenting terms
when he refers to the essence in eternity and the correlating essencauiratiomal
realm. This is evident, in other words, by his following manner of speaking: x insofar as
it is eternal and x insofar as it is enduring (see 5p23d). Thus the sort of Platonism we
have on our hands is not of an antirealist variety (where a giegnal essence is
construed as a model imitated more or less perfectly by the individuals said to
participate in it, such that there really is no identity across diversity). Instead we have a
realist Platonism. The charactwnferring essence is wholbyesent and expressed
through each of the in®ividuals that dApart.

So we have seen that, for Spinoza, all the forms or ratios instantiated by things
are contained in the absolute nature of the attribute in question (see DpR241.8; CM
1.2 1/238/1611, CM 1.2 1/239/149; KV app2 1/119/1719), a view similar to what we
see inSuareZ® Such a view is guaranteed by the fact that each thing is entailed by the

absolute nature of its attribute. As contained in the absolute nature of ifnaet@ttall

782 See Deleuze 1992, 181.
783 SuarezaviD 30.1; see Sangiacomo 2013,
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these forms are eternal or atempo@i/(1.3 1/243/1114; see HG ch. 5, HG ch. 3%}
humanity, just as much as mobility, fhas be
eternity, i mmut d¥CMMI102 130N 1pA). Rulbrbr8seend
to have been on to thi& And he rightly notes that we should be keeping these ideas in
mind when we are reading Part 5 of #thics where a discussion about immortality
comes to the fore.

Fullerton calls the Spinozistic immortality ofahasm A cheap, 0 however
says that it is not to be confused with immortality in the normal séhBer what is
eternal, according to Ful | egeneralfiorihef r eadi ng o
human (which | have understood to be a certain pattern eadthibjt each and every
human) and the immortality of such an impersonal form does notrgiveuch
consolation. But there is one important thing that should be noted in contrast to some
commentatord’ and at least ipartial alignment with other&8NothinginSpi noz ad s
system seems to stop the forms from being highly specific, personalized to each singular
item.

That is an understatement, in fact. If | really am different from my son, then |
will have my own individualized form. Lest we say that the absalatare of an

attribute is not sufficient for all of its modes, that specific form must be harbored, in

784 SeeDonagan 1973H.in 2006¢, 341.

"8 Fullerton 1894, 257.

86 Fullerton 1894, 257; see Saw 1951, 129.

787 See Bennett 1984, 3863 Curley 1988, 8386; Martin 2008, 493; Morrison 1994; Nadler 2001b,
94ff; Nadler 2006, 269; Yovel 1989.

788 SeeDonagan 1973b, 24258; Kneale 1973, 22740; Koistinen 2009b, 160ff; Rudavsky 2000, 181
and 186; Scribano 2012; Wolfson 1934, Z39.
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germ form, within the absolute nature of the attribute in the way that an innate idea is
harbored, in germ form, within the mind. In other words, anddtoe Lei bni z06s col
way to explain innatene$®t he absol ute nature of the attr
it contains that form virtually just as we might say that a block of marble is so veined
that it contains the sculpture of Hercules virtuallg.say otherwise is to say that the
absolute nature of the attribute is not sufficient for this highly specific form. It is to say
that other factors outside of the absolute nature of the attribute are needed. That is
impossible for Spinoza. So since thatm must be harbored in the absolute nature of the
attribute under consideration whi ch t hus all ows Spinoza to
t he b odyldaoHha pr2ndriality,in way that is less foreign to the traditional
view than Fullerton makes dut to seem (however foreign that immortality may
remain).
Perhaps recognition of this fact might have assuaged, at least somewhat,
Bl yenberghdés shock at the notion, which we
mind is just as much a composite as body. Blyenbergh thinks that the composite
view of the mind entails that the mind would not survive the death of the body (Ep. 24).
What Blyenbergh does not recognize is that even the singularizing essence of the soul,
the mind, dwells in the absolutetnee of Thought, inscribed there for eternity just as the
form of the body too is so inscribed in the absolute nature of ExtefiSithe

expectation, however, is that Blyenbergh will be equally shocked to find that, for

78 See Lebniz NewEssayspreface.
70 See Deleuze 1992, 380n3; Koistinen 2009b, 160ff; Scribano 2012.
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Spinoza, eternal as well is the umégform of this specificock (which is nothing but the
sum of the following: the form of its mind, the form of its body, the form of its . . .).

't is not just that Spinozads system den
causal similarity principlethat every specific form expressible by a given attribute is
contained fAvirt (Paheley® numerous dassdagesavheteSpinoaat e .
says as much. We already saw this at 2p8, for example. Spinoza is even more explicit in
theCM. Here hetells s t hat the essences of all modes,
contained in the absolute nature of the attribute of which they are modes (see CM 1.2
1/238/1011, CM 1.2 1/239/149).

[T]he essences of nonexistent modes are comprehended in their subadcare]
in their substances. (CM 1.2 1/239/12)

Consider these remarks in the TTP as well.
[T]he nature of the triangle is contained in the divine nature from all eternity. . . .
[T]he nature of the triangle is thus contained in the divine natutleeébnecessity of
the divine nature alone. (TTP 4.8)

Now these remarks from DPP.
God isthe cause or creator of all things (corollary 1) and . . . the cause must contain
in itself all the perfections of the effect (axiom 8), as everyone can readil{¥ee.
1pl2c2d)

And these from the KV.

Nature or God . . . contains in itself all the essences of created things. (KV app2.4)

[A]ll the essences of things we see which, when they did not previously exist, were
contained in extension. (KV applp4d)

91See Deleuze 1992, 177.
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[T]he essence of each of the modes is contained in the attributes. . . . But it should be
noted in addition that these modes, [even] when considered as not really existing, are
nevertheless equally contained in their attributes. (KV app21}0
Back now to thdethics at 5p22 Spinoza says that there is an eternal and immutable
essence for each individual b6 ™Thsedplaimsi ng At hi
why Spinoza can claim that the essence of each thing is an eternal truth at 1d8exp and
can make the folling related remark in the TP.
Anynatural thing can be adequately conceiweldether it actually exists arot
Therefore, just as the coming into existence of natural things cannot be concluded
from their definition, so neither can their perseveranaxisting; for their ideal
essence is the same after they have begun to exist ashtfassthey existed. (my
emphasis TR.2)
Spinoza can thus speak of an individualized eternal essence for &hanseerd, one in
which the father at least partiallynpbaipates (since the son comes from the father and
nothing in the effect was not first in the cause).
The father so loves his son that he and his beloved son are, as it were, one and the
same. . . . [Thus] the soul of the father must likewise participdtee ideal essence
of his son[, not simply in the idea essence of himsgf). 17)
10.5 Objection and reply 2
10.5.1 Objection 2: the absolute nature of an attribute is insufficient for its finite modes
One may raise the following problem at thami. The conclusion being

defended is that inscribed in the absolute nature of a given attribute (and let us simply

speak about the attribute of Extension and its modes from here on) are the forms of each

792 SeeAlquié 2003, 3811 am aware that Spinoza devotes most attention to homithgremains eternal,

and how it is specifically the inlectual achievements of the midhe intellect, the set of adequate

idea® that remains eternal (see 5p38s, 5p40c). Since he is forced to admit the highly specified form of
immortality that | just described, one might just say for the time being thatse tart 5 passages

Spinoza has in mind a different sense of immortality than the one | am talking about, which we might call
the 2p82p8s sense of immortality.
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and every mode in its singularity, and so eversgiexific form unique tgou The

central reason provided for this conclusion is that all things falling under Extension are
ultimately entailed by the absolute nature of Extenéidh.follows, then, that the
conclusion would be undermined if it is theseghatot everything falling under

Extension is ultimately entailed by the absolute nature of Extension. There are strong

reasons to believe that, for Spinoza, not everything falling under Extension is ultimately

793 Some points of clarificatiod. When | say that a mode is or is not ultimately entailed bymean (as

perhaps goes without saying) that a ntbdie its completeness, in its being entirely whatdt is or is not

ultimately entailed by x. So say that mode y is ultimately entailed by x. | am saying, in this case, that x

only ify; thatis, ifx,thery . Technical l vy, I do not need the term fAu
when | say that x is sufficient for y, | am not limiting myself to saying that there can be no intermediate

steps between x and y. It could be that x is sufficient forth@rsense that x is sufficient for q and q is
sufficient for y. Now, in addition to the term fAult |
Afcompl etel y, 0 asomplatelyfollgws fiomtx.iUnfatunatélyy adding the term

ficompyloetheals proven to cause more confusion than cl ar
not use it in the formal discussion above. Nevertheless, it might be helpful to understand why | have this

inclination. The issue in this discussion is whetfidte modes ultimately (and completely) follow from

the absolute nature of God. I like to think of the
here as follows. Thaltimatecause of a given finite mode is the absolute nature of God. Saythro

however many intermediate steps there may be between a finite mode back (not temporally in this case but
ontologically) to the absolute nature, that absolute nature is the ultimate cause: the buck stops at the

absolute nature; there is no cause furbizak (on the vertical, that is, ontologically) than that nature.

Now, I am inclined to add in the term ficompletelyod
that is the absolute nature) all by itself, that is, without the help of anytthimgyelseon the sae

ontological leveland also without the help of randomness), is enough for the finite mode in question. |

need to make this clear because of how people sometimes speak. It is typical for one to say, for example,

that striking the mzh was sufficient for fire to appear. The absolute nature of God is not sufficient for its

finite modes in this way (in this loose sense of being sufficient). In order for the fire in question to appear

it is not, technically, enough simply that the mabehstruck. There needs to be oxygen and various other

factors in place as well. To say, however, that absolute nature of God is sufficient for a given mode is to

say that the absolute naturempletelythat is, without the help of any other factor onghene ultimate
ontological |l evel, produces that finite mode. Why,
uncharitable and/or narresighted readers have taken my claim that the absolute nature of God

completelyproduces a given finite mode o as rgliout the possibility that o was produced by temporally
previous finite modes. But according to how | see t|
absolute nature of Gatbmpletelyproduces a given finite mode o is compatible with the piisgithat o

was produced by temporally previous finite modes. For example, it could be that o is overdetermined,

having a sufficient explanation on the verticaitological order (a sufficient explanation ultimately in the

absolute nature of God) and hagia sufficient explanation on the horizortamporal order (a sufficient

explanation in past states of the world). Or it could be that there are two ways to look at how o is caused:
horizontally, that is in terms of past modes, or vertically, that ierms ultimately of the absolute nature

of God.
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entailed by the absolute nature of ExiensThat is, and as several commentators have
argued;®*there is reason to think that the absolute nature of Extension is not sufficient
for everything falling under Extension.

Consider finite bodies. Spinoza denies that finite bodies like you ultimately
followd that is, either directly or indirecidy from the absolute nature of Extension. His
reason is that, since whatever ultimately follows from the absolute nature of an attribute
must be infinite and eternal (1pdp23), finite and durational bodies wourdt be finite
and durational (they would be infinite and eternal) if they did ultimately follow from,
that is, if they did have their sufficient source in, the absolute nature of their attribute:
Extension (1p28 and 1p28d, 1p23, 2p30d, 4p4KV 1.2 1/34). No finite mode, for
Spinoza, isultimately entailed by the absolute nature of its attribute. Instead, each finite
mode is entailed by previous finite modesinfinitum

Every singular thing, or anything which is finite and has a determinate existamce
neither exist nor be determined to produce an effect unless it is determined to exist
and produce an effect by another cause, which is also finite and has a determinate
existence; and again, this cause also can neither exist nor be determined¢e prod

an effect unless it is determined to exist and produce an effect by another, which is
also finite and has a determinate existence, and so on, to infinity. . . . [W]hat is finite
and has determinate existence could not have been produced by the alagohete

of an attribute of God [or by anything that has been produced by the absolute nature
of an attribute of God (see 1p2p23)]. (1p281p28d)

Leibniz reads these passages the same wayisléngdent by the objection he

raises against them. His obfmn is mainly that finite individuals are in truth

sufficiently explained by the fAdendaésiheal 0 or

794 See Curley 1969, 10118; Curley 1988, 480; Curley and Walski 1999. See also Dea 2008;6383
Donagan 1973, 24258; Friedman 1986, 37401; Fullerton 1894, 254; Miller 2001, 7-814.
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thinks Spinoza believésby t he fAhori zontal 6 chain of pre\
laws.

[O]ne particular thig is not [merely] determined by another in an infinite

progression [as it is for Spinoza] for in that case things would always remain

indeterminate, no matter how far you carry the progression. All particular things are

rather determined by Gd&

In seveal places Spinoza seems to corroborate the view that finite things do not

ultimately follow from the absolute nature of their attribilp30d, 4p4dKV 1.2
1134).7°6 At KV 1.2, for example, Spinoza suggests that, besides the attribute itself, finite
modesare needed to bring about a given finite mode. The attribute in its absolute nature
does, Spinoza makes cl ear here, fcauseo eac
that the attribute in its absolute nature is a condiguiredfor each of itdinite modes
to be. The attribute is thus merelg@undingor necessargondition; it merely makes a
finite modecapableof existence. The attribute in its absolute nature is not a sufficient
condition, so Spinoza might be taken to suggest. Finite navdaseeded in addition for
any one of its finite modes to come about.

[A]lthough in order that a [finite] thing may exist there is required a special

modification and a thing beside the attributes of God, for all that, God does not cease

to be able to mduce a thing immediately. For, of the necessary things which are

required to bring things into existence, some are there in order that they should

produce the thing, and others in order that the thing should be capable of being
produced. (KV 1.2 1/34)

795 eibniz A VI, iv, 177475. In his 167®ecorporumconcursy Lei bni z notes: fithe ent
equipollent to the full cause, or they have the same power. . . . Note that, in metaphysical rigor, the

preceding state of the world or some other machine is not the atiefollowing [state], but God [is

this cause], although the preceding state is a sure indication that the following will occur (Leibniz 1994,

145146).
796 At 2p30d, to give one of the stranger exarsple Spi noza says that yYyOQMr bodyods
1.41/244/2621) its total existence, is not determined by
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Cwl ey summari zes Spinozabs point here as

[A]though the finite modes are produced by other finite modes, and do not follow
from the absolute nature of God, they do still depend on him [addraezely in
that sens& caused by him{?’

It seems definitie, therefore, that if every unique form, even the formoaf
specifically, is inscribed in the absolute nature of the attribute of which you are a mode,
then it cannot be for the reason repeatedly cited: that everything, even finite and
determinate youjltimately follows from the absolute nature of God.

10.5.2 Reply to objection 2

First, it is arguable that even if the absolute nature of an attribute is insufficient
for some of its modes, the mere fact that those modes are capable of taking shape on it
suggests that those modes are, nevertheless, contained in germ form in that absolute
nature. To put it metaphorically, there is still some sense in the idea that the block of
marble from which the statue of Hercules was carved contained that statueah virtu
form even though an outside force was required, in addition to the marble itself, to bring
it about.

Second, in contrast to the above objection | think that everything, even finite and
determinate me, follows from the absolute nature of the relevaibiusdt for Spinoza.

As | will now explain, Spinozads system
moreover, that such a commitment does not in truth conflict with the passages
suggesting that the absolute nature of an attribute does not ultimatehttenfinite

modes of that attribute.

97 Curley 1985, 433n59.
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As we saw, 1p28 and 1p28d (in light of 1pRd23) suggesgpparently in line
with a few other passages (such as the KV one just discussed)) firatenmode is
ultimately entailed by the absolute nature of ttalaute. This is puzzling in the larger
context of Part 1 of thEthics On several occasions Spinoza claims that everydhing
and so even eadhite individuald ultimately follows from theabsolute naturef its
attribute (see 1pl7s, 1p25s, 1p29, lapilkV 1.3.2, KV 1.4.8; KV 1.6.3 1/41/23,
CM 1.3 1/243; Ep. 12, Ep. 21, Ep. 43, Ep. 81, Ep. 83).

This is definitive in the following passage from the Appendix to Part 1.

[A]ll thingshave been predeterminegfiéedeterminata] by God
absolue nature or infinite power. (my emphases, lapp Il/77)

Noti ce here t haabsolbie hatumg the causetokits fini@ onddéss
Here he does not mean, by the way, that the absolute nature is a cause in the mere sense
of a grounding or nessary condition. After all, he explicitly says that each mode has
beenpredeterminedliterally fixed beforehand, by that absolute nature. A mere
necessary condition for x does not predetermine x. Only a sufficient condition for x can
predetermine x.

We e something very close to this in the TTP, where Spinoza says that the
eternal decree of God has predetermined all things.

The eternal decree of God, by which he has predetermined all things. (TTP 16.20
111/199/18)

The key is noting not only that théeenal decree predeterminaéthings, but also that
the eternal decree must ultimately follow from #iesolute naturef God. The eternal

decree must ultimately follow from the absolute nature of God either in that it is one of
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the infinite-eternal mode that ultimately follow from the absolute nature of God or in
that it is the absolute nature of God itself.
Another passage, from earlier in PadftheEthics is equally definitive. That it
is equally definitive is clear so long as we attend toghet t hat 1 ts phrase
supremep 0 wesundmaeipotentfa i s but a stylistic variant
n a t uabselota Oei naturp That the one is a stylistic variant of the othekes sense
in itselfand isin factguaranteed by the following egtionswhen taken together (as
premises) (a) Godos s upivee meo dolosweirn feiqruiatles nat ur e
16); (b) nature equalsiye power (5p25d); (c) s dGaedadanfin
absolute nature (1app I1/77).
Fr om Go dng power u. pall #hings have necessarily flowed . . . by the same
necessity and in the same way as from the nature of a triangle it follows, from
eternity to eternity, that its three angles are equal to two right angles. (1p17s2)
The following passages definitive as well, as comes into relief when we tease

out the implications.

God must be called the cause of all things in the same sense in which he is called
cause of himself. (1p25s)

This quote says that God causes each &ieen mé in the same sese in which God
causes himself. In other words, each thing follows from God in the same sense in which
God follows from himself. God follows from himself in what sense? By his absolute
nature and thus by absolute necessity. Because God follows from Haysédfabsolute

nature, each thilpevenmé f ol | ows from Godds absolute na
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In light of these passages (and further considerations to come), | take it that the
following passages report the same idea, even though in them we ese@ioib
referenced G oabsoOlgtenature.

[A]ll things have been determined from the necessity of the divine nature. (my
emphasis 1p29)

[A] Il things emanate from God by an inevitable necessity. (Ep. 43)
That every finite mode ultimately follows from the absolute natéires attribute
is corroborated with equal definitiveness i
That this remark is equally definitive is clear so long as we attend to the fact that its
p h r ahe powér of aupremelyperfectBeing and itsimmutabl decr eae 0 i s but
stylistic variant of the phrase fiGodés abso
Meanwhile | recognize something which gives me the greatest satisfaction and peace
of mind: that all things come to pass as they do by the power of a supremely perfect
Being and byts immutable decree. (Ep. 21)
Consider now Spinozads con8&prsation with
Di sambi guating what iIs meant by his claimt
causeo ( KV ’$he6e.Sginoakxplaids B 3hg incredulous Tstlaius how
all bodie® even finite oned are deducible from the absolute nature of Extension.
Spinoza says that this follows from the fact tinaé Extension, unlikeCartesian
Extension, is fundamentally dynamic, intrinsically containing motion and resEfsee

64). Spinoza admits that the variety of bodies cannot be demonstratedi from the

Cartesian conception of Extension as an inert mass. However, he suggests that it is

798 See Koistinen 2003, 29991.
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