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PAEN1Y

have omitled the use ol capital leiters lor lerms as “mind”, “body”, “thought”,
“extension” and “mdmidual” (wlieh, 1 Curley’s  edition, is mcant o
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mn the NS), mrall cases 1 which it did not appear necessary lor the general
comprehension ol the text quoted. T have substituted personal pronouns and
possessive  detenniners relerring 1o God with the neuter “It” and “Iis”
(caputahsed). All other departures Irom Curley’s translation are specilically
signalled. Corresponding (erms or passages [rom the original Tatn are
mscrted m the quolations between square brackets. All velerences to the Latin

version ol Spinoza’s works arce 10 Gebhardt (1925).
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Introduction

Spimoza famously contends that “the order and connection ol ideas 1s the same
as the order and connection ol things” (1'2p7; C 1, 451 / G 11, 89). Based on
this claun, he draws two consequences: that “nothing can happen m a body
whichis not pereeived by the nmind” (1i2p12; C 1, 457 / G 11, 95), and that all
things, “though m dillerent degrees, arc nevertheless animate” (E2p13s; C 1,
158 / G 11, 96). It remains unclear, however, what it means for any existing
thing to have a mind which perceives everything that happens in the relevant
body. In particular, 1t is unclear what role is played by consciousncess i the
definition ol an mdnidoal’s mentality, since, against this  panpsychist
background, cven simple things such as stones can be concenved ol as bemg
conscious ol what happens in them (Lp 58; C 11, 428 / G TV, 266).

In order [or Spinoza’s philosophy to be a credible theory that “can lead
us [...] to the knowledge ol the human mind and its highest Dlessedness”
(L2Prcl; C 1, 446 / G 11, 84), 1t 1s nccessary therelore (o provide answers (o
the Tollowing questions: what is consciousness, aud what arc the causes that
deternune tie presence ol consciousness in nature? How can human and non-
homan mdividuals be distinguished on account of their mentaluy, 1l the
presence ol mentality and consciousness 1s a [cature that can extend to all
existing entities? How can Spmoza conceive ol the human mind as a network
ol 1decas consisting entirely of conscious pereeptions? And how, according to
Spinoza’s mind-body parallchsm, 1s the content ol consciousness determined
so that it rellects in thought the order and connection ol the actions and the
passions ol the body? By addressing these questions, this study is an mquiry
mto Spioza’s account ol the conscious nind and 1ts opceratons.

The rescarch builds on the hypothesis that the implications of Spinoza’s

apparcnt panpsychisim should not be dismussed, without further analysis, as

13
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“mere spi-olls ol an overly optimistic pretension (o argumentative rigor”
(Wilson [1999] 1999¢, 193, n. 23). Quile the opposile, I argue thal Spinoza’s
panpsychism can be mterpreled as a rigorous, scll-consistent plinlosophical
positiot. T'o demoustrate Uns hypothesis, T determine what Spinoza’s notion
ol “conscrousness” 15 and how he uses 1. Then, Tinvestigate whether Spinoza
lias a theory capable ol accounting lor specilically human behaviour and
mentahty. Further, T analyse Spinoza’s desenption ol the luman mimd as a
network ol conscious idcas and examine the role played by muemonic content
in shaping the framework ol human conscious thought. Finally, I look lor an
account ol discursive reasoning, capable ol explainmg the existence ol
activitics ol the nund that, by operating on the content provided by memory
and accessible 1o consciousncess, prescrve (hemselves through tme and
change.

[ interpreting Spinoza’s texts and theories, Tattend (o a lew [undamental

premises, drawn [rom Spinoza huascell, which (s determne the mam
leatures and himits of the theorcucal framework explored by this rescarch:

1. Spinoza’s theory ol thought-cxtension parallelism,’ according (o which
“the order and conncction ol ideas 1s (he same as the order and
connection of thigs” (I12p7; C 1, 451 / G 11, 89) and “the order ol actions
and passions ol our body 1s, by nature, at one with the order ol actions
aud passions ol the mind” (L3p2s; C 1, 494/ G 11, 141);

2. Spioza’s rgjecton of mmd-body mteractionism, such that “the body
cannot determine thie mind o thinking, and the mind cannot determine
e body to motio, 1o rest or Lo anything clse (il there 1s anytling clsc)”

(1:3p2; C 1, 491/ G 11, 141).

i the following pages, 1 will use the expression “tiought-extension parallelism” to generally reler
to the correladon without causaton that exists hetween ideas in thoughtand bodics in extension; by
“mind-body parallelism”, instcad, [ reler more specilically 1o the correlation without causation that
exists betwveen mental states in an individual’s mind and corporeal states in the cotresponding body
ol the indvidual.

14
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Tniroduction

T'o these two claims, commonly maintained by Spinoza scholars, Tadd a third
one, which — as we have scen — scems 1o follow directly Irom Spinoza’s
thought-cxtension parallehism:

3. Spmoza’s panpsychism, according to which all individuals existing m
nature, “though m dillerent degrees, are nevertheless animate” and
possess a relevant mind (IK2p13s; C 1, 458 / G 11, 96).

I consider the validity ol the mterpretation oflered by this rescarch, therelore,
o depend on ils capacily o coherently explain Spinoza’s account ol the
human mmd m accordance with all ol these three elamms, without allowing lor
any conclusion 1o come mto conllict with them.

Henee, within this [ramework, and compatible with these premises,
through the analyses outlined above 1 aim al providing an mterpretation of
Spinoza’s account of the human mind coherent with his panpsychism and
capable, al the same tme, ol making sensc ol his exphieit will 1o “concenve the
soul [...] as acting according o cerlain Jaws, like a spiritual aulomalon
|concipere anmmanm ... sccundunm certas leges agentein, o quast aliguod
automa spirtuale]” (UL §85; C 1, 87 / G 11 89). In other words, T amn at
ollering a Taithlul reading ol Spinoza’s theory of the human mind, by means
ol which the nature, lunctions, and specilic behaviour ol the human nund can
be consistently concetved as entirely determined by the sum ol its conscious

pereeplions and inental operations.

Methodological Note
[ carryig oul the rescarch, 1 adopt three main strategices:
I. Lexical analysis: key (erms are (raced throughout Spimoza’s texts and

an;llyscdz m both their textual and historical contexts;

2 By “analysis”, T intend here the study aimed at ascertaining and isolating univocal meanings and
consistent uses for given terms. The same 1s (o be understood with regard to the analysis ol concepts,

1)
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2. Conceplual analysis: complex concepts are unpacked and analysed,
where usclul by making use ol conteimnporary distinctions — such as thosc
hetween “physical”, “mitentional”, and “phenomenal” stance (Dennett
1198 1] 1987; Robbiis and Jack 2006), or thosc between “procedural”,
“cpisodic”, and “scmantc” memory (Tulving 1972; Cohen and Squire
1980; Sqquire 2009) — as heunistic deviees;

3. Reconstruction ol argument: Spinoza takes many ol his assumptions as
axiomatic or scll-cvident; somectimes, some ol his claims are only
Justiliable with relerence o premises or theones that are expounded or
sketched moother texts; 1 theretore consider apparent nussing steps n
Spimoza’s argumentations and proceed (o lay theorcetical grounds apt to

make sense ol s clamns and presuppositions.

Outline of the Chapters

The text 1s dived mto four chapters. Taken alogether, they are mcant o
describe central [eatures ol Spmioza’s account of the conscious mind. Lach
chapter, however, can also be taken as a standalone study on its specilic opic.

In the fist chapter, entided “Consciousness, Ideas ol Ideas, and

Anmation i Spmoza’s Lithies

3 . ..
"2 I locus on Spinoza’s vocabulary related to
“consciousncss”. [ argue that, for Spmorza, the notion ol “consciousncss”

y . : : i :
amounts (o (he knowledge that we may have of our mind “as a mode ol

thinking without relation o 1ts objeet” (E2p2ls; C I, 468 / G 11, 109) —

mentoucd m the following pomt a basic conceptis gained when its meaning appears univocal and
1s use consistent throughout the texts considered.

37T he chapter is an eatended version ol an article pubhshed under the same aude in Ge Brivsh
Jourual lor the History ol Philosopliy 25, no. 3, 506-525 (Marrama 2017). Provisional versions ol
the article were presented at the University ol Verona (2011, May 21, at the Plulosoply:
Postgraduate Senmars), at e University Roma “Ire (2011, December 22, authe First Veeting of
the Societas Spmozand), at the University ol Aberdeen (2015, March L ac the Plilosoply
Deparanent PhD Seinniars), and at the Université du Québee a Trois-Rivieres (2015, Apnl L1, at
the Colloque Fodan.

16
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Introduction

counsidered, that 1s, as sometiing which can be concenved separately from the
body and mdependently ol . T show that this use ol the nouon ol
“consclousness” has tvo purposes: to explaim our lalse beliel i the existence
ol lree will, and (o reler to the knowledge that we have ol our nmund as
somcthing cternal. T distinguish between Spinozi’s technical use ol the notion
ol “consciousness” and (he “dillerent degrees ol ammanion” that he also
cvokes m the ftfues (12p13s; C 1 A58 / G 1L 96). On these grounds, T argue
that Spinoza’s account ol consciousness 1s nol intended Lo dillerentiate kinds
ol minds in terms ol awarcuess ol their respective ideas.

In the second chapler, entitled “A "Thing Like Us’ Human Minds and
Deceitlul  Behaviour in Spimoza”," 1 question  whether, despile  his
panpsychism, Spmoza allows [or diffcrences belween human and non-human
mentality. I analyse Spimoza’s relerences 1o mindless automata and spintual
automata m the 7rcatise on the Lmcndation of the Inicllect. T argue that
Spmoza relers to mdividuals as “mindless” m ovder (o caplure a kind ol
mentality with which we cannot identily. T contend that, for Spinoza, the
possibility or impossibility ol recogiising the presence ol a sumilar mentality i
others 1s grounded on behaviowral bases and originates m the mechanmsim that
he names “unitation ol the allects™ (3p27s1; C 1, 509 / G 11, 160). 1 add that
this could be one ol the reasons lor Spinoza’s uncomproumsig posilion
agamsl decettlul behaviour.

In the third chapter, entitled “Nelworks ol ideas: Spinoza’s Conception

ol Mcemory”,” T unpack his theory ol memory aud assess its [unction with
M Y7, ] ) y

FElements ol seetions 3 and 7 ol this chapter appeared in a blog post, under the dde I a robot
licd to us”, in the Blog ol the Grouingen Centre lor Mcdicval and Farly Modern T hought (Marrana
2018).

2 Provisional versions ol this chapter were presented at the University ol Groningen (2017, July 13,
at \the St Berli-Groningen-Harvard-Toronto MWorkshop on Medieval and  Early Modem
Pliitosoply), atihe University ol Durham (2018, April |k, at the BSHP  \nnual Conlerence), and
at the Universite du Quéhee a Trois-Rivicres (2018, May 31, at the 8 Quebee Scinnviar e Fardy:
Modern Plulosopl)).

17
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respect Lo his account ol the human mind. Tanalyse the delimtions ol memory
that Spmoza provides in the Trcatise on the Lmendation ol the Inicllect and
1 the F2/ues. Tuse the distincuon between “episodic memory” and “scmanuc
memory” (Tulving 1972) as a heuristic device. T demonstrate that, when
Spmoza relers Lo cases ol episodic memory — which involve a lcinporahzation
ol their objects — he dismisses them as distniet [rom, and wmcompatible with,
the mtellect and 1ts order and conncection ol 1deas. Conversely, he scens Lo
consider mistances ol semarttic memory as cases which allow lor a sceming
interaction between mitellect and memory. 1 show that Spmoza considers
memory as a network ol conscious synchromic ideas lor wo reasons: 1o explam
the mmpact that memory has i determining our current appelites, and (o
defme the spectrum ol ideas 1o which the mtelleet canapply isell.

It the Tourth chapter, enttled ““The Habit ol Virtue: Spinoza on Reason
and Memory”,” T locus on the way i which memory interacts with reason, in
Spmoza’s systein. I argue that this inleraction gives rise (o what we may call
“discursive reasonig”, that is, the unlolding i time ol reasoning processes. n
turtt, reasoumg s understood as a sort ol habil, which generates virtuous
behaviour. T elarily what the notion ol “habit ol virtue” (I 58; C 11, 430 / G
IV, 267, 1'TP I, 12; C 11, 113/ G I, 46) signilics [or Spmoza. I summarisc
his account ol memory and show how reason can be understood as an actvity
by which mnemonic associations are reconligured. T pownt out how this activity
ol the mind relies on memory o preserve itsell i tme, determining the
virtuous habits, or “firm and constant disposition of the soul” (Ip 58; C 11,

430 / G TV, 267), 10 which Spinoza alludes.

6 A provisional version ol this chapter was presented at the 1niversité du Québee a Montéal (2018,
June 7, at the CPA-ACP Annual Congress 2018). The wguments in section 5 were separately
prescnted atthe Université du Québee a Irots-Rivieres (2016, February 19, atthe Journces d e
sur la plhilosophic modcrnd), at the Evasmus University Rotterdam (2016, March 24, at the Dutch
Scunnar i Farly Modern Plalosoply 111, and ac the University ol Calgary (2016, June 1, al the
CPA-ACP Aunual Congress 2010).

18
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Chapter 1

Consciousness, Ideas of Ideas, and Animation in Spinoza’s Ethics

Chapter Abstract

In the Tollowing chapter, Taim o clueidate the meaning and scope ol Spinoza’s vocabulary
relawed o “consciousness”. T argue that Spinoza, at least in his Lthies, uses this notion
consistently, although rarvely. He introduces 1t 1o account lor the knowledge that we may
have ol the mind considered alone — considered, that is, as something which can be
concened separately [rom the body and independently ol i, as a mode ol thinking withoul
relation o s objeet. T show that this specitic use ol the notion of “consciousness” serves
nwo purposcs in Spinoza’s Lfues: on the one hand, it 1s used to explain our lalse beliel in
the existence ol free will; on the other hand, 1t is used to reler o the knowledge that we
lave ol our mind as somcething cternal — that 1s, something which is not entirely destroyed
with the death ol the body. T contend, therelore, that we should not conluse Spinoza’s
technical use ol the noton ol “consciousness”™ with the “diflerent degrees ol animation”
that he also evokes i the Lifues, and which are meant 1o characterise all dillerent
individuals existing in nature. Neither is consciousness, lor Sphioza, a Tunction or capacity
resulting from a particular faculty of the human mind, nor is it a property specitic only to
certain minds or ideas. Furthermore, consciousness cannot be said to come in degrecs.
Indeed, Spinoza’s account ol consciousness 1s not mtended o differentiate kinds ol minds

in terms of awarcness ol their vespective ideas.

1. Introduction

The debate around Spimoza’s understandmg ol consciousness has recently
altracted a great deal of atention. The main questions raised by scholars
coucern how Spmoza justilics and explains the existence ol conscious hile m
the world, whether he separates sclf-conscious entities Irom non-scll-conscious
enlies, and, lurther, whether he acknowledges the existence ol unconscious
idcas witlnn the human mund. The issues surrounding Spmoza’s account ol

consciousness scem 1o lollow from two lundamental principles ol hus
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metaphysics: namely, s theory ol thought-extension parallelism and  lus
delinition ol the human mind as the dea ol the human body. By the
combination of these theses, Spuioza scens to give shape (o an account ol
nature which can be delined as a form ol “panpsyclusun” — a view according
to wheh all things arc somchow animnate and provided with a mimnd that must
perceive everything that passes ito the relevant body. "Tlus conception ol
nature scemns Lo make it ditheult — il not outrnight impossible — o distingush
between conscious and non-conscious beings, and 1o distinguish between
conscious and non-conscious 1deas m an mhividual’s mind. The purpose ol
this chapler is (o address these questions and solve many, il not all, ol the
1ssucs related with Spinoza’s panpsychist account ol nature and his conception
ol consciousncss.

[ will begin the chapler by sununansing some bedrocks ol Spinoza’s
melaphysics — 1 section 2 — with the aim ol highlighting the roolts of the
problem debated and its ramilications. Then, in section 3, T will provide an
overview ol the various positions held by scholars regarding the problem at
slake, and suggest an alicrnauve reading that hints to a possible soluton. In
scetion 4 T will explain the methodological guidelmes that T will Tollow in my
analysis ol Spmoza’s understanding and use ol the noton ol “consciousness”,
pointing oul the Texical wemns, m Spioza’s fifues, that will be specilic objects
ol my enquiry. In sections 5 and 6 T will carry out my analysis of Spimoza’s
relerences 1o consciousness. Specifically, Twilldentity three sets of relerences
Lo consciousness worth being analysed. Twill analyse the hirst two sets i section
5, whereas the third will be approached 1 section 6. The ensuing results will
allow me to outhne my position as a delence of the coherence ol Spmoza’s
panpsychisim — at least as Lar as his treatment ol consciousness is concerned.
In scction 7 1T will delend my miterpretation ol Spinoza’s account of

consciousness  [rom possible  objections, addressimg some ol the most
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common criticisms moved against his panpsychisni. T will wrap up and

conclude the chapler in section 8.

2. Two issues concerning Spinoza’s panpsychism

The problems surrounding Spinoza’s account ol consciousness can be seen as
a conscquence ol his general conception of nature. This concepuon ts based
on a parallehistic conception ol thought and extenston — the tormer
understood as the domaim ol mental events, and the later as the domain ol
physical events — combined with his subsequent identilicaton ol the human
nund with the idea ol the human body. Spmoza delimes “thought” and
“extension” as aliributes ol God (in 1:2p1 and E2p2, respectively). God,
turn, 1s delined as “a being absolutely mlnite, 1.¢., a substance consisting ol an
ity of auributes, ol which cach onc expresses an clernal and mlimite
esscenee” (1S1d6; C 1, 409 / G 11, 45) and, eventually, 1s identhed by Spioza
with the whole ol existing nature.'

The metaphysical pillar underpmning Spimoza’s identilication ol God
with nature 1s Spinoza’s so-called “substance monisn”, accordimg to wineh “mn
nature there exists only one substance” (LLIplOs; C 1L 416/ G 11, 59).2 Indeed,
Spinoza allirms that “[e]xeept God, no substance can be or be conceived”

(Ip 4, C 1,420/ G 11, 56), and that “[wlhatever s, 15 m God, and nothung

FSee also KV 1, 2, 12: “Irom all ol these it follows that of Nature all i all is predicated, and tiat
thus Nature consists ol inlinite attributes, ol which cach is perfect inits kind. "Fhis agrees perfecdy
with the delinition one gives ol God” (C 1, 68 / G 1, 22). Ior Spinoza’s distuncton betveen God
considered as Natwrz naturans and God as Natwra naturata, see 1 1p29s. The Laun expression Deus
sceu Natura is tound i PAPret (G 11, 206). This doctrine is sometimes relerred 1o as Spinoza’s
“pantheism” (see, for example, Gueroult 1968, 61 Pauen 2011, 82-81). There is sull discussion
among scholars, however, concerning the exact terms inwhich Spinoza’s identlicaton ol God and
nature is 10 be understood (including its possible limitations and exceptions). Regarding this topic,
sce Gueroult 1968, 223, 205-299; Bennett 198 1, 32-35; Curley 1988, 36-39; Nadler 2008b, 64-70.
2 For some uselul studies about Spinoza’s demonsuration ol substance monism, sce Charlton 19815
Rulstad 1996; Della Rocca 2002 and 2008, -16-58; Lacrke 2012,
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can be or be concerved without God” (Ipl5; C 1, 420 / G 11, 56). Bascd on
these premises, Spinoza concludes:
Particular things arc notlhing bul allections ol God’s atributes, or
modes by which God’s attributes are expressed m a certamn and
delerminate way.
(L p25¢; C T 431/ G 11, 68)
[ [ollows, thercefore, that any thing existing in nature must be nnderstood as a

modilication, or allection ol God, conceived under one or another ol Its

e atuibutes. In particular, any possible mode ol thinking — any
conceivable 1dea, m other terms” — exists as a modilication, or allection, ol

God, msolar as God 1s concerved under Its attribute of thought, as an mlitely
thinking being.' Accordingly, all possibly existing bodies — all physical entitics,
that 15, whosce essence and behaviowr are delinable and deseribable through
laws ol movement and rest” — are nothing but modilications ol God conceived
under the atribute ol extension, as an inlinitely extended, corporeal being.’
Within this general [ramework, “thought-extension parallelism” can be
considered a particular case ol Spinoza’s so-called “parallelism” theory,’
wluch, m 1s broadest lormulation, includes all ol God’s infinite attributes and

their respective modes:

3 According o Spinoza, the idea is “prior in nature” 10 all modes ol thinking (F2p11d; C 1, 136/ G
IL 9.

FFor God”, Spinoza writes, “can think infinitely many things in mlinitely many modes” (F2p3d; C
I, 419/ G 11, 87).

3 For an in<depth study concerning Spinoza’s account ol hodies, see Sangiacomo 201 3a.

6 Concerning the equivalence between the notions ol “extended” and “corporeal” when relerred o
God’s nature, sce Curley’s note o Flplss (C 1, 421, n. 36), where Spinoza delends the thesis that
wlinite extension pertains 0 God’s essence.

7 The term “parallelism” was never used by Spinoza himsell; Martial Gueroult (1971, 61, n. 39)
and Picrre Macherey (1997, 72, n. 1) reler the lirst use ol this notton to Ieibniz, specilically in his
text — dated 1702 — Cousideravions sur b doctrine d'un Fsprit Universel Uniigque (1556 7 Ge 'V,
533). Chantal Jaquet has vigorously questioned the aptness ol this label with regard (o Spinoza’s
docuines (200 £, 9-16).
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[Whether we conceive nature under the attribute ol extension, or
under the atiribute ol thought, or under any other attribule, we shall
[ind one and the same order, or one and the same connection ol

causes, 1.e., that the same things [ollow one another.
(1°2p7s; C 1,451 / G 11, 90)

Restricting the case (o the two attributes of thought and extension (and their
relevant modes, or allections), however, 1s a mandatory step, since, according
to Spmoza (12a5; see also Lip 6), we only perecive modes ol thinking (.c.,
idcas) and modes of extension (.., bodics).®

In gencral, Spmoza contends that [or cach thing existing in nature there
1s 1 God’s attribute of thought thie corresponding idea (152p3), and that “[t|he
order and conncction ol idecas 1s the same as the order and connection of
things” (1:2p7; C I, 451 / G 11, 89). He also arguces that cach idea includes
knowledge ol everything that happens in its object, muroring the order and
connecton ol the modificavons by which its object 1s allected (152)p9¢ and
122>9d2), without allowing, however, for any causal mterplay between ideas

< 9
and therr ideata.

8 For discussions concerning the parallelism betveen modes ol the attribute of thought and the rest
ol God's mlinite awribules, sce Pollock 1880, 171-178; Curley 1969, 145-1149; Iricdman 1983; Rice
1999, 49-51; Mclamed 2013a. The clam according o which, lor Spinoza, there would necessarily
extstan nfinite number of auributes ol God, beyond thought and extension, unknown o humans,
1s questioned by some scholars; see, n this regard, Woll (1927) 1972, 2 1-27; Khine 1977, 341-347;
Donagan 1980, 93-91; Bennett 1984, 75-79.

Y The so-called “causal barrict”, which prevents any interacton between modes ol ditlerent
attributes, is a consequence ol the “conceptual barrier” that separates God’s attributes in the livst
place (sce Della Rocea 19962, 9-17), since Spinoza scenis to equate causal relatons with concepual
relations (as stressed, tor example, by his use ol the Laun lormula rzto seu causain Il p11d2; G 11
52-53). In I1p10, Spinoza claims that “|clach attribute of a substance must be conecived through
wsel” (C 1, 46/ G L SD. Based on this, he concludes:

The modes of cach aturibute have God lor their cause only insolar as Itis considered
under the atibute ol which they are modes, and not insolar as Iis considered under
any other aunbute.
(I'2p6; C 1, 130 7 G 11, 89)
[Llollows that only idcas can cause other ideas o existin a mind (12p9), and only bodies can cause

other bodics o exist, or put other bodies into moton or o rest (E2lem3).
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Henee, so long as things arc considered as modes ol thinking, we
must explan the order ol the wholc ol nature, orthe connection ol
causcs, through the attribute of thought alone. And msolar as they
arc considered as modes ol extension, the order ol the whole ol
nature must be explained through the atribute ol extension alone.

I understand the samce concernimg the other atribulcs.

(1:2p7s; C 1, 152 / G 11, 90)

Spinoza also claims that, for any cxisting thing, the corresponding idca existing
in God’s attribute ol thought can be regarded as s “nmnd” (I2p12d). In
D D

12 12d, he wries:

[Wihatever happens in the object ol any idea the knowledge of that

thing 1s nceessarily i God, insolar as It is considered 1o be allectec
by the idea ol the same object, t.e., msolar as It constitutes the mind
ol some thing.
(L2p12d; C 1,457 / G 11, 95)
Accordingly, the idca ol an existing human body must include knowledge ol
cverything that happens Lo its object. But the mind ol a human mdividnal s,
in lact, nothing other than the idea ol her human body — the Tornier existing
as a particular modilication ol God’s atibute ol thought, and the latter as a

e : : : . 10
mode ol God conceved under the attnibute ol extension.™ On these grounds,

1 Spinoza identlics the human mind with an idea i E2plI, based on the axioms that “fm]an
thinks” (1"242; C 1, 18 / G 11, 85) and that there s no mode of dunking without first there being
an wdea (172a3). Then, based on the axioms that *[wle leel that a certam body s atlected in many
ways” (152a 5 C 1, 418 7 G 11 86), and that “[wle neither [eel nor pereeive any singular things, except
bodics and modes of thinking” (152a5; C 1, L8 G 11, 86), he claims:

The objeet ol the idea consttutng the human mind is the body, ora certain mode ol
extension which actually exists, and nothing clsc.
(2p13; C L 17 /G, 96)

Spinoza concludes by alliming that “[ITrom this i follows that man consists ol a mind and body,
and that the luman body exists, as we leel it |prout ipsurn sentnmas]” (152p13¢; C 1, 157 7 G T, 96.
Translaion modilied). This demonsiradon seems intended o allirm that e existence of sense
pereeption in the nind muwst refer, beyond any doubt (ud contra Descartes), 1o an existing body,
and to deny that the object ol our pereeptons may be anything dillerent [rom that body that we
seen Lo feel as ours. Spinoza also adds thatthe same demonstaton should enable us to understand
“not only that the human mind is united (o the body, but also what should be undersiood by the
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Spmoza draws the conclusion that the human mind “must perceive”
everything that oceurs (o its objeet — 1.¢., the extsting human body — according
to the order and connection of the aflections that actually mvolve the human
body. That is (o say, in Spinoza’s terms, that in the human mmd there must

be ideas of everything that happens i the body. He wriles:

Whatever happens i the object ol the idea consiitnting the human
mind must be perceived by the human wmind [ah humana mente
debet pereipil, or there will necessarily be an idea ol that thing m
the mind; e, i'the object of the idea constituting a human mid 1s
a body, nothing can happen in that body whicli is not perceived by
the mind.

(I2p12; C 1, A456-157 / G 11, 95)

T'he same concelusion, Spinoza adds, can be drawn regarding all existing things.

In 1:2p13s, he clammns:

The things we have shown so lar are complelely general |admodum
conumnuna sund| and do not pertain more o man than to other
mdividuals, all ol which, though 1 dillerent degrees, are
neverthieless animate lomnra, quannis diversrs gradibus, animata
tamcnr sund]. Ior ol cach thing there 1s necessarily an idea i God,
ol'which God is the cause i the same way as It s ol the idea ol the
human body. And so, whalever we have said ol the 1dea of the

huiman body must also be said ol the idea of any thing.

(1°2p13s; C 1, 158 / G 11, 96)

In a nutshell, nothing can happen m a body that 1s not pereeived by a

corresponding mind, or idea. Thus thests, sometimes dubbed Spmoza’s
[ o y i)

union ol mind and hody” (1°:2p13s; C [, 457-158 / G [1, 96). Ursula Renz argues that the amm ol the
set ol propositions running [rom EZ2pll o T2pl3s is to explan “why we pereene oursclves as
nurerically dilferent subjects” (Renz 2001, 110, Talies m original) — subjects, that 1s, whose
experience ol the world and themselves is necessanly separate and distinet [rom that of other
individuals. Regarding this, see also Melamed 2013b, 168-170; Renz 2017, 211-215.
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“panpsychism”,'" preseuts the readers with two dillerent, atbeit interrelated,
comundrums. First, the claim that the human mind must pereewve everything
that happens i the human body 1s at odds witli ordmary experience. Sceond,
lew scholars seem willing (o concede that all bhodies may have a mid and
knowledge of their bodily states — especially 1l this kunowledge 1s 1o be
understood 1 terms ol consciousness and scll-awarcness. The sceming lack
ol a “sclecuve theory ol conscious awarcness” i Spinoza’s philosophy ol
mind, to borrow Jonathan Bennett’s words (1984, 181)," 1s therefore regarded
as a serious, twolold problem.

Michac] Della Rocca (1996a) provides clarilicatory examples lor cach of
the two aspects of the problem, highlighting why and how both cases scem to
point 1o the absence ol an account of sclective consciousness as a “detect”
(19964, 9) n Spinoza’s overall system. As 1o the lirst issuc — that a mind must
pereeive everything that passes mito an individual’s body — Della Rocca wriles:

Sputoza says that human mmds have ideas ol lor example, all the

changes that take place m the Taman body. [...] whatever the

streugth ol Spinoza’s  reasons  for tlus  view, 1t is  lughly
countermtuttive. [t certamly scems that [ have no 1dea ol what
chemical reactions are currently laking place m my pancreas, lor
example. One way (o solien (his intuitive reaction against Spinoza’s
position here might be lor Spmoza o claim that my ideas ol the
changes i my pancreas are nol conscious ones.
(Della Rocea 19964, 9)
Regarding the sccond issue, concerning Spinoza’s doctrine ol universal
animaton and the possibility that all entitics may entertain a kind ol conscious

life, he exemplifics the problematic poit as such:

1 See, Tor example, Bennett 1984, 137; Della Rocea 1996a, 729, and 2008, 110 Mascarenhas 1998,
98, 1. 9; Wilson (1999) 1999¢, 191; Miller 2007, 212; Paucn 2011, 81 Hiibner 201t, 126;
Jorgeusen 2014; Perler 2014, 2345 LeBulle 2017, 944,

12 See also LeBulle 2010b, 532.
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Spinoza holds that such objects as rocks and hammers arce, m some

sense, antmale and possess mental stales. "The counterintuitive foree

ol this thesis nught be lessened 1l Spinoza could explain why,
although rocks have mental states, none of this mental state 1s
conscious. On such an account, even i rocks do have thoughts, they
would not have thouglus 1 the same, special way thal we quite ollen
do.

(De

a Rocca l.‘)f)(in, 9)

The scholarly conscnsus 1s that a theory capable ol distinguishing conscious
mids and 1deas [rom unconscious ones could help solve both these issucs.
However — as we will see m the Tollowing scction — there is still no consensus
among scholars as (o whether a selective (heory ol conscious awareness can be
coherently mlerred from Spuioza’s (exts, basced on his sparse remarks on

IlUIll?lll CONSCIOUSICSS.

3. The current debate

To a good approximaton, we may divide the participants in the current debate
around Spinoza’s account ol consciousness mnto (wo main groups. The first
‘ 1 ’

group claims thal Spinoza’s system lacks the conceplual resources necessary
(o dehver a consistent theory ol conscrousness. Among them we may count
Margaret Dauler Wilson, who, in a senumal article conceruing this (opic,
concludes that “Spinoza’s system provides no plausible, clear or reasonced view
on Lhis fundamental aspect ol the tradiional mmd-body problem” (J1980]
1999a, 133). Along the samce hnes, Jonathan Bennelt contends that Spimoza
113 M - . <

urgently needs a theory ol awarcness, and unfortunately the Litlues does nol
contaim onc” (19841, 189). Michacl Della Rocea’s lirst take on (he same 1ssuc

was also quile sceptical: “despite the need for a coherent theory ol

consciousness i Spimoza”, he writes, “he docs nol provide one. [...| Spmoza

has no principled basis on which o claim that not all mental states arce
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conscious oncs” (1996a, 9). Sunilarly, Jon Miller writes: “I regard the
prospects lor a robust and coherent Spinozistic theory ol consctousness as
dim”, even though, he also adds, “the cohiereney or at least the plausibility ol
his system demanded it” (2007, 203). We can include mio s group also
Michacl LeBulle, wiio argucs that “the severity ol the problem — together with
other pressing concerns — pushes readers to ind a direet account ol sclective
conscioustiess 11 Spinoza’s remarks about conscioustiess where there is none”
(20100b, 533).

The target ol LeBulle’s polemical remark are scholars ol the sceond
group — “sympathetic scholars”, as he also dubs them (2010D, 532) — who
instead argue lor the presence ol at least the sullicient eleients, i Spinoza’s
philosophy, to account lor the phenomenon ol human consciousness and the
diflerence between conscious and unconscious ideas. Advocates ol this view
arc many. They have not reached unilorm agrecment, however, sinee they
cmploy disunct arguments and reach conclusions that olien scem to conllict
with cach other. So, for exanple, carlicr in his carcer, Ldwin Curley held that
Spinoza’s account ol human consciousness was provided by his theory ol the
“ideas ol ideas”,™ contending that “the existence of ideas ol ideas 1s proven
only [or human munds” (1969, 126-128). He later relined his posttion and
suggested that blurred pereeptions ol many bodily states could be accounted
lor by Spinoza’s theory ol conlusced knowledge (Curley 1988, 72-73). Lec Rice
(1990) Dasically agrees with Curley’s later position, whercas Christopher
Martin (2007) proposcs 1o cmend Curley’s first interpretation by considering
the complexity ol the human mind aud body as the necessary condition
required lor having ideas ol ideas. Lticnne Balibar contends  that
“consciousness” m the Ltfnes has two dillerent meanings: the lirst would

belong to the livst kind ol knowledge “and 1t 1s practcally ideutical with moral

13 T will better explain what this theory amounts to in section 5 ol this chaplter.
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conscience”; whereas the second would concern what Spimoza calls the “third
kind ol knowledge” (11992] 2013, 138)."" Morcover, and despite his initial
sceplicisimy, Della Rocea suceessively argues lor a theory ol degrees ol
couscrousness 1 Spmoza, which would parallel degrees ol “anumation™ and
degrees ol adequacy ol idcas (2008, 115-116). Don Garrctt contends that
consciousness, lor Spinoza, 1s cquivaleut o “degrees ol power ol thinking”
(2008, 23). Steven Nadler, instead, argues that consciousness, 111 Spioza, is (o
be regarded as “a [uncton ol (because idenucal with) a mind’s internal
complexity” (2008a, 592). I'or Andrea Sangiacomo (201 1a) the conditions lor
having conscious activily, on Spmoza’s account, arc o be lound m both the
complexily ol the body and the adequacy ol the ideas. Syliane Malinowski-
Charles (2004a) and lugene Marshall (201-1) ue Spmoza’s conception ol
consciousness with his theory ol human allecuvity, arguing that, for Spinoza,
the presence ol consciousness depends on the existenice ol ideas that can
generate alleets ol joy and sadness m the human individual.

Among this group ol commentators, a lew also suggest that Spinoza’s
perspective on consciousness can inform theovies and discussions peculiar o
contemporary cognitive scicnees and philosophy ol mund. Iredenck Mills
(2001), lor example, argucs that Spinoza’s metaphysics, based on substance
monism and thought-cxtension parallelism, can lead (o a solution (o the so-
called “hard problem” of consciousness — concermng the relationship
between the conscious experience one may have ol onescll and the world, on
the one hand, and the physiological processes underlymg such conscious
events, on the other hand."” Heidi Ravven holds that many Spinozist claims
concernmng human psychology — meluding some theses about the scope and

nature ol luman conscious lile — “now scem (o be supported by substantal

T will analyse Spinoza’s account ol the “third kind of knowledue™ and its relationshup with his
understanding of consciousness m scction 6 ol this chapier.
13 For a canonical lormulaton ol the “hard problem ol consciousness” sce Chalmers 1995
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evidence from the neuroscicnees” (2008, 259)."° Steven Nadler envisages
conmnonalitics  between  Spinoza’s “beginnings ol an account ol
consciousness” and some ol the current approaches (o mental phenomena
taken by studies in “embodicd cognition” (2008a, 597)."

In the rest ol this chapter, T aim o contribute to tus rich and long-
standing debate by clucidating (he meaning and the scope of Spmoza’s
vocabulary related 1o “consciousness”. To anticipate here the mam points ol
my analysis, T will argue that Spinoza, at least in his £thics, makes a limited,
yel consistent use ol some crucial Latn tenns, broadly translatable as
“consciousncess” or “being conscious (ol something)” — namely, the noun
conscrentia and s cognates, such as the verb conscrus esse. As Twill show, he
introduces these terms o reler o the knowledge that we may have ol our mind
considered alone — considered, that s, as something that can be concenved
scparalely [rom and mdependently ol o extended body, “as a mode of
thinking without relation (o the objeet” (12p21s; C I, 468 / G 11, 109). Such a
pecuhar understanding of “consciousness” serves (wo purposcs i Spinoza’s
Lifues. s, it is functonal 1o explain our illusion of the existence of a [ree
will, capable ol acting upon the body and mdependently ol the body. Sceond,
1t1s used to refer to the knowledge that we have ol our mmd as something that
15 cternal and that “cannot be absolutely destroyed with the body” (1X5p23; C
I, 607 / G 11, 295). In conclusion, [ will contend that we should not confuse

Spinoza’s technical use ol the notion ol “consciousness” with the notion of

16 Ravven mainly relers her interpretation ol Spinoza to the theories ol Lakoll and Johnson (1999),
Antonio Damasio (1991 and 1999), and Vitorio Gallese (2001).
17 Regarding this, Nadler wites:

Like Spinoza, embodied mind theorists rejeet what has been called ‘body neutaliny”,

or the idea that the nature ol the mind and conscrousness can be explamed without

any relerence to the hardware with which it is connected.

(Nadler 20084, 598).

To support his claim, Nadler mentions the works of Lawrcuce Shapiro (2003), as well as Lakoll
and Johnson (1999) and Damasto (199 L and 2003).
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“ammmaton” ol a thing that he cvokes in 12pl3s — and that he ascribes,
“though m dilferent degrees”, (o all existing mdividuals. For the existence ol
consciousness i nature, according (0 Spimoza, is not determined by the
supposed “degree ol ammmaton” ol an imdividual, nor can the presence or
absence ol consciousness delermine, m turn, any degree ol annmation: ol a
body. On my reading, as we shall see, neither docs the capacity (o be conscious
ol one’s own mental stales resull [rom a particular laculty or leature of the
human mind, nor is it a property specific only (o certain minds or idcas. ™
Further, consciousness 1s not something that comes i degrees. In fact, as 1
will demonstrate, Spmoza’s account ol consciousness and s relevant
vocabulary arc not mtended 1o dillerentiale between kinds of nunds in lerms

ol awareness ol their respective ideas.

4. The terminological gap: conscientia as “consciousness”

Many ol the commentators who have looked Tor a theory ol consciousness in
Spmoza’s Etlnes, have also noted the scarcily ol passages where the concepl
ol “consciousness” scemns 1o be brought up.” Disappointingly, in none ol these
places docs Spinoza scem to provide a conclusive delmition ol what
consciousncess 1s, or an explanation ol how 1t originates i naturc. Part ol thie
rcasons lor such a paucity ol dircet relerences 1o consciousness can be

ascribed to some conceptual and ermimological constratats, which concern

18 Siricdy speaking, consciousniess cannol be considered Tunction of a laculty ol the human mind,
since Spinoza’s philosophy ol mind docs not scem to allow lor faculties ol the nund at all (see
1:2p48s). On the other hand, 1 do not exclude that dre capability ol being conscious of one’s own
mental states could be reated, m Spmoza’s terms, as a properly ol the human mind, as long as this
capability can be consistenty deduced from the delinition of the human mind as the dea ol the
human body. Yet, if iU is a property, 1t is not speeilic to human minds only, since {as 1 argue i
scetion 5 ol this chapler) the argument by which Spinoza deduces the existence of consciousness i
naturc extends to all minds, or ideas ol bodics.

19 See Balibar (1992) 2013, 129; Jaquel 2005, 109-110; Martin 2007, 269; Miller 2007, 207; 1.cBulte
2010b, 532; Marshall 201+, 106.
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the very object ol our investigation. For, when Spinoza wrote the Ethies,” there
was no specilic Tatin expression available 1o clearly denote what we might
nowadays reler to by the term “consciousness”.? As Marshall puts it, “no onc
term I Spinoza’s writings can be casily equated with our concept or concepls
ol consciousness”, simce “[...] the terminology ol consciousness as we know it
had not really solidilicd m the philosophical discourse in Spinoza’s time”
(2014, 107).

In this sense, the best candidate Tor a systematic enquiry into Spinoza’s
account ol consciousness 1s represented by the rather hmited and quite
scattered use that he makes ol some key terms: namely, the Lalin noun
conscienta and its cognates, such as the adjective conscrus and the relevant
verb conscius esse. Indeed, within a philosopliical context which was being, by
then, heavily inlluenced by the progressive spreading and establishing ol
Cartesianisi, these terms were undergoing a semante transformation which
made them potential velueles for relerring to pereeptions ol one’s thoughts or
wcntal acts ol any sort. Unul then, the Latin nolon ol conscrentza had
tradivonally been used to reler to a human agent’s capacily to claborate sell-
oricnted normative and moral judgments — a faculty olien associated with the

scholastc noton ol syudceresis, and whose meaning 1s conveyed m Einglish by

20 According to Mignini's chronology, Spinoza had already started o write a Lirst version ol the First

Part of the Lthies by the spring ol 1662 (Mignim 2007, XC11). In his Ip 68 10 Henry Oldenburg,

Spinoza reports that, by the summier of 1675, he was ready 1o commit a version ol his masterpicee

10 the press, but he decided o halt the publication because ol ever-inereasing hostilities and

suspicions lowards e content ol his text.

21 See also Balibar ([1992] 2013, 127-129, Miller (2007, 201-207), and Marshall (2014, 106-108).

[t may be worth noting that the English word “consciousniess” is a neologisny, which was introduced

in the philosophical vocabulary during the second hall of the 17% century. “The paterity of its

philosophical use is usually ascribed o Ralph Cudworth (1678, in The True futellectual Systen of
the Universd); see, lor example, Balibar (1992) 2013, 128; Heindmaa et al., 2007, 6; Miller 2007,

201, concerning the historical relevance ol Cudworth’s account ol consciousness, sce Thiel 1991,

For an carly modern definition ol “consciousness™, bearing a canonical use lor such a new notion

1 its original language, the vaditonal relerence is 1o the one provided by Joln Locke (1689, in his

Fssay Concerning Hunan Understanding 11, 1, 19 W L 95): “Consclousness is the pereeption of
what passes 1 a raan’s own mind”.
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the word “conscience”. In his Latin writings, however, Descartes scldom —
albeit strategically — uses the noun conscrenfza and, more promiently, the
relevant verh couscius esse 1o address the cogniton that we have ol all of our
thoughts — including “all operations ol the will, the mtellect, the imagmation
and the senses” (CSMIT, 113/ AT VI, 160).%

There 1s textual evidence 1o suggest thal Spinoza was acquainted with
both ways ol using the Latin expressious conscicntia and conscius esse: on the
onc hand, the traditonal scholastc usc, related (o moral mtrospection; on the
other hand, the use hat Descartes makes ol these (erms (o reler (o the
cognition that we have ol our thoughts, 1.c., our mind and its idcas. Concerning
the latter, in his (rcause Descartes’s “Principles of” Philosoplny™” Spmoza
provides an almost verbaim quotation ol the delinitions ol “thought” and
“Idca”, as they are origmally found (owards the end ol Descartes’s Second
Rephes?' Closely lollowing Descartes’s wording, Spinoza delines “hought” as

“cverything which is 1 us and ol which we are mmediately conscious |conscnr

22 Tor an carly modern scholastic delinition ol conscrentia as “conscictice” one can consult
Goclenus's Lexicon Philosopliucurn (Gockel 1613, LT).

23 Ixamples ol this use ol the Latn terms conscrientzrand conscius esse can be found in Descartes’s
Moditations and Replies (VU VL 19, 107, 160, 176, 216-217, 352, L83), w his Principles ol
Plifosoply (AU VIIIA, 7, 20, AL, 51, and 0 lus corvespondence (AU T 429 ATV, 160, 221-
222). Tor a recent study ol Descartes’s account ol consciousness, see Simmons 2012: “in hemg
conscious”, she writes, “lam conscious ol my thoughts and so ol mysell qua thinking thing” (2012,
5). Boris Hennig (2007), by contrast, contends that the oceurrences above hsted do not allow for
any interpretation of Descartes’s lerminology in terms ol “consciousness”. The role that Descartes’s
texts may have had i suggesting a new use lor the Irench word conscience is more conwoversial
and, apparently, more limited (see Balibar [1992] 2013, 127-128, and 2000, 297). The inroduction
ol the Frencli conscicnce as an cquivalent ol “consciousness” was mostly prompted by Pierre
Cosic’s inllucntial French ranslation of Locke's Fssase (1700, fst editon; regarding the
plulosophical relevance ol Coste's banslation, sce Balibar 2000 and Poggt 2012, 91-160). Ciutesian
philosophers, however, had already started o use asimilar terminology, by olten nauming conscicrce
an immediate, interior knowledge or lecling (sentinent imiéreun ot everything which passes mto
oursclves. Instances of such a use can be found, for example, in Lous de La Forge's Truté de
Lesprit de homnne (1666, 59, in Malebrmehe’s De b rechierclie de lavémc 111, 2, 7 (167 11675,
I, 376-382), and in Picrre-Sylvain Régis’s Sysicmce de Philosoplue (1690, 1, 68). For a study
concerning the evolution ol the use ol the notion ol conscricnce in France during the 17* and 18”
centurics, sce Glyn Davies 1990, With specilie regard Lo its use m the Cartestan context, see Thiel
2011, 36-51.

2E Specilically, in the short appendix entitled “Arguments proving the existenee ol God and the
distincton betveen the soul and the body i geomewic order” (CSM L 113 7 AT VL 160).
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sumus]”, and “idea” as the “lorm ol cach thought through the immediate
perception ol which T am conscious |conscrus surn| ol the thought itscll”
(PPCLAL-2; C 1,238/ G 1, 149).*

I1'we urn, now, o the Latn version ol the Ztfucs (G 11, -13-308), we can
consider all passages that involve the expressions couscientia and couscius
esse, and separale the occurrences (that seem Lo display a purcly psychological
usc ol these terms — a use, that 1s, broadly hinting at onc’s capabihty ol
pereeiving her mental stales. For, i some cases, the word couscicntia
apparcutly retams s traditional moral and normative sense, and s thus
correelly translated  into nglish  as “conscience™®  The  remaining
occurrences, which scem mstead to allow lor a broad translation m terms ol
“consciousness” and “bemg conscious (ol something)”, can be grouped mto

three sets, according 1o the dillerent contexts m which the terms appear. By

25 Malinowski-Charles (200-4, 126, n. 259) and Marshall (2014, 106, n. 10) notice this passage, but
questiont its importance, based on its derivatve nature. There may be, however, some mterpretive
suggestons that we can draw frony Spinoza’s Laithlul report ol Descartes’s delimuons ol “thought”
and “idea”. The mostimportant, as I mentoned above, is that these quotations show that Spinoza
was cxposed o the peculiaritics ol Descartes’s philosophical vocabulary and s 1erminological
mnovations. Now, 1l Spinoza (cven parnally) derived lus own way ol using the Laun references o
“consciousness” [rom the technical usage displayed by Descartes’s delinitions, then we may expect
this noton to retamn at least part ol its original Cautesian meanmng in Spinoza too. I Unok that this is
the case. For example, a common clement that can be envisaged is that “consciousness”, both n
Spinoza and i Descartes, specilically denotes pereeptions that take the thinking — 1.¢., our mind
and wdeas — as their proper object. Twill provide arguments to support this claim (at leastwith regard
10 Spinoza’s own use ol the notion) i sections 5 and 6 ol this chapter.

26 See I3p18s2 (G 11, 155), ESAL7 (G 1, 195), and Fapd7s (G 11, 246), where Spinoza addresses
the afleet ol remorse by means ol the Taun expression conscicntuax morsus (literally, the “bite ol
conscience”). FAApp3L, mstead, presents us with a use of the verb conscius esse which s
ambiguously interpretable in boti a normative and a desenplve sense:

\V]e shall bear calmly those things which happen 1o us conuary o what the prinetple
ol our advantage demands, il we are conscious that we have done our duty |s7 conscnr
sinus nos lunctos nostro olficio uissel, |...|.

(I LAPP32; C 1, 591/ G 11, 276)

This occurrence can be excluded Trom a hst ol usclul relerences, sinee it could casily be a cryplo-
quotation lvom Cicero, who indillerenty uses the noun conscrenui and the adjecuve conserus with
relerence 10 ond's “dutics” or “services” (oflicia). Sce, lor example, Fpistula ad Familiares V', 5, |
(Creero 2001, 1, 50 and — with relerence o the pleasure (Zvutia) that accompanies Cicero's
“consciousness” ol his dutes (ofliciorum conscrentiny — Fpistulae ad Famihares V', 7,2 (Cicero
2001, 1, 50-51).
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Chapter 1. Consciousucss, Idcas of Idcas, and Animation i Spmoza's “Fthics”

looking for a syslcmatc usce of these notions, we can clarily whether there 1s a
untfied sense that can be asceribed o Spinoza’s relerences 1o “consciousness”
m the Litfues. By the same means, we can also verily whether any ol the ways
i which Spinoza addresses “consciousness” may relate 1o a theory accountng
for the dillerence between conscions and non-conscions mental states, or lor
the existence ol dillerent degrees ol consclousness In nature.

In the next sechon, T will analyse the relerences 1o consciousness
mcluded m the st tvo scts: respectively, those concerning Spinoza’s
argumen( against lree will, and those concerning his explananon ol why we
conceive ol our appelites i terms ol volitions and decisions ol our nund. In
scection O, I will move on 1o analysing the third sct ol occurrcences, which deal

wilh Spmoza’s theory ol the clernity ol the mind.

5. The illusion of free will and the theory of the “ideas of ideas”

In the hrst set ol usclul occurrences we can include all the relerences (o
consciousness that are lound in passages concerning Spinoza’s rebuttal ol lree
will. In order (o convineingly deny the existence ol [ree will, Spinoza must
provide a plausible explanation as (o why human beings believe themscelves (o
be [ree, and how they are led (o erroncously aseribe o themselves a lree [aculty
ol will, capable ol acung upon the body and independenty ol the body. As
part ol a reply addressed 1o those who allinn (hat “they know by experience,
that 1015 m the mind’s power alone both (o speak and (o be silent, and 1o do
many other things which they therelore believe depend on the mind’s
decision” (IK3p2s; C 1, 495 / G 11, 1142), Spioza wriles:

[xperience itsell, no less elearly than reason, tcaches thal men

believe themiselves lree because they are conscious |sunt conscr] ol

their own actions, and ignorant ol the causes by which they are

determmed, that the decisions ol the mmd are nothing but the
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appetiles themselves, which therelore vary as the disposition ol the
body varics.
(1:3p2s; C 1, 496-497 / G 11, 143)

The samne thesis, lormulated witl almost wdentical wording, can also he lound
mn LIApp (C1, 440 / G 11, 78), 1:2p35s (C 1, 473 / G 11, 117), and IAPrel (C
I, 545/ G I, 207). Spmoza’s choice ol words doces not scem casual, since thicy
mvolve the nouon ol somconce “being conscious” ol lier actions, volitions, and
appetites i each ol these relerences.

As we have scen, the passage just quoted cnds by cstabhshing a
corrclation belween decisions ol the mmd, appetites, and dispositions ol the
body. Spitoza stresses this correlation a lew hnes later m the sme scholn

Both the deasion of the muind and the appetite and  the

determination ol the body by nature exist together — or rather are

onc and the same thing, which we call a deasion when s

considered under, and explained through, the attribute of thouglht,

and which we call a determmation whe it s considered under the

atribute ol extension and deduced [rom the laws ol motion and

rest.

(13p2s; C 1,497 / G 11, L1
With thns remark, Spmoza is both restating a metaphysical thesis and making

a terminological poml. What we usually dhstinguish as decisions (or volinons)

1 our mind, and delermmatons (or dispositions) ol the body, are really one
and the same thmg (human appettes, namely), although conceived and
explaned under different atnibutes — thought and extension, respectively. “By
nature”, Spmoza allirms, they “exist together” and lollow the same order and
councction ol causcs because, according 1o Spinoza’s  thought-extension
- . (3 . ° M . Lot . ° M
parallchsim, “the order ol actions and passions ol our body 1s, by nature, al
one with the order ol actuons and passions ol the mind” (3p2s; C 1,491/ G

I1, 141).
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This conclusion, however, poscs an obvious problenm. I our nind and
our body arc so closcly jomed o cach other, how do we gel 1o conccive ol our
appetites separately from and mdependently ol our bodily drives — lorming
cventually the [alse idea ol an autonomous and unconstrained spiritual faculty,
nanicly our “will”, capable ol takimg decisions thatl are independent from (and

cven opposed (0) the determinauons ol the body?* Spinoza provides the

answer 1w passages which are wmcluded m, or related 1o, the sccond sct ol
OCCUITCICCS.,
These occurrences are Irom the Third and Fourth Parvts of the Ztlics.

They can be grouped together sinec they all reler 1o a serics ol propositions in

the Sceond Part (1:2p20-23), where Spioza expounds his so-called theory ol

the “ideas ol idcas”.®®

To begn with, m I3p9, Spimoza allirms:

27 he quoted scholium follows a seminal propositon ol the Lidies (1:3p2), which miarks one of
the major points ol dissent between Spinoza’s philosophy and Descartes’s theories of the lrcedom
ol the will and “the power of the soul with respect o the body™ (see Descartes’s LPassions ol the Soul
[, 41; CSM 343/ AT X1, 359-360). In 1:3p2 Spinoza clams:

T'he body cannot determine the mmd o tnnking, and the mind canmot determine the
body 1o molion, (o rest or  anything else Gl there 1s anvthing clse).

(I3p2; CLA9 L G LD

[n this proposition, Spinoza explicith puts lorward lus deternnnsue and parallehsue account ol the
mind-body relatonship against Descartes’s voluntarist and uteractonist model, "The relerenee to
Descartes’s philosophy is also evident Irom the Prelace that introduces the Part ol the Ktfiics where
the proposition is lound. Spinoza writes:

['T'he celebrated Descartes, although he o believed that the mind has absolute power
over its own actons, nevertheless sought 1o explain human allects tirough their st
causes, and al the same tme o show the way by which the mind can have absolute
dominion over its allects. But in miy opinton, he showed nothing but the cleverness ol
his understanding.

(I3Prel; C 1, 1012192/ G, 137-138)

28 A5 soon as the expression conscius esseis pul forth, the demonstrations ol both E3p9 and 1:3p30
reler 10 12p23. The use ol conscicutia in E3Ad Lexp explicitly murrors F3p9s, and also relers 10
1:2p23. The demonstation ol Lp8 relers o both 12p21 and 12p22, with the purpose ol
addressing our knowledge of good and evil such knowledge bemg, according o Spmoza, nothing
other than owr consciousness ol the aflects ol joy and sadness), while LAp 1 9d and EAp6 bd refer in
wrn o IAp8. 152p20 is never explicitly evoked, but it provides the grounds for 12p21-23.
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Both insolar as the mimd has clear and distinet ideas, and msolar as

it has confusced ideas, it strives, lor an mdehnite duration, to

persevere inits bemg and s conscious ol this swiving it has |/

sur conatus est conscial.

(13p9; CT 199/ G 11, 117)

To better uuderstamd s relerence, i may be uselul to quickly recap the main
passages that lead Spinoza (o his linal stateient. “Each thing”, accordmg to
Spinoza, “strives o persevere it its being” (153p6; C 1, 498 / G 11, 116). This
“striving” 1$ identlied by Spinoza with the power ol the thing itsell and 1ts
esseuce (I3p7).Y Finally, in 13p9d, Spinoza asserts that the nund “is
necessarily conscious ol wsell' [mens ... necessario sui sit conscral” and
“conscious ol us strving |uiens sui conatus couscial”, througl the “ideas ol the
body’s atlections” (C 1, 199-500 / G 11, 147). This conclusion, Spitioza notcs,
15 cntatled by 12p23, which states:

The mimd doces not know itsell, except msolar as it perecives the

1deas ol the alleetons of the body.

(1:2p23; C 1, 468 / G 11, 110)

What it means lor the mind to know itsell (1°2p23) — or, even, to “be conscious

ol usel” (L3p9d) — by pereaiving the ideas of the allections ol the body 1s
explained m the three preceding propositions (12p20-22), where Spinoza
wroduces the notion ol “idea ol an wlea” (rdca wlea).

As previously mentoned, Spinoza asserts that God must have ideas ol all
ol 1ts modes, or allections (I'2p3) — including, therclore, the modes
comprchended m the atribute of thought, 1.c., all existing 1deas. Hencee, he

concludes that i thought there must also exist the wdeas ol the 1deas — among

29 According 1o Spinoza, “[tlhe power ol cach thing, orthe siriving | potentia sive conas] by which
it (cither alone or with others) does anything |...}, is nothing but the given, oractual, essenee of the
thing usell” (F3p7d; C 1, 499 / G 11, 146). Given both the cenuality ol this noton i Spinoza’s
philosophy, and the dilliculty to lind suitable translatons, Spinoza scholars usually reler o such
“striving” by retaining the original Ladn tenn, conatus.
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them, the 1dea ol the human mnd (I2p20d), suice, as we have scen, the
human mimndis delined as the idea ol the human body. In line with the general
tormulaton ol parallelism, accordimg (o which the order and connection of
idcas 15 the samie as (the order and connection ol things, in 1X2p21 Spmoza
maintains that “[t/his idea ol the mind is nnited to the mind in the same way

as the mind is united to the body” (C 1, 167 / G 11, 109).

[T1he mind s united to the body [rom the fact that the body is the
object ol the mind; and so by the same reasoning the idea ol the
mind must be umited with its own object, 1.c., with the mind isell,

m the same way as the mind s umted with the body.
(F2p2ld; C 1,167 / G 11, 109)

The idea of the human mind, i other words, “exists together” with its object
(namely, the mind), mirrors the same order ol causes and clleets ol its object,
and 1s related to the human mind in the same way as the latter 1s related 1o its
own object (the human body). In 12pl9, Spimoza demonstrates that the mnd
knows the body “through idcas ol allections by which the body is allected” (C
I, 466 / G 11, 107). In an analogous manner, in 1:2p22 he demonstrates that
the mind has “ideas ol the ideas ol the allechons |allectonun idcarumn wdeal”
ol the body (C I, 468 / G 11, 109). These wdeas ol idecas account for our
knowledge of our mind and its ideas (as per 112p23 and s demonstration, (o
which 1:3p9 relers). Along (hese lines, n the schohum ol 1:2p21, Spmoza
poits out what it ncans to have an idea ol one’s own mindl:

The 1dea ol the mund, I'say, and the mind itsell follow m God Irom

the same power of thinking and by the same necessity. For the 1dea

ol the mind, 1.c., the idea ol the 1dea |rdea idea], 1s nothing but the

lorm ol the idea insolar as this 1s considered as a mode ol thinking

withoult relaton (o the object.

(12p21s; C 1,167 / G 11, 109)
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This passage discloses the answer lor whieh we have bheen looking. The “ideas
ol 1dcas” account lor the possibility ol concciving ol our nund, along witl all
the 1deas by which it s allected, as “modes ol (himking without relation (o their
object”, m Spinoza’s words. "T'lus explains, among other (hings, how humans
can concelve ol their wills as something distinet [rom the determinations ol
their bodics — although they, “by nature, exist together, or rather are one and
the same thing” (E3p2s). This possibility, combined with our ignorance ol the
causcs that necessarily determine our mind to will or do anything,” is the
source ol an crror — 1.c., the crror of conceiving us as endowed with a fice
will, capable of acung upon the body and mdependently of the body.

As we have secn while analysing the [irst sct ol occurrences, Spinoza’s
goal 15 to dclend some potentially controversial theses, steinming [rom s
thought-cxtension parallelism theory: that the order ol the decisions ol the
mind mirrors the same necessary order of the dispositions ol the body, without
allowing lor any frcedom ol the will and without allowing [or any causal
mitcraction between the mind and the body. Therclore, as noted above, in
1°3p2s Spmoza clarilies that the decisions ol the miund, the appetites, and the
determimations of the body are once and the same thing, although called by
dillerent names accordmg to the attribute through which they are conceived —
whether as modes ol thought or modes ol extension. dndeed, Spinoza makes
asimilar pomt m 1:3p9s, alter having demonstrated that the mind is conscious
ol its striving, or conatus (1.c., ol its essence), through the 1deas ol the ideas ol

the alfections of the body.® “When this striving is related only to the mind”,

30 T 151p32, Spinoza allirms that “[Uhe will cannot be called a free cause, but only a necessary one”
(C 1,435/ G 11, 72). In 1“2p48 he demonstrates that “filn the mind there is no absolute, or free,
will, but the mind is determined o will tits or that by a cause which is also detennined by another”
(C T, 4837 G 11, 129). FFor a recent analysis concerning Spinoza's overall explanaton ol our beliel
m Iree will, see Melamed 2017.

3170 be sure, i 13p9d Spinoza writes that “the mind (by 1:2p23) is necessarily conscious ol itsell
tirough ideas of tie body’s affections”, without mentoning ideas of ideas. Spinoza’s relerence 1o
1:2p23 clarilies the meanmyg of this statement. The mind is “necessarily conscious of itself tirough
wleas of the body's alfections” (1:3p9d) since the mund “perecives the ideas of the alfections of the
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Spinoza remarks, “itis called will” (C 1, 500 / G 11, 147). Conversely, when

applicd to both the mind and the body, it is called “appetite”:

This appelile, therelore, 1s nothing bul the very essence ol man,
Irom whose naturce there necessanly lollow those things  that
promole his preservaton. And so nian s determmed (o do those
things. Between appetite and desire there 1s no dillerence, excepl
that desire 1s generally related 1o men wsolar as they are conscious
ol their appelites. So desire can be delined as appetiie together il
conscrousncss ol the appetite \appettus cuin ¢usdenr conscrential.
(1-3p9s; C 1, 500 / G I, 117-148. Tialies m1 original)
The meaning ol the last delinion 1s clarihed in E3AdL Trst, Spinoza defines
“desire” dillerendy, as “man’s very cssence, msolar as it is conceived to be
determined, Irom any given allection ol 1L, to do something” (C 1, 531 / G 11,
190). Then, he provides an explanation as (o why “desire” has replaced
“appetite” m outlning a “human’s very essence”. Following the saime scheme
lirst cnvisaged in L3p2s, and then noted m I3p9s, he stresses how “npulse”,
“appetite”, “will”, and “desire” are only diflerent names by which we address
the same striving, or essence ol a human bemg, concerved under different
attributes:
We said above, in 13p9s, that desire 1s appeutte together with the
consciousness ol W [cupiditatcn esse appetitunm cum cuusdenn
conscrential. And appetile is the very essence ol man, nsolar as it s
determmed to do whal promolces lus preservation,
Bul i the same scholium Talso warned that T really recognize
no dillerence between human appetite and desire. For whether a
man is conscious ol his appctite or nol, the appetite sull remais
onc and the same. And so — nolt 1o scem Lo commil a laulology — 1

did not wish to explain desire by appetile, but was anxious 0 5o

body” (F2p23). As we have scen, however, "o pereeive an idea”, on Spinozit's accouut, means o
have the idea of i, to have knowledge ol it and, linally, to be “conscious” of i

1y

21A_BW_Marrama .job



Spinoza’s Theon: of the Hunan Mid: Consciousness, Mcmorny, and Reason

deline 1t that T would comprehend together all the strivings of
human nature that we signify by the name ol appelite lappetiusl,
will [voluntasl, desire |cupiditas], ov impulse [nupetus|.
('3Ad Lexp; C 1, 531/ G 11, 190)
As we have scen, the name “appette” relers o the human suiving
simultancously conceived under the altribute ol extension (as an “impulse” of
the body) and under the ativibute of thought (as our “will”). The delintion ol
“desive” as “appetite witlr consciousness ol W lappetitns cum cpusdemn
conscrental, irst lound i :3p9s and then recalled m L3Ad Lexp, 1s meant to
include the striving ol both the body and the mind plus the knowledge that the
mind has ol its own striving, as a mode ol (thinking, through the ideas ol the
ideas of the allections of the body.”™ This accounts, lor example, Tor the [act
that not only do we want something, or strive lor i, but we also know that we
wanl something or strive lor it — in one word, we “desire” it* Understood in
this way, Spinoza concludes, the notion ol “desire” mvolves all manners i

wluch the human essence can be concenved.

32 \Vithout relerence to one’s atlections, Spinoza points out later in F3Ad Lexp, “it would not [ollow
that the mind could be conscious ol its desire, or appetle |suwae cuprditatis sne appetitus esse
conscial” (C 1, 531/ G I, 190), for there would be no idea atall that a mmd could pereeive. Spinoza
recalls twvice 122p23, according o which “lt(lhe mind doces not know itsell, except msolar as it
pereeives the ideas ol the allectons ol the body”. Spinoza’s simultancous relerence to one's
allections and 1:2p23, in order 1o “involve the cause of this consciousness | luus consercniix
causarn]” (E3Adlexp; C 1,-:531 /7 G 11, 190), scems to nurror the demonstraton ol F3p9, where
Spinoza also relers 0 FE2p23 1o claim that e mind is “necessanly conscious ol isell”™ — henee,
“conscious ol its striving” — dirough the “ideas ol the hody’s allecuons” (C 1, 199-500 7 G 11, 117).
[ other words, F2p23 and the underpinning “ideas ol ideas” theory ensure that, 1l a body is
allected, the mind has ideas ol which it is conscious, and through wluch it is conscious ol isell” qua
mode ol thinking. Lia Levy locuses on dice role ol the allections with respect Lo Spinoza's reference
o “the cause ol this consciousness”, thereby chuming that “|clonsciousness 1s s, i Spinoza’s
view, a phenomenon swicly related o existence in duration” (2017, 199). It remains unclear, on
her reading, the role ol all ol Spinoza’s relerences o consclousness, nsolar as consciousness is
related to the knowledge that one individual has ol the eternal part ol her mind and 1ts ideas. [ will
focus on these relerences in Uie next section ol this chapter. An insighdul commentauy concerning
these potnts can be tound in Jaquet 2005, 109-125. Sce also Jaquet 20011, 113-119.

33 See F2p21s and the use that Spinoza makes ol 1:2p20 in 1:2p13d, 1o justily the Jact that “he |...)
who knows a thing wuly, must at the same time haye an adequate idea, ortue kinowledse, ol his
own knowledge” (C 1, 479/ G 11, 123-121).

12
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On (s reading, Spinoza’s clarification that “desire 1s generally related (o
men msolar as they are conscious ol their appelites”, Tound m 123p9s, does
not miply anythung about the possible existence ol unconscious states ol mimnd
or idecas.” Accordingly, Spinoza’s claim that the appetite 1s still one and the
same “whether a man s conscious ol his appelite or not”, m E3Adlexp,
cannot be taken as alluding to a diflerence between kinds of appetles — those
that emerge (o consciousness and hose that do not.* Spinoza is only
remarking that our “desire” — understood as the striving ol both our body and
miud, rellected nto a second, parallel order ol ideas ol 1deas — 1s only one
way i which (o conceive ol one’s appelite or essence.” Indeed, whether we
conceive ol an mdwidual as bemg conscious ol her striving, or whether we
conceive ol her as uniquely determmed by her bodily napulses, “the appetite
sl remains one and the same”, Spinoza asserts. Thus, the Tact that we also
conceive aid have knowledge ol our appelites i lerms ol desire and
awarcness of our will — as modes of thinking and allecuons ol our mimd —

shall not lead us Lo believe that our will s lree.

3 Miller (2007, 217) Tollows MWilson (J1980] 1999a, 130 m reading this statement as suggesting
such a disuncuon. Sce also Shapiro 2017, 211.

35 Balibar reads this passage as implying that consciousness is “the specilic dillerence”, or “the
specific degree or quality which translormms appetite into deswre”, which also means that “some
appetites are voluntary, others not” (11992] 2018, 131-132). By contrast, 1 exclude the possibility
that Spinoza is here reducing conscious or voluntary appetites 1o a subset ol all appetites, lor that
secms to me the thesis hat Spinoza intends to relute. Indeed, all of Spinoza’s arguments analysed
so far are aimed at demonstrating that, although we are conscious ol our appetites and bodily
impulscs as volitons ol the mind, Uiere is nothing in nature like a lree, voluntary appette, governed
by a conscious mind, which can act upon the body and independently ol the body. Morcover, and
more importantly, Spinoza is not contending that an appetite may “tansform” isell into a voluntary
oue, by means of consciousness. Rather, itis true that for Spinoza all appetites are (also) volinons
ol the mind, and that the mind is necessarily conscious ol its volitons by means ol the ideas of the
ideas ol the atlectons ol the body. Henee, the mind is also said o “desire”, with respeet to the
objects ol its will, of which it is conscious.

36 Conversely, if desires, or conscious appetites, were only a subset ol human appelites (as
contended by Balibar [1992] 2013 and Levy 2017), we should also concede that Spmorza is
inconsistently vusing the noton ol “cssence ol man” in F3p9s and FE3AdL, respectvely, by first
delining 1t as humen appetite, and then restricting it o human destre (or conscious appeates).

13
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6. Animation, eternity of the mind, and the “third kind of knowledge”

The relerences (o consciousness analysed so [ar do nol scem to provide any
criterion (o distnguish between conscious and unconscious idcas, On the
contrary, the umversahty ol the demonstratons cmployed by Spmoza scems
(o entail that all bodies have a corresponding nund, along with the idea, or
knowledge, ol it” — that 1s, what Spmoza refers (o as “consciousness”. Having
noted this, Spmoza commentators concerned aboul the ensuing paradoxes
rclated o panpsychisin have olten dismissed the “ideas ol ideas” theory as an
unsuitable candidale for an account ol human consciousness.™ Lither the
theory ol the ideas of 1deas 1s not meant to provide a higher-order account ol
: Lo S . 39
human consciousness, ey maimtam, or else 1t Lails to reach its goal.™ As a
couscquence, there have recently been some teresting atlempts to look for
a dillerent understanding ol “consciousness” - Spmoza’s  Litfues. These
attempts have locused on passages mcluded m our third, and last, sct of

OCCuITCnCeCes.

37 Sce EZ2pl3s, quoted in section 2, as well as L2p43d, where Spinoza characterises the
demounstraton of F2p20 as “universal [urversalis]” (C 1, 479/ G 11, 123; the NS version explicily
adds that the demonstraton ol 12p20 “can be applied o all ideas”; see NS 90).

38 Scholars who nevertheless have presented Spinoza’s theory ol “ideas ol ideas” as a theory ol
sclecuve consciousness are Curley (1969), Rice (1990), Martun (2007), and, more recendy,
Sangiacomo (201 1a). He argues that ideas ol ideas can only be adequate; hence, he writes,
conscrousness i Spinoza only refers o adequate knowledge (2011, 82-81; sce also Sangiacomo
2010). Building on the same hypothesis — 1.e., that ideas ol ideas can only be adequate — Syhane
Malinowski-Charles recenty argued lor the opposite conclusion, namely, that ideas ol ideas cannot
account lor human consciousness (2016, Junc 17, “On the Dillerence between Consciousness and
Ielea Iedear m Spinoza”, paper presented at MceGill Universiy). T lind both readings dillicult o
veconctle with Spinoza’s parallehism. Since the ovder and connecton ol the ideas necessarily [olows
the order and connecton ol their objects, all e clements that account lor the inadequacy ol the
idcas ol my bodily aflecuons (that s, incompletencess, partality, and passivity) shall also be tacked
m e order ol the ideas ol e ideas. Tudeed, Spinoza’s theory of the ideas ol ideas scems also
mtended o support the claim that the awareness that one may have ol her mind and s atlections,
through the ideas ol the ideas ol the body’s allections, can deliver a great deal ol {conscious)
inadequate knowledge about its object — o the same extent and in the same way as ideas ol bodlily
alfections deliver inadequate knowledge about one’s own hody (see, in partcular, F2p28s, 12p29,
its demonstraton and corolluy).

3“1 s were a icory ol consciousness or awareness |...|”, Bennet Famously contends, “it would
be absurdly excessive™ (198 L, 188). Sce also MWilson (1980) 1999a, 135; Nadler 2008a, 58 1-58.5;
[eBulle 20100, 556; Marshall 201 ¢, 111.

A

22B_BW_Marrama job
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These occurrences arc all given m the Ialth Part ol the Ft/iues. Most of
the relerences (o consciousness mcluded o the third set are related to
Spmoza’s account ol the clernity ol the mind and lis theory ol the “third kind
ol knowledge”.* In not one ol them doces Spinoza mention or explicitly recall
the “ideas ol idcas” theory.

Iirst, in 1X5p3ls, he charactenses the ability ol the mund (o altam
knowledge ol the third kind i terms ol consciousness of the scll and God.
“The more cach ol us 15 able to achieve i this kind of knowledge”, Spinoza
wriles, “lhe more he 1s conscious ol hunscll and ol God |co miclius sur et Der
conscrus cst)” (C 1, 610 / G I, 300). Then, i L5p39, he relates the elernal
part ol a mimd (o the capabilitics ol the corresponding body. Spinoza allirms
that “Ihle who has a body capable ol a great many things has a mind whosc
greatest part is cternal” (C 1, 6144/ G 11, 30-1). Tlus correlation 1s rephrased,
the lollowing scholwum, mi terms ol a mind’s capacity (o be conscrous ol isell,
God, and the things according to the capabilitics ol the body:

He who, like an lant or child, has a body capable ol very lew

things, and very heavily dependent on external causes, has a nund

which considered solely m uscll 1s conscious ol almost nothing ol

¥ Spinoza provides a detinition ol the “third kind ol knowledge”, also named “intuinve knowledge”
(screntr nututtiva), in 12pA0s2:

[ TIhis kind ol knowing procceds from an adequate wdea ol the tormal essence ol
certain attributes of God 1o the adequate knowledge ol the essence ol Uings

(L2p10s2; C [, 4178/ G 11, 122)

Only the occurrences to consciousness lound m ESp12s do not immediately reler (o Spinoza’s
theories of ntuitive knowledge and the clernity ol the mind. They scem o do it mediately though,
by relering Lirst to blessedness [heatitudol, “which arises from the third kind ol knowledge”
(15pA2d; C 1, 616/ G 11, 307), then o the oppositon between the “ignorant” and the “wise man”
— whom “being, by a certain etemal necessity, conscious ol himsell, and ol God, and ol things [sur
ot Der et rerun aoterna quackun necessitate conscrus]”, Spinozat writes, “never ceases o be” and
“always possesses ruc peace of mnd |aniin acquicscenual™ (15p 125, C 1,617 /G 11, 308). See also
FAAppt: “blesseduess | beatitudol 1s nothing but that peace ol the mind |ariin acquicscential that
stems [rom the intuitive knowledge of God” (C 1, 588 / G 11, 267, "I'ranslation modilied). The
meaning ol the cexpression “conscious ol onescll; God and the things” — which, with some
modilications, also appears in I5p3ls and in F5p39s — and 1ts relerence to the ideas that an
individual has ol its mind, God, and singular things tirough knowledge ol the dnrd Kind, 1s analysed
below in this secton.
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isell, or of God, or ol things |wmentcrr habet, qua i sc sola

cousiderata uilil lere sur nee Der uec rerumn sit conscial. On the

other hand, he who has a body capable ol a great many things, has

a mind which considered only in itsell 1s very much couscious ol

isell, and of God, and of things |mentenr habet, quae i sc sofa

consicdlerata multung sui of Der of rerun sit conscial .

(I25p39s; C 1, 614/ G 11, 305)
This last paragraph, m particular, has olien been read in connection with
Spinoza’s controversial remarks on universal animaton — found m 1:2p13s,
and quoted above m this chapter — from which the whole problem ol the
status ol consciousncess i Spinoza’s Filies ongimatcs.

Indeed, n the second part of 1X2p13s, Spimoza proceeds to explan how
we should understand his claim that all mdividuals are ammate, “though
dillerent degrees”:

We [...] cannot deny that ideas dilter among themscelves, as the

objects themsclves do, and that once 1s more cxcellent than the other,

and contans more reality, just as the objeet ol the one 15 more

excellent than the object ol the other and contains more rcaliy. |...|

I say tlus 1 general, that i proportion as a body is more capable

than others ol doing many tUnngs at once, or bemg acted on m many

ways at once, so its mind 1s more capable than others ol pereeiving

many things at once. And in proporton as the actions ol a body
depend more onitsell alone, and as other bodices concur with it less

1 acting, so its mind is more capable of understanding distinetly.

(12p13s; C 1,458 / G 11, 97)
The smilanty between 12pl3s and L15p39s has prompted scholars o
assimilate Spinoza’s relercnee (o “degrees ol annmation” o a theory implying
tic existence ol dillerent degrees ol consclousness in nature,

Don Garrett, lor example, cquates degrees ol consciousness with degrees

ol power ol thinking expressed by dilTerent minds or ideas (understanding, by

16
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the “power ol thinking” ol an idea, its degree ol pertection and reality,” and
its ellectiveness in determining an individual’s striving). “This idenulication”,
Garrelt argucs, “is almost irresistibly implicd by the conjunctuon ol E2pl3s
with E5p39s” (2008, 23). Steven Nadler takes this proposal a step lurther,
grounding the degrees ol power ol thinking cnteitained by an individual’s
mind and ideas mto  corresponding  degrees ol bodily  complexity:
“Iclonsciousness lor Spinoza, |...] is a certain complexity in thinkig that is the
corrclate ol the complexity of a body” (2008a, 575). He thus concludes:

[the more conscious a mind is, the more active and powerlul it is,

nol because consciousness 1s identical with power but because both

ol these [catures of the mind are grounded [...] m the same lact

about the body, namcly, its complexily.

(Nadler 20084, 591)

Sull with relerence 0 192p13s, Michacl Della Roccea claims that “Spinoza’s
noton ol degrees ol anumation can usclully be understood m tenns ol degrees
ol'independence ol outside causes and thus in terms ol degrees ol conlusion
and adequacy”. He thereby allirms that “Spinoza similarly tics degrees ol
consciousness o a mmd’s degree ol independence ol outside causes m
[25p39s” (2008, [15-110).

Unlortunately, such an “almost irresistible” connection between the two
scholia, on which all (hese interpretations are based, 1s 1 fact ungusulied, 1f
tis connecton 1s meant to cquate degrees ol animation ol mdividuals with
correspondmg degrees of awareness of thetr own mental states — whether such
degrees are conceived of n terms ol power ol thinking, complexity ol the

body, or adequacy ol ideas.” As we can see [rom I2p13s, Spinoza provides

H“By reality and perlection”, Spinoza writes, “I understand the same thing” (1:2d6; C 1 447 / G
11, 85).

2 All these interpretations, moreover, seem Lo reveal some inner meonsistencics, or o cncounter
dilficultics when confronted with other fundimental theses or passages taken [rom Spinoza’s texts.

17
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two dillerent criteria on which the degree ol ammation ol an individual 1s
grounded. The st eriterion relers o the general capability ol the mimd of
“pereeiving many things at onee” — i.e., ol having ideas ol any kind — and 1t
depends on the corresponding capability of the body “of domg many things at
once, or being acted on o many ways al once”. In other words, thie lirst
criterion depends on the general capabality ol a body ol being allected and
undergoing various modilications at one time, meluding all its actions and its
mtcractons with exterual bodies. Since a mind must pereeive everythimg that
happens 1 its object, the more a body 1s alleeted and undergoes different
modilications at one tme, the more ideas of bodily alfections, i parallel, must
also cxist at the same ume m the corresponding mmd. A healthy human body,

which 1s capable of allecting, and being allected by, external bodies m many

Ior example, Garrett's idenuficaton ol degrees ol consciousness with degrees ol power ol thinking
presents problems which have been pointed out by LeBulle:

Without lurther qualificatons on Spinoza’s ticory, what is (o stop us [rom conceiving
ol a more powerlul mind a#/ of whose ideas are less conscious than those e aless
powerlul mind? In such a case, one nught wonder what it means to say that the more
powerlul mind 1s more conscious.

(LeBulle 2010, 557)

Furthermore, Garrett's interpretaton seems to make mexplicable how the mind can be conscrous
ol any alleet ol saduess and pain, which, according o Spinoza, are related (o a dinminishment ol the
mind’s power ol thinking and perlection (see F3ptl and the relevant scholium, as well as F3Ad).
Della Rocea’s account (2008), instead, scems to entail that the more conlused an idea is, the less
the mind 18 conscious ol 11, which conclusion is at odds with Spinoza’s clum that the human nind
1s conscious ol its suving msolar as it has both adequate and inadequate ideas (1:3p9d). Regarding
Nadler’s view, it cannot explain consciousness by suggestng that a certain complexity of the body is
direetly responsible lor the emergence of conscious mental states in the mind (see also Bennelt
1981, 136-139). This option, indeced, 1s correcty excluded by Nadler himsell: “[t]his would violate
the causal and explanatory separation that exists between the alwibutes ol Thought and LFxtension
1 Spinoza’s parallehsm”, he writes (20084, 591). Yeu, il consciousness was only the expression in
thought ol a certain bodily complexity —i.c., “a lunction ol (hecause identical with) a2 mind’s intermal
complexity” (20084, 592) — itwould, as aresult, be impossible Tor amind 1o solate and be conscious
ol any udea concewved ol as “simple”, such as primitve, non-analysable notions. However, the
capacity ol the human mind o conceive and attend separately (o simple ideas scems o have had
animportant role in Spimoza’s carly epistemology (sce T §§63-65, §68, §72). Against other similar
views, which more generally conneet the existence ol sentent lile in animals with the existence of
certain degrees ol complexity i a body — such as Genevieve Lloyd’s (1980, 295, and 1994, -[5-16)
— sce also Wilson’s msighttul remarks (11999] 1999¢, 182-183), who correctly pomts out that
“ISpinoza’s] observations about relatve “excellence’ and ‘realiy” evidendy do not amount 1o, nor
direetly ental, an asserton that ‘sentience” is correlative with ‘requisite degree ol complexity” m a
mven ‘idea’s” body™ (Wilson [1999] 1999¢, 182).

18
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ways al one umce (FE2post3 and L2post6), will therelore entertam a very high
degree of animation according to this lirst eriterion — that 1s to say, that the
correspouding mind will be populated by many pereeplions and 1deas,
rellecting the order and connection ol the allections imvolving the body.

The sccond eriterion of an mdhvidual’s degree ol animation, instcad,

I‘“

relers o the capability o a mind ol “understandmg distinetly” the things — that
is, Lo its capability of having adequate ideas.® According to Spinoza, the more
the allections and actions ol a body depend on the nature of the body alone,
the more 1ts mind, m parallel, can be considered the “adequate, or lormal,
causc” (E5p3ld; C 1, 610/ G 11, 299) ol the corresponding ideas. Adequalte
1deas, therelore, are 1dcas in the mind that the mind can clearly and distinetly
pereeive as cllects ol its own nature,' rather than cllects ol external causes.
Henee, in E2p 1 3s, Spinoza relates the capability ol the mmd ol understanding
distnctly and having more adequate idcas — 1.c., ol being more animalted
according to the sccond eriterion — (o bodies whose actions depend more on
(hemsclves, rather than on the mlluence ol external bodies allecting then.
Regarding both crileria, however, degrees of consciousness of one’s ideas
—whether they arc adcquate or not — are not mentoned, nor is there anything
in L2pl3s which may suggest that the transpareney ol a mode ol thinking
actually constituting a mind may depend on, or be allected by, the same (wo

parameters delining the degree ol anmmation ol that individual.

B See 12p38e, where Spinoza cquates adequate ideas with ideas thiat ave “clearly and distnetly”
perecived (C 1, 474/ G 11, 119). According (0 Spinoza (1:2p140s2), adequate ideas can be cither of
propertics of things (such as the ideas which consttute reason, or knowledge ol the sceond kind),
or ol essences of singular hings (as products of inwitive knowledge).
FHSce E3p Ld; Spinoza defines die notion ol “adequate cause” i 13d 1

[ call that causc adequate whose efleet can be clearly and distinetly perecived dirough

it. But 1 call it partial, or madequate, itits ¢lTect cannot he understood twough 1talone.

(F3d1; C L 192/ G L, 139)

8 Ideas depending on extermal causes are accordingly called “inadequate”. Spinoza remarks in
E3pld that “[iJin cach human mind some ideas are adequate, but others are mutlated and confused”
(C 1, 193 / G 11, 140); he suwesses the same concept in E3pad and, in E3p9d, he desenbes the
cssence of the mind as “construted by adequate and by madequate ideas” (C 1, 499/ G 11, 147).
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Why, then, does Spinoza adopt the terminology related to consciousness
in the 1afth Part ol the £tlues? T behieve that the answer can be lound at the
end ol 155p20s, where Spinoza declares that he will heneclorth “pass to those
things which pertain to the mmd’s duration without relation o the body” (C1,
606 / G 11, 291). Since Spinoza 1s now focusmg on the mind and the
knowledge that we may have ol its cternity, he turns to the vocabulary ol
consciousness, which he stll uses to address the knowledge that we may have

ol the mmd “msolar as this 1s cousidered as a mode ol Unnking without

relation to the objeet” (F2p21s).*

According (o Spinoza, 1t 1s true that “[tlhe human mind canmot be
absolutely destroyed with the body, but sometlhung ol it remains wlueh s
clernal” (I55p23; C 1, 607 / G 11, 295). Indeed, Spmoza affinns that we “fecl
that our mund |...] 1s cternal” (15p23s; C I, 608 / G 11, 290). However, Spinoza
also adds that we must not conluse what we feel as the cterty ol our mind
with (he traditional account ol the nnmortality ol the soul — the latter bemng
bascd, according (o hun, on the false belief in a prolonged duration ol our
memory and imagination after all corporeal activities have ccased.” For
example, m 15pdids, Spimoza claims:

II'we attend to the common opimion ol men, we shall sce that they
arc indeed conscious ol the cternity of their wiud |svae mentss
alernialis esse quidem conscios), but that they conluse 1t with
duration, and attnbute it to the unagination, ormemory, which they
believe remains aller death.

I5p3ds; C L 611-612 /7 G 11, 301-302).

¥ Along the same limes, alier his considerations on the knowledge that the mind has ol its ovan
cternity, Spinoza concludes, in E5pA0s, by wriing: “These are the things [ have decided to show
concerning he mind, insofar as i is considered without relation o the body's existence” (C 1, 615
/G 11, 300).

¥ In E5p2l, Spinoza excludes the possibility thal the nund can cither imagine anything or recollect
past things, except while the body endures (C 1, 607 / G 11, 29-0).
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Once again, Spimoza scems (o lurn o the vocabulary of consciousness (o
address the cogmtion that we have ol our mind, as a mode ol thinking,
independently ol the body. And agam, this “consciousness”, or knowledge ol
our mmd, scems o be the origin of some conlusion: m this case, as we have
sect, 1L may mduce us 1o wrongly assume an indelinite duraton ol tunctions
ol the mmd (such as those rclated o memory and unaginaton) that, by
contrast, only depend on the capability ol the body (o be allected during its
existence.

To prevent this conlusion, which would contradict the thought-cxtension
parallelism, Spmoza resorts (o the same strategy that he also adopted to
debunk the false beliel in lree will: Tie grounds the 1dea that consututes the
clernal part ol our mmd — ol which “we are conscious” — m s corporeal
counterpart. He argues that when “we lecl and know by expenence |sentimus
cxpernnurguel that we are clernal” (IK5p23s; C 1, 607-608 / G 11, 296), whal
our mind really pereeives as cternal 1s e fact the dea “that expresses the
essence ol the human body, under a species ol clernity” (15p22; C 1, 607/ G
11, 295)." Then, Spinoza proceeds to demonstrate that the mind is always
conscious ol thus 1dea when it conceives of the things mtuitively, or “by the
third kind ol knowledge”.

Il we turn to Spimoza’s account of the third kind ol kuowledge, we can
notice that, m [55p29, he allirms that “|wlhatever our mind understands under
aspecics ol cternity it understands ... [rom the fact that it coneeives the body’s
csscuee under a species of ctermity” (C I, 609 / G 11, 298). Then, m Iop3ld,
Spmoza delines the idea ol the essence of the body concerved under a species
ol cternity — which idea, as we have just scen, s tie cternal part ol the nund

—as “the adequale, orformal, cause ol the third kind ol knowledge” (C 1, 610

B [n I5p23s Spinoza delines this idea as a “certain mode ol tinking, which pertains o the essence
of the mind, and which is necessarily cternal” (C 1, 607 / G 11, 295).
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/ G I, 299). The durd kind ol knowledge is, i turn, delined by Spinoza as
“adequate knowledge of the essence ol things™ (I5p25d; C 1, 608/ G 1, 206)."
Based on the fact hat “[plarticular things are nothimg but allections of God’s
altributes, ormodes by which God’s attribultes are expressed i a certam and
determmate way” (I1p25¢; C 1, 431 / G 11, 68), Spinoza assimilates adequale
knowledge ol particular things with knowing God itsell. Henee, e 155124,
Spinoza writes that “[tlhe more we understand singular things, the more we
understand God” (C 1, 608 / G 11, 296). "This assumpton allows Spinoza (o
conclude, m E5p25d, that the more we adequately understand smgular things
through knowledge of the third kind, “the more we understaud God” (C 1,
608 / G 11, 2906).

T'o sum up, the knowledge of the third kind depends on the cternal part
ol the mmd as 1ls adequale cause, and 1t mvolves adequate knowledge (i.c.,
adequate 1deas) ol the mind uscll, ol the essences ol singular things and,
therelore, of God.™ This is why Spioza can allirm, i L5pdLs, that *the morc
cach ol us 1s able (o achicve m this kind ol knowledge, the more he 1s

conscious ol Tumsclt and ol God”. Ior the same reason, argue, m 15p39s he

also allirms that “he who has a body capable ol a great many things, has a mind
which considered only i itsell 1s very much conscious ol itsell, and ol God,
and ol things”. Spinoza’s statements are not inlended (o reler to the overall
degree ol awarcness ol a mind with respeet 10 its own mental states, nor do
they concern the degree ol transparcuey ol any idea to the mind that perecives
it. Rather, they concern the kind ol ideas that a mund related 1o a very capable

body (a body, that is, whosc actions do nol depend on external causes) can

¥ Recall Spinoza’s delinidon ol die thivd kind of knowledge in 12p 10525 see also 15p36s: “le
knowledge ol smgular things 1 have called intuitive, or knowledge of the third kind [rerum
singularnum coguitio, quann nituitivam sive teiti generis appellay)” (C 1,613 /7 G 11, 303).

30 Necording to E5p30, the mind knows both itselt and the body under a species ol cternity.
“Henee”, Spinoza concludes, “insofar as our mind couceives itsell and e body under a species off
clernity 1t necessartly lus knowledge ol God, and knows that itis in God and is conceived through

God” (1:5p30d; C 1, 610/ G 11, 299).
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attain and be conscious of, through knowledge of the third kind: namcly,
adequalc ideas ol itsell, ol singular things and, therelore, ol God.” And these
arc the ideas that the mind truly pereeives whenever it is said (o leel its own
clermly (125p23s) and be conscious ol 1t (1X5p3ils).

Indeed, as we have seen, the more a body 1s capable ol actions and
modilications wlich depend only on its own nature, the more modilications
m the mind can be conceved as depending on the nature ol the mind alone,
“considered only i ttsell” (1X5p39s) — with the cternal part of the mimd being
the causc ol is own adequale ideas ol itscll, ol God, and of other sigular
“things. Converscly, a body whose actious are heavily dependent on external
causes must be related o a mmd that only madequately knows itsell and the
things, by percewving idcas ol allections ol the body caused by “lortuitous
encounters” with external things (152p29s; C 1, 471 / G 11, 114) — ideas, that
15, whiel, hike “conclusions without prenuses” (1.2p28d; C 1, 470 / G 11, 113),
ouly represcut the cflects and modilications produced in one’s body by the
external objects, without explaming the nahire or essence ol any ol the things
responsible for these modilications.™

Sull, we scenungly have no sohd basis on which to clann that minds
related to less capable, less powerlul, or less complex bodies than the human

body shall also nceessarily be less conscious of the ideas that actually exist m

31T his has been also pointed out by TeBulle, who makes a similar remark:

Spinoza does not write at 25p39s that more powertul minds have a higher degree ol
consciousness. He writes that such minds are more conscious of themschves and ol
God and of things. |...] Spinoza is characlerizing a mind’s conscious knowledge —
understood on a correspondence theory ol ruth as in part a relation between its
conscious ideas and their objects — and not a quality ol experience, like intensity, that
might plausibly be thought to indicale consciousness or degrees ol consciousness
without lurther discussion.

(LeBulle 2010b, 559)

32 In this sense, 1 believe that it is appropriate to read Spinoza’s remarks in E5p39s regarding
consciousness of onesell, God, and things, as the counterpart ol 12p29, its covolluy and scholium,
where Spinoza deals with the ideas of bodily allectons, and the relevant ideas ol ideas, insofar as
they only deliver a muulated and contused knowledge ol our mind, our body, and the external
tings.
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them and constitute them. T'o be sure, 1l an mdividual’s body can undergo
only a lew modilications, ol which cven [ewer are determined by the sole
nature ol that body, the corresponding mind will have lew deas (or
pereeptions, i general) and, among these ideas, even lewer adequale (.e.,
clear and distinet) ones. As a resull, that indnidual can be said to possess a
very low degree ol “annmation” according o both eriteria expressed m 122p13s.
Nevertheless, nothing prevents us from regarding such a scarcely anmmated
individual as perleetly conscious ol those lew, very confused ideas ol its bodily

allections that actually constitute its minl.

7. Two issues concerning Spinoza’s panpsychism solved

Based on the clements put lorth, I am convinced that Spinoza’s way ol
accounting lor consciousness mi the Lt/ues 1s coherent. Yet, the hts ol such
an account are also cvident, waking Spinoza’s theory barely palatable, if
assumed outside its origmal context.™ To reply o the questions raised at the
begining ol the chapler, Spinoza explains the existence ol consciousness in
nature i the same way as hie also explams the stmultancous existence ol bodies
and minds: for any cxisting thing, minds included, there must exist a
corresponding idea m God’s thought, which pereenves everytung that occurs
(o 1ts object with the sane order and connection ol causes. On such grounds,
Spmoza’s theory does not allow lor any distinction between human and non-
human minds via their consciousness, as 1t docs not disunguish between
conscious and unconscious idcas or mmds at all. What arc we o do, then,

aboul the paradoxes ensuing from panpsychism?

581 consider, lor example, that the way it which Spinoza scems to contlate basic distinetions which
arc nowadays commonly accepted — such as those between sell-knowledge and consciousness, or
betveen phenomenal and access consciousness (see Block 1995) — may represent an obstacle in
this scusc.

ORI
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Regarding the problem ol non-human minds, T am persuaded that
Spmoza would concede consciousness to any individual body or singular thing
that can be said (0 maintain an essental structure or unity between parts while
perlorming a determinate action — according o his dehnitions ol “singular
thing” and “individual” (sce F2d7, and L2d alter E2pl13).”" In this regard, o
we look outside the Lthies, we sce Spinoza himsell proliing [rom the universal
apphcabihty ol his theory, with the purposce, once again, ol demonstrating the
origint ol the human illusion ol [rce will. Tn Ep 58, he asks his reader (o
conceive ol something “very simple”, such as a stone set in motion by an
external cause. He states that what he 1s about to conclude about the stone
must also be coneluded about “any singular thing, however composite 1t 1s
conceved to be, and however capable ol doig many things”, since everything
m nature ts C;lljs;lll)f determined o exist and produce elfeets m a lixed mauner.

Conccive now, il you will, that while the stone contunucs to move, it

thinks, and kuows that as far as it cany, it strives (0 continue moving,.

Ol course, since the stone 1s conscious only ol its striving |sur

tantunnnodo conatus st conscrous], and not at all ndilTerent, 1t will

believe that it s very [ree, and that 1t perseveres i motion lor no
other cause than because 1t wills to. This 1s that famous human

[reedom everyone brags ol having, which consists only in tus: that

men are conscious ol their appetite |fiomines sui appetitus sint

conscr] and ignorant ol the causes by which they are determimed.

(L'p 58; C 11, 428 / G TV, 260)

S I2lem -6 Spinoza calls such “essential suructure™ the “Torm” ol the body (C [, 161/ G 11, 100-
101). We have also scen that Spinoza delines the idea ol the mind as “the form ol the idea, insolar
as Uhis s considered as a mode ol thinking without relation o the objeet™ (F2p2ls). We may
therelore conclude tiat, as long as the body retains its [orm while siriving to persevere i its being,
the mind also retains s Torm, in parallel, which is in trn the object of the idea of the mmd, or
consciousness ol such striving. Delining the exact terms in which Spinoza’s notion of “torm” is to
be understood, both as a mode ol hought and as a maode ol extension, sull remains a problematc
task for Spinoza scholars. Regarding this, sce lor example Larke 2016, 279,
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Onc ol the purposes ol a theory ol scleclive conscioustiess 1s 1o exclude the
possibility, regarded as absurd, that bodies much simpler than humans may
be somchow conscious ol their (polentially very limited) corporeal aflections
and relevant mental stales. Ior Spinoza, however, o hypothesise thal non-
human minds could be conscious ol themselves, and (o draw conclusions from
such a hypothesis — conclusions that apply to all mdividuals, however
composite and however capable ol doiug many things they may be, including
humans — is apparently a viable option.”

The maimn concern that scems 1o prevent many scholars from ascribing
such a radical view Lo Spinoza is, in Margarct Wilson’s words, e common
cxpectation “that mentahity 1s recognizable [rom behavior ol a cerlain sort, and
the absence of mentalily from ‘behavior” ol other sorts” ([1980] 1999a, 130).
Spinoza cexphcidy argues lor the opposite thesis. We shall not expect the
acuons of an individual (o be different, whether we conceve 1t uniquely as a
body — and explam 1ts essenee, appetites, and conscquent behaviour through
the laws of extension alone — or whether we conceive it as also provided with
asstriving mund, conscrous ol itsell” through the relevant deas ol its body’s
allections. For Spinoza, the presence ol consciousncess does not account lor
any specilie dillerence i behaviour, since a body’s way ol behaving does not

. 4 56
depend on the presence ol consciousness at all.™

55 Concerning this poiny, sce also Mclamed 2011, 161-162.
36 Regarding this, sec again 1'9p7s:

So long as things are considered as modes ol thinking, we must explain the order ol
the whole ol nature, or the connection ol causes, through the awibute ol thought
alone. And msolar as they are considered as modes ol extension, the order ol the
whole of nature must be explained through the auribute ol extension alone.

(C L4527 G I, 90
Lo be precise, this 1s a feature ol Spinoza’s philosophical system that has been somchow notced
by Wilson hersell, who — in spite ol her eriticism ol Spinoza’s accounts of mind and consciousness
— 1 a later artele writes:
Spmoza mamtans that all physical phenomena whatsoever, including (one must
suppose) what we think ol as ‘intelligent behavior’, are susceptble ol explaation
within the realm ol physical causes exclusively. Mental ‘determination’ ol anything

56

28B_BW_Marrama .job



Chaper 1. Conscrousness. Ideas of Ideas, and Aminiaion in Spinosa’s “Fihics™

The sceond problem related 1o Spinoza’s panpsychism is that the mind
musl pereeive and be conscious ol everything that happens i the body. Since
we cannol rely on any disunction between conscions and unconscious
perceptions ol bodily states and allections, it [ollows that for a possible solution
we may only turn (o what is signuhied by “cverything that happens in the body™,
m Spmoza’s erms. This 1s also suggested by the fact that, i Spinoza’s
[ramework, both the Iinnts and contents ol our expericnce of oursehves and
the external world are provided by the allections of our body. Solving (his
problem, therefore, requires explaming whal accounts [or an allecuon ol the
body and what coustitutes the actual essence ol a body, or its striving (1:3p7).”7
"I'lus 1s not a problem related o Spinoza’s philosophy ol nund anymore, but

o his account ol bodily mdniduaton.

material is, according Lo his system, inconcewvable. (And, hikewtse — and perhaps less
atracuvely from a present day perspectve — he holds that material explanaton ol
mental occurrences is ruled out.)

(\Wilson [1999] 1999¢, 178)

A consequence ol this view is that, with the same legitimacy with which we can regard all minds as
“spiritual automala”, m Spinoza’s terms (UTE §85; C [, 37 / G 11, 32), their corporeal correlates can
be coherently conceived ol as “zombics™ — 1o borrow a contemporary expression — capable ol
perlorming all actions and behaviours that their bodily [unctions allow, without having any conscious
cxpenience of themselves and the external world (see Chalmers 1996, 9 1-95).

57 By referrmg to Edpostl, Malinowski-Charles (200 la, 68-70) and Marshall (2011, [38-139) arguc
that, for Spinoza, only alfeets count as conscious ideas — assuming, by the notion of “allect”, anidea
corresponding o an alfection mvolving an increase or a decrease 1 one's body’s power ol acting
(I:3d3) and, henee, a relevant seusation ol joy or sadness i the mind (123p 1 1s). This interpretation
correctly points al the spectrum ol an individual’s conatve hife o lind the boundaries ol her
conscious lile. Tndeed, the striving which delines the actual essence of cach thing — and ol which
the mid 15 saul o be conscious — is delined by Spinoza as an allect, ie., “desire”™ (158p9s;
F3Adlexp). Henee, we can reasonably expect all allections ol which the mind can be conscious at
a cerlain Ume, to be related o a certain overall allective state, or desire, which delines the acuual
striving of the individual, “insolar as 1tis conceived o be determined, from any given allecton of it
o do something” (F3Ad L C 1 531/ G L 190). Nevertheless, T also Iind this interpretation a bit
reductive, as long as it 1s instcad meant Lo stughdorvardly idently cach and all conscious ideas that
can be simultancously percenved by a mind with alTections involving a decrcase or inerease i one’s
power ol acting. I can conceive, lor example, ol nuuy ways in which my body’s actual stiving or
mpulses can undergo changes that my mind can consciously pereeive, without necessarily mvolving
any allect ol joy or sadness, or any apparent variaton in my body's overall power of acting (c.g., |
turn my head to the lelt, then o the right, e a dark room). In 13p L5d, Spinoza himisell concedes
that ideas and alfects that do not imwvolve any change in onc's power can nonctheless be conecived
in assoctation with other ideas involving allects of jov and sadness.
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As lar as T can inler from Spinoza’s sketchy remarks on (s (opic, an
individual, or any complex body, can be concerved ol as a lunctional unity ol
parts, and it is delined each ume by the way in which these parts cooperate
the production ol a single cllect (see again E2d7 and 1:2d alier F2p13).% From
this point ol view, not everything that exists and oceurs under the skin ol a
human body, so o speak, necessarily accounts lor an allection or modihication
ol the body’s current suiving, nor docs the delimituon ol te body’s actual
striving necessarily demand (he simultancous mvolvement ol all the organic
parts (and subparts) that we usually assoctale with our corporcal avchitecture.

For example, Spinoza regards memories as the mental correlale of
corporeal “impressions, or races |anpressionces seu vestreral” (13post2; C 1,
493 / G 11, 139) ol past allections that a body retains and cavries along with
itsell, as it were.” Yet, the presence ol such traces does not always concur in
delermining a body’s current striving ov impulses. In such cases, there 1s no
compelling reason o consider them as characterising the actual essence ol the
body, since s dehinion does not depend on them or mvolve them. By
conlrast, when the body’s current appette and mnpulses arce cllicaciously
modilicd through the mediation ol past corporeal iages, their corresponding
1deas will also exist in the imnd and will be pereeived by i In that case, the
mind will be said o “recolleet” past things (13:2p18).%" In short, Spinoza’s
lunctional account ol the human body scems prina facie sulliciently (lexible

(o adjust, at any tme, the range ol our essental bodily activites o those

38 For a similar characterisation ol Spinoza’s account ol the body as a “lunctional unity”, see Teny,
2012, 19.

52 The uman body can undergo many changes”, Spinoza wyites, “and nevertheless retain
impressions, or baces, ol the objects, and consequenty, the same images ol things” (I'3post2; C [,
198 7 G 11, 189). Sce also F2posts (C [ 162/ G 1L 102-103).

50 In F2p17d2 Spinoza proposes a liypothetical oudine of how the general process ol impression
and recollection ol images may happen m human bodies. In 12pl8; its demonstration and
scholium, Spinoza descibes the parucular process of recollecton by association ol images that he
calls “memory”. Spinoza’s account ol memory will be analysed and discussed in chapters 3 and 4.

58
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pereeived by the mind, withoul nceding (o resort 1o the existence ol

. . 61
unconscious ideas.”

8. Conclusion

To conclude, even though T hardly believe that we could ever succeed in
tracking down an account ol sclective consciousness in Spmoza, 1 do not
unpulte the reasons lor such latlure o the way in which Spmoza constructs lis
theory in the Zitlies. Any dilheulty [ound i this seuse, rather, depends on the
unjustilied assumpton, scconded by many scholars, that “without the abihty
to istinguish conscious Irom nonconscious individuals, Spimoz’s theory
cannot be a delensible account of conscionsness” (Marun 2007, 270). As 1
hope to have sulliciently demonstrated, [rom Spinoza’s pomt ol view, and lor
the sake of his nmediate purposces, not only did he not need 1o resort (o a
sclective account ol consciousness — he scenungly never mtended to, cither.
Scen under this ight, panpsychism should not cause much concern lor
Spimoza recaders. As 1T mentoned above, Spmoza’s panpsychisim 1s a
conscquence ol some more {undamental theses, on which much ol the
Spinozist system is grounded: that lor cach exisung thing there s i God’s
atiribute ol thought the corresponding idea, or mind, which mirrors i thought
everything that happens i its objeet, and that everythig is [ully determmed to
exist and 1o act, m cach ol God’s attributes, according to the eternal necessity
ol nature’s laws. It we are willing 1o concede such atypical pramises, then we
can also accept the quite unusual conclusion that cach finite being — as it may

be ligured within a Spmozist [ramework — can be consistently concenved ol as

61 Consequently, Lo the extent to which external objects become more and more instrumental in
the way we perecive and act in the world, they can coherently be considered integral parts ol our
bodices. This account seems o have some aflinity with the “extended mind” theory (see Clark and
Chalmers 1998).

59
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a “spirttual awtomaton” (TIE §85; C 1, 37 / G 11, 32), cndowed with a

corresponding nund and relevant consciousness ot isell.

60
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Chapter 2
“A Thing Like Us”: Human Minds and Deceitful Behaviour in

Spinoza

Chapter Abstract

In the lollowmg chapter, T question whether, despite his panpsychism, Spinoza allows lor
dillerences between human and non-human mentality, Inthe 7reatise on the Limcudation
of the Tntellect, Spinoza writes that radical seeptics, who persistin denying having any aceess
Lo a truc idea in their mind, shall be regarded as “automata, completely lacking a mind”
(Il §:18). In the Litfucs, Spinoza also relers 1o cases inowhich the nature of the internal,
subjective pont ol view ol another mdividual’s mind might appear utterly incomprehensible
o us. Spinoza mentons brutes, animals (1°3p57s), suicide victims, children, Tools, and
madmen (EZ2p-19s) as individuals whose phenomenal experience of themselves and the
world is completely impenctrable — although they must surely be regarded as having a
mind, capable ol sensations, desires and alleets. T argue, therelore, that Spinoza refers to
individuals as “mindless” i order o capture a kind ol mentaliy with which we cannot
identify. 1 contend that, lor Spinoza, the possibility or impossibility ol rccognising the
presence ol a simitlar mentality e others is grounded in behaviour and originates i the
mechanism that Spinoza namces “imitation of the atleets” (1N3p27s1). T also arguc that (he
dependence ol this mechanism — by which we empathise with “things like us” — onspecttic
behaviour that we recognise as (ypically human, and swhich we associate with the prescenee
of mental states with which we are acquamnted, could be one ol the rcasons lor Spinoza’s

uncomprotuising position against deceitlul behaviour.

1. Introduction

Spinoza’s claim that “all mdividuals, though i dillerent degrees, are animmate”
and the relevant demonstration are based on “completely general” premises
(I"2p13s; C 1, 458 / G 11, 96). "These prenuses lollow [rom Spimoza’s thoughl-
extension parallehsm, according Lo which “[tthe order and connection ol 1deas

15 the same as e order and connection ol things” (2p7;: C L, 451 / G 11, 89),
ta]

6l

31A_BW_Marrama .job



Spinoza’s Theorv ol the Human Mind: Conscionsness, Memoy, and Reason

and [rom the 1dentlication that he makes betveen ideas ol things and minds

ol things (1:2pL1-12). On this hasis, he concludes, hrst, that the human mind

15 the 1dea ol the human body (152p 13) and, sccond, that:

FFor cach thing there 1s necessavily an idea m God, ol wineh God s

the cause 1 the samce way as IUis of the 1dea ol the human body.

(I"2p13s; C 1, 158 / G 11, 96)

These theses commit Spmoza 1o a panpsychist account ol nature: lor cach
existing body there 1s also a corresponding mind, capable ol mirroring in
thoughit everything that passes mto that body, according (o the same order and
connection ol causes  aud  cllects.  Morcover, Spinoza’s  account ol
consciousness — whicli s based on the existence ol “ideas ol ideas idearam
idea]” (152p20-23; C 1, A67-168 / G 1, 108-110) — scems (o commit him not
only (o the position that all things have a mmid, but also o the position that all
things arc somchow conscious ol the mental states (hat constitute and
characlerise their munds. For, again, ol cach thing — meluding, therelore, ideas
and minds — God can lorm the corresponding idea, which involves kuowledge
ol cverything that passes milo the corresponding object, accordmg to the same
order and connection of causes and cllects.'

These claims, however, scem 1o conllict with other passages found in
Spmoza’s corpus ol philosophical texts. So, lor example, mn the 7reatise on
the Eincndation ol the Tiellect, Spinoza suggests treating radical sceplics as
“automala, completely lacking a mind” (TIF § 18, C 1, 22/ G 11, 18). Further,
m the Thcological-Political 'Treatise, he cquales automata and beasts (17T
XX, 12), asserting that, when parrots imitate human language, they speak as

automata — r.c., “without a nund” (1"’ X111, 17; C 11, 261 /(} 11, 170). The

Ui 122p Kd, Spinoza suresses thal the demonstraton ol 1:2p20, by which it is demonsurated that
“[tlhere is also 1 God anidea, orknowledge, of Uie human mind, which follows in God in tie same
way and is related 10 God n the sune way as the idea, or knowledge, of the human body”, is
“unmiversal [universalis]” (C 1,179 7 G 1, 123). The NS version ol the £tues also adds that the
demonsuaton ol E2p20 “can be apphed o al ideas™ (NS 90).
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latter claim, m particular, cannot but sound striking il we consider that, in the
Lilnes, Spinoza is adamant about beasts and lower animals having their own
minds, capable ol velevant sensations, allects, and appetites  (13pd7s;
1Ap37sD). Ye, still in the Zilues, Spinoza also claims that animal sensations,
alleets, and appetites, diller from those of human bemgs, since animals “do
not agree in nature with us” (124p37s1; C 1, 566 / G 1L, 237), and “|clach allecl
ol cach mdividual diflers [rom the alleet of another as much as the essence ol
the one Irom the essence ol the other” (13ph7; C 1, 528 / G 11, 180).

To make sense ol these apparently contradictory claims — and reconcile
Spinoza’s panpsychisin with his occasional cquations between nundlessness,
automata and beasts — I argue that we must start by considering Spinoza’s
further characterisaton ol radical scepues, m the TIE, as systemauce lLars.
According 1o Spinoza, sceplies ol this sort “speak contrary (o their own
consciousness” (Tl §47; C 1, 22 /7 G 11, 18): the things that they say do not
allow us Lo associale any ol their words 1o whal they may or may nol think,
The questons that we will have (o address, therelore, are the [ollowing: on
what basis, according 1o Spinoza, do the lics ol the sceplies deseive (he same
(reatment that we would give 1o manimate objects? Aud, more importantly,
what docs 1t mcan Lo treat somceonc or somcething as an manimale object —

‘

and o regard 1t as an “automala, completely lacking a mnd” — 1 a world
where, according to Spinoza himsell, all things “ave neverthieless anmiale” and
provided witly a conscious mind?

The answer to these questions, Ishall argue, is 1o be Tound m Spinoza’s
theory ol the “imitation ol the alleets” (153p27s1; C L, 509 / G 1L, 160}, which
also provides the grounds lor a theory ol human recogniion. Absence of
mentality, m Spmoza’s lerms, 1s (0 be imterpreted as relerring Lo our nability
to empathise with other individuals, and to ascribe to them the kind ol mental

slates, thoughts and leelings (hat we would ascribe o oursclves. Insolar as lies
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and deceitful behaviour amm al preventing us [rom understanding what may
pass uilo somceonce clse’s mind, they may bring about an ellective incapability
to associate the exterior acts ol an indivicdual with corresponding leclings and
thoughts with which we are acquainted on the basis ol our own personal
cxperienee. In the most extremie seenano, lics and deccitlul behaviour may
result i the total incomprehensibihity ol one’s behaviour and Uie consequent
il.npossibilily ol empatlusing wilh the decciver — ol considering her, thal is, as
a human bemg, endowed with a mind, leelings, and alleets equal to ours. As
we will see, providing answers (o these questions will also help us Lo address
another lundamental problemy, raised by Margarcl Wilson, concerning how
we can dhstinguish specilically human behaviour and corresponding mentality
Iromn their non-human counterparts, 1t a universe where all tungs are
conceived ol as “anmate” and provided with a relevanl conscious mund
(Wilson [1980] 19994, 130).

In order (o betier claborale the coneeptual lramework skcl("llc_(l above
and address the challenges that 1t poses, T will begin, e section 2, by
sununarising e main traits of Spinoza’s panpsychist account ol nature. In
scction 3, T will analyse Spmoza’s characterisation ol radical sceplics as
mindless automata. In scctiou 4, T will consider passages, [ound 1t Spimoza’s
Theologrcal-Political Ticatise, where he equates automata and beasts, on the
one land, and opposes them o humans, on the other hand; Thwill compare
these cases 1o wstanees, lound m the £t/ues, where Spimoza scems Lo (real
other scemingly human beings as individuals whose behaviour and mentality
arc mcomprehensible and mpenctrable. In section 5, T will explain Spmoza’s
theory ol the “unitation ol the aflects”, by which we “judge things to be like
us” (13p22s; C 1, 507 / G 11, 157) and ascribe them allects identical to those
that we feel in oursclves. I scetion 6, T will analyse Spinoza’s delimtion ol

“humanmty” as an allect shared by people capable ol empathising witlt cach
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other, and will consider the reasons that lead human beings (o misjudge each
other’s allectve states and thoughts. Tnsection 7, which concludes the chapter,
[ will suggest how the mechanism ol the imitation of allects characterises
speafically human behaviour and mentalily, stressing the challenges and risk
to which this mechanism s exposed when faced with systematic deccitlul

belaviour.

2. Spinoza’s panpsychism

As we have scen mn the previous chapler, in his philosophical masterpiece, the
Lithics, Spimoza scems (o lean towards a panpsychist account ol nature. He
contends that for cach corporcal thing existing in nature — cach body, that 1s,
existing as an allection or modification of God msolar as It is an mlmitcly
extended thing — there 1s a corresponding wdea, which exists as a modilicauon
ol God’s atiribute ol thought (1:2p3). This 1dea, Spinoza argucs, acts as the
mind of the body: everything that happens m the object ol the dea — that s,
i the body — must be somchow “perceved” (152p12; C 1 A56-457 / G 11, 95)
by the corresponding idea, or mind.

For whatever happens in the object ol any idea, the knowledge ol

that thing 1s necessarily in God, msolar as It 1s considered o be

allected by the idea ol the same object, 1.c., msolar as It conslitules

the mimd ol some thing,.

(1°2p12d; C 1, 457 / G 11, 95)

Tlus  demonstration, Spimoza holds, 15 “compleltely general |admodum
connnuniral, and doles| not pertain more to man than to ()lhc_r mdividuals, all
ol which, though m dillerent degrees, are nevertheless animate” (12p 13s; C 1,

458 / G 11, 96).

A problem somctimes attributed 1o Spinoza’s account ol naturc is that 1t

lcaves unanswered the question as to whether this panpsychust [ramework also
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implies that all individuals that exist 1 the physical realim are conscious ol
themscelves (or ol anyting m general), so long as they are all provided with a
mind and perceptons ol their own bodily allections. This 1s a common
question Tor any advocate ol panpsychism® and, indeed, it was explicitly
addressed by Leibniz, who started (o develop his own pliulosophy when
Spinoza’s system was basically accomplished.?

[ cibniz mamtans that all simple substances existing m nature, or created
monads, have perceptons and appetiions and that “[i]( we wish 1o call soud
everything that has pereeptions and appetites |...| then all simple substances or
created monads can be called souls” (Monadology §19; AG 215/ Ge VI, 610).
,

He also contends that “there must be sunple substances everywhere” and that,

7,

“lals a result, all of natare 1s tull ol We” (Prnciples of Nature and Grace §1;
AG 207 / Ge VI 598). Yeu, Leibniz also disunguishes between pereeptions
that anse o consciousness m a monad — which hie names “appercepions
lapperception ou [...[ conscieneel” (Monadology §14; AG 214/ Ge V1, 608)
— [rom unconscious pereeptons, which are “sinular (o when we lamt or when
we are overwhehned by a deep, dreamless sleep” (Monadology §20; AG 215

/ Ge VI, 610). Thus, he evenually opts for limiung the use ol the term “soul

2T homas Nagel (1979, 195), for example, acknowledges the relevance ol the queston, but leaves
it unanswered, given the dilliculues related with providing an explanation ol consciousness as a
phicnomenon emerging [rom basic properties ol matter and bodies. By contrast, thinkers such as
David Chalmers (2013) and Galen Stawson (2017) scem 1o allow lor a delinition of “panpsychism”
which straighdorwardly associates basic physical states of afTar widh formis of mental acuvity, and
mental acuvity with subjecuve, conscious experiental states. Chadmers wiites: “For present
purposcs, .| I will understand panpsychism as the thesis that some Tundamental physical entties
are conscious: that 1s, that there is something it is like o be a quark or a pholon or a member of
some other fundamental physical ype” (2013, 1), Sce also Goll 2017.

3 The texts ol Leibniz o which T explicidy refer here, namely the Principles ol Nature and Grace,
Based on KReason and The Principles of Plilosoply, or, the Monadology, were hoth witlen in
1714, wwards the end ol lus hile. For a detailed account ol Leibniz's reception ol Spinoza’s
philosophy, sce Laerke 2008,
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|amc]” for “those substances |...| where pereepton is more distinet and
accompanicd by memory” (Monadology §19; AG 216/ Ge VI, 610)."

Spinoza, by contrast, docs not scem Lo provide any distinetion between
conscious and unconscious ideas, minds, or pereeptions within a mind.” As a
maltler ol Lact, Spimoza’s use ol the notion ol “consciousness” — to which he
sometimes relers by means ol the Laun noun conscicutiaand the velevant verh
couscrus csse (“lo be conscious”) — scems 1o suggest that consciousness, or
awarcuess ol one’s own pereeptions ol bodily and mental stales, 1s sowiething
connatural 1o thought and cocxtensive willy it. Consciousness, (hat is, 15 a
leature ol thought, which 1s capable ol mirroring and encompassing all the
aspeets ol the mental lile ol an mmdividual’s mme — just as much as a certain
kind ol'mental lile 1s assumed, in the lirst place, to moror the whole range ol
phenomena that occur i the physical realin ol bodies.

T'he clann that all things have a mind, lor Spinoza, therelore entails that
all things are conscious.” What a thing may be conscious of, however, and

which ways, depends on what Spmoza calls the “degree ol annnation” of a

Fn o the Prinaples of Nature and Grace §14, Leibniz allums that “appercepton, which s
consciousness”, is “something not given o all souls, nor at all umes 1o a given soul” (VG 208 / Ge
V1, 600). In the same text, by the noton of “scensation” (scriment, wy French), Leibmz delines a
pereepton which is sulliciendy distinet and accompanied by memory — “a pereepton ol which
there remains an ccho long cnough (o make wselt heard on occasion” (Principles of Natuire and
Grace § 1 AG 208 / Ge VI, 599) — disunguishing it [rom the state ol “simiple monads”. Non-
conscious perceptons are, therelore, those which characterise the state of simple, or even “bare
monads |rmonaces toutes nues]” —as he also wrtes in the Monadology (824 AG 216/ Ge VI, 611)
— “in which nothing is distinet” (Monadologi §21; AG 216 / Ge VI, 610). Tor some studics
concerning Leibniz’s account ol human awareness and the relaton between pereepuon and
consciousness, sce Wilson (1992) 1999h, Gennaro 1999, and Jorgensen 2011 T disagree with one
of Wilson’s conclusion, according to which “both Spinoza and Teibniz vadically divoree the noton
ol perception [rom that ol conscious, explicit awareness” (Wilson [1992] 19991, 836), since T sce
no trace ol such a “radical divoree” ol notions in Spinoz’s (exts.

5 Furthermore, and ditlerenty Trom Leibiiz, Spinoza scems to consider the terms “pereeption
| pereeptiol” and “sensadon |sensato]”, and the relevant verbs “to pereeive |percaperd™ and “1o lecl
[sentird”, as cquivalent in many cascs, and capable of relerring to both adequate and inadequate
ideas (see, Tor example, E2p49s; C [, 187- 188 7 G L, 133). For studies concerning similarites and
dillerences between Spinoza’s and Teibniz's theories ol aswholly animated urny
1992 and Piro 1991

6 Concerning this point, see also Melamed 2011, 161-162.

crse, see Bouveresse
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body. It depends, that is (o say, on the capability ol a body to be allected and
modilied by external bodics, and to act and produce modilications by its own
power alone. Indeed, according 1o Spinoza, the more a body can be disposed
and alleeted ma great many ways — cither by external (hings or by its own
power alone — the more a mind 1s also capable ol being allected by and
pereeiving many things in many ways.” The mechanism that underlies the
lormation ol idcas and pereeptions 1 an individual’s numd s, i this sense,
mcant (o refleet the number, variety and complexity ol modifications that a
body 1s capable ol producing and undertaking, cither simultancously or
through tme, autonomously or under the umpulse of external bodies, without
losing its esscntial integrity.®

The quantty aud the (ﬁmlily ol the conscious expericnce cutertaied by
cach mdividual’s mind may vary, therelore, in order (o rellect m thought the
peculiar constitution ol cach body and the cllective mteractions that cach body
has with external bodies during s existence. No threshold to conscious lile 1s
cver mentoned or considered by Spinoza, however, since the reason lor the
existence ol consciousness tsell” does not depend on any ol the particular
[catures that may delme an mdividual’s body or mind, but is grounded on the

mcre lact that lor any existing thing there must be anidea, i God, capable of

7 See, for example, I2pl4, according to which it is in virtue of the [act that the human body is
capable of being alfected in many ways by external bodics, and disposed Lo allect external bodies
1 many ways, that the human mind 1s also capable ol pereciving many things.

8 Henee, in F2p13s, Spinoza claims:

I'To determine what is the dilference betveen the human mind and tie others, and
how it surpasses them, it is necessary lor us |...] o know the nature of its object, 1.¢.,
ol the human bocy. [...| I say this i1 general, that in proportion as a body is more
capable than otliers ol doing many things al once, or being acted on in many ways at
once, so its mind is more capable than others ol pereeiving many things at once. And
i proporton as the actons ol a body depend more onisell alone, and as other bodies
concur witl it less in acting, so its mind is more capable of understanding disunctly.

(1:2p13s; C 11,858 / G 11, 97)

Spinoza's delinition of body, his theory ol individuation of bodies in extension and his account of
how bodics preserve their identty, or nature, through change, are topices sull debated by Spinoza
scholars. For a recent discussion of these themes, see Peterman 2017.
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expressing i thoughit everytlnng that passes mto that thing — 1l and when
anything occurs mto that thing — and that any idea can be, in turn, perceived
by an individual’s mind by mcans ol other ideas (1:2p20-23).

This thests has raised eyebrows among Spmoza scholars. One ol the
most straighUorward and apparcutly decisive motives (o resist such a sweeping
theory ol mind is that, m our common understanding, “Ihlaving a nund 1s
associaled with thinking and being conscious” and “mentality 1s recognizable
[rom behavior of a certain sort, and the absence ol mentality from ‘behavior”
ol other sorts,” as pomted out by Margaret Wilson. I'rom such a perspective,
Spinoza’s overall theory ol mind would simuply “lail to make sense ol the
specilic phenomena of human mentality” (Wilson [1980] 1999a, 130).

Objections based on such an argument — according 1o which the
attribution  of mentality, masmuch as it also mmplics the presence ol
consciousncss, should account lor the existence ol a specilic kind ol behaviour
n nature, charactenising a hmited sel ol mdividuals (namely, humans and,
possibly, a [ew other speeies ol animials) — scem however (o miss Lhe Largel, in
Spmoza’s casc. Spinoza rejects the existence ol [ree will: there is nothing that
a mmd can do o change the traim ol 1ts thoughts, which follow one another
according (o clernal necessily (152p18), let alone 1o change the course ol the
events that occur between bodies i the physical domam. Indced, Spinoza also
rejects any mind-body causal interaction, while maintaining at the same tme a

striet, neeessary corrclation between mental and bodily states. According o

lus so-called mind-body parallelism, “[([he order and connection ol ideas 1s
the samc as (he order and connection ol things” (152p7; C 1, 451 / G 11, 89)
and “the ovder ol actions and passions ol our body 1s, by nature, at one with
the order ol actions and passions ol the mind” (153p2s; C 1, 49 1/ G 11, 141).

Morcover, Spinoza argucs that “[(jhe body camnot determme the mind to

thinking, and the mind cannot determime the body to motion, o rest or o
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anything clse ([ there 1s anything clse)” (:3p2; C 1, 491 / G 1§, 141). Modes
ol dilTerent attributes (such as bodics m extension and dceas, or minds, m
thought) can only have modes ol their same attribute as their proximale causcs
(12p6 and 12p7s). In olher words, only a body can put another body inio
molion or (o resl, and only an idea can causc another idea to exist. Therelore,
Spinoza claims:

[Slo Tong as things arc considered as modes ol lunking, we must

cxplain the order ol the whole ol nature, or the conncction of

causes, through the aitribute ol thought alone. And mmsofar as they

arc considered as modes ol extension, the order ol the whole ol

naturce must be explamed through the atribute of extension alone.

(12p7s; C 1, 452 / G 11, 90)

Bascd on these premisces, it follows that whatever we may conclude regarding
the behaviour of an mdnvidual by analysing her states of mund (1 this s
possible), must eventually correspond and lead o the same conclusions thal
we may also draw, regarding the same individual, by limiting our analysis (0 an
m-depth survey of her bodily functions and the way in which they necessarily
mteract with the external environment.” Whether or not 1 conceive ol it as
provided with a conscious mmd, a body m motion will always and ncecessarily
actin the same way, according Lo the laws ol physies. Henee, [rom a Spinozistic
standpomt, we have no nced 1o distinguish between conscious and non-
conscious enliics in order to dhstinguish in nature “behavior of a certain sort
[...] rom ‘behavior’ of other sorts”, as Wilson would have us do, since none

ol the pecultarities which characterise specihie Inmman behaviour — and wineh

9 In this regard, Margaret Wilson correctly wriles:

['The mental aspeet of linite things is, ke the material, a ‘part ol nature’: minds
themselves belong o ‘nature’s order’. |...| the changes ol the ideas that compose minds
are subject W deterministc explanaton in some way parallel 1o explanation ol material
change according 1o the laws o matier-in-motion.

(\Wilson [1999] 1999¢, 178)
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we arc used Lo associating with some specilic human mental phenomena —are

determined by the presence ol consciousness per se, or by the presence ol

S 1
menlality, in general,

Yeu, this answer 10 Wilson’s objection provides a lurther sense i which

her observation becomes relevant, For, even 1l Spinoza’s thought-extension

parallchism prevents us rom concluding that the presence ol mentality as such

may deternine any spectlic behaviour m nature, the same thought-extension

parallchsm requires us to admit that dilferent kinds ol corporceal behaviours
must necessarily be accompanied by the presence of dilferent, corresponding
kids ol thought activitics. Henee, 1l there 1s a specihe kind ol hehaviour (hat
we may call “human”; then we can associale that hehaviour wath the presence
ol a specilic kind ol mental lile wlich is also delinable as pecuharly “human”.
Vice versa, the presence ol a kmid ol mentahity wlielh we can deline as typically
“human”, must express iscll, i the corporeal domain, m a kind ol behaviour
that we shall also recogiuse as peculiarly “human”.

We are therelore lell wanung an answer (o the lollowing question: how
do we deline specilically human behaviour and mentality? As we shall sce,
Spinoza doces not provide auy conclusive defiitions of these.' Rather, what
Spinoza scems to provide, m his Ftfuces, 1s the deseripton of a sophisticated
mechamsm by which we, [rom a lirst-person pomt ol view, acknowledge

humanity in individuals by recognising, i nature, something “similar (o us”.

10 A5 pointed out i the previous chapter (chapter 1, footote 56), Wilson recognises Uis peculiar

conscquence ol Spinoza’s parallelistic conception of mental and corporeal events:

Spinoza maintains that all physical phenomena whatsoever, including (one must
suppose) what we think ol as “intelligent behavior’, are suscepuble ol explanaton
within the realm ol physical causes exclusively. Mental ‘determination” ol anything
malcrial is, according to his system, inconceisable, (And, ikewise — and perhaps less
atractively from a prescut day perspective — he holds that matertad explanaton ol
mental occurrences 1s ruled out).

(Wilson [1999] 1999¢, 178)

I The absence of such delinitions in Spinoza consututes the mam problem investigated by Julien

Busse (2009), Sce also Matheron (1978) 201 La; Shap 201 1D, 9k Sangiacomo 2013, 85-87.
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In the rest of s chapter, therelore, Twill explore and try 1o make sense ol

this mechanism. T will hegin, however, by analysmg those cases m which

Spioza denics the presence ol the basie [eatures that characterise human
behaviour — cases in which he, despite Tus panpsychisim, scems (o deny

mentality lo mdividuals outright.

3. Mindless automata and spiritual automata in the TIE

T'here 1s a passage, in the 7rcatise on the Fmcendation of the Inicllect, where
Spinoza clamms that, under certain circumstances, some mdividuals “must be
regarded as automala, complelely lacking a mind” (TIE §18; C 1, 22 / G 1],
18). Spinoza 1s addressing there some supposed radical seepties who,
oppositon o the philosophical method that Spimoza s expounding, arce willing
to deny that one may know any (ruth whatsocever — lel alone deduce one truth

from another.

But perhaps, aliernwards, some sceptic would sull doubt both the
hrst truth tsell and cverything we shall deduce according (o the
standard of the lirst (ruth, 11 so, then cither hie will speak contrary to
his own consciousncess |contra conscrentiun loquctur, or we shall
conless that there are men whose minds also are completely blinded
\pertus ... animo occacatos|, cither from birth, or [rom prejudices,
1.¢., because ol some external chance. For they arc not even aware
ol themscelves |neque scipsos sentiund).
(T 8§17, C 1,22/ G, 18)
Fxamples that employ soulless automata —mostly relerred o as “zombies” —
arc commonly used m conteporary philosophy ol nund. In philosophy,
zombies are conceived ol as beings virlually identical (o their conscious
counterparts mn every aspect ol their behaviour and relevant physical lunctons,
“but lacking conscious experiences altogether” (Chalmers 1996, 94). Their

role in thought cxperiments 1s usually 1o support the claim that there is no
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cuntathment  from  physical lacts 1o lacts regarding  consciousuess:  the
conceivability of philosophical zombies, that 1s, scems o provide arguments
in favour ol the thesis according (o which the presence of conscious experience
cannot be inferred [rom any of the physical, [unctional, or behavioural [eatures
ol a hving being, nor can 1t be caused by these [eatures, or aseribed (o the
presence or absence ol any of them.”

Spinoza’s relerence (o soulless automata 1s, however, ditferent from
conlemporary thought experiments cmiploying zombics - al lcast two
important respects. 1rst, despite the hypothetical situation that he deseribes
mm the quoled passage, Spimoza does not scem o reler (o fctonal,
philosophically usclul entities. Rather, he points at polenually real people —
people, morcover, who lake some prease plilosoplical stances — and
preseribes o regard them and (reat them as mdividuals devoid ol any
mentality. Sccond — and more imporlantly — dillerently trom contemporary
philosophical zombics, there 1s a specilic kind ol behaviour that gives
Spmoza’s supposcd nundless automala away, revealing and denoting these
parucularly stubbor sceplics as individuals who, i Spmoza’s terms, “are not

cven awarc ol themselves”. Indeced, Spimoza scems willing to conclude lor the

lack ol any lorm ol scll-awarcness based on a series ol observations concerning
their hehaviour: namely, [rom what these seeptics say. In the Tollowing lines,

he wriles:

If they allirm or doubt something, they do not know that they allim
or doubl. They say that they know nothmg, and that they do not
even know Uit they know notlhing. And cven this they do not say

absolulely. Tor they arce alvaid (0 conless that ey exist, so long as

12 Jor a survey on the philosophical use ol the notion of “zombic”, sce Kirk 2015.
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they know notlung. In the end, they must be specchless, lest by
chance they assume something that night smell ol truth.
(I §17; C L 22/ G 11, 18)
Faced with this kind ol responsces, Spmoza considers two possibilitics. On the
one hand, 1t could be the case that the words ol such scepties simply do not
depiet the truth: their assertions systemalically Lail 1o deseribe any ol therr
actual behiels (anydnng they may take to know or nol to know, that is, aboul
themselves and the world)." Tn this (irst scenario, these radical sceplics are
certamly conceived ol as human beings — endowed with a hunan soul and
conscious access Lo at least some of their mental states, that is 1o say. However,
they regularly and stubboruly he when mquired aboul what they know or scem
o know. These scepues, m Spmoza’s  words, “speak agamst  their

o e e
CONSCIOUSIICSS .

13 By building on the thesis that ideas, in Spinoza, can be usclully equated 1o the contemporary
noton of “propositonal atitudes”, Marun Lenz argues that Spinoza’s overall conception ol idea
can be reduced to that ol “beliel”: “according o Spinoza, lor human beigs every ideais a beliel”
(Lenz 2013, 192). Sce also Sandler 2005, 75: “All ideas, qua idea, mvolve allimiation or negation
and are thereby behiels”. A problen related with a siraighttforward identficatuon of ideas and beliels,
n Spinoza, 1s that it would make it dillicult to understand the nature of what he calls “alleets”™ of joy
and sadness: i which sense do my leelings ol joy and sorrow, pleasure and pain — which Spinoza
cquales Lo 1deas (1:3p L 1s) — correspond Lo beliels? Sandler overcome this problem by postulating
the existence of a “dual nature” ol ideas: “an allecuve one and a representational one”. Allects ol
Jjoy and sadness, on his reading, would correspond therelore o e “alfective aspeet” of our belicls
(Sandler 2005, 76, n. 17). Lenz, instead, characterises Spinoza’s account ol ideas qua beliels
terms ol “thick beliefs” (the nouon ol “thickness” is borrowed [rom Williams 2006, 199 Tol), “in
the sense that they are inherendy emouonal and evaluauve” (Lenz 2013, 50). As we will see in
sectons 5, 6, and 7, the capacity Lo ascribe o other beings not only intentional states — such as
beliels — but also allectve states ol joy and sadness — understood as phenomenal states of mind,
such that our comprehension ol then is mseparable [rom tic knowledge ol “what itis like (o have
them” — 15 lundamental [or Spimoza’s theory of human recogniion and [or Uie building up of a
shared noton ol “humanity™

T The Latn expression used by Spinoza (contra couscicutizin loquere) could also be wanslated as
“speaking agamst thewr consciencee”. There are no strong motves to have a propensity lor one
wanslaton rather than anothier, in this case, as lony as they both convey Spinoza's intention o suress
the lact that the words uttered by the radical scepdces, il taken seriously, cannot rellect the things that
they really think and leel. Moreover — and more importantly — the sceplics’ words also make it
impossible for us (o understand what Kind ol thoughts may wuly populate their minds. As we shall
sce, this 1s the perspectve lrom which, on Spmoza’s account, imcomprehensible tadking, systematc
lics, and deecittul behaviour can be cquated with “comiplete lack ol mind” nd, henee, of
consclousness) — even ina universe where “all individuals ...}, hough in dilferent degrees, are
nevertheless animate” (12pl3s; C I, 458 /7 G 11, 96) and provided with a conscious mind.
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On the other hand, Spinoza considers the alternative possibility that such
sceptics may be “men whose minds are completely blinded”. "They really have
no awarcness ol what 1s going on mside or outside them. In this sensc, the
words they utter have no meaning at all and, as far as we may know, they could
Just aswell be atisntbuled 0 a nundless machme.

In both cascs, the conclusion, according (o Spinoza, must be the same:
“there 1s no speaking ol the saences with them” (I §48; C 1, 22 / G I, 18).
For, 1l somcone proves something (o them, they do not know
whether the argument 1s a prool or not. Il they deny, grant, or
oppose, they do not know that they deny, grant, or opposc. So they

must be regarded as automata, completely lacking a mind [ tuiquiain

AHOINALA, QU 1THENIC ONINTTHO carcul].
(TTIL§48, C 1,22/ G 11, 18)
Now, not only does Spinoza’s final asscrtion — that radical sceptics ol this sorl
should really be conceived as mindless automata — sound a bil exaggerated, 1l
taken at Iace value, but it also seeins 1o conllict with some central tenets ol
Spimoza’s philosophical systcu. For, on Spimoza’s account, neither doces there
scem o be anything wrong in portraying humans as “automala”, nor docs
bemg an aulomaton nccessarily conllict with having a mund. Quile the
opposile: onc ol the explicit purposes ol the TIE 1s (o concewve of the human
soul 1sell” “as acting according (o certan laws, like a spiritual autonaton
|sceundun certas leges agentemn, of quasi ahquod autorna sprrituale)” (UL
§85; C 1, 37 / G 11, 32). Such a goal squarcs well with twvo ol Spmoza’s
metaphysical cornerstones: that is, lus rejection of Iree will and s muind-body

1);1mllclism.1" As we have seen, the combmaton ol these theses demands that

Concerming Spinoza’s usce ol the erm conscrentra in this passage, sce also Malinowski-Charles
200 la, 125.

1 These two theses will only be explicity formulated, and [ully developed, in the Elies. However,
they both seen (o be already at work in the TILE. There, even though Spinoza states that conlused
ideas are “lormed agamist our will” (U1 §108; C 1, +1/ G 11, 39), the rejecuon ol a frce will seems
implicd by Spinoza’s conception ol the human soul “as acting accordig 1o certain faws, like a
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cverything that concerns bodics and  pliysical objects be conceived
rigorously mechamistic terms, (hrough the laws ol physies alone, and be

mirrored by some sorl ol meutal activity, whicli 1s i turn 1o be concerved ol

in deterministic terms. " On the one hand, therelore, there is no complex body
existing in nature that canmol be conceved ol as an automaton (or as a part ol
1. On the other hand, there 1s no automaton (or anything existing i nature,
e general) that can reasonably be conceived ol as “completely blind™ or
“lacking a mind”."” These considerations must also concern all [unctions and
possible ways ol behaving that we may observe inand ascribe to a human body.
A well-perlorming human body — one, that 1s, that we would assoctate with a
well-performing human mind and relevant conscious expericniee — is properly
understood as a well-performing corporcal automaton. Henee, within the

philosophical [ramework drawn by Spmoza hinsell, accusing someone (or

“

spirituad automaton” (TIL §85). Indeed, Spinoza clanilics that clear and disunct ideas, which “seem
o depend absolutely on our power alone”, follow “from the mecessiy ol our nature”, and not by
any [reedom of the wall (I'T15 §108; C 1, 41/ G 11, 39. My alics). Morcover, as demonstrated by
Matheron ([1987] 201 1b), m the "TIL Spinoza employs a version ol his parallelism theory that
involves both an “extra-cogitative” aspect (Le., that the order and connection ol ideas m thought is
the same order and connection ol external things) and an “intra-cogitative” aspect (e, that the
order and commection by which 1dcas are caused n the soul 15 the same order and connecuon
according o which ideas themselves are conceived by means ol other ideas: the notions ol “extra-
cogitative” and “inua-cogitadve” parallelism are taken [rom Gueroult [197 1, 15-16, 51, 66-70]). Not
ouly, according 1o Spinoza, do ideas represent in tie soul the order and connection of their objects
(lor “the 1dea 1s objecuvely in the same way as its objectis veally”, Spinoza writes i TTE §41|C 1,
20/ G 11, 16]), but they are also causally connected 1o cach other as tieir objects are (since, as
Spinoza writes in TIL §38, “the relation between the tvo ideas is the same as the relaton between
the Tormal essences ol hose ideas” [C 1, 19 G 1T, 16]). [deas are it objects ol other ideas (see
T1L; §833-34; the nouon ol an “idea ol an idea |rdea rddea]” is mentoned m TIE 838 [C [ 197G
L, 16]), which mirror the order and connection of their objects and are causally connected to cach
other according 1o the same order and connection ol their objects. This allows Spimoza to
charactenise the soul as a “spiritual automaton”, based on the claim that the “objecuve ellects of the
ideas proceed in the soul according to the [ormal nature ol its object™ (TI1 §85; C 1, 37 / G 11, 32):
that 1s, because ideas in e soul mteract with cach other and are cause ol one another tollowing the
samie order and connection with which their objects mieract widh cach other and cause one another
(I'1L §41, 0. P).

16 Frangois Zourabichvili (2002, 122-1 15) altempts a systematic interpretation ol Spinoza's
conception ol mind and ideas as determined by mechanistic laws comparable witly, vetnot reducible
Lo, those ol the physics ol bodies (a “physics ol thought”, or cven, a “cogitative physies”, as
Zourabiclvihi calls 10).

17 Frederick Ablondi and Steve Barbone write: “Spinoza’s mouistic naturalism precludes a division
of the world into minds and bodies, or persons and machines™ (Ablondi and Barbone 1994, 77).
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cven, somcething) ol being a mindless  automaton  sccms  particularly
paradoxical.*®

I'urthermore, Spinoza adds that there s other evidence (o suggest thal
the supposed seeptics have a nature similar 16 ours. In all other situations,
Spinoza wriles, they exhibil normal human behaviour, strive for the same
tungs that we strive for, and display a recasoned use ol language, amced al
satisiying the needs ol their physiological nature.

For as ar as the needs ol hle and sociely are coneerned, necessily

forces them 1o suppose that they exist, and 1o seek then own

advantage, and m taking oaths, (o allivm and deny many things.
(T §18;, C 1,22/ G 11, 18)
Tlns s the kind ol hehaviowr that we would attribute (o, and expeet [rom, any
human being, under normal circumstances. I such situations we would not
lail o regard silar individuals as humans and (o asceribe them a Intiman mindd
— a mind, that 1s, capable ol all the lunctions, leclings and thoughts of which
our nund 1s also capable. In these ordinary occasions ol lile, m other words,
we would empatlnse with these individuals: as Spinoza also wriles m the Ftfues
— as we will see — we would imitate and share their allects (1K3p27).

In conclusion, we have good reasous Lo interpret the whole argument put
forward by Spimoza as a kind ol reductuo ad absurdn. Taced with radical
sceplicism, we are confronted with a dilemma ol which we must grasp the [irst
horn — that 1s, that a sceplic of this sort can only be a systematie har, someonce
who deliberately “speaks contrary o his own consciousness” — sice the
alternative hypothesis is (0 be rejected as absurd — namely, admitling “that

there are men whose nunds also are complelely blinded”, to the pomnt that

18 According 1o Christoplier Noble, in the T1L Spinoza “contrasts two lypes ol aulomala as a way
ol illustratng his disuncton between the imaginaton and the mitellect” (2017, 70). I Uis sense, the
“mindless automaton”, rather than implying lack ol mentality and awareness, is comparable o
someone who “is dreauning with open eyes” (Noble 2017, 71).
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they are “not even aware ol therselves”." So, why does Spinoza conclude his
ant-sceptic rant otherwise, by mviting us o regard these mdividuals as
“automala, complelely lacking a mind™?

To be sure, this clanm is also mtended o rhetorically stress  the

stubbornness ol the scepties: their obstinacy m denying “anything that might

smell of truth” makes engagement i meanmglul philosophical discussion with
them nmpossible. Iven so, Spioza’s rhetorieal use ol the notion ol “mindless
automata” achieves this mtended clleet by suggesting one important thing: 1f
we were Lo judge these sceplics through ther words alone, we would ulumatcly
have no available crileria to assess whether we are mnteracting with scll-aware
human bemgs, or with some other sort ol automatic deviee that 1s sinply
meant o simulale the extenor behaviour and linguistic expressions of a human
being, without, however, sharing any ol our thoughts.” As far as we may infer
[rom what they say, these individuals could have no awarceness al all ol any ol
their mental states; 1l they had one, 1t must be ol a totally dilTerent kind — say,
a lotally dilferent “subjective character ol expenience” (Nagel 1974), as
meomprehensible to us as 1t may be that ol an alien, or a bat. However,
Spimoza’s metaphysical pillars — as we have seen — exclude that anything may
really exist mn nature that has no mind and, conscquently, no consciousness al
all. Henee, we can conclude that Spiiioza is using the juxtaposition ol radical
sceptics and mmdless aulomata as a kind ol mctaphor, (o pomt at the lact that
the kind of behaviour displayed by the seepties” words does not allow us (o
deduce, m them, the presence ol any sort ol mental hie which we candentily
witl our own. This reading 1s also conlirmed by [urther examples, drawi [vom

other texts ol Spinoza, which I will turm (o analyse m thie next section.

19 For further discussions concerning Spimoza’s rebuttal of scepticism, see Doney 19715 Bolton
1985; Della Rocea 1994 and 2007; Popkin 2003, 239-253; Perler 2007 and 2017,

20 Tny other words, [or Spinoza these sceptics would not pass a so-called “Turing test”, which Alan
Turing called — using a termmology that, as we shall see, sounds paracularly apt with regard 1o some
ol the topics touched on n the rest of this chapter — “the imitaton game” ('uring 19.50).
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4. Automata, beasts, and other mmcomprehensible minds

Spmoza uscs the concept of “automaton” 10 express absence of mentality on
another occasion, m ls 1hcological-Polical Trcause. In this case, not only
docs Spinoza associates aulomata with lack ol mentahty, but he also cquates

aulomala o beasts. In TP XII1, 17, he wnles:

Somcone may say: indeed, 1Us not necessary (o understand God’s

altributes, but i’s quite necessary 1o beheve m them, sunaply, without

any demonstraton. But anyone who says this is talking nonsense.

Invisible things, and those which ave the objects only ol the mind,

can’l be scen by any other cyes than by demonstrations. Someone

who docsi’t have demonstrabions doesn’t see anylhing at all in these

things. Il they repeat something they’ve heard about them, 1l no

morce louches ov shows their mind than do the words ol a parrol or

an automalton, which speak without a mind or withoul mcaning

|verba psittacr, vel automatl, quae sine mente, of sensu foquuntuor.

(I'I'P XIII, 17; C 11, 260-261 / G I, 170. Translation modilied)

[n dus passage, Spuoza contends that believing in dnngs that we can neither
sce nor understand, and repeating words that we have been taught, without
however being able to grasp their mcanng and idenuly thie object to which
they reler, 1s not dilferent {from the behaviour ol parrots and automata, which
utter words with no real knowledge of what they say. Those who act m this
way, i Spimoza’s terms, “speak without a mund”™. Parrots and automata,  this
sense, arc on a par with radical seepties and “blind believers” — il we may call
them i this way. Their behavioural expressions (verbal expressions, in these
cases) do not allow us to establish any correspondence between their exterior
acts and the kind ol thoughts that they may — or may not — have,

There 1s a sccond passage, sull m the "TTP, where automata are recalled

alongside beasts. Spimoza wriles:
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The end of the republic [..] is not to change men lrom beimng
rahonal mnto beasts or automata [romines ex rationahibus bestias, vel

automata Lcere], but to enable their mimds and bodies (o perfornm

their functions salely, to cnable them to use thewr reason lreely, and

not to clash with one another in hatred, anger or deception, or deal
incquitably with one another.
(I XX, 12; CII, 316 / G 111, 241, Translation modilicd)
In this case, the emphasis is not directly pul on the absence ol thought that
would characterise beasts or automata, but on the lack ol humanity that
tyranny brings about. The am ol the state, Spinoza contends, 1s (o “cnable
humans o use their reason Ireely”. However, according to Spinoza, 1o act
according 1o onc’s own reason 1s nothing clse but to act according (o the laws

ol one’s own nature (l’/l‘])fl/l-(l).“ Hcuee, beasts and automala are cvoked by

2L e waits that characterise human reason wll he better analysed in chapter <1 Sulfice it to say,
lor the moment, that, according Lo Spinoza, actng rationally is Uie same thing as acting virtuously
(LVp2; acting virtuously, in tum, is nothing ¢lse but acting according o the laws ol onc’s own
nature (Ikd8). To act according to onc’s own reason, therelore, is nothing else but 1o be able to
briug about things which can be understood as ellects that lollow [rom the laws of one’s ovwn nature
alone, on Spinoza’s account. The presence of reasor, in this sense, cannot and doces not exclusively
dchne dic human essence, or the human natre, as opposcd to the nature ol other anmmals. For
reason, on Spinoza’s account, does not denote a superior cognitve laculty, to which alimited sct of
mdividuals (L.c., humans) would have privileged access. T am inclmed, theretore, o agree with
Wilson ([1999] 1999¢, 18 1-187), according 1o whom Spinoza has no basis (and, mdecd, he provides
no clear mdication in this sense) o deny reason to other individuals apart [rom humans — wsofar
as reason is generally defined as the presence ol adequate ideas, originating lrom common
propertes that an individual shares with the external cnvironment and with other mdimiduals (see
1°2p38-10s2). Concerning this point, sce also Mathcron (1978) 201 1a, 19-2 1 Busse 2009, 51-73;
Sharp 201 La, 53, and 011D, 97; Grey 2013, 373-37 L. According to Wilson ([1999] 1999¢, 199-
193, n. 20), Lidwin Curley interprets the st passage quoted [rom the T7TP as suggesting that Spinoza
denies reason 1o animals and that, therelore, the presence ol the Taculty ol reason marks an essenual
dilference between animals and humans. On this basis, Curley tanslates the Laun lormula, quoted
above, homines ox rationalibus bestas Tacere, as implying that humans are changed “lvom rationad
Demgs nto beasts” (C 11, 316, My nalics). He provides a similar tanslaton ol an almost identeal
passage lound in the Prelace w the TP hounnes ex rationalibas brutos reddunt (171D Prel| 15;
C I, 70 / G 11, 8). In nonc of these passages, however, does Spinoza deline humans as “rational
beings”. By contrast, wy the Eties, the delinition ol “man” as a “rational animal |aumnal ratonalel”
15 counted by Spimozi among the “universal notions” — that is, conlused images ol muluple things
that cach onc forms dillerently, “in accordance with what thie body has more often been allected
by” — and put alongside other fawed delinitions ol man, such as “anirual of erect staware [azmal
crecta statura]”, “aninad capable ol laughter Lannmal risibilc]”, or “leatherless biped |aunnal bipes
sine plomgs]” (F2p10s1; C 1, 477 1 G L 121). Consider also the following passage, quoted [rom
Spmoza’s Politieal Treatisc:
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Spmoza m order Lo stress the absurdity ol a political system that would compel
humans o act agamst their own nature, cxpecting them o change mito
. i yer Ly 22

somecthing they are nol.

Lxcerpts like those T just quoted (rom the TTP, where Spinoza equates
automata and animals, and opposcs them (o humean beings, may give the false
nnpression that Spinoza is possibly embracing a Cartesian view over the nature
ol aumals — conceiving them, that 1s, as purcly corporcal machines,

potentiatly devoid ol mind and thinking capabilities. That this cannot be the

When we say, then, that the best state 1s one where men pass their hves harmoniously,
[ understand a human lile [ vitaun homanany mieelligol, which is delined not only by the
circulaton ol the blood, and other things common Lo all animals, but mosty by reason,
the uue virtue and hife ol the mind.

(I'PV, 5 C 1L 530/ G T, 296, Transladon modilied)

In the quotaton above, Curley italicises the term “human”; this emphasis, however, 1s absent i
both the OP (290) and the NS (328). "T'he specilically human lile, delined by reason, o which
Spmoza alludes in I'PV, 5, 15 nothing but the life of human beings insolar as they act according o
the laws of their nature alone, not compelled by external causes. Henee, asstate that allows humans
o spend a properly “human hle”, in Spinoza’s terms, is a state that allows ther o [reely act
according to the laws ol their nature alone — henee, 10 use their own reason, Chus, i T7TP XX 12,
alter having claimed that the am ol the state is not o change humans into differcut beings, but “o
cnable them o use their reason lreely”, Spinoza concludes: that “the end of the republic is really
lrecdom” (C 11, 346 / G 111, 2:1).
22 \Vith regard o the absurdity, or inconceivability that humans can be changed into beasts, sce
T §062:

[TI1 by chance we should say that men are’changed ina moment into beasts, that is said

very generally, so that there is in the mind no concept, i.e., idea, or connection of

subject and predicate.

(111 §62; C 1,28/ G 11, 2.1

With relerence o Spinoza's last quotation lrom the "I'TP, this remark points at Uie metaphorical
use that he is making ol the equation between a human being suipped ol her capability to reason —
1.¢., her capability o comply with her very own nature — and turning her into a beast.
23 See, lor example, Descartes’s Rules lor the Dircetion of the Mind XILICSM L, 127 N T X, 41)),
his Discourse ot the Method TICSM T, 1127 ATV Q) and Discourse on the Method NV (CSM
131/ AT VI, 45-10), lits Rephes o the Fourth Obyections (CSM 1L 161-162 . T VI, 230-231),
the Preface 1o the French edition ol his Principles ol Plilosopln (CSM 1, 180/ AT IXB, D, his
Passions of the Soull, 50 (CSM 1, 318/ NT X1, 369) and Passions of the Soul 11, 133 (CSM 1, 376-
378 - \T XI, 431, and his Letrerio Henry More dated 5 February 1619 (CSMK 365-366 7 ATV,
275-279). For a carcful study ol Descartes’s account ol animal automausim, sce Kekedi 20015, Tois
Lo be notced that Descartes, in his Discourse o the Mcthod V', explicily mentions “magpies and
parrols” as animals capable ol imitating the linguistic expressions of humans. Yet, on his account,
their incapability ol using language in a creative and meaningtul way denotes them as purely
comporcal machings, devoid ol Unnking capacitics (CSM T, FO-1 L /AT VT, 56-58). For Spinoza,
conversely, the impossibility ol associaling hehaviowral and verbal expressions ol animals 1o
corresponding mental states is rather to be understood as marking the dillerence hetveen human
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case, however, resulls quite clearly lrom some other passages that we can [ind

i his £thies? For example, in F3p57s Spinoza wriles:

[The allects of the animals which are called irrational (lor alter we
know the orign ol the nund, we canmot i any way doubt that the
lower ammals leel things | bruta enim sentire nequaquan dubitare
possumus, postquay mentis novimus orgimend|) difler from mei’s
alleets as much as their nature ditfers [rom human nature. Both the
horse and the man are driven by a lust (o procreate; but the onc 1s
driven by an cquine lust, the other by a human lust. So also the lusts
and appetites ol mscets, lish, and birds must vary.

(1:3p57s; C 1, 528 / G 11, 187)
n this scholium, as we may obscrve, Spmoza atibutes mentality anc
In hol 1 1 S tribut talit I
sensations (o ammals  “which are  called  nratonal  |quac  nrationalia

cicuntun)”.” Tlus conclusion, Spinoza asserts, can be inlerred by the same

and non-human mentality — that is, the existence in non-lhuman beings of a kind ol mentality with
which we cannot identily. 1 wll demonstrate this thesis in the Tollowing part ol this section.

24 could be objected that relerring o the Ethics (o make scuse of passages contained in the 11D
or m the T 1s methodologically questonable, given tie ditlerent natures and dates ol composition
of e texts. Nevertheless, 1doubt hat Spinoza could have been inconsistent or could have changed
his mind concermng this 1opic. As we have seen belore, the clements that allow him 1o asciibe
mentahity to all individuals — that is, his thought-cxtension parallelism and his rejecuon of free will
as amark of mentality — are alrcady presentin the T1L Furthermore, il we are to believe e Novice
(o the Keaderwiitien by the ceditors ol the O vt inwroduces the "TISAC 1, 6/ G 11, ), as well as
some letters that Spinoza exchanged with Tselhirnhaus by the heginning ol 1675 (Kp 59-60), we can
mler that Spinoza never abandoned the project to linish his T and never rejected the ideas that
he expounds m i, although “tey aren’t yet wntten out inan orderly lashion” (Ip 60; C 11, 433/ G
IV, 271). The theses contamed in the TIL, therelore, do not deserve quick dismissal, should they
appear Lo clash wath those ol other texts, but carelul exegesis. As Tar as the T'TP 1s concemed, we
know by Spinoza’s Ep 30 o Oldenburg that, by the end ol 1665, he had already started writing “a
ueatise on my opinion about senpture” (C 11, T G IV, 166). By the same date, according to
Spinoza’s Lp 28 to Johannes Bouwmeester (dated June 1665), we also know that the composition
of the Lihics was alrcady m an advanced stage — possibly ncluding propositions that will be Jaler
comprised m the Fourth Part, although, by that time, the text was conceived as composed only off
three parts; i this regard, Spinoza mentions to Bousineester that he reached the 80" proposition
ol the provisional third part ol the manuserapt (C 1, 396 /7 G 1Y, 163). Concerning this, see also C [,
389, 1. 20, and C [, 396-397, 1. 25.

25 Oncee again, it is to be noticed that Spinoza does not explicitly deny rationality (o animals. Animals
“arce sadd [dicuntun]” 10 be irrational; whether this characterisation actually holds, Tor Spinoza, is not
inferable by this scholium.
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means by which he also demonstrated the origin of the human mind.” That
animals can “leel things” and think,” that is, is a conclusion that coherently
[ollows from that set ol propositions and demonstrations thal occupy the first
scction ol the Sccond Part of the Lthics (antil 152p13s, that is 1o say),™ and
which $pinoza characterises as “completely general ladmodumn conmunial”
and winch “do not pertain more o man than to other individuals, all ol wineh,
though in different degrees, are nevertheless animate” (122p13s; C 1, 458 / G
11, 96).”

There 1s no reason whatsocver, therclore, to deny animals — as well as
any other corporeal thing, let us add —iminds and sensations ol their corporeal
allections and their appetles, msolar as the appette 1s deled as “ihe very
cssence” ol a thing (L3pYs; C 1, 500/ G 1L, 117) and 1s identilicd by Spinoza
with “the striving by which cac/ir thing strives 1o persevere i its being” (1K3p7;
C1, 499 / G 11, 116, My italics).™ Yet, in 1:3p57 — which mtroduces the
schohum i the block quotation above — Spimoza also maintams that “|clach

allect of each mdividual ditlers from the alleet of another as mwuch as the

26 Concerning this pomt, sce also Wilson (1999) 1999¢, 182.

27 | recall here that, according Lo Spinoza, to leel things |sentre] and (o pereeive things | percperd
are modes ol hinking, characterising minds and ideas, and they can be regarded as synonymous.
See, agam, F2p19s (C 1, A87-188 / G I1, 133); scc also E2a -5 (C [, 418 / G 11, 86). In "T'IL §78,
Spinoza delines an “idea” as “nothing but a sensaton ol a certatn sovt Ladul aliuc nisi talis sensatiof”
(CL a3t/ GII, 29).

28 The ude ol the Second Part ol he Lthics is, indeed, “On the Nature and Origin of the Mind | De
Natura et Ongme Menus)” (C 1, 116/ G L 8 1.

20 A5 we have seen above (see foonote | i this chapler), also the demonstration ol the existence
ol ideas ol ideas — hat 1s, awireness ol onc’s own mund, leelings, sensatous, thoughts, and any
mental state it general — is regarded by Spinoza as “universal [unnersalis]™ (E2p 13d; C 1, 479/ G
I1, 123). Henee, not only all mdividuals have minds and corresponding meutal states, but also all
mdividuals are conscious of ther mental states. Conceniing this point, see also Mclamed 2011, 161-
162. T'he relatonship hetveen Spinoza’s account ol consciousness and his theory of the “ideas ol
1dcas™ 1s analysed m section  of the previous chapter.

30 Indeed, the same reasoning, according lo Spinoza, can apply “concerning any singular thing,
however composite it is conceived to be, and however capable of doing many things” — even o a
stone set in motion, which “suives o continue moving” and, therelore, “is conscious only ol its
striving, and not at all indifferent” (Ip 38; C 11, 128 / G 1V, 2606). This aspeet ol Spinoza’s
panpsychism is analysed i sccuon 7 ol the previous chapter. Sce also Melamed 2011, 161-162.
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essence ol the one from the essenee ol the other” (C1, 528 / G 11, 186). Henee,
Spinoza concludces:

[TThough cach mdividual hives content with has own nature, by

which he 1s constituted, and 1s glad ol 1, nevertheless that hic with

which cach onc 1s conleni, and (hat gladness, arc nothing but the
idea, orsoul |rdea scu anrmal, of the individual. And so the gladness

ol thic one dillers m nature from the gladness ol the other as much

as the essence ol the one dillers Irom the essence ol the otler.

(1°3pH7s; C 1,528 / G 1, 187)

As we can sce agait, Spinoza does not deny that “cach individual” — meluding,
thus, anmmals — has a mind and a certaun consciousness ol 1ts appetites and
alleets, of which 1t “is content |est contentunn)”. Indeed, he asserts that “we
cannol in any way doubt” it For an mdividual’s nund and alleets are nothing
but the “idea, orsoul [rdca seu annnal” ol the individual, and of cach thing
God “can form the 1dea” (152p3; C 1, 4149 / G 11, 87), which “constitules the
mind” ol that thing (1°2p12d; C 1, 457 / G 11, 95). Furthermore, of cach mind,
or idea, “there is also 1 God an idea” (1:2p20; C 1, 467 / G 11, 108), which
provides a striving individual with knowledge of the mind uscll’ — that 1s, what
Spioza relers o as “desire”, or “consclousness |conscieniual” ol one’s essence
and appetites (123pYs; C 1, 500/ G 11, 1418).

The cquation between beasts and automata, which we lound twice m the
TTP, 15 not therelore meant to exclude — as Descartes would have 1t — that
parrols or other ammals may have minds, allects, and relevant consciousness
ol their mner states. Rather, beasts and automata are evoked by Spiiioza to
stress the imcompatibiity between the proper human nature — and the
corresponding humar mentality — and the kind of mentality that other things,
whosc nature is dilferent from ours, may mstead have. IFor cach one’s mind
and allects “diller m nature™ as the essences ol the mdividuals themscelves

diller [rom one another. The mark of this “dillerence m nawre”, on Spimorza’s
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account, 1s our mcapability o comprchend what may characterise the
mentality ol non-human beings: what passes into the minds ol automata,
animals, and cven radical scepties (should we take seriously their words, that
15 Lo say), 1s imipossible (o understand, [rom our own point ol view. Henee, not
only can they all be called “non-human®, but also, they can be treated as
oulright midless, [rom our own standpoind.

What 1s cven more mierestung is that, building on the same grounds,
Spimnoza also gets to the conclusion that minds and allects of human beings
may diller in nature from onc another. Al the end ol the same scholium,
Spinoza wriles:

[Flrom 13p57 it [ollows that there is no small dillerence between

the gladness by which a drunk is led and the gladness a philosopher

possesses. Lwished (o mention this m passing.

(13pS7s; C 1,528 / G 11, 187)

Just as human nunds and correspondmg human allcets difler in nature [rom
minds and alfects ol other beings, so munds and affects of human beings may
also difler between cach other as much as the respective essences also diller.
The conscquence is that also whal passes mto olher seemingly human mnads
may cventually appear impenctrable 1o us, to the pomt that it 1s impossible (o
recogmse anymore whether we are dealing with human beiugs — that is,
mdividuals sharing the same human nature and relevant human mentality —
or non-human beings. What Spimoza “mentons in passing” m 1:3p57s 1s not
really an solated casc. For, sull in the Zt/ucs, he relers 1o other situations
whicli the natures ol other mdividuals” nimds might scem, on his account,
utterly incompreliensible and alien 1o i, from a subjectuve pomt of view. In
1"2p49s, he writes:

[ grant entrely that a mau placed in such an cquilibrium (viz. who

pereeives nothing but thirst and hunger, and such lood and drink as
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arc cqually chstant [rom him) will perish ol hunger and thust. T they

ask me whether such a man should not be thought an ass, rather

than a man, I say that T do not know — just as 1 also do not know

how highly we should esteem one who hangs lnmsell, or children,

lools, and madmen, ete.

(152p19s; C 1,490 / G 11, 135)

Spinoza is here discussing the case ol the so-called “Bundan’s ass™: placed
[rout ol two identical aud cquidistant sources ol nourishment, an indivicdual
devotud ol lree will will necessarily dic ol starvation, because ol the impossibility
ol 'making a sensible choice aboul where to get the [ood. Spinoza is willing to
accept thus paradoxical consequence ensuing [rom his rejection ol [ree will.
Yel, he also hastens to add that he would not dare to deline that individual as
“human”. Why does Spmoza leel the urge to make this clarfication, since the
claim that “a man placed i such an equilibrium |...| will perish of hunger and
thurst” seems perlectly aceeptable for him, and consistent with his overall
philosophy? And why does he also compare an mdividual put in such a state
ol perlect equilibrium with other (seemingly) human mdnviduals, such as
suicide victims, children, lools, and madmen? Surely, once again, all the
examples put lorward by Spinoza — that is, donkeys, smcide vietims, children,
lools, and madmen — must be regarded as cach having its own mind, capable
ol corresponding scnsations, alleets, and conscious desires. Yet, not only does
Spinoza reluse o express any opnuon concerning the place i nature, or “how
Inghly |quant wstimnandus]” he would csteem “one who hangs Tumscll, or
cluldren, lools, and madmen, cle. |dle, qurse peusilemn lactt, of ... pucrt, stull,
vesan, ofc.|”; but also, m the case ol the Buridan’s ass siluation, he says thal
lie would not be able to distmguish whether that indwidual, put in a state ol
perlect equilibrium, is a human being, a donkey, or anything clse.

We can attempt a possible explanation. As lar as the case ol the

Buridan’s ass 1s concerned, we can understand Spinoza’s reluctance (o express
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an opmion concermng the nature ol an individual put i a state ol perlect
equilibrium, 1l we consider thal the total idleness and mactivity characterising
such an mdiidual would prevent us from lering anything about what 1s
going on o her or its nund, judgimg [rom her or s behaviour — lor we would
be able (o observe no behavioural vesponse al all. Whether that indmvidual has
the extertor shape ol a human being or a donkey, its behaviour would m any
casc nol be differcit from that ol a statue — or whal we would regard as a
perlect, yel “mindless”, replica — and we would ultimately have no criterion Lo
distinguish between them.” As a matter ol fact, whether itis a human being, a
dornkey, or a statue, an mactive body would simply have andle, empty mind,
on Spinoza’s account (E3p2s)™ — so that all ol them could be rightly regarded
as 1denlical o one another, with respect o their equal lack of any kind ol
motion and mentality. Along the same lines, we can assume that Spinoza is
also stressing that he cannol hgure at all what passes into the minds ol suicide
viclims, children, lools, and madimen, bascd on how they act.

Il s 1s the case, then we have reasons to assume that, according Lo
Spmoza, even il mentality and consciousness can be universally asernibed (o all
existing thmgs, the attnbution ol a specilically human mental lile and
consciousucss depends on a process that builds on the observation and
understanding ol external behaviour. In the next section, T will locus on this
process, by which we recogrse “things hke us” and aseribe human mentality
(o them. T shall argue that thus process — which Spinoza names “imitation ol

the alleets” —1s based, on the one hand, on the way in which some things may

3 he analogy works, ol course, only il we do not consider the physical decay that would inevitably
characterise the starving human or donkey. Further, this thought experiment seems 1o raise similar
problems o those posed by that of the mipassive thinker, evoked by Fdgar Singer (1912) as a
counterexample o his idenulicauon ol consciousness and behaviour: how do we know whether
there 1s conscious acuvily in the mind ol a thinker, il the thinker is tmmobile while she locuses on
her thoughts?

32 “Does not experience also leach”, Spinoza asks i E3p2s, “that il |...] the body is actve, the
mind is at the same time incapable ol thinkmg?” (C [, 195/ G 11, | 12),
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act and alleet our imagiation and, on the other hand, on attributing to the
objects ol our magination the same kinds ol mental states that we are used o

cxperiencing i oursclves when we behave sinilarly,

5. Human beings as “things like us”: the “imitation of the affects”

The expression “a thing like us”, with reference to luman beings, lirst appears
in the Third Part ol the £ilues. Tn L3p27, Spinoza asscrts that “h|1 we imagine
a thing like us |renn nobis sanilens], toward which we have had no allect, 1o be
allected wath some allect, we are thereby allected widi a like alleet” (C 1, 508
/ G 11, 160). As Pierre-Irancois Morcau obscerves, tis sudden introduction™

ol a relerence to “tnngs like us” comes as a surprise lor the reader:

Proposition 27 mtroduces the expression “a thing like us (res nobis
sihs)” o which will heneelorth be of undamental signilicance; and,
suddenly, we notice that i all the past propositons there has heen
1o cxplicit relerence to man. The objects of our passions, ¢.g. our
rivals or our allics, are relerred 1o 1 a general way as “things” (res),
and without any mention ol their human quality. They could have
been wanunate objects, beasts, power or glory. The mtervening
things might have been groups or ammals. Any ol these could
naturally have been humans as well, but this quality was never a
rclevant lactor. Here, though, it 1s the central 1ssue. And Spinoza,
who never provides a delmition ol man, assumes that we shall
sporntaicously recognize what Uns “thing ke us” 1s.

(Morcau 2011, 168-169)

The absence of explicit relerences (o lhuman beings, in Spinoza’s previous
o

discussions ol human alleets, can be explaied 1" we counsider that the

33 Belore 13p27, the relerence to “things hike us” livst appears i 13p22s — camn nobis similenn
gudicernus (C 1,507 7 G 11, 157) — and, then, i E3p23s — res nobis sinnle (C 1, 507 7 G 11, 158).
[ hoth occasions, however, Spinoza points out that the meaning and role of this expression will be
clanlicd in 123p27.
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mechamsi by which we are affected with alleets that we imagine as also
present in “things like us” — a mechanmsm which he calls “imitagon ol the
allects |aflectinnn imtago)” (U3p27s; C 1, 509 / G 11, 160) — 1s the samce
mechanisim by which we also get 1o “judge” something “to be hke us |uobis
suniem jucdicemus|” (153p22s; C 1, 507 / G 11, 157). How docs 1t come about,
then, according (o Spmoza, that we “udge” something “to be hke us” — that
we judge something, that is, o be a human being, endowed with a mind like
ours and similar alleets?® Spinoza provides the answer in the demonstration
ol I53p27:
The images ol things are alfections of the human body whose wdeas
represent external bodies as present (o us, 1.c., whosce 1dcas mvolve
the nature ol our body and at the same tme the present nature ol
the external body. So il the nature ol the external body s like the
naturce ol our body, then the 1dea ol the external body we unagine
will nvolve an allection ol our body like the altection ol the external
body. Conscquently, il we nnagine somceonc like us to be allected
with some alfect, this imagmation will express an atlecuon of our
body like tns allect. And so, Irom the [act that we imagine a Unng
like us to be allected with an allect, we arc allected with a like aflect.
(1:3p27d; C I, 508-509 / G 11, 160))
This demonstraton rehics on the capacity ol the human body o be “disposed
mn a great many ways” (122p14; C 1, 462 / G 11, 103), by being able 1o be
“alfected by external bodies in very many ways” (l2post3; C 1, 162 / G 11, 102)
and 1o “move and disposc external bodics i a great many ways” (L2postt; C
I, 462 / G 11, 103). In other words, the pecuhar complexity and plasticity ol
the human body cnable 1t to micract with the external environment

uumerous ways: 10 can be modilicd by external objects i several chlferent

3H T hat by “things like us” we must understand other human beings is clear [rom Spinoza’s relerence
to “men [Lomines)” in F3p29 and the relevantnote (C 1, 53107 G 11, 162).
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ways, more or less permancently, and, at the same time, it can perlorm a greal
variely ol actions, based on these mteractions. In particular, according (o
Spinoza, the human body can retain m uscll and reproduce the “umpressions”
— or cven, I Spmoza’s lerms, the “images” — ol external bodies, winel are
produced m it lollowing contacts and teractions with these exiernal bodies
(122p17d2).* The wdeas ol these images in us, Spinoza contends, “represent
external bodies as preseul (o us |corpora externa velut nobis pravsentia
repraesentanl]” (X2p17s; C 1 A65 / G 1T, 106, Translation modilied). He also
adds that “when the mund regards bodies i this way, we shall say that 1t

imagmes” (K2p17s; C 1,465 / G 11, 106). The bodies that we imagine as being

present outside ol us, therelore, are really “images of things” that exist i us;
accordmgly, the ideas that we have of external objects are really ideas ol these
images i us, that is, ideas ol allections ol our own body. This 1s the reason
why Spinoza muroduces the demoustration ol I3p27, quoted above, by
stressing that “[tlhe 1mages ol things arce allections ol the human body whose
1dcas represent external bodies as preseul (o us”.

Now, accordmg to Spinoza, when we imagine external bodies as present
to us, via our own corporcal allections, we mmagine these bodies as moving i
space, as inlcractng with and being modilied by other bodies, and as being
allected themscelves m some ways — brielly put, we imagine external bodies as
behaving m certain ways within the surrounding cuvironment, doing certam
things and undergoing certain other things. Siace, as we have scen, the external
bodies that we nmagie as present outside ol us are nothing but idcas of

allections taking place m ourselves, Lo magine the allections ol external bodices

3 See also I'3post2:

The human body can undergo many changes, and nevertheless retun napressions, or
aces, ol the objects lolyectorum mpressiones scu vestigral, and consequenty, the
same imagces ol things.

(I'3post2; C 1, 193 7 G 11, 139)
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1s o have, in our own body, allections or images that mirror the movements
and the actions ol the external bodics. Iurther, Spmorza contends that, if the
nature of an cxternal body which 1s imagined as present is sufticiently similar
to that of our body, the movements and allections ol the external body can
correspond, m us, 1o unages of allections and movements ol wlach our body
1s also autonomously capable. While our body 1s allected i such a way by an
external object, therclore, the allections aroused 1 us will be identical, or
similar, (o those that can be cqually aroused 1 ns by our own movements. In
this way, the dea ol an alfecuon taking place m au external body, which we
magine as present, will correspond 1o the 1dea ol an equal allection taking
place in our body.” Henee, Spinoza adds in the demonstration of 1:3p27 that
“iI'the nature ol the external body 1s like the nature ol our body, then the wdea
ol the external body we 1magine will involve an allection of our body like the
allecuon ol the external body”.

Spwnoza also clauns that amoug all the allecuions by which a lniman body
can be alTected, some ol them will also be the causce of allects ol joy, whercas
some others will be the cause ol allects ol sadness — depending on whether
these allections respectively mercase or decercase the power ol acting ol the
body and, m parallel, of the mmd (I3plls). Henee, by unagining and

reproducing i us allections that we imagimce as taking place in external bodices,

36 [rom his it follows that our mind can have the capacity 10 imagine our hody as replicating the
behaviour and aflecuons of the extermal objects which are imagined as present. By referring 1o
severad studies n contemporary neuropsychology, Anna Boukouvila compares this aspect ol
Spnoza’s theory of the imitation ol the atlects with recent lindings on the role ol the so-called
“mirror neurons” (sce, for example, Gallese and Goldman 1998). In partcular, nurror neurons
would enable in humans a mechanism “that matches obseived acts executed by others on the
obscrver’s representations ol the same motor acts” (Boukouvala 2017, 1013). This neurological
mechanistus, she argucs, would be “at the basis ol the expertental understanding ol the actions of
others” (she mentons Rizzolatt and Craighero 200 1, and Rizzolatn 2005) and of “the expericutal
understanding ol the emotons ol others, which drives 1o empathy” (she menuons Gallese 2003,
Gallese et al. 2004, and Gallese 2009), so to bring about “our capacity to share the meaning ol
acuons, ntentons and cmotons with others, thus grounding our identhcaton with and
councctedness to others” (Boukouvala 2017, 1013).
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we can be alleeted by corresponding allects of joy or saduess.”” Yel, since we
perceive the allection i us to be identical to the allection i the body that we
imagine as present, we will be mduced to imagine the external body as “a thing
like us”, which 1s allected with that alleet too. Thus, Spioza concludes his
demonstration by clatining that “from the Tact that we mmagine a thing like us
1o be allected with an alfect, we arc allected with a like alfect”.

The important thing to note, here, 1s that the alleets aseribed (o the
external things that we imagine as present arc really the allects that we leel as
ours, by pereeiving and being allected by the images ol these external things.™
"I'hey are alleets and leclngs with wineh we are acquamted, that is, because we
can [cel them i oursclves. Thus, the mechansin of the mutatuon ol the alleets
allows us 10 recognise “tiungs ike us” by aseribing to external bodies allects
and thoughts that we feel and experienee i oursclves, 1l the behaviour of an
external body 1s reproducible by us and when such a behaviour, if imntated
(cven nmaginatively), arouses in us certaim kinds of mental states and leclings.
We will therelore be led to associate certam behaviour ol external bodies with
the concomitant presence, m them, ol certain alleets and leelings with which

we are acquainted, based on our own personal, subjective expenence —

37 On these grounds, in E3p32s Spinoza also outlines tie beginning ol a theory of developmental
psychology, according o which children get famihiar widy behavioural patterns and corresponding
leelings by imitaung and replicaung then, since their bodies, when an atlection or image is produced
in them, must necessarily mirror the movements and aflections of the external objects imagined as
present. In Spinoza’s words, Uns must happen “because, as we have said, Qe images ol things are
the very atlectons ol tie human body, ormodces by which the human body 1s afTected by external
causes, and disposed to do dus or hat” (153p32s; C 1, 513/ G 11, 165).
38 Lrancesco Toto mentons this aspect ol Spinoza’s theory ol the imitation ol the allects (Loto
2013, 152, and 2016, 227-228, 231). 1t is 10 he noted that e same mechanism also explais how
we ascribe thoughts 1o other things basced on linguistic signs: we compare the thoughts aroused
us by Uie words Bat are uttered by Uic speaker, belore aseribing to the speaker similar thoughits.
So, n TP 1, 15, Spmoza wriles:

{Biccause the mouth is related to the nature ol the man saying this, and also because

he to whom it is said has previously perecived the nature ol the mtellee, he casily

understands the thought of the man speaking by companson with his own,

(I'TP L 15 C L 8L/ G 1Y)
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thereby building the notion ol “dungs like us™: things, that 1s, capable ol cqual
thoughts and leclings when they act in ways which are famihar to us.”

By using a conlemporary terminology, we can say that, when we “judge
somcething to be like us” via the mechanmsm ol the nitaton ol the allects, nol
only do we lake an “mtentional stairee” towards that thing’s behaviour, but we
also take a “phenomenal stanee” (Robbins and Jack 2006); that is to say, that
not only must mdividuals whose behaviour physically rescimbles ours have
similar and predictable mitentions, but they must also leel the same things (that
I feel, when T hehave i a siilar way, and expericuce the world m the same

: - : ‘
way that T also experience i, In other words, when T empathise with other

39 Justn Steinberg argues tor a “direct wansmission”, or “dircct inherituee”, ol allects rom one
body to the other (2013, 391-396). On this basis, he quesuons how i is possible 1o misrepresent
others” allects and misattribute allects o others, via the imitauve mechamsm. By conuast, [ contend
thatihe alleets that we aseribe o “things like us” are always and only the allects that are aroused in
us by our own allectons, independently ol whether asimilar allect 1s cllectvely taking place mn the
external body that is imagined as present — and, most importandy, mdependently ol whether the
external body that we imagine as heing present and allected in some way exists at all. Indeed, it 1s
ol the nature of our imagmaton o let us regard as present bodies that “neither existnor are present”
outside ol us (F2p17¢; C 1, 461/ G 11, 105). This interpretaton ol the “initadon ol the alfects” 1s
consistent with another ol Spinoza’s clums, according 1o which:

[TThe ideas which we have ol external bodics indicate the constituton ol our own body
morce than the nature ol the external hodies.
(I'2pl6e2; C 11, 163 7 G, 10 L Translaton modilied)

In the best case seenario, therefore, rather than a “direct tansmission” or “mheritance” ol an allect,
there can be a perlect replicaton in us of an cqual affeet taking place i a body outside of us, which
allows for a correct representaton and atuibution ol that alfect. According (o Spinoza — as we will
sce in the next section — this can happen when human allects are aroused by reason. For Turther
discussions ol Spinoza’s theory ol the imitaton of the allects, see Matheron (1969) 19884, 151155,
Macherey 1995, 211-226; Della Rocca 1996, 217-251, and 200-5 Green 2017, 129-130.
¥ According to Philip Robbins and Anthony Jack, “[to adopt the intentonal stance toward Y.
entails aseribing intentional states (heliels, desires, intentons, cte)) o X and using those ascripuons
1o make sense ol .\'s behaviour” (2006, 69). Daniel Dennett has canomeally delined the “intenuonal
stance” as [ollows:

Here is how it works: (st you decide 1o treat the object whose behavior 1s o be

predicted as a rational agent; then you ligure out what beliels that agent ought to have,

given its place in the world and its purpose. Then you ligure out what desires 1t ought

to have, on the same consideratons, and Tmally you predict that Uns ratonad agent will

act Lo Tarther its goals in the light ol its belicls. A lidle pracucad reasonimg lrom the

chosen sct ol beliels and desires will in many — but not all — mstances yicld a decision

about what the agent ought (o do; that is what vou predict the agent siz// do.

(Dennett [1981] 1987, 17)
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yeople and regard (hem as “things like me”, in Spinoza’s terms, 1 know “what
£ 2 ) I
1t Leels like to be then” — or, better still, T believe that T know what 1t leels to

be like them.

6. “Humanity” as a shared affect

According to Spmoza, the capacily to cmpathise with “dings like us” is the
source ol an allect i us that he names “humanity |enanitas|” (13p29s; C 1,
510/ G 11, 162. Translation modilied). He also dubs it “courtesy |hurnanitas
scu modestial” and delines 1t as “a desire 1o do what pleases men and not do
what displeases them” (L3Ad4A3; C 1, 541 / G 1, 202). Indeed, Spinoza argucs
that it s ol the nature of cach one’s appetite — which he identilies (n 1X3p9s)

with “desire” and “[tlhe striving by which cach thing strives o persevere inits

Insolar as, lor Spinoza, all things must act according o laws ol natre which necessarily determine
a thing “to exist and produce an elfect i a certain way” (151p29; C 1, 433 / G 11, 70), and nsolar as
the behaviour ol all things is delined as essentially goal-oriented — sinee the essenee ol a things is
noUnng clse but “the suiving by which cach thing strives o persevere m its bemg” (I23p7; C 1, 499

G 11, 116), Uns staving bemg, in tum, nothing clse but a thing's “appetite”, or even, its “desire”
(E3p9s; C 1, 500 / G I, (47-118) — the mtentonal stace, or “intentional strategy” lor predicting
and interpreting one thing’s behaviour applies to virtually all existng things — with no distinction
betwveen “dimgs like us”™ and olrer things, such as animals or, even, rocks (1p 58). Iurthermore, 1t
lollows lrom Spinoza’s Uwught-extension parallelism that, since “[Uhe order and connection ol
wleas 1s the same as the order and connection of things™ (152p7; C L, 451/ G 1L, 89), the results that
we may obtam by adopung an mtentional stance on something shall not be different Irom tie results
obtained by taking a physical stance on the same thing — a strategy which Dennett defines as follows:

[1I1 you want to predict tie behaviour of a system, determine its physical constitution
(perhaps all the way down (o the microphysical level) and the physical natare of the
impingements upon i, and use your knowledge ol the laws of physics o predict the
outcome lor any input.

(Dennet [1981] 1987, 16)

By contrast, Robbins and Jack deline die “phenomenal stance™ m these terms:

I'Tlo adopt the phenomenal stance woward Vis to understand .Y as a ‘phenomenal
system’y that s, o regard .Y as alocus ol phenomenal experience.

Part ol what it s o regard something as a locus ol experience 1s ascribing
phenomenal states (cmotions, moods, pains, visual scnsations, cle) 1o it But this
mvolves more tann mere role ascripdon ol phenomenal states; it requires a Telt
apprectaton of tietr qualitative character. For example, il you don't know what iCs like
to leel sad, you can’t understand what it is 1o feel sad. And il you can’t understand
what it s to teel sad, you canr’t regard something as (ecling sad — atleast, notin the lull-
blooded way that the phenomenal stance requires.

(Robbins and Jack 2006, 69-70)
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bemg” (I1:3p7; C L 499 / G 11, 146) — that “|w]e strive to promole the existence
ol whatever we magine that leads (o joy, and o remove or destroy whalever
we magiie 1s contrary Lo 1, orthat leads to sadness” (IN3p28; C 1, 509 / G 11,
161, Translatuon modificd). Henee, it [ollows [rom our very own desire to
promote m oursclves allects ol joy — and, accordingly, restrain or rersove
allects of sadness — that “we shall strive 1o do [...] whatever we agine men
to look on with joy, and on the other hand, we shall be averse to doimg what

we nmagine men arc averse 7 (13p29; C 1, 510/ G 11, 162). For the allects

of joy and sadness that we ascribe to others, as we have seen above, are really
the samce allects ol joy and sadness that we leel i oursclves. In particular,
Spinoza contends that when we are allected by sadness because we imagine a
thing like us being allected by sadness, this sadness i us can be called “pity
|comnmiscratiol” (1<3p27s; C 1, 509 / G 11, 160). As a consequence, Spinoza
argucs that “as lar as we cair, we strive to [ree a thing we pity [rom s sullering”
(1:3p27¢3; C 1, 509 / G 11, 161), when we detect sadness and sullering in
something, “provided that we judge it to be like us” (1<3p22s; C 1, 507 / G 11,

157).

However, as long as the recogniion ol other people’s thoughts and
leelings — and the consequent identilication ol them as “human bemgs” —
rchies on an maginatve process by which we attribule alleets that we [eel mius
o external things, bascd on obscervation and replication ol thetr exterior
behaviour, this process 1s exposed (o crror and failure. For the capacity ol the
human body 1o allect, and to be allected by, external bodlies i a greal many
ways, and (o be variously moulded by different experiences and lteractions
with the external environment, brings 1t about that dillerent subjects will also
rcact dillerently o apparently similar situations, on the one hand, and that our
own way ol being allected by same things may also change m time, on the

other hand. Regarding this, Spinoza wriles:
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Dillerent men can be allected dilferently by one and the same
objeet; and one and the same man can be aflected dilferently at
ditlercut tmes by one and the same object.
I3p5L; C 1,522/ G 11, 178)
It can happen, thercelore, that allections that we magine as producing certain
alfects of joy or sadness m “things like us”, based on our personal experience
ol siutlar cases, may m reahity have a totally ditferent nature and efleet mn other
people — or, more generally, m other beings. Indeed, the number of
circumstances and reasons that may deternune the nature ol one’s allecuons
and appetite — and that, consequently, deternmne why someonc acts or reacts

m a certain way, when compelled by external causes — generally surpass our

capability ol understanding." Henee, Spinoza writes that “halen can disagree
m nature |homines natura discrepare possuntl msolar as they are torn by
alleets which are passions; and 1o that extent also one and the same man 1s
changeable and mconstant” (LAp33; C 1, 561/ G 11, 231).

This “disagreciment ol natures”, or “natural diserepancy”  belween
mdividuals, [ollows [rom the lact that the allects ol an individual must also

differ m nature from the allects ol another mdividhal, as much as cach one’s

appelile, or desire, 1s dilferendy allected and deternnned by apparently snnilar

M 18Ad(C L5317 G, 190), Spinoza delines “desire” as “man’s very essence, isolar as it is
conceived to be determined, lrom any given allecuon of 1, 1o do sonethng”, adding hal, since
“desire 1s appete together with the consciousuess ol 1| cupiditatenn esse appetitun cum cusdenn
consciential”, he “really recognizels| no  diflerence between human appetite and  desire”
(U3Adlexp; C 1, 531 /7 G 1, 190). In L3pid, he also stesses that “ilhe essence ol the mind is
conslituted by adequate and by inadequate ideas”. [t lollows that the [irst reason why we necessarily
nusunderstand others” allects and nmisatuibute afleets o others is that we have an inadequate
understanding o the origin and nature of our very ovwn alfects — those that we also aseribe o “things
like us™ That is Lo say, that, despite the lact that we are conscious ol our appeutes, thoughts, and
alleets, msolar as our essence 1s constituted by inadequate ideas we do not know why we leel certain
allects and think certain tings i associaton with certain kinds ol environmental inpults and
consequent behavioural responses. .\s Spinoza repeats several unmes, all humans “are conscious ol
therr actions and appelites, but not awvare ol the causes by which they are determined o want
something” (L APrel;, C [, 545/ G 1L, 207). Sce also B1App (C 1, 110/ G 11, 78), 1'2p35s (C 1, 173
J G 17, E3p2s (C L, 496 7/ G 1T, 113), and Lip 58 (C I, 128 - G IV, 266). Concerning the
relavonship between appeute and desire, or “appeute with the consciousness ol 117, recall the
analyses i secton 5 ol the previous chapter.
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things. However, as 1 mentioned above, Spimoza conceves the appetle, or
desire, ol an individual, as “the very essence, or nature |esscntia scu natural,
ol caclt man| insofar as 1t 1s concernved 1o be determined, by whatever
constitution he has, to do somethig” (L3phod; C 1, 527 / G 11, 185).
Therelore, as we have scen i section k, Spinoza concludes that “Jelacl alleet
ol cach indmidual dillers [rom the allect ol another as much as the essenee of
the one [rom the essence ol the other” (IK3ph7; C 1, 528 / G 11, 186). In (s
sCse, Spinoza wrilcs:
The nature, or cssence, ol the allects cannot be explaned through
our cssence, or nature, alone, but must be delined by the power,
1.c., by the nature ol external canses compared with our own. That
15 why there are as many specics ol cach alleet as there are specics
ol objects by which we arc aflected; that 1s why men are allected
dillerendy by one and the same objeet, and 1o that extent, disagree
i nature. And lmally, that 1s also why one and the same man 1s
alleeted dillerently toward the same objeet, and (o that extent 1s
changceable, cte.
(LAp33d; C 1, 562 / G 11, 231)
In other words, 1t 1s olien the case that the behaviour that we observe m other
beings doces not correspond (o the kind ol allects, thoughts, and mental states
that we would imagine and expect, based on our own experience.” This may
be the cause of mcomprehension, mutual musunderstandings, and can
cventually lead human beings (o be “contrary to one another |zrcen esse

contrarn]” (IAp34; C 1, 562 / G 11, 231).

EAVith relerence Lo the story ol the Tall of Xdam, i the Eihes Spinoza also mentdons the possibility
that we can judge ammals “to be Tike us”, and atuibute them human alfeets and leelings, thereby
getung o imitate their behaviour and ther (supposed) allects:

[A[lter he believed the lower animals 1o be like hiscll [ hrata sibi similia esse erediedid),
he immediately began o imitate e atlects (see E3p27) and to lose his freedom.

(LAp6O8s; C 1,585 7 G 11, 262)

Concerning this passage, sce Montag 2009, 65-71; Sharp 201 1a, 56-63, and 2011, 201-209,
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According 1o Spinoza, however, there 1s one case in which our attribution
ol cqual mental states to “things like us” never [ails: that is, when humans “live
accordmg 1o the guidance ol reason |ex ductu rationis vivaund”.

Ouly insolar as men live according o the guidance ol reason, must

they always agree i natre |natura scrper neecessario comveniun|.

(LAp3ds; C 1, 563 / G 11, 232)

To the extent that human beings think and act according (o reason, they must
agree - nature, and o that extent, their respective alleets must also be
wdentcal. Indeed, according to Spinoza, (o reason is nothing clse but (o think
and to act on the basis ol adequale ideas (152pA0s2; FAp23) — idcas ol
propertces that are cqual m us as in other beings, that 1s, and which arc
therclore common to all of those who share them (1:2p38-39). Henee, 1l we
think and act based on ideas which arc “common to all men” (12p38¢; C 1,
A74/ G 11, 119, then the thoughts that we have, the actions that we perlorm,
and the corresponding aflects that we may leel, cannot be dillerent [rom the
thoughts, actons, and allects that other human beings would also think, do,
and feel when they also reason.

When we reason and act accordingly, in other words, we nceessarily
think and do those things that all human beings would also think and do,
should they lind themsclves m our own situation. Put otherwise, actons that
arc guided by rcason — and the underlying reasoning processes on which those
actions arc bascd — are completely transparent to all humans who are capable
ol the same reasonig. Therelore, when people reason, and we reason along
with them, we necessartly know what they think, why they think what they
think, and why they do what they do: lor we think the sane things and would
therctore do the same things that they also do. More importantly, when we

reason, the kind ol allects by which we are allected must be the same i
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'% . < . . .
everyone. ™ Hencee, when humans live “according to the guidance ol reason”,
the kind ol good that they seek lor themselves 1s necessarily a good that “is
common (o all men, and can be possessed cqually by all men insolar as they

arc ol the same nature” (I4p36d; C 1, 564/ G 11, 2310). " So, the good and the

Joy that a human may scck lor hersell; while she acts according Lo the guidance

ol recason, she will also desire them lor all other humans (14p37).

The good which man wants [or himsell'and loves, he will love more

constantly i 'he sces that others love it. So, he will strive (o have the

others love the same things, And because this good 1s common (o

all, and all can enjoy 1, he will therelore (by the same reason) strve

that all may cnjoy 1t

(IAp37d2; C 1, 565 / G 11, 235-236)

Spmoza calls “morality [prctas]” the “desire to do good generated i us
by our Ining according (o the guidance ol reason” (LAp37st; C 1, 565/ G 11,
236), and deles 1t as a kind ol “cownrtesy | modestal” (LAApp25; C 1, 592 /
G 11, 272), as he also did with the alleet o “humanity”. Yet, whether our afleets
ol “courtesy” and our desire to please and help those that we recognise as
lluman beings depend on our nmagining their possible mental -states — and
actung humanly towards them out ol “pity” — or on our rcasoning and wantng
lor them the same things that we also want lor us, the possibility to develop
these leehngs and desives towards others is always grounded on the smme basis:

1t 1s grounded, that 1s, on our ability to judge somconce to be like us and

B Furthermore, Spinoza maintains thal atfects aroused by reason can never be related to sadness
(I23p59). It follows that, m order to promote ouc's own alfects ol joy through empathy and imitation
ol allcels, a human being acling according to the guidaiice of her reason will necessarily suive o
make other people reason with her and leel cqual afleets of joy. Spinoza delines “nobility
lgenerositas]” as the “desire by which cach one stives, solely from the dictate ol reason, to aid other
men and jom them o him in friendship” (15:3p59s; C 1,529/ G 11, 188).

Hndeed, Spinoza contends that “the good which everyone who lives according 1o the dictate ol
reason wants lor himsells understanding” (K-p37d; C 1, 565 / G 11, 235), that 1s, reasoning uscll,
whereas “the supreme good” ol a human being s “lo know God” (I:4p36d; C 1, 5617 G 1L, 23D
and, according o Spinoza, “it pertans o the essenee of the human mind o have an adequate
knowledge of God’s eternal and mifimite essenee” (I 1p36s; C 1,56 £/ G 11, 235).
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cmpathise with her, thereby allributing her mental states, leelings, and
thoughts which are cqual 1o ours. Thus, in EAp50s, Spiioza concludes by
clanming:
[O]ne who 1s moved Lo aid others neither by reason nor by pity 1s
rightly called mhuman [recte infrumanus appellatur. For (by
I'3p27) he seems o be unlke a wan Viommi dissimilis ¢sse
videtun.
(IApS0s; C 1, 574/ G 11, 217).
In other words, accordimg to Spmoza, it is only our capacily 1o recognise other
beings as “things like us”, and let them, i lurn, recognise us as “thigs like
them”, that denotes us as properly “human” and determines the linuls ol
applicability ol the very notion ol “humanity”. That is (o say, that only 1o the
extent thal we partake m this process ol mutual recognilion are we human,

and ouly Lo thal extent can we also understand whal humanity consists in.

7. Conclusion

The analyses carned out so lar allow us o Imally provide an answer 1o
Wilson’s question, concerning how we deline specilically human behaviour
and mentality in a universe where all things have a mind and are therelore
“amimate”, and where, as a consequence, the presence ol mentalily perse docs
nol accouul lor any specilic behaviour. Given these unconventional premiscs,
the answer cannol but be unconventional 100.

T'here is no specilically human behaviour., Ov, better sull, the boundaries
and charactenstics that deline specilically human behaviour are traced by the
very capacity that humans have o imitate one another’s behaviours, aud
collectively act in order (o promote one another’s wellbeing, The existence ol
“humanity” as a spccics, 1 this sense, 1s a result that lollows [rom the existence

ol intraspecilic social behaviour — and nol vice versa.
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In parallcl, on the mental domain, spectlically human mentality can be
identihicd with the existence ol mtraspeeilic alleets, which deline our very
notion ol “humanity”, and by which several mdwiduals think and feel things
on the basis ol'whal they assume other mdividuals’ thoughts and leelings might
be. The development of such allects, as we have scen, requires not only that
we lake an mtentional stance on someonc else’s behaviour — tor the behaviour
ol any thing, m Spmoza’s paupsychisl and delermimst  universe, s
mlerpretable and theorctucally predictable as originatng lrom “systems ol
mientions” (Dennett [L981] 1987, 15) — but also a “phenomenal stanee”: what
makes a human being properly “human” m the cyes ol someonc clse, 1s her
capacily lo have [celings and allects cqual o those ol the observer and,
general, o experience the world m the same way Irom her mternal, subjective
point ol view. It is only this kind ol comprchension ol another mmd’s nature
that allows us o empathise with other mdividuals and act towards them in a
properly “luman” way, according (o Spinoza; lor 1t 1s ouly Uus kind of
comprchension ol another mdividual’s nature that arouses m us the will 1o
take care ol her and treat her as a moral agent.”

Il we il 1o aceess this kind ol empatlne and mutual understanding off
cach other’s allects, we cannot be naturally led o act humanly towards onc
another — by leeling m us the desive, that 1s o say, (o prevent and remove

another’s sadness and arouse and mercase another’s joy — lor we do nolt lecl

M T hat a miere stance concerning one’s intentons is not sullicient for treating someonce as a moral
subject, 1s true also for Dennett, who wriles:

One is guilly of no monstrosites i one dismembers the computer with whom one
plays chess, or even the robot with whon one has long conversatons. One adopts the
mtentional stance toward any system one assumes o be (roughly) ratonal [..]. [T]o
aclopt a truly moral stance toward the system {(thus viewing 1t as a person), miught olen
i out 1o be psychologically irresisuble ..., but it s logically disunct.

(Dennett [1973] 2017, 258)

Concerning the Tuncdon ol the phenomenal stanee i shaping up the mage ol a subject ol moral
concern, with whom we emipathise and establish social relatonships, see mstead Robbins and Jack
2006, 70-72.
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any sadness or joy that could alleet us and prompl us (0 acl I assoctation (o
someotic ¢lse’s sadness or joy. Indeed, when we lail (o cmpathise, we do nol
actually sce and recognise any sadness or joy i others — (o the point that we
may cven regard those other things as “mindless”. ar Irom  being
contradictory, this oulcome is particularly cogenit m Spinoza’s panpsychist
universe, where the dilference between “things like us” and “things unlike us”
cannol be drawn on the mere atribution of mentality and consciousness
(which arc universal lcatures), but only on (he atnbution ol mentality and
consciousness  “hke  ours”. Paradigmatce, i Uus  sense, 18 Spimoza’s
consideration ol animal lile, concerning which the obviousness ol their
capacily (o have sensations and [celings ought nevertheless not 1o restrain us
from “killing them”, “using them at our pleasure”, and “wreating then as s
most convenient for us”, in accordance with “the rational principle ol secking
our own advantage”.

I'or they do not agree in nature with us, and their alleets are different

w1 nature [rom human allects |quandoquiden nobiscunn natura non

conveniunl ¢l corum aflectus ab aflectubus humais sunl nalura

diversi] (see 1L3p57s).

(I Ap37st; C 1,566 7 G 11, 257)

In a lew words, when we lail 1o empathise and recognise other individuals as
“things like us”, we treal them as mhuman and we can, in win, be equally and
“rightly called inhuman”, by those whose leclings we [ail to understand.

Here, where they also appear 1o be more mportant and crucal, the
rcasons lor attributing human or non-human mentality to someone clse could
nol be any more precanous and Iragile, lor they are based umquely on an
wdividual’s capacity 1o recoginse, based on her own personal experience and
on obscrvable exteror wraits ol another indwidual’s behaviour, sometling that
by dehmton scems o preclude any possibility ol direet observation: that1s, an

cqual “subjective character ol experience”. As we have scen, Spinoza doces not
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deny that arybehaviour in nature may correspond, m principle, (o some kind
ol conscious activity.* However, itis only (o the extent that I can fully identify
myscll m the acts and decisions ol another individual, that I will also
acknowledge (hal mdividual as a “thing hke me”, endowed with a similar
mentality and — more importantly — a similar capacity (o leel joy and sadness
when Talso [eel them, i the same way that I also leel them. So that one and
the same mdividual will appear more or less human in the cyes ol somcone
clse, to the extent that her behaviour will appear more or less famitliar and

capable ol arousing cqual allects, leelings and thoughts.”

B In this sense, the atribution of consciousness — or the claim that all bodies must have a
corresponding mind — according Lo Spinoza, 1s not and cannol be a consequence ensuing lrom an
“analogy argumient”, as Lidgar Singer calls it (1911, [80). Ttis a mctaphysical neeessity dictated by
God’s miinite nature. Because, for cach hody existing in nature there must be i God’s atribute the
correspondmng idea, which acts as the mind ol that body, as well as the corresponding idea ol the
mind. Furthermore, 1 the hght of the previous analyses, 1 assume that Spinoza would not be
unsympathetc to Singer’s thesis, according 1o which “our beliel in consciousness 1s an expectation
ol probable behavior based on an obseivation ol actual behavior, a beliel to be contirmed or retuted
by more observauon, as any other beliel ina fact is 0 be wied ou™ (1911, 183) — il by
“consciousness” we nlend o reler o spectlically human mentality. Yet, Spinoza’s panpsychism
presses lurther exactly those questions Lo which Singer's behaviourism appears incapable ol
providing an answer — that is, discrininating the behavioural Teatures that one is willing to idenuly
with rman behaviour, heuce with funnan consciousness:

You will ask me: What aspeet ol the behavior ol certain objects leads us 1o call them
conscious? T answer, I do not know, and expect never surcly to know, Had T been
asked: What aspect of the hehavior of certain objects leads us 1o call them alive? 1
must have returned the smne answer.

(Singer 1911, 183-18 b

In oticr words, reducing consciousness to behaviour is a rivial soluton in Spinoza’s system, as long
as all things bebave i a certain way and must leel and experience the world accordingly. Sull, 1t
docs not answer the questions concerning which behaviour we are keener on calling “human”, and
why we consequently believe such bhehaviour 1o be neeessarily associated witly a centain kind ol
specifically human conscious lile. Tn Uns sense, the remtroduction ol a subjectve expenential
clement with regard o our consideration ol the nature of the mental, through the mechanism off
the imiuation ol the attects, 1s aimed at answering these questions.

7' As we have seen, Spinoza contends that only reasoning prevents us lrom misinterpreting other
people’s alfects or misatutbuting affects 10 themy; for, when we reason, we must by necessity think,
do and lecl the same things that other human beings also think, do and lecl. Yet again, appealing
Lo reason provides no sale ground tor developing stable intraspecitic allects and recogmuon ol cach
other’s humanity. For, according to Spinoza, itis not in oyr lree power 1o choose o reason, and we
arc constantly under the cllect ol passions that can prevent us Irom reasoning. (s he also writes, “1t
is 1mpossible that a man |...| should be able 1o undergo no changes except those which can be
understood through his own natre alone, and ol which he is the adequate cause” (BAp 1 C 1 518
/ G 1I, 212). For tus reason, he concludes, “man is necessarily always subject 1o passions” (Edp-le;

C1, 549/ G, 213).
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These considerations also allow us (o shed more light on Spinoza’s
apparcnltly striking asscrtions concerning Uie radical sceptics evoked i the
TTL — according to which “they must be regarded as aulomala, coniplelely
lacking a mind” — and his uncompronusing take on decerthil behaviour m
general.® As we have scen, Spinoza contends that all properly human
relationships — by wineh we mutually help cach other and treat cach other as
moral agents — arise n us only because ol our capacily o recognise, in other

individuals, the presence ol equal thoughts and leclings in association with

cerlam exlerior, observable signs. Lies and decettlul belaviour scem mstead
(o have a coutrary clleet. Indeed, they entail a deliberale use ol the same signs
(hat we ordinarily adopt (o communicate and share our mental states (all ol
our beliels, mtentions, and allects, that 1s 1o say) with the opposite purposc (o
misguide onc’s capability (o mlerpret one’s real thoughits. As Spimoza wriles,
when humans act deceptvely, they “agree only in words, and are contrary (o
one another i fact” (KAp72d; C 1, 586 / G 11, 264). Lics and decepuon, that
15, turn the words that we use (o desceribe our beliels, mtentions, and allects
mnto meaningless sounds — as “the words of a parrot or an automaton, which
speak without a mind”. Therclore, as lar as deception represents an obstacle
to recogiusing sunilariies m our respective ways ol (hinking and experiencing
the world, 1t threatens and hinders our capability ol empathising with other
individuals and creating with them stable social relatonships — that s, lmman
relationships.” As Steven Nadler remarks, the problem with acts ol deception
is that “they bring about [...| division between individuals” (2016, 265), since

they “put people at odds with one another and generale a dillerence m their

B In 1p72, Spinoza claims that a human being guided by reason always, and unconditionally, “acts
honestly, not deceptuvely” (C T, 586 / G 11, 26 B. Concerning Uhis, sce also Garrett 1990, 221-22 1.
¥ As we have also seen in the quotaton Irom TP XX, 12 — cited in section -+ — a sociely that docs
not allow humans “to use their reason [reely” and lead them instead to “clash with one another in
haued, anger or decepton, or deal inequitably with one another”, is asociety that “change men [...]
mto beasts or automata”. In such astate, proper human relatonships between individuals are
disrupted and lost.
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natures” (2016, 267). The disagreement between individuals” natures brought
about by decepuon is, m ellect, its most dangerous aspect, sinee 11 entails that
we lose the capacily o recoguise cach other as “hunans” and o (reat cach
other accordingly.

Indeed, not oiily doces deceidul behaviowr elash with acting according (o
the guidance of recason — by which our thoughts and leclings are necessarily
transparcnt to all humans — but 1t also undermines our capacity to naturally
feel pity towards others, whenever we seem to deteet sadness and sullering in
“things hike us”. So, Spinoza writes:

[Hlc who 1s casily touched by the allect of pity, and moved by

another’s sullering or tears, olien docs something he later repents

— both because, from an alleet, we do nothimg which we certainly

know (o be good, and because we are castly deceved by lalse tears.

(Lohp50s; C 1,571/ G I, 247)
Il our pity gets [rustrated oo many umes “by lalse (cars”, we may eventually
conclude that the exterior traits by which we recognise sadness and sullering
m “somcthing hke us”, do not mark m the idividual by whom we are
systemaltically deceived the presence ol the same allects that we [eel. "This may,
in lurn, undermine our reasons o believe that the decciver may have the
capacily al all to pereenve the very same alleets that we pereeive when we aet
similarly — (o pereeive, that is, the same kind ol joy and the same kind ol
sadness, or pleasure and pami: lor the decciver, apparently, doces not leel sad
atall when Tleel sad for i In other words, exposure o syslematic deception
can make us believe that other human bemgs arc ol a dillerent nature, thereby
unworthy ol our carc and aucntion, since, just as animals or other non-human
things, “they do not agree i nature with us, and their alleets are dillerent
nature [rom human alleets”. That 1s (o say, that systematic decetttul behaviour
can be the trnigger 1o a process ol “dehumanisation”, by which we fail — or,

cven worse, reluse — Lo acknowledge other people’s sullering and happiness.
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Henee, msolar as persistent deceitlul behaviour can bring about inhuman

leelings, 1t scems that, according 1o Spioza, systematic deception is to be

treated as outright iwhuman behaviour. For ths reason, Ins reachion to the
scepuc’s lies could not be more radical, consequenual, and inhuwman. or, by
inviting us to regard the sceptic as an automaton “completely lacking a mmnd?”,

he ends up dehumamising the decenver.
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Chapter 3

Networks of Ideas: Spinoza’s Conception of Memory

Chapter Abstract

The aim of this chapteris to oller an explanation of what memory is, on Spinoza’s accound,
and how it 1s understood o determine the lile of an individual by interacting with the rest
of her mental content and functions. In order 1o unpack Spinoza’s theory ol memory and
assess and situate its role with respeet o his philosophy ol mind, T analyse the delnitons
and deseriptions of memory that Spinoza provides in the Trcatise on the fmcendation of
the Tntellect and inthe Lddues. 1 highlight common features and differences between the
twvo accounts. In my analyses, [ use the contemporary distinction betveen “episodic
memory” and “semantic memory” (Tulving 1972) as a heunistie deviee. T show that, inthe
TIL, Spinoza presents cases ol episodic memory — which mvolve a temporalizaton ol their
objects — as distinet fromy, and incompatible with, the intellect and its order and connection
ol idcas. Conversely, he considers instances ol semantic memory as cases which not only
allow for the micelligibility of mucmonic associations, but also for a sceming interaction
betwveen telleet and memory. | also demonstrate that, i the fa/ies, Spinoza delines
memory as composing networks ol ideas synchronically associated 1o cachiother, thereby
reducing cases ol episodic memory (o cases ol semantic memory. [ conclude by showing
why Spinoza [leshed out his account ol memory in this way, in order o allow lor a
relationship between mtelleet and memory, and why he deemed it important lor the

mtellect o have aceess to muemonice content.

1. Introduction

Spinoza contends that all humans “arc conscious ol their volitions and therr
appette” (K1 App; C 1, 440 / G 11, 78). He also allirms that tus appelite 1s “the
very essence ol man” (IW3p9s; C 1, 500/ G 11, 147), and that all humans arc
conscious ol their essence (IW3p9d; L3Adlex). The lollowing analyses arc
aimed at exploring and deseribing one [undamental dimension ol Spioza’s

account ol the conscious mund, which has been traditionally neglected by
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Spimnoza scholars — namcly, the dimension constituted by memory. 1 will
mquire how nmemome items become objects ol couscious recollection m the
mind and how memory, according lo Spinoza, 1s responsible Tor shaping a
certain nelwork ol conscious pereeptions that are all given within a single
cnchamment ol ideas. At the same tme, T will consider how memory
contribules, m tis way, (o determimng the overall allective state ol the mind,
1.C., 1ls currcnl appelite — that 1s, what Spinoza also calls its “actual essence”
(L:3p7; C 1, 499 / G 11, 116), the object ol our consciousness (13p9; C 1, 499
/G, 1-47).

By these analyses, T intend (o Iill a gap m current Spinoza scholarship.
Indced, many commentators menton memory only (o relate 1t lo Spinoza’s
accounts ol personal identity and identity through time.' Only a lew, however,
scem Lo consider Spinoza as having a specilie theory ol memory, or an account
capable ol playing a loundatuonal rolc with respect to his overall philosophy of
mind, and worth being analysed separately.” Detailed analyses of Spinoza’s
account ol memory are, nevertheless, sull wantig. For memory looks, overall,
like a marginal topic m Spimoza’s philosophical systen.

II'we consider the whole corpus ol Spuioza’s (exts, we can find only two
defmitions of memory — namely, m the unlimshed Zicause on the
LImicudation ol the Intcllect, and i the Lidnes. On both  occasions,

consideration ol its nature and functions scems o be hmited. In both texts

I Sce, lor example, Saw (1969) 1972, 9-10; Rice 1971, 656-657; Donagan 1973, 236-237; Matson
1977, 405; Curley 1988, 85-80; Ablondi and Barbone (991, 84-86; Nadler 2001, 1206-127, and
2000, 270-271; Lin 2005, 251-258; Della Rocca 2008, 259; Waller 2009, 498-199; "Thicl 2011, 63-
61

2 Memory occupies very litde space in Cornelius De Deugd’s study of Spinoza’s theory ol the [ivst
kind ol knowledge (1966, 202-206). Sce also Wollson 1934h, 80-90, and Guceroult 197 |, 229-235.
Laurent Bove (1996, 20-24) and Syliane Malimowski-Charles (20015, 106-107) analyse the role off
memory with respect to Spinoza’s heory ol habits. More recently, Peter €Weigel has pointed out
the cenuaity o memory, in Spinoza, with regard to his accounts ol imaginative processes, such as
linguistic cogton, the lormaton of universal notions, and induciive reasoning (2009, 239-216).
Sergio Rojas Peralta (2016) has provided a more articulate study ol Spinoza’s theory ol memory,
comparing it with Anstotle’s theory.
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Spinoza sharply  distmgushes Detween memory and  mtellect, exphliciily
denying the Tatter any mmemonice power (TIL §82; 15p23s; 1op3is). By
contrast, he grounds the human capability ol retmning and relrieving images
ol things i a corporeal [unction (1L §§882-83; 1°2p17d2; 12p18d). Yet,
Spimoza also contends that the mitelleet can aid one’s memory and increasce
the strength ol one’s mnemonie associations (T'T12 §§81). He also claims that
umages and thoughts, when they are connected 1o cach other according to the
order ol the mtellect, are capable ol arousing allects which are stronger m tme
(155p7; L5p10s) than those aroused by images and (houghts connected
accordmg (o “the order and connection ol the allectons ol the luman body”
(L22p18s; C1, 165/ G 11, 107), which are deternmned by “lortuilous encounters
with things” (1:2p29s; C 1, 171 / G I, 1), It remains unclear, on the basis ol
these claims, whether and how the miclleet can teract with memory — in
order 1o help the organisation, retention and recollection ol mlornmation
stored in the body — without assuming any miterplay between functions of the
mmd and uncuons ol the body.

As 1 will demonstrate e tlhus chapter, however, Spinoza puts Torward a
soplusticated account ol memory, capable ol distimguishing between different
funcuions, such as cpisodic and scmantic memory. T will argue that when
Spmoza relers to cases ol cpisodic memory — mvolving, that s, a
temporalization ol their objects — he disnnsses them as incompatible with the
mtellect and 1ts order and comncection ol idcas. Conversely, cases m which
memory is reduced (o its scmante lunctions — expressed by synchiromie
associations ol ideas, divested ol spanal and temporal context —arc considered
by Spinoza as instances that allow lor the mtelhgibility ol mnemonice
associations and lor a sceming miteraction between mtelleet and memory. [
will show (hat Spiuoza has at least two rcasons o propose such a model ol

human memory. The first reason concerns Spinoza’s way ol deseribing how,
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on occasion ol any given allection, umages recalled by memory determine the
appetite ol an mdividual. The second reason is related 1o his explanaton ol
how the mtelleet can mteract with memory, m order o aid and strengthen its
associalions.

i1 scetion 2, T will provide an overview ol the taxonomy cmployed
conlciiporary studics on memory, mtroducing the disincuon between
“cpisodic” and “scmantic” memory. In sections 3 and 1 T will consider
Spimoza’s deseription and delmiton of memory in the TTLE: section 3 analyses
aspeets ol Spmoza’s trcatment ol memory that can be related (o memory ol
the semantic kind, and scction 4 deals mstead with episodic memory. In
scction 5 T will analyse the desertption and delimton ol memory that Spinoza
provides in the Ltlues. 1 will illustrate how he conceives ol memory as
composing nelworks of ideas which are all synchromeally conneeted with cach
olher, and all simultancously recalled on occasion ol an external stimnlus. In
section 6, T will show how Spinoza’s model ol memory allows him (o explam
the associative act by whieh allects aroused by memory immediately mmpact
on (he allective lile ol an individual, determining her current sriving, or
appelite (that 1s, the desire, ol which she 1s conscious). In scction 7, 1 will
explain how Spmoza conceives ol one ol the powers ol the mmd over one’s
alleets as the rearranging ol mnemonic items according (o the order ol the

mtelleet. Secton 8 concludes the chapter.

2. Episodic and semantic memory
[01s conmmonly agreed, among both ncuropsychologists and philosophers, that
by the name ol “memory” we can reler (o a great variely ol aspects and

diflerent lunctions ol the cognitive lile of an mdividual.” Sinee the purpose ol

3 See Tulving 1991; Tulving (983, 6-8; Tulving 2000; Sutton 2009; Michaclian and Suton 2017;
Weming and Cheng 2017,
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thus chapter 1s (o look lor some delimitions and explanations ol human
memory in Spinoza, T shall start by clavilying on which ol the many aspeets ol
memory 1 will focus. T will, therclore, mtroduce and make use of” sone
conleniporary calegorics and distinctions between [unctons ol the human
memory, or “kiuds” ol memories. These distinetions will bielp (o narvow the
scope ol my analyses, sclting the limils ol my inquiry (o a circumscribed and
possibly well-delined sct ol fcatures concermng the genceral nouon ol liuman
memory. The use ol these calegories will also serve as a heuristic deviee, apl
o deteet the clements ol an articulated conceptual [ramework, underpmning
Spimoza’s othicrwise relatively concise treatment ol memory.

Nowadays 1t 1s held that a hirst line ol distunction between kinds ol
memory can be drawn o separale “procedural”, rule-based mnemonie
imlormaton and operations, on the one hand, [rom “declarative” (or cven,
“propositional”), dala-bascd ones, on the other hand — i a way “wlhich s
reminscent ol the classical disinetion between knowing how” and ‘knowing
that”” (Cohen and Squire 1980, 209)." So, lor example, Larry Squire wriles:

The major distinction 15 belween the capacity lor conscious,

declaratve memory aboul Tacts and cvents and a collection ol

unconscious, nondeclarative memory abihitics, such as skill lcaming

and habit leaming.

(Squne 2009, 12711

FConcerning the division between nondeclarative — or procedural — memory, and declarative — or
propositional — memory, see also Squire 1987, 152-169. \WVith regard o the same distinction, ndel
Tulving wriles:

The hrst step we take msubdividing the domain o memory is (o disunguish between

procedural and propositional memorics. [...] A corresponding division is that between

skills and knowledge. The category ol operational or procedural memory consists ol

a huge number ol pereeptual-motor skills and coginuve skills; and e lauer category

|...] consists of an equally huge varicty of knowledge that can be represented and

cxpressed symbolically.

(Tulving 1983, 8)
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Generally speaking, by the notion ol “nondcclarative” or “procedural

” : - el ) . .
memory” we reler (o an individual’s ability (o learn complex tasks, or to have
her behavioural patierns modilied by experience and interactions with the
cxternal environment, along with the relevant capability to store tns practueal
knowledge and rewrieve 1t on the occasion ol adequate external stumul.
Otherwise  stated,  “[nlondeclaraive memory 1s  expressed — through

perlormance” (Squire 2009, 12711).

Nondeclaratve memory relers 10 a helerogencous collection ol
skalls, habits, and dispositons thal arc maccessible (o conscious
recollection, yet are shaped by experienee, mlluence our behavior
and mental hfe, and arc a fundamental part ol who we arce.

(Squire 2009, 12713)

By contrast, “declarative” or “propositional memory” deals with conscious

knowledge, grounded on acquired inlormation aboul oursclves and the world,

which mcludes the symbols and signs that we use (o model and represent the
world 1o oursclves.

Now, according to a distnetion [irst proposed by Lndel Tulving, within
the Tuncuons ol the human declarative memory we can [urther distinguish
between two dilferent (albeit not necessarily separated) kinds ol memory
systeis — or even, 1 Tulving’s words, “calegorics” ol memory. On (he once
hand, there s the “episodic memory”; on the other hand, there s the
“semantic memory”.” He writes:

I'pisodic imemory relers to memory for personal experiences and

therr temporal relations, while semantic memory is a system lor

receiving, retainimg, and transmittimg mlormation about meaning ol

words, concepls, and classilication ol coneepls.

(Tulving 1972, 402)

S Tulving 1972 and 1983, 33. Sce also Squire 1987, 169-174; Squire and Zola 1998; Tulving and
Markowitsch 1998,
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As l[ar as the anns ol dus mvesugation nto Spinoza’s account ol memory are
concerned, we may retain only the basic Teatures of Tulving’s distinction
hetwveen these two kinds ol declarative memory.

On the one hand, cpisodic memory 1s dehnable as an mdividual’s
capability ol recollectung past events and objects tied o her experience of the
world, ol liguring them m (erms ol thewr perceptible propertics, and ol
collocaung them within a coherent spatal-lemporal framework, mvolving the
biography of the individual hersell.” On the other hand, dillerently [rom (he
objects of episodic memory, the objects ol semantic memory are not displaced
mto a temporal-spatial [ramework. Objeets registered m and presented by
scmantic memory may certainly be regarded as having had an origin in ime —
an origin which partially or totally depended on one’s personal experience and
mleractions with the external world. Dillerenty put, objects ol semantic
memory arc usually considered 1o be objects ol learning. When they become
actual objeets ol conscious recollection, however, they do nol neeessarily
exhibit diachronic relations with other items ol semantic memory, nor do they
need Lo bear or display any biograplucal mlormaton about themsclves or the

way m which they were lirst perceved by the recollecting individual.” Rather,

5 As Tulving also writes, any item ol episodic memory “can be stored in the episodic system solely
i lerms ol s pereepuble properties or atributes, and it is always stored 1 erms ol its
autobiographical reference 1o the already existing contents ol the episodic memory store” (Tulving
1972, 385-386). T'hen, he adds:

I'pisodic memory 1s @ more or less Lathlul record of a person’s expericnces. “T'hus,
cvery ‘item’ in episodic memory represents informaton stored about the expericnced
occurrence ol an episode or event. |...| Fach event, or its representation in memory
|...] can be reasonably completely deseribed mterms ol () its perceptble propertics,
and (b) its temporal-spatial relaton to other experienced events.
(Tulving 1972, 387-388)
7 Regarding dus, Tulving writes:
Informaton stored in the semantic memory system represents objects — general and
specilic, living and dead, past and present, simple and complex — coneepls, relations,
quanttics, events, lacts, propositons, and so on, detached Irom autobiograplical
relerence.
(Tulving 1972, 389).
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the most important [eature ol objects of semante memory 1s that they allow
the retrieval ol synchironic relations and associations between dilterent objects

ol knowledge, sucl as belween words and their meanings. In Tulving’s words:

T'he inlformation they contain is information about the referent they
signly rather than information about the mpul signals as such. |...]
II" 2 person possesses some scmalic memory mlormation, he
obviously must have learned 1, cither dircely or mdireetly, at an
carlicr time, bul he need not possess any mncmonic intormation
abotil the episode ol such lecarning in order (o retam and Lo use
scmantic mlormation.

(Tulving 1972, 389)
In the lollowing analyses ol Spmoza’s references to memory I will not
dircetly consider or look for aspects related (o what we nowadays address as
“procedural memory”. The reason lor this choice, as mentioned above, lics

i the characteristics ol Spinoza’s theory ol the luman mind that Tintend 1o

explore, by approaching lus account ol memory — namely, the mind
understood as a system ol conscious pereeptions ol bodily modilications. As
we have just scen, procedural, nondeclarauve memory s delined as manly

operating al the unconscious level.” In Uns chapler, therefore, Twill locus on

those traits ol Spinoza’s  theory ol memory that deal with  conscious

recollection, laking mito account aspects ol the so-called “declarative imemory”,
divided mto semantic and episodic kinds.

T'o be sure, the lew details concerning the disunction between semantic
and episodic memory sunumarised above cannot be constdered exhaustive, in

conlemporary scicnlilic terms. Morcover, they are not meant (o suggest a

companson — et alone, an cquivalence — belween contemporary accounts ol

8 Sce Squire 2009, 12711; Squire and Dede 2015, 3.
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memory systems and Spinoza’s theory ol memory.” However, as [ will
demonstrate, the mam {eatures ol this distinction can be scen rellected m
Spinoza’s admiltedly limited remarks on the topic.” In this sense, the
disunicuon between episocic and semantic memory, used as a heurisie, is
mtroduced m order o lacililalc observations concerning how  Spinoza
addresses memory under dilferent perspectives. The presence ol these
perspectives — one emphasising the role ol memory i enchaming events
according lo temporal sequences, the other stressing the synchronieily ol
muemonic associations — will emerge i the lollowing analyses ol Spinoza’s
(rcatment ol memory, and 1t will allows us (o (rack down and analysc some
mteresting, and apparently conllictual, aspects ol his ways ol dealing with

memory i the T and in the Ltfues.

3. Semantic memory in the TIE

Spimoza provides a (st delinition ol memory m his Trcatse on the

Lmcndaton of the Intcllect, at the end ol a digression “about memory and

9 An unbridgeable gap between Spinoza’s approach and contemporary neuropsychology is that the
later also grounds its distiuctions between memory systems on empirical, neurobiological bascs.
Spinoza had no access o this informaton. Morcover, Spinoza seems Lo cousider the physiological
grounds ol corporeal memory usclul only o the extent that they allow him to correlate a non-
implausible model ol tie human body with propertics and relatons between ideas, which he deems
essential Lo his delition ol memory as a psychological event — namely, retention, association and
recollectuon ol ideas ol corporeal images and allects.

19 By commenting on the case ol Uiec ammesic Spanish poet mentioned by Spinoza in F 1p39s, Rojas
Peralta gets 1o the conclusion thal Spinoza may have envisaged a disunction akin to that between
episodic and semantic memory (Rojas Peralta 2016, 166). Spinoza wriles:

[ have heard stories [...] ol a Spanish poct who sullered an illness; though he
recovered, he was lelt so oblivious to is past lile that he did not believe the tales and
wagedies he had written were his own. He could surely have been taken lor a grown-
up mlant il he had also lorgolten his natve language.

(I 4p39s; C 1,569/ G 11, 210)

As Curley points out, Spinoza's linal characterisation ol Uie Spanish poct as a “grown-up mtant 1’
he had also Torgotten his natve language” is also based on clymological grounds, simee the Latin
, “so that an mlant s

”

term fufans is connected with tie verl £, which, in Latn, means “to spea
literally someoue meapable ol speech” (C 1, 369, n. 23). Concerning these points, see also
Zourabichvili 2002, 131-135. For considerations concerning Spinoza's account ol nfants and the
use tat he makes of the Latn werms mbans and pucr, sce Manz-Manzi 2016 and 2017.
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lorgetung” (T1LS 8815 C 1, 35/ G 11, 31). Belore summuarising his analyses ol
the origmn and nature ol lictitious, lalse, and doubtlul idcas, and procceding
then 1o “the secoud part ol Jlus| method” (TIE §91; C 1, 38 / G 11, 33), he
decides 1o spend a lew words on memory, o consider the meaus through
which it can be strengthened.

Spinoza allurms that there ave two ways (o improve one’s memory. One
way is through the aid ol the miellect, since “the more mtclhgible a thing s,
the more casily it is retained” (1S §81; C 1 36 / G 11, 31). The sccond way,
by contrast, 15 “without the aid of the miellect, by the lorce with which the
umagination, or what they call the conmmon sense, 1s allected by some

corporcal Unngs” (I'11 §82; C1, 36/ G 11, 31).

In the lirst case, Spinoza scems (o consider the mlellect as somcehow
capable ol acting upon memory, by aidiug and strengthening its connections
and assoctations. In s regard, Spinoza provides an example:

[TThe more ntelligible a thing ts, the more casily it is retained; and

conversely, the Tess mtelligible, the more casily forgotien. g, 1l

give someonce a large number of disconected words, he will retain

them with much more difliculty than il T give him the same words

1 the lorm ol a narrauon |z lorna tarrations tradam.

(TTE §81; C 1, 35-36/ G 11, 31. Translaton modilicd)

By this cxample, Spimoza scems o be claiming that apparently random items,
such as “a large number ol disconneeted words”, are more casily retained and
recalled, the more (he mnemonie associations between them are mtelhgible —
and, conversely, less casily retained and recalled when they appear random
and disconneeted. What “intelligible |ztelligibihis)” may mcan i this conlext,
however, 1s not immediately clear. We may tlentatively paraphrase the passage
in question by assuming that the associalions belween some given objeets ol
menory arc stronger, and allow lor an casier retention and recollection, when

they reflect and lollow more closcly what Spimoza also calls the “order ol the
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intelleet” (122p18s; C I, 166 / G 1L, 107) — (o borrow an expression that he
uscs nt the £itdiucs, ma scholium whicl is precisely about human memory.

Sinee Spinoza’s examiple of an miclhgible order for apparcently
discormected mnemonice items refers (0 words and narrations, 1 prima lacic
suggests that we arce here dealing with what we would nowadays call a case of
scmantc memory. Yet, mnemoiie aclivities such as remembering variously
connccled {or disconnected) lists ol words arc usually considered, m
conlcmporary ncuropsychology, as particular cases ol episodic memory —
verbal episodic memory, 1o be preeise.' Indeed, although the objects of
mcmory arc words, thenr mmemonic associations could simply be mcant (o
refleet a spectlic tlemporal sequence by wlueh words are supposed 1o [ollow
cach other, or a spectlic chronological order ol appcearance, apprchension,
and recollection ol the words themsclves.

In order 1o belter grasp the sense ol this example, then, 1t may be usclul
(o lurther myestigate Spmoza’s claim that apparcently disconnected words are
morc casily remembered when they are “given mthe lorm ol a narration |z
lorma narrationrs tracdun|”. "Uhere 1s a lexical observation to e made, in tus

regard, (hal concerns Spmoza’s account ol “narrations”, when relerred (o

1V So, lor examiple, Tulving writes:

Consider now a typical memory experiment i which a subject 1s asked o study and
remember alist of fanuliar words or pair ol words. "Ulus is anr episodic memory task.
The occurrence ol a verbal item i a given list, at a partucular time, and i specilicd
temporal relatdon o other iterns m the list 1s an autobiographical episode having no
neeessary extra-episodic denotative reference. "Fhe subject has successlully retieved
informaton about Uis episode when he responds o the reueval query with the
reproduction ol an appropriate copy ol the mput iten.

(Tulving 1972, 390)

Tulving will later redeline his positon, conceding that Fbbinghaus-inspived tests — where the patent
or lester, that is, is requested (o recall lists of words or linguistic items — rather involve an interaction
between the episodic and semante memory systems {see Tulving 1983, 31, and 2002, 3-1). The
notion ol “verbal episodic memory” has, nevertheless, proven o be very suceesstul in
neuropsychology, and the lunctioning ol verbal episodic memory has been the objeet of many
separate studics, Concerning this, sce lor example Herli and Vianen 19915 Shallice etal. 1994
Sandrini et al. 2003; Rémy ct al. 2005; Solomon ¢t al. 2007; Leube ¢t al. 2008; Ystad et al. 2010,
Wolk etal. 2011,
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mental objects. While the Latn verb narrare (which generally means “to tell”)
1s olten found m Spinoza’s works, the noun narratro (which T anu here
(ranslating as “narration”) appears very rarely: tvo times overall, ifwe exelude
the occurrences lound in the 7heological-Political Trcatise and one letter."”
The lirst occurrence is i the alorementonced passage ol the TTL The seeond
case, nstead, is lound in the Metapliysical Thoughits. There, Spinoza uses the
word “narration” (o describe the nature ol any idea, msolar as an idea s
conceived ol as an act ol understandimg that bears informaton concerning an
objeet — and whose veracity can, in tis sense, be questioned. He wriles that
“Idcas arc nothing bul narrations, ormental historics ol nature” (CM 1, 6; C 1,

312/ G 11, 216, Translation modilied).

[Al narration was called true when it was ol a deed that had really
happened, and [alse when itwas ol'a deed that had never happened.

Alterwards the philosophers used this meaning to denote the
agreement of an idea wath its objeet and conversely. So an idea 1s
called truc when it shows us the tiung as 1t 1s i isell; and false when
it shows us the thing otherwise than it really 1s. For ideas are nothing
but narrations, or mental historics of natre [idea e nilul afiicd
sunt, quam tarrationes sive lustoriae naturae mentales).

(CM L6, CI, 312/ G I, 216)
It is important 1o note that, when Spinoza relers 1o an idea as a “narration, or
mental history ol nature”, the dea need not be concerved as reproducing a
particular scquence ol words or signs. Nor docs the information content of
the idea necessanly need (o be conceived as the depiction of a chronological
succession ol episodes, related 1o historical facts concerning the object ol the
dea. we look at the Filues, we can obscrve that Spimoza also writes that an

idea 1s not “something mute, like a picture on a tablet [quid mutun instar

12 Namcly, Ip 52 1o Hugo Boxel (G 1V, 241a). The occurrences in the TP, by contrast, are many,
and ey mosdy reler 1o Seripture and the Prophets” words, nsofar as they do nol necessarily
provide trustworthy descripuons and accounts of natural events or historical lacts.
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prcturae i tabulal” (B2p43s; C 1, 479/ G 11, 12.0). In [act, Spmoza maitains
that ideas tell something about their objeets: they atfirm or deny something. In
[22p49s, he writes that “an idea, insolar as it 1s an idea, mvolves an allirmation
or negation |rdcam, quatenus idea cst, allinnationem aul negationenn
mnoliere]!” (C 1,486 / G 11, 132). Yel, thiz information — or narration, as 1l
were — which any idea reports about 1ts object, by alliming or denying
something about 1, 18 nol mecant o portray the nature ol the object in
biographical or temporal (crms. For example, Spimoza mamtaws that the wdea
ol a trtangle tells us something about the nature ol the tnangle by necessarily
allirmmg that its three angles are cqual to two night angles. “This allirmation
pertains 1o the essence ol the 1dea ol the trimgle”, he wntes, “and 1s nothing
beyond W™ (152pA9d; C 1, 484185 / G 11, 130).

II' we concede, therelore, that Spinoza may somectines reler 1o
“narrations” according 1o this loose sense ol the notion, then we are now in a
position 1o provide some clarilications concerning the possible mcanimg ol
Spmoza’s example m TILL§81. To say that random words arc more intelligible
wlhien presented “in the Torm ol a narration” may not necessarily mean that
they must also be remembered according to a certain chrouological sequence.
Nor docs 1t mean that these words must reler to a temporal suceession ol
historical cvents or cpisodes. Rather, what we can reasonably inder by
Spinoza’s relerence 1o narrations — coneeived ol as signs ol mtelligibility and
mnemonic deviees at one and the same time — 1s that words arc much more
casily remnembered il they, taken altogether, “mean” sometlnng. More trivially,
words arc much better understood and recalled when they make some sensc,
1.c., when they signily something. Their mtelligibility, m this sense, 1s provided

by the [act that they are connccted to one another mn order to express in
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thought, as a whole, some aspects concerning the nature or the properties ol
an object.”

I'dus interpretation is corvect, then the example proposced by Spinoza m
the TTL can really be taken as referrg to a case ol semantic memory — a case,
that 1s, that concerns synchronie association betiveen mnemouie iteins, such
as words and their meamngs, and where chronological mlormation s ncither
recalled, nor involved as a eriterion ol telhgibility.

Yet, as we will see i the [ollowing section, the rest of Spinoza’s analysis
on the nature ol memory i the TIL scems to proceed in a quite dillerent

direction.

13 That the order ol the words, by which words mean something intelligible, is not merely a
chronological order of succession ol signs, can also be inlerred by what Spinoza writes i his Fp 10
1o Jarig Jelles:

[II£ T see in the hands of an ordinary person an elegantly wriden hook, [ull of excellent
houghts, and T ask him where he got such a hook, and he rephies that he copied it
from another book of anotier ordinary person, who also could write elegandy, and he
proceeds in this way (o nlinity, he will not sausly me. For I wasn't asking only about
the shape and order ol the leuers (which was all Lie was replying about). [ was also
asking about the houghts and the meaning their compositon indicates. He does not
give me any answer Lo that question by proceeding in this way o infinity. How this can
be applicd o 1deas can easily be seen [rom what T have explamed in the ninth axiom
ol my gcomeuic demonsuaton of Descartes' Principles of Philosophy.

(Ip 10; C 11, 38 - G 1V, 198D-199D)

Spinoza’s [inal reference o PPC1a9 is, again, illuminating in this sense. He claims that the order of
the composition ol words and texts is not the same thing as the meaning ol the words themselves.
[ the passage recalled, he writes:

Supposce someone sces o books — one the work of a distinguished philosopher, the
other that ol some willer, but both written in te same hand. 1 he does not attend 10
the meaning ol the words (that s, doces not attend o them insolar as they are like
images), but ouly 1o e handwriting and to the order ol the letters, he will recognize
no mequality between them which compels him 1o look Tor dilferent causes. "They will
scem Lo him to ave proceeded from the same cause in the same way. But il he attends
lo the meaning of the words and the discourses, he will find a great inequality between
them. And so he will conclude that the lirst cause of the one book was very ditlerent
from the lirst cause ol the other, and really more perlect tan it in proporton o the
dilTerences he nds between the meaning ol die discourses ol cach book, orbetween
the words considered as images.

(PPC1a9; C 1, 245; G 1, 156-157. Translaton moditicd)
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4. Episodic memory in the TIE

Fven though, m the TTLE, Spmoza contends that the mitellect has the power of
ifluencing and strengthenmg onc’s memory, he nevertheless concludes lor
the radical helerogencity ol mitelleet and memory. Iven more so — with
possible relerence to scholastic or Cartesian debates on intellectual memory'!
— Spmoza asserts that the mitellect, considered niitsell, has no kind ol memory
or mnemomc power al all, He thus claims:

Since the memory s strengthened botr by the mtellect and also

without the mtellect, we may miler that itis something dillerent [rom

the mtellect, and that concerning the mtellect considered i itsell

there 1s neither memory nor lorgeting. !

(I 8§82, C 1,36/ G I, 31)

Alter having established this sharp disunction betiveen memory and mtelleet,
Spinoza provides his deliniion of memory. He writes:

What, then, will memory be? Nothing bul a sensation ol

impressions on the bram, together with the thought of a determinale

duration ol the sensaton, which recollection also shows. IFor there

the soul thinks ol that scnsaton, bul not under a continuous

duration.

(1112 §83; C 1,36 /G 11, 31)

In this case, as we may nouace, the kind ol memory which scems 1o be the
object ol Spmoza’s delimtion appears o be more similar (o what we could

consider, nowadays, the eprsodic kind ol memory.

' For constderatons of Descartes’s relerences (o intellectual memory, see Mondollo 1900, 6-10;
Reiss 1996, 599; Joyce 1997, Fou 20005 Levy 2011, 3:46-349; Shevtsov 201 1; Clueas 2015, 152-155;
Tuomo 2016. For analyses that include the recepuon ol Descartes’s notion ol intellectual memory
among Cartesian philosophers in the 17" century (in partcular with regard o Louis de La Forge),
sce Senbano 2015, 50-54, 86-941. I'or an ovenview ol the Instorical development ol the debate
concerning the relatonship between mtelleet and memory belore Descartes (Irom Arnistotle to the
carly modem period), sce Julido et al. 2016.
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Indced — as we have scen 1 scetion 2 — episodic memory 1s defmed as
the conscious recollection ol perceplible qualitics ol obyccets thal we associate
o cvenls tied to a particular ume and place. Now, according 1o Spinoza’s
delimtion, a sensation recalled through memory 1s assoctated with the thought
ol s “determinate duraion” — that 1s, it 15 accompanicd by some conscious
knowledge concerning where and when that sensation had its origin, or how
ar and how long ago with respeet to the present place and tme. The hirst
scutence ol a lootolte to the quoted passage, which s meant o explain the
mtroducton ol the notion ol the “thought ol a determinate duration ol the
sensation |cogrtatone ad determinatamn durationem|™ m the delinition of
memory, scems also 1o suggest Uus conclusion — (hat is, that Spmoza’s
delintion 1s primarily concerned with cases lalling within the domam ol
cpisodic memory. In that note, Spinoza adds that “il (he duration 1s
mdeterminate, the memory ol the tnng is imperlect, as cacli ol us also scems
to have lcarned from nature. For olten, (o believe someone better in what lie
says, we ask when and where 1t happened” (T1E §83, note; C 1, 36 / G 11,
31).7

Things, however, become more complicated when Spinoza starts (o
develop this concept ol a “duration ol the sensation”, which is associated with
memorics. He goes ot to say that “the idea ol that sensation 1s not the duration
isell ol the sensation, t.c., the memory itselt” (TIL §83; C 1, 36 / G 11, 31).
This clartlicabon scems 1o suggest the possibility ol adopting two dillerent

perspectives, from whieln (0 see what memory 1s and hiow it works.

15 See, for comparison, how Tulving characterises the episodic memory:

To ask a person about some itlem i episodic memory means Lo ask himy when did
event I happen, or what events happened at ume T, Retieval ol inlormauon ol this
kind Irom episodic memory 1s successlul if the person can deseribe the pereeplible
propertcs ol the event in queston and more or less accurately specily its emporal
rclatons o othier events.

(LTulving 1972, 388)
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On the one hand, as we have scen, idcas of memory are scusations ol
past  corporcal mpressions, which also bear  informaton about the
“determinite duration ol the sensation”. Along with the sensible qualities of
the impresstons themscelves, these wdeas can remind an individual of when and
where the orginal sensation occurred, with respect 1o the moment and the
place i which the act of recollection happens. In other words, these 1deas of
scnsations, when associated to the thought of theirr “deternnate duration”,
altribule a temporal and spaual posittonmg to the objects to which they refer,
by situating them i a system ol diachronic relatons that mvolves the whole of
the objects ol memory, as well as the biography ol the mdvidual.

On the other hand, these sensations ol impressions have also their own
duration i the mind, as long as they arc acuvely recolleeted. This 1s, Spinoza
wriles, “the duration itsell ol the sensaton [ipsa duratio sensatronss|”, or its
“continuous duration |conunua duratione]”. 1t s, in other words, the duration
ol memory uscll, understood as a mental phenomenon — that s, the
persistence ol wdeas ol past corporeal impressions m the mind ol an mdvidual,
while they are consciously pereeived by the mdnvidual hersell.

Once again, (his reading is supported by Spinoza’s loomote to the notion
ol “duration”, whosc hirst part I mcntoned above. In the lollowing part, he
wriles:

Although the ideas themscelves also have their own duraton i the

mind, nevertheless, smce we have become  accustomed (o

determime duration with the aid ol some measure ol motion, which

1s also done with the ard ol the magination, we sull observe no

memory that belongs (o the pure mind.

(1117 §83, note; C 1, 36 / G 11, 31)
T'o summarisc, the thought ol a “determinate duration” ol a sensation — or
olher words, the ability to conceive ol the object ol a present sensation in

relation to a dillerent thme and place — 15 a result that tollows [rom our
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mnemonic assoctations, “douc with the aid ol the imagination”. Tt requires,
that 1s, the corporeal Tunction by which the body is aflected by dillercut objects
at dillerent umes; or cven, Lo relain Spmoza’s words, 1l requires the
mechanism by which “the imaginaton, or what they call the common sense,
15 aflected by some corporeal things” (T1L §82; C 1, 36/ G 11, 51). In additon,
the act by which such mnemonic associations, which present us with a
temporal overview concerning the objects of our experiencee, are consclously
recalled and retained by the mind, has itsell’a duration — lor, as Spinoza writcs,
“Ideas themselves also have their own duration i the mid”. Hence, only as
long as memory, understood as conscious recollection ol sensatious, endures
uninterrupted under a continuous duration, 1s the mud able to attribute a
determinate duration (o 1ts sensations and situate m time and space the objects
that it imagines.'®

However, whether by the notion ol “duration” we understand the
persistence ol ideas of past allections m the mind, or rather the temporal
relatons that, while memory endures, arc cstablished between objects of
memory, Spinoza regards the concept of duration itsell as independent of that
ol a “purc mmd”, il not totally mcompauble with it. The mtelleet does not
have the “power ol determining the existence ol things by time, and ol
concewving them under duration”, as Spinoza also writes in the Ltlucs (5p23s;
C1, 607 / G 11, 296)." Since such power of conceiving things according (o

their duration 1s an essential leature ol imemory, on Spinoza’s delimition, the

16 10 122a5, Spinoza delines “duration” as “an indelinite continuation ol existing |indelinita existenddi
comtmuatio]” (C 1, 447 / G 11, 85). Concering Spinoza’s account ol ime as determinaton of
duraton, sec Jaquet 2005, 149-161, who also compares and contrasts Spinoza’s theories of clermity,
duraton and ume with scholastic accounts ol the same notions.

17 The passage appears in a scholium where Spinoza discusses the relationship between the eternal
part ol the mind, which remains alter the body’s destruction, and memory, which mstead depends
on the body’s existence. 1 am assuming, therelore, that tie ctermal part ol the mund, ol which
Spinoza waites m the Filth Part ol the Atfies, and the intelleet evoked in the Treatise refer o the
same notion. Spinoza explicitly equates the intelleet o the eternal part of the mind, by distinguishing
it [tom memory, towards the end ol 15p39s. Sce also E5pA0c: “the clemal part of the mind is the
mtellec” (C 1, 615/ G 11, 306).
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mtelleet can have no memory. Ov, al least, it 1s incapable ol memory of the
epsodie kind.

There are tvo pots that I hind worth harther mvestigation, regarding the
way in which Spimoza presents memory i the TILEL The fiest point concerns
the relauonship between mtelleet and memory, and more generally, belween
mlelleet and lunctions of nagmation. Spinoza wholly grounds the origin ol
mcmorics m their corporeal correlale, that is, according to his terminology m
the TTL, “impresstons on the brain”. Fven more so, he claims that memorics
are nolhing bul scnsatons of these mpressions. Memory, Spinoza scems (0
argue, s nothing other than the mental counterpart ol a lunction ol our
corporcal 1maginatuon. He velers 1o tus corporeal Tunction by using a
vocabulary possibly mspived by Descartes, who mdiniduated the scat ol
muestic traces m the “mternal part ol the bram” and identilicd corporeal

9 I8

imagination with “common sense”. " This dependency on the body and its

18 See Descartes's Rules for the Divection of the Mind XTTCSM 1, 4142 / AT X, 41 -415), his
Treatise on Man (CSM 1, 106/ AU X1, 176-177), his Discourse on the Mcthod NV (CSM 1, 139/
AT V1, 570D, ns Opties IV (CSM 1, 16166 7 AL VI, 597-600), and Ins Veditauons on Fist
Plulosopln (CSM 11, 59-60 / AT VI, 86). According (o the inventory ol Spinoza’s iy that was
compiled alter his death, Spinoza owned a Latn copy ol the Discoursewith the Opaics (i Descartes
1650), three Laon editons ol the Meditauons (the carliest of which is lound m Descartes 1650),
and a Laun version of the Treause on Man (Descartes 1664). According o Mignint’s chronology
of Spinoza’s lile, Spimoza might have already begun wiiting the TIL between the end ol 1656 and
the begining of 1657, shordy alter he was banished Irom the Jewish community of Amsterdam
(Mignini 2007, LXXXVI; sce also Spinoza 2007, 5-6). Omero Proietd argues that Spinoza must
have wiitten tie TIE no later than in October 1656 (Proed 2010, 108). Should Mignint or Proietu
be nght in Uicir daung ol the composiuon ol the T1L, itis unlikely tiat the observatons on memory
and common scnse contamed m Descaries’s Treatise on Man could have had an impact on
Spinoza’s few remarks concerning the physiological bases ol memory in the Tl However, the
cditors ol the O allirm that Spinoza never gave up the idea ol pertecung and lishing his 7reatise
(C1,6/GII, D. Morcover, by some letiers that Spinoza exchanged with Tschimhaus (Fp 59-60),
we can inler that, by tie beginning ol 167.5, the TIF was sull regarded as a text worthy ol
consideration, discussion, and publication, even though “nol yet written out i an orderly fashion”
(CII, 1337 G 1V, 271). [t could be the case, therelore, that Spinoza kept emending and improving
his manuscript throughout lus lile, even though he was never able to fsh it As far as any mfluence
deriving [rom Descartes’s Rules for the Direction of the Mind is concerned, we cannot exclude that
the young Spinoza may have had access 10 a copy ol the manuscript ol Descartes’s then unpublished
text, maybe through Jan Hendiiksz Glazemaker, Dutch vanslator ol Descartes’s Kogula (fist
published in Descartes 1684 and possible co-uanslator ol Spinoz’s NS (concermng Uis poin, sce
Akkerman 1980, 77-185: C I, X, 1. 3; Stcenbakkers 1991, 6 1. Ou Spinoza’s potenual reception of
Descartes’s Regulx, see Sanchez Ustop 1987, 57-58. Sce also Curley 1977, 11112, n. 21; Manon
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[unctions also cxplams why, in Spuoza’s words, there 1s “no memory that
belongs 1o a pure mind”. As we will see e the next section, in the Lthics
Spioza abandons any relerence (o Descartes’s physiology. Nevertheless, in
both the T'1L and the Zthies, Spimoza idenlies thie source ol menmory with a
[unction ol tlie human body, responsible lor the formation, retention,
association and reproduction ol some corporeal allections or impressions ol
external objects, which are m Lact e nmages or sensations remembered by the
mind. On the one hand, the thesis Uiat the mtellect can aid an idividual’s
memory, by streugtlierung her mmemonie associations, scens m possible
contradiclion with Spinoza’s rentarks  concerning the mitelleels lack ol
mnemonic powers. On the other hand, 1 Spimoza 1s really mamtaining (hat
the nitellect 18 capable ol strengthenmg connections  between ideas of
corporeal images, we might ask what happens (o e corporeal images and the
relevant corporeal lunctions that Spmoza holds as responsible lor the
existence ol memories themselves? Is the mitcllect modilyig the structure ol
the bram, when ideas of past impressions arc reallocated according lo a more
intelhigible order, which allows lor an casier remembering? The mere question
scems Lo [oree us 1o admil the possibilily ol a certamn interaction between the
mind and e human body — which scems - patent contradiction with
Spinoza’s rejection ol any mind-body interactionism in the Zt/ues.”

The sccond pomt conceris Spinoza’s characterisation ol memory and its
[unctions. We have scen that Spinoza, i the TTL, seems 1o acknowledge both
a scemantic and an episodic dimension ol memory. When he wants (o stress

possible forms ol interacuon between memory and mtelleet, he seems (o lean

1994, 145, n. 205 Bartosck 2005; Nclson 2015, 57-58. A copy of the inventory ol Spinoza’s library
is available in Pozzi 1991 For lurther consideratons regarding the possible date ol composidon ol
Spmoza’s TIE, sce C [, 3L For a study ol carly moden physiology, [rom Descartes o Leibniz, sce
Andrault 20144

19 Regarding this, sce 13p2: “The body cannot determine the mind to thinking, and the mind
cumot determine the body to niotion, to rest or to anything clse (f there is anything else)” (C 1, 49 +

/G, ).
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towards a model ol memory where the associations between mnemonic items
arc compariable o those expressed by micmory ol the semantic kind. By
conlras(, when Spinoza wants (o deseribe memory as a product ol the human
imagination, or as the mental correlate ol bodily [unctions — totally distinel
[rom the ntellect and its order of idcas — he provides a deseription ol memory
which scems more [it to explain memory of the episodic kind. This 1s, T think,
avaluable hint that we shall keep m consideraton tor the lollowing analyses —
cspectally because m the delinitton ol memory provided i the Litducs, as we
shall sce, Spinoza scems mstead o conllate the two domains, and to reduce

episodic memory (o a case of seimantic meuiory.

5. Memory in the Ethics

In the Zia/ies, Spinoza identlics corporcal images with “nnpressions, ortraces
|impressionces sea vestgral” (F3post2; C 1, 193 / G 1L, 139), which are lelt on
solt parts ol the human body by some Nuid parts ol the body, [ollowing a

conlact with an external body.

When a uid part ol the human body is determmed by an external
body so that 1t {requenty thrusts against a sofl part, 1t changes 1ts
surlace and, as 1l were, nmpresses certain races ol the external body
striking against i,
(I2posth; C 1, 462 / G 11, 102-103)
Based on lus mimd-body parallclism thesis — accordimg o which “the order
and connection ol idcas 1s the same as the order and conncection ol tnngs”
2p7; C 1, 451 / G 11, 89) — Spinoza claims that, when the contact with an
external body produces a mark on the soll parts ol the human body, the
human mind has m parallel an idea ol the apression lelt by this conlact

(1:2p17s). These umpressions, or traces, are therelore like “images” Telt m our
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body by external bodies,” aud their ideas, Spinoza wriles, “represent external
bodies as preseut Lo us |corpora externa velut nobis pracscutia repracsentan|
[...I even it diey do not reproduce the ligures ol things” (52p17s; C 1, 465/ G
IL, 106. Translauon modified). Hencee, he adds that “when the mimd regards
bodies i this way, we shall say that 1t imagines” (E2p17s; C 1, 465 / G 11, 106).

Spinoza also argucs that, as long as the solt parts ol the human body
retain an unpression ol an external bodly, the [uid parts can interact agam with
the soft parts according (o a lixed patiern of movement — rebounding on them,
as it were, in the same way as when the (race ol an external object was originally
unpressed in the body. This allows lor the same allection ol the body 1o be
repeated over and over again. This reiteration ol a past allection, Spinoza
adds, can also happen i the absence ol the external objeet — or the external
stmulus, that 1s o say — that [irst caused the origmal mark to be impressed
the human body. This 18 made possible, he contends, thanks to the
spontancous motion ol the Muid parts m the body, which can llow along the
solt parts alrcady shaped by past contacts.

Sull in Iime with lus mind-body parallelism thesis, Spinoza mamtains that
any ume that an allection i the human body is thus repeated, it must be
necessarily mirroved by the presence ol a corresponding idea in the human
mind. Tlus is the reason why, he observes, “[allthough the external bodies by
which the human body has once been alleeted neither exist nor are present,
the mind will sull be able to regard them as il they were present” (E2pl7¢; C

1, 464/ G 11, 105). Thus, Spinoza wrilcs:

20 Iy F3post2, Spinoza wriles:

Thie human body can undergo many changes, and nevertheless retain impressions, or
wraces, ol the objects |obfectorum mpressiones scu vestigial, and consequendy, the
same images ol things.

(F3post2; C 1,493/ G 11, 139)
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While external bodies so determme the Huid parts of the human

body that they olten thrust agaist the solter parts, they change their

surlaces with the resull that they are rellected [rom 10 in another way

than they used to be belore, and sull later, when the [luid parts, by

their spontancous motion, encounter those new surlaces, they arce

rellected m the same way as when they were drniven against thosc

surfaces by the external bodies. Conscquently, while, thus rellected,

they continuce to move, they will alleet the human body with the

same mode, concerning which the mind will think again, i.c., the

mind will again contemplate the external body as present |mens

terun corpus exterin wl peacsens contemplabitued; tis waill

happen as olten as the aid parts of the human body encounter the

same surfaces by (heir spontancous motion. So  although the

external bodies by which the human body has once been allected

do not exist, the mind will stll contemplate them as present |mcus

tamen cadent (oties utl praesentia contemplabitud, as often as this

action ol the body 1s repeated.

(L2p17d2; C 1, 464/ G 11, 105, T'ranslation modilied)

This sketchy physiological description — which mcludes the formation ol
corporceal (races in solt parts ol the body and their interacton with Nud parts
—1s used by Spmoza lo explan disinel mnemonic phenomena at one and the
same line.

First, Spinoza’s model® accounts lor the conscious retention ol images
ol things wlhich have just lelt the percepuve held ol an mdividual. Indeed,
Spinoza writes that “so long as the human body 1s so allected” — that 1s, so
long as the mteraction between NMuid and soll parts thal gave ongm o an
unpression persists unmodihicd — “the human mimd will contemplate ths

allecion ol the body |mens [lnunana  lanc  comporss  allectioncm

2H [L1s 1o be noted that Spinoza is very prudent regarding his physiologic explanation ol corporeal
memory, whicl is put forward in terms ol a hypothesis. “Ihis can happen from other causces also”,
Spinoza advices the reader, “but itis sullicicut for me here to have shown one through which I can
explain it as il'] had shovwn 1t through its bue cause” (12p17s; C 1 461/ G 11, 105).
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contemplabitud” (U2p17d; C 1, 164/ G 1O-L Translation mochilied). While
the bodily allection persists, therelore, the mmd will also “contemplate” the
image ol the external cause that procduced the mpression i the body — it will
keep regarding, that is, the external body represented by the impression as il
it was present (52p17).% Tt will do so, Spinoza adds, until the body is allected
in some other way which “excludes the existenee or presence” ol the external
body that caused the lirst impression (E2pl7; C 1, 464/ G 11, 104).

Sccond, the repetiion ol the sane pattern ol movement ol the Muid parts
agaiusl the soll parts, shaped by some past impressions, allows the mind o
recollect the ideas that correspond to these impressions — so that the mind
will be able to higure again the images once lelt by external objects, mn diflerent
and separatc moments.

Within this general [ramework, Spmoza understands “memory” as
essentially a matter and product ol associations belween ideas — associations
which neeessarily rellect a corresponding ovder ol associations ol corporcal
allections. He starts by arguing that “[il” the human body has once been

allected by two or more bodies at the samce time [saznef, then when the mind

subscquently imagines once ol them, 1t will immediately [statin| recollect the
others also” (12pl8; C I, 165 / G II, 106). The demonstration ol this

proposition proceeds as [ollows:

22 In his Lssay Concerning Human Understanding 11, 10, 1-2, Locke distinguishes this function ol
the mind — Le., “keeping the idea [...] Tor some tme actually in view” (W I, 137) — [rom memory
sell = 1e., “the power 1o revive agan i our munds those 1deas which after imprnting have
disappeared, or have been as it were fad aside out of sight™ OV 1, 137). By using a termimology
similar o the one also employed by Spinoza, he addresses the lommer kind ol mnemonie retention
by the name ol “contemplaton”. Locke's and Spinoza’s notons ol mnemonic “contemplation” ¢an
be equated, i very general terms, (0 our current concept ol “working memory”. Squire delines
“working memory” as such:

Working memory relers o tie capacity o mamtain temporarily a limited amount of
information in mind, which can then be used o support various abilites, mcluding
learmung, reasoning, and preparaton lor action.
(Squire 2009, 12714)
For a classic investigation concerning the nature ol human “working memory”, sce Baddeley and
Hitch 1974,
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The mind magines a body because the human body s allected anc
I limag body | the human body is allected and
disposcd as 1t was allected when certain ol its parts were struck by
the external body itscll. But (by hypothests) the body was then so

disposed that the mind 1imagined (wo [or more| bodies al once

|srmuad]; (herelore 1L will now also imagine (wo [or more| al once

|srmd], and when (he mind imagines one, 1 will immediately
|statimn] recolicet the other also.
(I°2p18d; C 1,465 / G 11, 106)

By (his demonstranon, we may see, Spinoza anns al explainig the associative
act by which the mind mmagines al once — or, better sull, simullancously —
multiple ideas ol bodily impressions on the occasion ol a siugle allection.
Once again, the explanaton is grounded 1 Spioza’s briel” physiological
accounl.

T'he uman body, Spinoza argues, can be allected or disposed i such a
way (hal muluple images of external bodies are impressed (ogether on its soll
parts. Il these traces are physically connected (o cach other — say, il all these
1mages arc unpressed on the solt parts as 1l they were part ol a single picture
— then, the triggering ol one ol those (races, by means ol the movement of the
(luid parts ol the body, will also necessanly trigger the whole network ol
mipressions (hat arce natuvally linked (o the lirst. Therclore, when the human
body 1s allceted m ways wlich cause an mleraction between [luid parts and a
pre-existing nnpression on the soll parts (whether by the contact with an
external body, or by the spontancous mlernal movement ol the fluid parts),
the mind will also simultancously imagine (hat impression, along with all the
other ipressions that are naturally assoctaled with the former. This process
is the cause ol a kind ol recollection by association, and the ellect in our mind

ol this recollection s, stricly speaking, whal Spinoza calts “micmory”.
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Alter having explained how recollection by association might work

luman beings, Spinoza provides his delimtuon ol memory. In the lollowing

scholum, he wriles:
Irom thus we clearly understand what memory 1s. For it is nothing
other than a certain connection ol 1deas mvohing the naturce ol
things which ave outside the hunian body — a conueclion that 1s
the mind according to the order and conneection ol the allections ol

the human body.

(1:2pl8s; C 1, 465 / G 11, 106-107)
As we may notice again, Spinoza delines memory in terms ol assoctations, or
connecuons ol ideas, which are grounded m the constitution ol the body. In
lact, memory 1s nothing other than a certain connection ol corporeal
mpressions, rellected in thought as a network ol mterconected ideas, due to
Spinoza’s mimd-body parallclism. Then, he distinguishes between the ovder of

the allections ol the body and the order ol the micllect.

[ say |...] that this conmection happens according to the order and
conncction ol the allections of the human body m order o
distinguish i [ront the connection ol ideas which happens according

to the order ol the mtcelleet, by which the mind pereeives things

through their lirst causes, and which 1s the same m all men.

(12p18s; C I, 466/ G 1, 107)

In light ol the previous analysis ol the desceripuon ol memory that
Spmoza provided m the TIL, there is one aspect ol his treatment ol memory
in the Lithics that appears as particularly striking. Dillerenty from the
defmton of memory that Spimoza presented in the TIE, m the delinttion
lound in the Zot/ues we can observe the lack of any relerence 1o temporality —
or lo a connected “thought ol a determinate duration ol the sensation”, Lo
retam the words that he used m the TIlL In the Ztdies, Spinoza apparently

deseribes the objects of mnemonic recollection as having no lemporal
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rclations o cach other, except [or being simultancous to cach other — which
15 also stressed by his repeated usc ol the Latin term szrnesl. He allirms that the
ideas ol the images which are natrally connected o cach other m the body,
arc also recollected mmediately — or, also, nstantancously (stagi, in Latn).
Thercfore, all associatons composing a single network ol intcrconnected
allections must be regarded as having simultancous elleet. This means that all
mncmonic tems included m the same network of terconnected idceas are
presented to the mind at one time, when the occasion of recollection is given.
We must assume that the same goes lor the corporeal unages which are the
object ol associative recollection: they are all triggered simultancously w the
body, as it were.

To be sure, in the Zi/nes Spinoza also relates the order of onc’s
mnemontie assoctations (0 “the order and connection ol the allectons of the
human body”. This order 1s, indeed, what constitutes the biography ol an
indnidual; for tlus order of connections ol ideas 1s supposcd (o rellect the
pecuhar constitution of a particular human hody as modilied by “tortuitous
encountlers with thimgs” (12p29s; C 1, 471 / G 11, 114), and 1t 1s hstinet [rom
the order ol connecuons “by which the miud perceives things through their
lirst causes, and wineluis the same m all men” (152p18s; C 1, 466 / G 11, 107).
Ii the order ol corporcal allections, therelore, is grounded an individual’s
power ol coneeiving ol hersell aud the external objeets on a tlemporal scale —
or “under duraton”, as Spinoza would also say. Yet, mn the demonstraton
analysed above, Spinoza describes the order and connection ol the allections

ol the human body — wlnch arc the object of conscious recollection — i (erms

ol simultancous, synchronic dispositions ol the body. In parallel, on the
mental domam, objeets recalled through memory and their assocrations are
conceived ol as composing networks ol ideas, which are all simultancous with

cach other aud synchromeally connected to cach other.
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If this interpretaton is true — that is, i Spmoza, i the Kthies, 1s cllcctively
reducing memory o networks ol synchironic associations ol ideas — then we
might cxpect him (o consider only mstances ol memory ol the semantic kind,
in his discussion ol memory. Or, al least, we unght expecl hin o try to reduce
cascs ol cpisodic memory to cases ol semantic memory. Indecd, tns 1s exactly
what h;l[)])éns i the two examples that Spinoza provides i the schohum, aller
s delinion ol memory.

I the hirst example, he writes:

[IIrom this we clearly understand why the mind, [rom the thought

ol one thing, imcdialely passes |/ncidail 1o the thought ol another,

which has no likeness to the [irst: as, lor example, [rom the thought

ol the word pomunr a Roman will mimediately pass | merled o the

thought ol the fruit, which has no siitlarity (o that articulate sound

and nothing m conunon with 1t except that the body ol the sae

man has ollen been alleeted by these two, 1.e., that the man ollen

heard the word ponsun while he saw the fruil.

(I"2p18s; C I, 466/ G 11, 107)
This, T arguc, can be salely considered an examiple ol scmanlic memory.
According (o Spimoza, a mucemorce association such as the one between the
word pomum and the thoughit ol an apple must certainly have had an origm
in time, grounded m the experience of the mdividual. However, once (his
association has been established and apprehended by the mdividual, there 1s
no nced 1o reler o such episode, or 1o conceive ol thal association as being
dependent on time and space, i order lor such association of ideas (o obtain
again [rom then on. The passage [rom one itlem ol memory (o the other s
regarded as immediate, or even comeident — il we can render mr sucl a way
the Laun verh mecidere — and it docs not mvolve any temporal transition.
Spinoza concedes that such conncction between words and  1mages 1s

grounded 1 “the order and connection ol the allecuons ol the human body”.
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I'or there 1s no simularity and notlung i common between an “articulate
sound” whatsoever and the image ol a fruit. Such association, otherwise stated,
15 just the result ol “fortuitous  encounters with  things”, which lelt a
simultancous mark on the solt parts ol our body. Yel, every time i which a
Roman will hear the word poran, he will also immedialely recolleet an image
ol the [ruil, without any necessary relerence o lemporal  mlormation
concerning (he way m which the twvo mmages are connected.

In the second example, Spinoza wriles:

[1In this way cach ol us will unmediately pass [mncided Trom one
thought o another, as cach onc’s association has ordered the mages
ol things 1 the body. For examnple, a soldicr, having scen wraces of
a horse in the sand, will immediately pass |izcided [rom the thought
ol a horse 1o the thought ol a horseman, and [rom that to the
thought of war, cte. Bul a farmer will inunediately pass [merded
lrom the thought ol a horse (o the thought ol a plow, and then (o
that of" a Licld. cte. And so cach one, according as he has been
accustomed (o jomn and connceel the images ol things in this or (hat
way, will immediately pass [incided rom one thought to another.
(1°2p18s; C 1, 466 / G 11, 107)
"This sccond example, at least n the case ol the soldier, could be used 1o take
nto account instances ol cpisodic memory. We may certainly assume that the
soldicr evoked by Spinoza is aware that the images ol war, object ol his
conscious remembering, reler 1o an event belonging to a dillerent time and
space, related (o his personal experience. Indeed, this particular aspect ol the
phenomenon ol conscious recollection seemed Lo be essential to the delinition
ol memory that Spinoza put forward i the "FILL The sanie aspect, however,
scems rrelevant to him here — or, at least, 1t appears completely overlooked
i the example mentioned. Once again, the associations between the soldier’s
wdeas are presented as mages munediately recalling one another. When the

soldicr imagines a horse, because ol the sight ol some hoo! prints on the sand,
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he also umagines, at the same moment, the war he fought. Whether the mmage
ol the war is the image ol a past event or not is irrelevant: the idea ol that image
15 regarded mous actuahity, while 10 simultancously interacts with other
conneeted weas, shaping the soldier’s phenomenological horizon, The cllects
produced by the presence ol such an image i the pereeptive ficld ol the
soldicr, witli respeet Lo Tus allective lile, are o be regarded m the same way:
that 1s, they all take place actually and simultancously.

[ the next sections, I will suggest (wo reasons concerning why Spinoza
abandons any relerence (o temporality, or duration, m his deseription ol
memory in the Litfncs, and why he opls mstead lor a conception ol memory
morc akin (o a model ol semantic memory —where associations between ideas
arc conceived ol as simultancous and synchronie o cach other. The lirst
reasonn concerus Spinoza’s way ol describing how, on occasion ol any given
alleetion, mages recalled by memory determine the appcetite ol an mdmvidual.
The sccond reason, wstead, deals with Spinoza’s thests — which we already
lound m the TIL — concerming the power ol the mtclleet ol aiding and

strengthening human menory.

6. Memory, associations of affects, and human desire

As T have mentioned at the end ol the previous scetion, there arc at least o
reasons that could explam why Spinoza, m the Lit/ues, privileges a model of
memory based on synchronic relations and associations between ideas. The
lirst reason 1s that such a deseription ol memory scems 1o provide him with
the means (o explain why we ollen experience allectve states — generally
describable as more or less complex lorms ol joy and sadness — m connection
with idcas ol objects which are not externally present and are not directly the
causc ol cither harm or benelt o oursclves. In other words, with his account

ol 'memory, Spinoza aims at demonstrating why and how past experiences and
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absent thungs may mflucnee and determine our present lile, by presenting
themselves under the appearance ol objects of actual recollection.

As we have scen, however, the objects that are recollected through
memory, msolar as they arc only represented by ideas ol nupressions, or
nnages existimg m the soft parts of our body, are to be regarded under all
respects as nnaginary objects. Yel, the corresponding sensalions ov idcas —
that 1s, the memories that presently exist i the mind and are conscrously
pereenved by it — are real and actual, and they can have a signilicant impact on
ouc’s lile, by delermining an mdividual’s current allects and desire, and,
therelore, her disposition (o act 1 a particular way., They can determine, 1o
usc Spinoza’s vocabulary, the “actual esscuce” ol an individual (123p7: C 1, 199
/ G 11, 146). We can therelore rephrase the statement with which I concluded
the paragraph above, by turnimg its terms around: one ol the goals ol Spmoza’s
theory ol memory m the Ltfuces 1s (o show why and how actual sources of
scusations ol joy or sadness can inlTuence and determine our present beig,
by presenting themsclves i disguise, as 10 were, under the appearance ol
objects of past experiences and memorics of long gone events,™

Spinoza delines aflects as “allections ol the body by which the body’s
power ol acting 1s ncreasced or dimmished, aided or restrained, and at the
samce ume, the ideas ol these allections” (153d3; C 1, 493/ G 11, 139). Assumed
i their most basic forms, such atlects can be ol three kinds. Allects ol joy arc
pereeved when an mercase moone’s power ol acting and thinking occurs,
whercas alleets ol sadness relate (o a deercase m one’s power ol acung and
thinkig (E3p11s and E3ad2-3). The third allect is the human desire wsell, or
the “appette”, which Spinoza delines as “nothing but the very esscuee ol man,

Irom whosc nature there necessarily [ollow those things that promole his

23 L assume that this is the right perspective from which to explain the mental phenomena to which
Cohn Marshall refers as “lashbacks” (2012).
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preservation” (13p9s; C 1, 500 / G 11, 147), or else as “man’s very essencee,
msolar as 1t 1s concerved o be determined, [rom any given alleetion ol i, 1o
do something” (I3adl; C1, 531/ G 11, 190).2

Bascd on lius demonstration ol how associalive memory works 1n

lumans, Spinoza maimtains that “[il" the mind has once been allected by two

allects at once |sanud, hen alterwards, when it is allected by one ol them, 1t

will also be allected by the other” (I3pld; C 1, 502 / G 11, 151). This
obscrvaton leads him Lo conclude that “Jalny thing can be the accidental cause
ol joy, sadness, or desire” (E3pls; C 1, 503 / G 11, 151). Spinoza’s

demonstration proceeds as lollows:

Suppose the mind is allected by two alleets at once |sunul, one ol
wlhich neither mereases nor dimnushes its power ol acting, while the
other cither mercases it or diminishes it ... Tt is elear that when the
mind is alterwards allected with the lormer altect as by its rue cause,
which  (by hypothesis) through itsell neither mercases  nor
dimmushes 1ts power ol thinking, it will immediately |staml be
allceted wath the latter also, which increases or diminishes s power
ol Unnking, 1.c., with joy, or sadness. And so the former thing will
be the cause ol joy or sadness — not Uirough wsell, but accidentally.
And m the same way it can casily be shown that that thing can be
the acadental cause ol desire.

(E3plLsd; C 1,508 / G II, 151-152)

It scems that the case ol the soldier — mentioned by Spinoza at the cud ol

1:2p18s, m the sccond ol hus two examples illustrating the Tunctioning ol

2t Note that [ am not considering here the distinction between “appetite” and “desire” that Spinoza
makes in E3p9s on account ol the presence ol consciousness. In I3ad Lex Spinoza allinns that he
“really recognizes no dillerence between human appetite and desiee” (C 1, 531/ G 11, 190). All
desires arce appelites, nsolar as the mind is considered o be conscious ol theny, whercas there is
no appette that is not also a desire, since the mind has idcas and pereeptions ol all of its ideas, or
allections (as per E2p20, F2p21, E2p22, and 12p23, also recalled in I3adlex). In chapter 11
expressed at length the reasons why, on Spimoza’s account, desires, or conscious appelles, are not
to be considered as a subsct ol appettes. Regarding this point, sce also LeBulle 20104, 130,
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associative memory, analysed i the previous section — can be casily adapted
(o [itwith this demonstration. Let us supposc, for example, that the soldier has
sad allects bound to the mages ol the war that he Tought; affects which,
perhiaps, were caused by and are related to nuseries and sullermgs that he had
(o go through, while at war. It lollows that the mere sight of some borse’s hool
prints acts lor that soldier as the accidental cause ol sadness. 1o be sure, this
1s a result ol a connection between nnages (as well as belween relevant allects)
cstablished according to the personal expencenees ol the soldier — it depends
on his biography, so to spcak, and on the order and conuection ol the
allections ol his body, as 1t was allected by lortuitous encounters with things.
Yeu, it 1s a result which obtams at any time in which the soldier sces mmages
recalling horses, and it obtains imimediately and necessarily. The lact that the
war recalled by the soldier and the relevant alleet ol sadness reler (o a past
cvent — and, let us add, the Fact that the soldher 1s aware that he is not presently
lighting any war, and that nothing is presently harming him — cannot prevent
that thought and that alleet [rom presenting themselves again, al the sight of
the hoo! prints, and such awarcness cannol do much to heal the soldier’s
present pain.

Spmozais consistent on this point. Indecd, he mamtains that a “man 1s
allected with the samme allect ol joy or sadness [rom the image ol a past or
luture thing as from the image ol a present thing” (23pl8; C 1, 501/ G 11,
154). He writes:

So long as a man 1s allected by the mage ol a thung, he will regard

the thing as present, even i1t does not exist; he imagies 1t as pasl

or luturc only msolar as its nmage 1s jomned Lo the image ol a past or
future ume. So the image ol a dung, considered only 1 itsell; 1s the
saine, whether it is related (o time past or luture, or (o the present,
i.c., the constitution ol the body, orallect, 1s the same, whether the

image is ol a thing past or luture, or ol a present thing. And so, the
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allect ol joy or sadness 1s the same, whether the nmage 1s ol a ting
past or luture, or ol a present thing.
(I3p18d; C I, 50-1-505 7/ G 11, 154)
In this passage, we may latly witness the return ol the notion ol the
“conncected thought ol a determimate duration of the sensaton” — which
explamed episodic memory i the TIL — appearing here 1 the shape ol a
“jomt 1mage of a past or future tme”. This implics that Spioza does not

sunply lorget Lo lake the episodic dimension ol memory mto account m his

description of memory in the Ltfiucs. He has it well present to his mind, but
he deems it rrelevant i ovder to explain how memory aflects the conative, or
allective hilc ol an individual.™ Lach time mowlhich an image 1s impressed o
arouscd m ndviduals capable ol semantic memory, it will immediately recall
a rclevant network ol interconnected ideas. Altogether, they contribule both
to shapmg the perceptual landscape ol the mdividual and determiming,
simultancously, a connceted alfective state which detevmines her current

desire. This desire, as we have seen, 1s the appelite ol which all humans are

25 He deems it irrelevant, at feast, at Uus stage ol his analysis o memory. 1 do not mean here o
argue that images related o past thing — conceived, that is, as absent or non-presenty exsting —
and images related o present things may have the same ellfects on the individual, 1l we are Lo
consider the intensity, or foree, of the associated allect. "This 1s also dened by Spinoza i 1Ap9s,
where he clarties the sense ol the demonstation quoted above (namely. 13p18d). He states tha
an alleat ted 1o tie image ol a thing “1s o the same nature” (11p9s; C 15517 G T, 216) whether
we imagine e thing as present, past, or luture — e, we stll feel the same kind ol joy or sadness.
Yet, il'we imagine the thing that causes that alTect as absent (as non-presendy exising, or as existng
m the past or the luture), then the relevant allect of joy and sadness is also less powerlul i il it
was connected to the same thing imagined as present. The appearance ol the idea of an image n
one’s mind (whether it is conceived ol as present, past, or luture), along with a connected alfect,
remain nevertheless a matter of simultancous connecuons of wdeas. Further, the awareness that the
image 1s an image ol a past thing — and the ensuing soltenimg ol tie relevant alTect associated 1o that
image — is again 1o be undersiood as the result ol synchronic, simultancous associations ol ideas,
which exclude the existence ol the external source ol joy or sadness af the same gme m which the
Mleet 1s percenved."The important ting to notcee here is that e associatons ol ideas by which an
object of memory is conceived as absent do not prevent memories [rom reappearing i one's mingd,
as they do not prevent the connected alleets from being perceived agam. "The awareness ol the non-
cxistence ol the object o memory 1s, indeed, the result ol an additional and simullancous
enclhiainment ol other wdeas that mvolve the recollected idea and alfeet, without eliminatng tem.
FFor stuchies concerning Spinoza’s explanation of how the humeaun nund can concenve ol non-existent
objeets, see Malinowski-Charles 2012; Maruna 2016; Larke 2017.
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conscious (L1App; 1APrel) — that 1s, “man’s very essence, msolar as it is
conceived o be determined, [rom any given allection ol 1, 10 do something”

(Ii3adl; C 1, 531 / G 11, 190).

7. A remedy for the affects: rearranging one’s own memories

Let us locus, now, on the sccond reason why Spinoza, i the Lt/nes, develops
a theory ol memory based on a semantic, synchronic account ol its associalive
processes. This reason 1s m contimuity with the lormer, and 1t deals wath
Spinoza’s theory ol “the remedics lor the alleets” (15p20s; C 1, 605 / G,
293) — including what an individual’s mind can do, by its own power along, 1o
opposc the allects that are brought aboul by its memorices.

In the Ilth Part ol the Ltlucs, Spmoza allivms that one ol the “powers ol
the mmd over the alleets” consists m “the order by which the mind can order
s ;1[1'0(.‘15 and comncecet them to one another” (155p20s; C 1, 605 / G 11, 293).
Hec writces:

So long as we are not Llorn by altecls contrary (o our nature, we have

the power ol ordenng and conneetmg the allections ol the body

according Lo the order ol the mtellect.

(I5p10; C 1601/ G 11, 287)
Spinoza grounds this senunal claim of his systenn on s mind-body parallelism
thesis. “In just the samie way as thoughts and ideas of things arc ordered and
connccted m the mind”, Spinoza argucs, “so the allections ol the body, or
images ol things arc ordered and connected in the body” (E5pl; C 1, 597 / G
I, 281).

We have scen that, in his deseription ol memory, Spinoza regarded the
order and connection ol 1dcas ol images in the nund as mirrovg the order
and comnection of corresponding corporeal allections. Now, Spmoza allinms

that the order and conncction ol corporcal images and allections of the body
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must also rellect the order ol the corresponding ideas 1 the mind. Spinoza
apparcnly conceives tus passage as unproblematic:

[Tlust as the order and councction ol ideas happens in the mind

according Lo the order and connection ol allections ol the body, so

vice versa, the order and conncction of allections ol the body

lappens as thoughts and 1dcas ol Uungs arc ordered and connecled

m the mind.

(I5pld; C1, 597 / G 11, 281)

The consequences ol tus apparently straightforward restatcment ol the mind-
body parallelism are quite remarkable — and, o some exteut, decisive. Il the
mind, by its own power, 1s ¢llectively capable ol rearranging a given order of
1deas ol impressions, then the relevant allections in the body must, i parallel,
assumc a new corresponding conhguration, rellecting the new connections ol
ideas now existing - the mind. The challenge for Spinoza is, ol course, Lo
maitain this conclusion while rejecting any action ol the mind upon the body
4 la Descartes,” and without resorting o the introduction ol any Iree
causation” or creation ex niulo n the extended realm ol bodies.”

T'he solution to this problem, I duunk, requires taking into account the
notion ol “adequate, orformal ladiwquata, scu formalis]” (F5p31d; G 1T 299)
causation. Spinoza delines “adequate” that cause “whose clleet can be clearly

and disunctly perecived through «” (I3d1; C 1, 492 / G 11, 139). By using (hat

26 "The Preface to the Filth Part ol the Atfues, which mtroduces the theses that we are presently
discussiug, 1s m lact an claborate eriucism of Descartes’s theory ol mind-body interacton.

27 According o Spinoza, “God acts Irom the laws ol Tts nature” (KIpl7; C 1,425/ G 11, 61) and
“does not produce any eflect by freedom ol the will” (121 p32¢; C 1, 135/ G 11, 78). See also 11 p17s.
2 The rejection of cavsation v whilo, in Spinoza, takes the lorm ol a particularly strong
formulaton of the principle of sullicient reason, which is lound in Fp11d2: “For cach thing there
must be assigned a cause, or reason |causa, scu ratio|, as much lor ils existence as lor its
nonexistence” (C 1, H17 / G 11, 52). For studies on Spinoza’s Tormulation and implementation off
the principle ol sullicient reason, sce Della Rocea 2002; Della Rocea 2003; Della Rocea (2000)
2011; Della Rocea 2008; Tin 2017; Mclamed and Lin 2018, Discussions concerning the
appreciaton of the prineiple of sullicient reason i terpreting Spinoza can he found in Larke
2011, Della Rocea 2015, and Garber 2015,
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. (2{) . . . . N . .
notion,” I arguc, 11 1s possible Tor Spioza o consistently contend that the
same clleet oblams simultancously m the mind and the body, withoul any
m(craction between the tvo, when rationality (or an mielligible order of causes

and cllects) s forescen through memories. Let us recall that the intellect, for

3

Spinoza, 1s nel Iree, 1t does not create the objeets ol its understanding® and,
more mportantly, it cannol deternnne the body o do anything. "T'he activity
ol which the mtellect 1s the adequate cause, rather, 15 understandimg things
“through their lirst causes” (FE2p18s; C 1, 466 / G 11, 107), deducing one
. - e L AT O ] . .
adequalce idea from the other.™ This actvily, Spinoza mamtains, is the origin
ol actions that can be understood through tie nature ol the agent alone. For
example, m FAp23d, e nouon ol adequate causce is recalled (o demonstrate

that when an individual “is determimed to do something [rom the lact that he

1

29T he nodon ol “adequate cause” is primarily used by Spinoza to deline “action”, that is, “when
something 1 us or outside us lollows from our nature, which can be clearly and distinedy
understood through italone” (1:3d2; C 1, 193, G 11, 139). Spinoza recalls the tvo delinitions several
tmes, I order o describe the actuvity of the mind msolar as it has adequate ideas — an aclivity
whose clTects can be understood through the nawure of the mind alone (sce Fapld; aplad;
LoAp28d; Ldp3ad; IApasel; Fipd2d; T pH9d: 1opbld; Esp3ld). For an insightful analysis ol
Spinoza’s account and use ol the noton ol *adequate, orlformal” causaton, see Hitbner 2015.

8 As per BIp32 and the lollowing two corollarics, as well as per E2pt9¢ and the relevant
demonstradon.

3UEn ELpL7s, Spinoza denies that God's ntellect might be “prior in causalin” (C [, 427 / G 11, 63)
1o its objects of understandig. For this reason, the mtelleet cannot be said to invent or ercate any
ratonal order in nature, on Spinoza’s account: it inds 1 or, beter stll, it follows 1, necessarily. For
ideas must proceed i God’s infinite mitelleet as their corresponding objects follow Irom one
another in cach ol God’s inlinite auributes, according to the necessity ol the laws ol God’s nature
(sce LIpl16, 12p3s, and 1:2p7¢). Indeed, God's mlinite mtellect is itsella mode ol God, Tollowing
from the nature ol God’s atuibute of thought. Concerning this point, sce Koyré 1950 and Marrama
201 1, 95-97. Sce also 12pbie, where Spmoza states:

[T'The lormal being ol things which are not modes ol thinking docs not tollow [rom
the divine nawre hecause [God| has lirst known the tings; rather the objects ol ideas
[ollow and are inlerred lrom their atributes in the same way and by the same necessity
as that with which |...] ideas [...] Tollow from the atuibute of thought.

(12pbc; C 1, 450-151 / G 11, 89)

32 In IAp26d, Spinoza writes that “the essence ol reason is nothing but our mind, insofar as it
understands clearly and disdnedy |rations csscnta mifnl ahud cst, quam mmens nostra, quatcis
clare, et distincte nelligi]” (C 1, 5597 G, 227). 1In 122p38e Spinoza wdenulics ideas that are “clearly
and distnctly” perecived with adequate wdeas (C 1, 1710 G I 119). In F2p 10, Spinoza contends
that “|wlhatever ideas Tollow in the mind [rom wdeas that are adequate in the mind are also adequate”

(C L4757 G I, 120).
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understands |zuellgn, he |...) does sometling which is pereeived through his
cssence alone” (C 1, 558 / G 11, 226).% Hence, in ESplOd Spimoza wriles:
[Slo long as we are nol torn by allects contrary to our nature, the
power of the mind by which it strives 1o understand dungs | nens
potentia, qua res mielligere conatun is not hindered. So long, then,
the mmd has the power ol forming clear and distnct ideas, and ol
deducing some rom others. And henee, so long do we have the
power ol ordering and connecting the allectons ol the body
according Lo the order ol dic wmitellect.
Lop10d; C 1L, 601/ G 11, 287)
What 1s happening then, i the corporeal domain, when the mitelleet is said 1o
rcorder or rearrange idcas ol bodily aflections (including mucemome itens,
images and allects) according Lo ils own order? Simply put, the mlelleel 15
wiliiessing the moment i which images ipressed in the body (end, by their
own [orce alone — by their mere being there, that is, not obstructed by external
lorces — 1o assume a new disposition, meanl 1o reflect and express a rational
order and connection ol causcs, or a certain “lorm”.** Such bodily allections
produce an clleet which depend on them alone and can be understood

. 33 rry - .
through them alone, not depending on any external cause.”™ This is when

3310 Lap3ad, Spinoza also wiites that: “whatever lollows lrom human nature, insolar as itis delined
by reason |quatenus rationce definiiur], must be understood through human nature alone” (C 1, 563
/G, 233). In ES5pbad, he similarly allirms that *[alcling [rom reason [ex zatone agerd| is nothing
but doing those things which [ollow [rom the necessity of our nature, considered inisell alone™ (C
[, 579/ G 11, 254).
3 Similarly, by referting o E5pl0, Pierre-IFrancois Morcau contends that it is by their own
movement that mages i the body tend to order and connect 1o one another according Lo the order
ol the mtellect, and not because they are caused by the intellect. This excludes any mind-body
mteracton. Indeed, Moreau argues, the body always strives 10 produce those ellects that adequately
lollow [rom its nature (Morcau 1994, 318). The intellect is simply the necessary understanding in
onc’s mind ol this natural movement i one’s body.
33 How the notion ol adequate cause can apply 1o the body, il we conceive ol the actions of the
body as dctermined by the nature of the human body alone, is explained by Spinoza with an
example in LAps9s:

“The actol beating, insolar as 10 1s considered physically, and msofar as we atend ouly

10 the lTact that the man raises his arm, closes his fist, and moves his whole arm
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adequate, or lormal, causation kicks in. When, m the absence ol external
opposiug lorces, all the clements sullicient lor a certain clicet 1o obtain are
present, the cllect necessarily obtains, and this cllect is understood and
deduced by the mielleet through those foundational clements alone — as a
necessary consequence must follow [rom its premisces, once the premises arce
given.

The mteresting thing that T would like (o stress here, 1s that the claim
expressed m 15p10d — according 1o which “we have the power ol ordering
and connectung the allections ol the body according (o the order of the
mtclleet” —1s also used by Spinoza to support the thests, lound m the TTE,
from whicl our discussion departed. That is, that the intellect can aid ouc’s
mcemory by strengthening the associations between idcas — or rather, that the
mtclligibility of the associations between images 1s the cause ol their easier
retention and recollection. We may nol notice it at lirst sight, because this
thesis 1s neither explicily recalled, m the Lithires, nor lurther claborated. As a
malter ol fact, we may [ind 1t immediately at work, within the mechanism of
Spinoz’s theory ol the healing ol the soul.

What 1s cssential, [or Spinoza, 1s 1o have reduced all memory (o
simullancous  assoctations ol ideas, on the one hand, and (o have
demonstrated that the order of the alfections ol the body must rellect and
lollow the order ol the 1deas i (he mind, on the other hand. For il the mind
can cstablish causal connections betwveen ideas ol allections ol the body
according (o the order ol the intellect, then the mind can also rearrange the

- v . . . 536
order ol the connected allects ol joy and sadness 111 a morce rational way.™ “By

lorcetully up and down, is avirtue, which is conceived from the structure of te human
boly.
(Fo1pss; C 1,580/ G 11, 255)
36 [ 15 also important o note that Spinoza considers Uns activity, by which the mind orders its idcas
according Lo the order ol the intellect, as capable ol arousing alleets ol joy by itsell (see E3pH3 and
E3p58-59), or rather as being, in Genevieve Lloyd's words, “inherenty joylul” (1996, 815 see also
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this power ol rightly orderimg and conncecting the allections ol the body”,
Spinoza arguces, “we can bring it about that we are not casily allected willi evil
alfeets” (Kop10s; C 1, 601 / G 11, 287). Then, he conlinucs:
I'or a greater loree 1s required lor restraining allects ordered and
conuected accordig to the order of the mtelleet than lor restraining

those which arc uncertain and random.

(I5pl0s; C1 601/ G 11, 287)

I s passage, I argue, we may sce quite clearly a relormulation ol the thesis

first expressed m the TTE. Tutelligible connections betwveen ideas — that 1s,

conncctions agrecing with the order of the mtellect — ave stronger than
connecuons between random objects. That is o say, that they are more casily
retained and remembered. Henee, also the allects associated (o these 1dceas
will be stronger, or more dillicult (o restrain. One mportant thing Lo notce
here, however, 1s that Spmoza understands this coneept ol loree, or the
strength ol such connections or associations ol idcas, as tme related.

Here Spimoza, amazingly, turns back to a temporal perspective over
memory, and deseribes the action ol the mitellect upon niecmory as having
clfect m ume. “Allects that arise [rom, or are aroused by, rcason”, he writes,
“arc, 1l we take account ol thme, more powerlul than those that are related o
sigular things which we regard as absent” (F5p7; C 1, 600/ G 11, 285). Indeced,
Spinoza alhrms that comections ol ideas that [ollow the order ol the mtellect
arc stronger i time, since ideas of reason are conceived as being always
present — or “under a certain species ol clernity” (E2pAide?2; C 1, 481 / G 11,
126). Henee, they can be associated with alleets and nages that never change

i one’s mind (and, i parallel, in one’s body).”

Lloyd 1994, 94). This aspeet ol Spinoza's thcory ol adequate understanding has heen analysed by
Susan James (1997, 200-207).

37 Temporal relatons between images ol things can be considered superadded conmnections ol ideas,
which mutually exclude or posit the existence ol the extemal cause ol an image, when that image
presents itsell o an individual’s mind. As T mentoned belore (see footiote 25 ol tus chapler),
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So such an alTect wall always remain the same, and hencee, the aflects
that arc contrary Lo 11, and that arc not encouraged by their external
causcs, will have (o accommodate themscelves to 1t more and more,
unul they are no longer contrary to 1t. To that extent, an allect arising
[rom reason 1s more powerlul.
(I5p7d; C 1, 600 / G 11, 285-286)
In order for these connections ol idcas (o remain always the same, and 1o be
always present through ume, as we have scen, Spinoza contends thal the
mntellect can always regard the order and connections ol the allections of the
body — which memory conceves under duration, as a kind ol temporal
development ol events — [rom a horizontal, synchronic perspectuve: a
perspective - where  such  connections and  therr cllects  take  place
simultancously, according to an order ol causes which does not depend on
ume. A perspective, that s, according (o which the order and connection
between objects ol memory doces not depend on temporal relatons, or on the

biography ol the individual. An order, he adds, “by which the mind perccives

those connections of ideas can be powcer-decrcasing for a connceeted alleet, 1 the image and the
allect are pereeived i connection with an idea which) excludes the present existence ol their
external cause (without however, ciminaong the image and the alfeet hemselves, which thing, as
we have seen above, s impossible; see also Ep9d). Now, ideas ol reasons, being coneetved “under
aspecics ol clernily”, do not allow lor this kind of relatons aid connections with other ideas. For
example, in FAp62 Spinoza allims that *[ilnsolar as the mind concetves things [rom the dictate of
reason, itis allected equally, whether the idea is ol a future or past thing, or ol a present one”™ (C 1,
581/ G 11, 257). [n the lollowing demonstrauon, he wiites:

MWhatever the mimd conccives under the guidance ol reason, it conceives under the

same species ol clernity, or necessity and s allected with the sime certunty. So

whether the idea is ol a luture or a past thing, or ol a present one, the mind conceives

the thing with the same necessity and is allected with the sance certamty. And whether

the idea is of a future or a past thing or ol a present one, it will nevertheless be equally

true, i.c., itwill nevertheless always have the same properties ol an adequate idea. A nd

50, insolar as the mind conceives things Irom the dictate ol reason, it s affected m the

same way, whether the idcais ol a luture or a past thing, or ol a present one.

(LoAp62d; C 1, 581 / G 11, 257)

Henee, allects related o0 ideas ol reasons are conceived as being “more inteuse, or stonger
|intensior, scu forto” in tme, lor, when ey are conceived, the ideas to which they are attached
completely override temporal relatons and connections with other ideas whiclh could e power
deereasing. As we can see, the ellect in time ol the mtellect can still be explained Irom a synchronic,
non-temporal standpoint.
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things through (heir [irst causcs, and which is the same malt men” (112p18s; C

I, 466 / G 11, 107).

8. Conclusion

We have scen that, n the deseription and examples ol memory provided m
the T'1L, Spimoza altributes the possibility ol tracking mtclligible connections
or assoctations between ideas (o instances ol memory ol the semantce kind. By
conlrast, he excludes any kind of relatonshup between intellect and memory
ol the episodic kind. I'urther, we have seen that, in the same (ext, Spinoza also
distinguishes betwveen two ways ol concenving ol the durauon m ume ol our
sensalions, when atributed Lo episodic memory. On the one hand, memory
provides e nund wath the power ol imagining absent things under duration,
as belonging o a certain tume and place. On the other hand, memory has a

duration uscll, that s, the unlolding ol the very act ol remembering and

magining things and the extenston m tme ol a certain conscious recollection
ol objects.

An idividual who remembers things, imagines the things — as well as
hersell, along with those lungs — as unfolding in tme, and having cach onc its
own duration. That indwidual, in other words, mmagines things as bemg
present or absent at dilterent tmes and places, according o the way in which
the connections between her ideas respectively posit or exelude the existence
ol the objects represented by the impressions recollected. According (o
Spimoza, however, the capability ol the Inuiman mind ol understanding (he
overall duration ol its own merory 1s very hmited. “Our mund”, Spinoza
wriles, “can be sad (o endure, and 1ts existence cann be delmed by a certamn
time, only msolar as 1t involves (he actual existence ol the body, and o thal
extent only does 1t have the power of determinmg the existence of things by

time, and ol conceiving them under duraton” (5p23s; C 1, 608 / G 11, 296).
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Yet, Spinoza also clhums that “we can only have an entrely inadequale
knowledge ol the duration of our body” (F2p30; C 1, 471/ G 11, 111). It
lollows, therelore, that we can only have an entirely inadequate knowledge ol
the duration of our mind, ncluding memory. Henee, 1o understand how
memory isell unlolds i tme — determinng how long the viston ol an external
world, shaping itsell around us m ume and space, has lasted m absolute terms
— rematus an impossible task for the human mmd.

By contrast, the itelleet, which cannol deternmine the exastencee ol things
through time, sces the act ol recollection iself — by which time itsell unlolds
i the maginaton ol the mdividual — “in once glance |uno mitunu]” (F2pA10s2;
CL 478/ G 1, 122). 1t sces the unfolding ol memory, that 1s, m1 one mstant —
or rather, “under a species of clernily” (155p29; C 1, 609/ G 11, 298) — by
pereeving connections between ideas i their simultancity, or synchronieity,
while they all concur o the production ol a single ¢lleet — which clleet may
also be, as we have seen, an allect.

T'o conclude, T arguc that it 1s [rom (his standpomt on memory — a
standpoint, that is, which reduces memory (o its semanlic [unctons, or Lo its
synchrome  associations  —  that  the milclleet, by looking  at  the
phicnomenological  horizon composcd by onc’s mmagmation and one’s
nnemonic associations, 1s able o ind at any given momet the same order ol
causcs and the same connections between things, or images ol things. When
these new associations are scen by the nind, a newly composed enchaimmennt
ol'ideas ol images 1s encoded in the body ol the mdividual, made m such a
way as lo be meaninglul, as 1t were — capable, that 1s, ol rellecung and
reproducing a rational order and connection ol allectuons al any tme mn wlich

. . . 34 q=x
external events will determme the body to remember the smne nnages.™ For

3 Interestingly, alier having demonstrated that “we have the power ol ordering and connecting the
allections ol the body according 1o the order ol the intellect” (ESp10d; C 60U/ G 11, 287), Spinoza
starts [ocusing on aspects of memory that we may regard as “procedural” (see EoplOs, ESpll,
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the capacity o remember things through time remains a hunction ol memory,
understood as a product ol human corporcal imagination. Indeed, the mtelleet
has no memory, and 1t cannol trigger or recall corporcal memories. What the
mltellect can do, rather, 1s (o wiltness al any momcenlt the presence ol some
clernal rationality i apparcntly disconmected and lortuitous unages ol the
world, and then let memory remember such a vision by recalling connections

between images now made mielhgible.

L5p 12 and 155p13). That is, he starts Tocusing on how images can be connected and enchamed m
such a way o reflect and express ratonal precepls and maxims, which can be implemented at any
occasion ol recollecton. He also investgates how such associations ol images can be arranged in
order o merease the oceasious ol recollecton that onc’s experience and fortune might bring abouy,
i order lor the ratonal precept that they express to be recalled and mplemented iy as many
occasions as possible.

The best thing, then, that we can do, so long as we do not have perfect knowledge off

our alfects, 1s W0 concene a correct principle of living, orsure maxims ol life, o conmmit

them o memory, and o apply them constantly o the particular cases Irequendy

encountered i lile. In this way our imagination will he extensively alleeted by them,

andd we shall always have them ready, .| And he who will obsennve these [rules|

carclully |...| and pracuce them, will soon be able 1o dircct most ol his actions

according Lo he command ol reason.

(I5pL0s; C 1, 601-602 /7 G 11, 287-289)

This aspeet of Spinoza’s theory of memory will be analysed in the tollowing chapter.
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Chapter 4

“The Habit of Virtue”: Spinoza on Reason and Memory

Chapter Abstract

In dus chapter T explain how, according to Spinoza, we can acquire the “habit of virtue”
from “latal necessity”. Spinoza maintains that there can be no decision ol the mind il there
15 no memory ol the decision that we want 10 1ake. Morcover, Spinoza’s rejection ol firee
will imphes that nobody can licely seleet the mnemonice content which is the objeet of
retricval and present awarcness. It scems, thercelore, that it is not in the power of an
individual to act virtuously. Nevertheless, Spinoza also contends that the acquisition ol the
habit of virtue 1s a goal that all humans can achieve by employing their powers alone. To
solve tus puzzle, T focus on the way i which memory interacts with reason, in Spinoza’s
system. [ argue that this mteraction gives rise o what we may call “discursive reasoning”,
that 15, the unfolding in tme ol rcasoning processes. In this sense, reasoning can be
understood as a kind ol habit, which generates virtuous behaviour. st T elartly what the
notion of “habit of virtue” signilics for Spinoza. Then, T briclly review his account ol
memory. Next, [ show how reason can be understood as an activity by wlhich mnemonie
associations are recontigured. To lurther cluctdate his conception ol reason, T analyse his
account ol “common notious”, which he calls the “loundations ol our reasoning”. Finally,
[ poit out how reason relics on memory to preserve isell in time, determining the virtuous

habit.

1. Introduction

I tns chapter I'will tocus on the way i which memory mteracts with reason,
m Spinoza’s system. I arguce that tis mteraction between memory and reason
gives rise 1o what we may call “discursive reasoning”, that is, the unlolding in
tme of reasomng processes. Iurther, discursive reasoning can be understood
as a habit, which is idenucal, on Spinoza’s account, with virtuous behaviour.
The umpetus lor this mvestigation 1s provided by a question that the

German mathematician Lhrenlried Waltlier von “T'schirnhaus poses i a letter
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addressed 1o Spiioza, around the end ol 167 1Y In his lewer, Tsehirmlaus
expresses perplexitics about Spinoza’s necessilartanism and s rejection ol
Ivee will. He asks him:
Il we were conipelled by external things, who could acquire the
habit ol virtue |habitus virtuus]? |...| |1In how many ways docs it ot
happen that il we are determmed o something by external things,

we resist this wath a firm and constant heart?

(Ep 57, C I, 425-126 / G TV, 264)
Spioza’s answer (o Tschirnhaus’s question is rather clusive:

As Tor what he has maitained [...]: “that il we were compelled by

external causes, no one could acquire the habit ol virtue”, T don’t

know who has told i that it can’t happen [rom a fatal necessity

lex Latal necessitate], but only [ron a free decision ol the mind, that

we should have a hirnm and constant disposition.

(Ep 58, C 11,430 / G TV, 267)

This reply suggests that an mdividual can acquire the “habit ol virtue” from a
“latal neeessily”. Yet, Spinoza docs not demonstrate how, on his account, 1
can aclually happen that one acquires this “lirm and constant disposition” (o
act virtuously. In the rest ol this chapter T wall try (o address Tschirmhaus’s
question, providing a series ol arguments compatible with Spinoza’s overall
philosophical ltamework. My aim is (o demonstrale that the acquisiton ol the
habil ol virtue, i Spinoza’s lerms, s mumately connected Lo precise accounts
ol rcason and memory, and it depends on them.,

[ndeed, lor Spmoza the cllects ol both rcason and memory are
neeessarily determined. Our power (o reason depends ouly on the laws ol our

nature; m this sense, I shall argue, its cllects can be understood as originaling

UThe letter (Fp 57) was handed in by Tschirnhaus o their common lnend Georg Schuller, and
delivered o Spinoza by Jan Ricuwertsz, the publisher m Amsterdam ol Glazemaker's French
wanslons ol Descartes and of all Spinoza’s works.
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from a kind ol “free necessity”. It expresses itsell as the power ol ordering and
connecing mages according to the order ol the mtelleet. The unages
themselves, which we pereeive i our mind and which our reason orders
according o the order ol the mtelleet, are provided by mcmory. Yel, the way
1 which we come 1o pereeive, retain, and recollect nmages i our mind 1s not
1 our poveer: 1t is deternuned, rather, by the way i which external causcs
neeessarily arouse i us particular networks of memories rather than others.
Henee, the acquisiton of a “habit ol virtue” — which T idently with the
permancncee and Hourishing m the mind of trams of 1deas ordered according
(o the order ol the mitellect — msolar as 1t also rehies on memory, remains also
dependent on clements ol “latal necessity”.

T'o supporl this thesis, T will begin, i section 2, by clarilying whal the
notion ol “habil ol virtue” sigutlics lor Spinoza. I section 3, T will explain
Spinoza’s account ol memory: this entails the presence, i the human mind,
ol nctworks ol ideas which arc constanty detenmed by the way i which the
human body 1s alTected by external objects. Insectiond, Twill show how reason
— that 1s, the activity by wlich the mind understands properties ol the things
and joms mmages through them — can be understood as a kind ol
reconfiguration ol muemonic assoctations. In scetion 5, I will analyse how, on
Spinoza’s account, we gel Lo percene adequale idceas ol common properucs
ol things — that 1s, in Spmoza’s (crminology, “conumon notions” — which
provide us with the “loundations ol our reasoming” (152p10sl; C 1, 175176 /
G 11, 120). In scctions 6, 1 will pomnt out how recason rches on memory and
orgatiscs 1L 1n order (o preserve dlsell o tme, o give rse o discursive
reasoning. In section 7, which concludes the chapter, I will show how reason

and memory concur Lo determine the acquisition ol ouc’s virtuous habits.
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2. Human virtue: actions vs passions of the mind

T'o better understand Spinoza’s reply to Tschirmmhaus, we can start by clarilying
what Spmoza understands by “habit ol virtue”. "T'he expression “habit ol virtue
lvirtutis habitus)” is rarcly used in Spinoza’s works.” In the  7heological-
Political Treatse, Spimoza explicilly mentions “habit ol virtue” a few tines. On
onc occasion, he identfics “acquirig the habit of virtue” with “gaining control
over the passions” (TP UL 12; C 1L 113 / G T, 46). Spinoza also adds that
the means o acquire the habit of virtue depends “chiclly on our power alone,
oron the Jaws ol human nature alone”. For this rcason, he concludes thal
“these gilts |...] have always been common to the whole human race” (I'TP
11, 12; C 1L, 114 / G I, 46-47).° Sull, this power, comumon Lo all humans, is
not conceived by Spinoza as delermined by any lreedom ol the will. By
contrast, 1l 1s conceived as subject o the same “umversal laws ol nature
according to which all thigs happen and are determuned” (I'T°P 11, 8; C 11,

112/ G 11, 16).

2A\Vith regard (0 Spinoza’s general terminology Tor “habits”, sce Malinowski-Charles 2001, 101.
The noton ol “habit” was widely discussed throughout the Middle Ages. From the 3™ century,
specilic debates on virtue, understood as a kind ol “habit” and “sccond nature”, were prompted
and mfluenced by the appcarance ol Robert Grosseteste's [ull uanslaton ol Anstote’s
Nicomachean Eidnes (regarding previous debates, see Nederman 1990), In thie version of Avistodce’s
Nicomachean Ethics owned by Spinoza (in Aristode 1518, T, 1-86, wanslated by Toanms
Argyropoulos), the ranslator renders the Greek n0og (“habitude”) with the Latn assuctudo (see,
for example, Arnstode 1548, 111, 9) and the Greek g€ig (“habil”)y with Ziabitus (see Anstotle 1518,
I, 3-12). Syliane Malmowski-Charles  highlights  the  differences between  the  Aristotelian
coneeptons ol virtue and habits as a “sccond nature” and that ol Spinoza, who mstead identlics
virtue with one's very own nature (Malinowski-Charles 200 Hh, 102).

3 Besides this passage, Spinoza mentons “habit ol virtue” another three tmes n TP In TTP W,
4, Spinoza relers 1o the “habit of virtue or ol good actons [virtas sive bonarmn actionmun usu scu
habitd)” 10 stress e universality ol Isaiali’s (caching, which extends o all humans (C 11, 139/ G
[I1, 69. Translaton modificd). On another occasion, in TTP XV, 44, Spinoza menuons how
dillicultitis o acquire the “habit ol virtue”, with the purpose o highlight the importance ol Seripture
and obedience when we cannol live in accordimee o the dictates ol our reason (C 11, 281-282 / G
LI, 188). In"I"I'P XV, 6-7, Spinoza allirms that, in a state ol nature, humans that do not live under
the gmdance ol reason, or do not have the “habit ol virtue”, have a supreme right o do whatever
their appette urges them o do (C 11, 283/ G 111, 190).

F1n the same passage Spinoza adds that these “laws of nature [feges natural™ are “nothing but the
clernal deerces of God, which always involve clernal truth and necessuy” (TP I 8; CILL 112/
G 11, 46). For this reason, Spinoza calls whatever tollows from the power ol human nature alone

77B_BW_Marrama job



Chapter L The Habir of Virtue™: Spinoza on Reason and Mcenon:

In a sunilar way, w the Lthucs Spimoza defines “virtue” as (he power by
wlhich we cause cllects that can be understood tirough the laws of human
naturc alone. He writes:

By virtuc and power Tunderstand the same thing, 1.c., virlue, msolar

as 1L 1s related to man, 1s the very essence, ornature, ol man, nsolar

as he has the power ol bringing about certam things, which can be

understood through the laws ol his nature alone.

(1d8; C 1,547 / G 11, 210)
I Spinoza’s terms, (o be able 1o bring about things which can be understood
through oe’s own nature alone means, for an indwidual, to be the “adequate
causc” ol those things (IZ3d 1. When an individual 1s the adequate cause of
clfeets, hat mdividual is also said to act (E3d2).° Expressions ol our virtue are,
therclore, those allections 1 us that Spinoza identilies with “actions”, as
opposed 1o “passions” (1:3d3).” Actions, that is, are those aflections in us that

can be entrely understood through the Taws ol our nature, as ellects ol which

“God's mtermal ad” (TP I 9; C UL, 113/ G 11, 46). On this basts, he contends that “no one
doces anything except accordmg o the predetermimed ovder ol nature, te., according o God's
cternal guidance and deeree” (TP 1L 10; CIL 113/ G I <16).

5 n his detiniton ol “adequate cause”, Spinoza wriles:

[ call that cause adequate whose cflect can be clearly and distincuvely pereenved
through it. But I call it partial, orinadequate, il'its ¢lfect cannot be understood thirough
it alone.

(153d 15 C 1192/ G 139
5 By recalling 3d 1, in E3d2 Spinoza writes:

[ say that we act when something happens, in us or outside us, ol which we are the
adequate cause, 1.c., when something m us or outside us follows from our nawure,
which can be clearly and disunctly understood through it alone. On the other hand, [
say that we are acted on when something happens i us, or something lollows [rom
our nature, ol which we are only a partial causc.
(123d2; C 1, 493/ G I, 139)
7 In F.3d3 Spinoza writes:

By alleet T understand atlectons ol the body by which the body’s power ol acting is
mereased or diminished, aided or restrained, and at the same ume, the ideas ol these
allecuons.

Therelore, il we can be the adequate cause ol any ol ese adlecuons, |
undersiand by the allect an action; otherwise a passion.

(123d3; C L, 193/ G 11, 139)
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we are the adequale causc. They originale in and depend only on oursclves,
rather than on the mflucnce ol external causes acting upon us. Passions, by
conlrast, arc thosc allections ol the mind and the body that are produced in
us as a result ol external causes acting upon us.

The first thing to notice, therelore, 1s that Spinoza doces not absolutely
deny that there can be some cllects i us that are not causcd by external causcs.
Quite the opposite, expressions ol our virtue are, by delimuon, those actions
(that depend on our nature alone and can be understood through our nature

alone. Yet, these actions, msolar as they necessarily lollow [rom die laws ol

our nature, arc no less necessary than all the other elleets which are compelled
m us by external causcs. As Spimoza writes (o I'schirnhaus m the same letter,
the [act that something “exists and acts solcly Irom thie neeessity ol its own
nature” 1s the only way in which he conceives ol [reedon 1t 1s, in Spinoza’s
words, “Iree necessity |fibera necessitate)” (Bp 58; C 11, 427 / G IV, 265).
What Spimoza means to deny, m lius reply o Uselurnhaus, 1s that what
determines an mdividual 1o act virtuously — or to produce certai clleets that
can be understood through the laws of her nature alone — must depend ona

[ree decision ol the mimnd, or on the freedony ol our will.

8 In his reply to Tschirmhaus, Spinoza wriles that, according 1o his delinition of freedom, “a thing is
[ree it exists and acts solely [rom the necessity ol its own nature, and compelled if itis determined
by something clse 10 exist and produce elfects ma lixed and determinate way” (Lip 58; C 11, 127 /
G 1V, 265). In I11d7, he detines “lreedom” as lollows:

That thing is called free whicly exists from the necessity o its nature alone, and is

determined o act by usclf alone. But a thing is called necessary, or rather compelled,

which s determined by another 10 exist and o produce an efleet ina certain and

determinate manner.

(L51d7; C L 409 7 G 11, A6)

Spinoza’s account ol freedom and its relatonship with his necessituiannsm have atracted a great
deal ol attenton, and the scholarly litcrature conccrming tis topic is vast (see, for example,
Hampshive [1960] 1973 and 1971; Naess 1969 and 197:1; Carkinsou 1971; Sokolov 1977; Bennett
1981, 315-328; Russell 19815 Kashap 1987; James 1996 and 2009; Negn 2000; Lucero-Montano
2003; Sicinberg 2005; Avola 2007; Scribano 2009; Kisner 2000 and 20115 rankel 2011;
Sangtacomo 201 Ih; Laurens 2012; Nadler 201.5; Lenz 2017; Boros 2018).
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In this regard, i the Zitducs, Spinoza mvokes the role ol memory to claim
that there would be no decision in the mind — that 1s, there would be no
disposition ol an individual (0 do or will anything — il there was no memory
ol the thing that we want 1o do, or ol the action that we want to perform.
Consistent with his rejection of [ree wil, Spimoza adds that 1 1s not in the [ree
power ol the mind to cither recolleet a thing or forget 1. Henee, 1t 1s not by an

act of [ree will that we decide what to do or uot 1o do.

IWlc can do nothing [rom a decision ol the mund unless we

recollect it Lig., we cannot speak a word unless we recollect it. And

it 15 not i the Iree power ol the mind to cither recollect a thing or
lorget 1l
(153p2s; C 1, 197 / G 11, 141
It follows that no virtuous decision or disposition to act can arise in the mind
ol an mdividual, il memory 1s not pre-cmpuvely set to recollect 1deas that are
capable of arousing, somchow, virtwous deasions and acuons m the
mdividual. Therelore, m order 1o understand how mcemory can determine
one’s decisions, and eventually determine the acquisition of the habit of virtue,

it will be uselul o look at Spimoza’s deseripuon ol human memory.

3. Spinoza’s account of associative memory: images, affects, and decisions

In the Ldlucs, Spinoza identilics the source ol memory with a luncton ol the
human body that 1s responsible lor the formation, retention, association aud
reproduction of some corporeal allections, or impressions ol external objects.”
He contends that, Tollowing a contact with an external body, the Nuid parts ol

the human body can interact witl the soll parts, and Icave “traces [vestzgral ol

971 hie content ol this section recalls and summarises what has been explained, in greater detail, in
sections S5 and 6 ol the previous chapter. Malinowski-Charles correedy stresses the role ol memory
indetermining the repetitive nature ol habitual behaviour (20000, 106-107). My aim, here, is instead
related (o explaining how memory accounts for the presence or absence ol ideas and aflects i one’s
mind — determining, therelore, an individual’s appeute and decisions.
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the external body” on them (I'2post; C 1, 462 / G 11, 103). When the body
i1s so alfected or modilied, the mind has, in parallel; wdcas ol such corporcal
allections.'” These allections are in lact the “images” which are pereeived and
remembered by the mind."' According (o Spinoza, they “represent external
bodics as present to us lcorpora externa velut nobis pracsenua repraesentant|”
(E2pl7s; C 1,465 / G 11, 106. Translation modilicd).

As loug as the solt parts ol the Tmmman body retain these races, or
impressions, the Nuid parts can mteract with them according to the same
pattern ol movement. This allows hodily allections to be repeated as they
originally lappened, when an impression was lirst created.™ According 1o
Spinoza, the retention and repetiton ol the same interaction between [uid
parts and soll parts of the body can explam how the mind 1s capable of
retaining and recollecting 1deas ol past impressions and representing them
agai, 1 different and separate moments. This 1s because the reiteration of
these allections i the human body must, m parallel, be mirrored by
corresponding ideas m the human nund. He contends, on tns basis, that
“la]lthough the external bodies by which the human body has once been
allected neither exist nor are present, the mind will sutl be able to regard them

as 1l they were present” (L2p17¢; C 1, 464/ G 11, 105).

107This is a consequence ol Spinoza’s so-called “mind-body parallelism”, according to which: “[iJhe
order and comnection ol ideas is the same as the order and connecton of things™ (12p7; C 1, 451 /
G 11, 89). Another formulaton ol the same principle can be found in 1X3p2s: “the order ol actons
and passions ol our body is, by nature, at one with the order of actions and passions ol the mind”
(C LAY/ G, 143).

H In E3post2, Spinoza writes:

The human body can undergo many changes, and nevertheless retain impressions, or
waces |nmupressiones seu vestigial, ol the objects, and consequenty, the same images
ol things |rerum imagines).

(I3post2; C 1, 1937 G 11, 139)

21 his reiteration of a bodily allection may also occur in the absence ol the external object that
causcd the lirst impression — thanks, Spinoziwriles, (o the “spontancous moton” ol the [luid parts
along the soft parts already shaped by the past contact (F2p17d2; C 1, 4647 G 11, 105).
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We see, therelore, how 1t can happen (as it olten docs) that we
regard as present things that do not exist. This can happen [rom
other causces also, but 1t 1s sullicient [or mie here to have shown one
through wineh T can explam it as i’ T had shown it (hrough its truc
causc.

(1°2p17s; C L 461/ G 11, 105)

Building on tus model, Spmoza specilically understands “memory” as the
result of associations between ideas™ — associations which necessarily rellect,
in the mmd, a corresponding order ol existing associations ol corporcal
allecuons (2p18s; C 1, 465 / G 11, 106-107). He argucs that “fill" the human
body has once been allected by two or more bodies at the same ume |sunud,
then when the mind subscequently imagines one ol them, 1t will immediately
[statiml recolleet the others also” (152p18; C 1, 465 / G 11, 106).

The human body can be allected in such a manner (hat several images
ol external bodies are impressed ogether on its solt parts. 1l these traces are
physically connected to cach other in the body, the interaction ol once ol them
with the fluid parts ol the body will mvolve the whole network of
mterconmected impressions.'t Thus, when the human body is allected in ways
which causc the Huid parts 1o mteract with a pre-existing nnpression, the mmnd

will also unagine that mpression, along with all the impressions thal are

13 Herry Parkinson writes that when Spinoza, in E2p18s, “speaks ol what he calls menioria, |...] he
scems to understand, nol memory  the usual sense ol the term, but the associaton ol ideas”
(11969 1973, 7).

I Laurent Bove argues that the capacity ol the human body to have interconnected impressions ol
corporeal allections is a result ol the very striving ol the body to persevere inits being. He therelore
idenuties the human conatus with what hie calls Habitude (in French, capralised), contendimg that
Habitude consttutes the loundation of memory itsell (Bove 1996, 20). He maintains that the body
“establishes” connectons between corporeal traces when they are simultancously impressed on its
solt parts (Bove 1996, 20), and he disunguishes then this “aptitude, or spontancous power laptitude
ou [...[ puissanice spoutancéd” (Bove 1996, 24) of ond’s body, [rom the repetiion of the allections
themselves, which ensues from memory and which he calls Ziabitudes (in Irench, non-capitalised).
Ior reasons of clanty, I preler o stick to Spinoza’s terminology, and retain the term “habit”, with
relerence 1o one’s surtue, 1o address what Spinoza explicitly delines, in his Ep 58 o Tsclirnhaus,
as “a lim and counstut dispositon |finmato, of coustanti ... annol” 1o opposce Ui power ol the
passions (C 1, 130/ G [V, 267).
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naturally associated with the lormer. This, Spinoza contends, allows the mind
to simullancously perceive multuple idcas of bodily impressions on (he
occasiont ol a single allection (1:2p18d; C [, 465 / G 11, 106). In this sensc, the
notion ol “memory” put lorth by Spinoza includes the whole specirum ol
sensations and nuages thal are presented al one time (o an individual, followimg
an external stimulus.”

The same associative mechamsm, on Spmoza’s account, also cxplains
how allects ol sadness and joy — which Spinoza wdentlics with allections
respectively related to a decrease or an incrcase i one’s power ol acting'® —
arc joined (o cach other and (o the mmages wlich are prescuted to one’s

memory."” Spinoza mamtains that “[i[ the mind has once been alfected by two

allects at once |somuld, then alierwards, when it s allected by one ol them, 1t
will also be allected by the other” (E3pld; C 1, 502 / G 11, 151). This
observation leads him to conclude that “lalny (hing can be (he accidental cause
ol joy, sadness, or desire” (X3p15; C 1, 503 / G 11, 15 1).

On this basis, Spinoza conceives memory as the mechanism by which, at
any given tume, a whole network ol mterconnected ideas 1s mmediately and
nceessarily presented Lo the mind ol the mdmnidual, following a single altection
produced by external causes. The same mechamsm also brings about a
corresponding counection ol allects, which necessarily determme the actual
disposition ol an mdividual o act, or react to the sources of joy and saduess
that she magines as present — determunig, therelore, her current appetile,

decisions and actions.

17 Tor, when an allection provoked by some external cause arouses in the body a network ol
miterconnected impressions — actng, therelore, as the occasion ol recollection — all the ideas ol the
impressions naturally connected 1o one another in the body are recollected immediately and
simultuicously to cach other (as emiphasised by Spinoza’s use ol the Laun terms st and sinul
in I'2p18 and its demonsuaton).

16 Recall E3d3, quoted above in lootmote 7. Tn 13pl s, Spinoza identlics alleets ol sachiess with
passtons that imvolve a decrease i one’s power ol acung. Converscly, he identifies allects ol joy with
passions that involve an inerease i one's power of acting. Sce also Edad2-3.

17 Concerning this point, see also Shapiro 2017, 215-219.
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Indeed, according to Spmoza, “the decisions of the mind are nothimg but
the appetites themselves, which therelore vary as the disposition ol the body
varies” (153p2s; C 1,497 / G 11, 113). The human appeute, w tur, 1s “notling
but the very essenee ol man, from whose nature there uecessarily lollow those
things that promote his preservaton” (E3p9s; C 1, 500 / G 11, 147)." Tt s,
therelore, by the nature of our appelite that “[wle strive o promole the
exislence ol whatever we imagine that leads (o joy, and (o remove or destroy

cads (o sadness” (E3p28; C 1,

whalever we imagine is contrary (o 1, or that
509/ G 11, 161, Translauon modilicd). Hence, insolar as the way m wliueh our
memory Is consttuled, along with the way m wlich 1t can be aroused by
external causes, determine at cach moment one’s itnages and allects, memory
can also delermine one’s decisions — by bringing about alleets ol joy and
saduess thal determine one’s appelite or, in Spinoza’s (erms, “the striving by

which cach thing strives to persevere i its being” (E3p7; C 1, 199/ G 11, 146).

4. Reason and its power over the affects

According 1o Spinoza, the order and connecuon m which ideas arc
mimediately associated i one’s memory rellect the way mwhich an indiadual
“Is determined externally, Irom lortuilous encounters with things, 1o regard
this or that” (1X2p29s; C 1, 170/ G 11, L1 1.

IM

mvolving the nature ol things wlich arc outside the Iiwman body —

cmory 1s |...] nothing other than a certam connectuon ol 1deas

a comection that 1s 1 the mind according to the order and

connection ol the affections ol the human body.

(I'2p18s; C 1,465/ G 11, 106-107)

I8 Spinoza conceives human desire as “appetite together with the consciousness ol it” (3ad Lexp;
C 1,531/ G 11, 190). From these assumptions it follows, for Spinoza, that desire itsell can be delned
as “man’s very essence, insolar as it is conceived to be determined, [rom any given altection ol i,
to do something” (I°3adl; C 1, 531/ G 11, 190). The rclaionship between appette and desire 1s
analysed in chapter 1, scction 5.
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Spinoza, however, disinguishes the order and conncction ol the 1deas

provided by onc’s corporcal memory [rom the connection of the idcas wineh

follows the order ol the mitelleet, and which is cqual in all humans. He

therelore adds:

I say [...| that this conncction happens according to the order and

connccuon of the allections ol the human body m order o

distinguish it I'rom the conmection ol ideas wihnelh happens according

o the order ol the intelleet, by which the mind perecives things

through their first causes, and which is the same i all men.

12p18s; C 1, 466/ G 11, 107)

In the Filth Part ol the Ftfues, Spimoza contends that the mind, so long as 1t is
not diverted by allects contrary (o its own nature, has “the power ol ordering
and connccting the allections ol the body according to the order ol the
witcllee” ES5plo; C 1, 601 / G 11, 287). Spmorza grounds this claim on lus
mind-body parallelism thesis. “In just the samce way as thoughts and ideas ol
things are ordered and connected i the nund”,; he argucs, “so the allections
ol the body, or images ol things arc ordered and connccted m the body”
(I5pL; C L5977 G 1L 281). Tt [ollows that, il the mind, by its own power, can
rcarrange a given order ol ideas ol impressions, then the relevant impressions
i the body must, in parallel, assume a new corresponding configuration.”
Accordingly, 1l the nund can reorder the ideas ol the allfecuons of the body,
then the mmd can also rearrange the relevant allects of joy and sadness that
thosc allections bring aboult.

Spioza also argucs that, by this power, an individual can acquire an
mereasing capability ol delending hersell from the mlluence ol passions and

evil allects. Indeed, he contends that one ol “the remedies lor the atlects”

9 In section 7 of the previous chapter, [ touched ou how the rearrangemeut of bodily alfections
according o the order ol the intellect may happen without implying any inleraction between mind
and body. Concerning this point, sce also Morcau 1994, 318.
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(I5p20s; C 1, 605 / G 11, 293) consists in “the order by which the mind can
order its alleets and conmect them to onc another” (15p20s; C 1, 605 / G 11,
293). He writes:

By thus power ol rightly ordering and conncecting the allections off

the body, we can bring it about that we are not casily allected with

evil allects. Tor a greater loree 1s required lor vestraining allects

ordered and connceceted according (o the order ol the intellect than

lor restraiing those which are uncertain and random.

(I5p10s; C 1,601 / G 11, 287)
Spinoza demonstrates this thesis by relerring 1o another proposition (15p7),
where he identlics the allects that are ordered ;f('('()l'(]ing to the mtelleet, as
alleets “artsing [rom, or arouscd by reason”.

Allects that arise [rom, or arc aroused by, recason are, il we take

account of tume, more powerlul than those that are related (o

singular things which we regard as absent.

(I5p7; C 1, 600/ G 11, 28)5)
It 15 to be noted here that dis power, concerning the alleets arising from
rcason, 15 only delined as more powerhul, compared o other alleets, msolar
as 1 has an cllect through time — that s, isolar as it 1s capable ol persisting in
onc’s memory.

Spmoza allirms that connections ol ideas that [ollow the order ol the
mlelleet are SU'(illgcr m time, since they allow lor more, and more stable,
assoctations between (hemselves, Images (and relevant alleets), associated
according 1o the order ol the mitellect, that 1s, reveal themselves 1o be more
casily retained and recollected — given [avourable circumstances. He wriles:

Things we understand clearly and distinetly are cither common

propertes ol things or deduced Irom them, and consequently are

arouscd 1 us more olten. And so it can more casily happen that we
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consider other things together with them rather than with [things we

do not understand clearly and distinetly].

(L5pl12d; C 1, 603 / G 11, 289)

According Lo Spinoza, the human reason conceives “conmnon propertics ol
things”, or things mferred lrom these common propertics. These adeas, hie
argucs, allow assoctations with and between all images that share such
properties.” Hence, the more these ideas will be associated witlt images that
share those propertics, the more likely 1t s that these ideas will e aroused
the mimd, according (o the external circumstances (I5pl 1, 15pl3) — namely,
they will be arouscd 1 one’s mund cach time 1w which an image associated (o
the 1dea ol one ol these propertics 1s recollected by memory, lollowing an
allection of the body.”

Therelore, (o clucidate what Spinoza understands by “rcason”, and by
those clear and distinet ideas trat allow [or stable and resilient mnemonice
assoctations, I now turn 1o analyse Spinoza’s account ol “common notions”:
that 1s, adequale deas ol “common propertes ol things” and all the idcas

“deduced [rom them”.

20 Spinoza also maintains that the objects of such ideas ol reason, being common to all things, are
conceived as being always present — or also, they are perecived “under a certain species ol elernity
| D¢ natura rationss ost res sub quadam aterniatis specie pereipere]” (W2p ey C 1, 481/ G 1,
126). Henee, he writes:

[Aln alTect that anses Irom reason 1s necessarily related 1o e common properties ol
things, which we always regard as present (lor there can be nothing that excludes their
present existence) and which we always imagine in the same way. So such an allectwill
always remain the same, and henee, the altects that are conuary 1o i, and that are not
cncouraged by external causcs, will have to accommodate themselves 1o it more and
more, unul they are no longer conuwry (o it. To that extent, an aflect ansing from
reason is move powerful.
(ESp7d; C 1,600/ G 11, 285-286)
These ideas, therelore, can he equally related o all the images ol Unngs that are present o one's
cousciousness — il these things share tiese propertes —regardless ol whether the object ol an image
15 conceived ol as bemg present or absent, exisung or non-¢xistung, or related 1o a past or luture
ume.
21 Regarding this aspect of Spinoza’s theory of the power ol affeets related 10 adequate ideas, sce
also Malinowski-Charles 2004b, 113,
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5. Common notions, the “foundations of our reasoning”

In the Sccond Part of the Ltlucs, Spinoza detines “common notion” as the
“loundations ol our rcasoning” (152p10sl; C 1, 175-176 / G 11, 120). They
mclude “adequate ideas ol the propertcs of Unngs” (E2p40s2; C 1,478 / G 11,
122) and all other adequate ideas that can be mlerred [rom them (12p40s1).%
The demonstration that Spinoza provides in order to explain their existence
in the mind relies on the existence ol cotumon propertics ol bodics (152p38d
and 12p39d). He alhrms that these ideas do not have essences ol simgular
things as their objects (152p37). Their objeets, raither, consist in propertics that
arc conunon Lo all things — henee, also “common 1o all men” (1:2p38c; C 1,
471/ G 11, 119) — and cqually present “inthe part and i the whole” (102p38),
or i propertics (hal are conmon Lo certain specthie things and our body, and
which arc cqually present i the part and i the whole ol these things and our
body (152p39).*

Some scholars have analysed Spinoza’s account ol common uotions

against the background of Aristolle’s theory ol knowledge.?' They all seem o

22 In 12d tand the [ollowing explanation, Spinoza delines adequate ideas as [ollows:

By adequate tdea T understand an wlea which, insolar as i 1s considered in wselt,
without relation to an objeet, has all the properues, or muinsic denommatons ol a
true wdea.

[ say mtrmsic o exclude what 1s extrinsic, viz. the agreement ol the wlea with its
objeet.

(I"2d texp; C 1, 117 /7 G 1, 85)

23 Conmmon nolions, therelore, can be generally delined as adequate ideas ol common properlics
pertaining 1o sets ol things (including the totality of tings). Farry Wollson contends that “Spinoza’s
common notons arc the primary principles only of the scicnee ol bodies or of physies” (1934, 125).
Lidward Schoen (1977, 5 15-547) argues against this reductonist reading, which he also aseribes o
Stwwart Hampshire (1970, 95) and Ldwin Curley (1973, 19-52). Schocen, however, also denies that
the ideata of common notions can be properties (1977, 513). By contrast, Martal Gueroult argues
that common notions mirror m the mind the properties of the objects ol the ideas, and that they
concern what is common between modes and their relevant awnbutes (henee betwveen modes ol a
samie atnbute), without restiction o the sole atuibute ol extension (Gueroult 197 1, 326-328). Yet,
he reckons that the demonsuatons ol 1:2p38-39 refer only to common nouons pertaining o the
corporcal domain (Gueroult 1971, 365-370). Concerning these pomts, sec also Marshall 2011, 32-
34, and LeBulle 2017, 86-92.

2t See, in particular, €Wollson 1934, 117-130; Sellars 2002, 2 L1-2.15; Manzini 2009, 116-169.
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agree on one respecl: common notions correspond Lo universal prineiples of
demonstrative reasoning, which are mstantiated m the things and rellected in
the content of our ideas.”” Interpretations ol this kind also share the leature ol
shilung the typical Aristotelian problem concerning the episteniie onigm ol the
[irst prineiples of demonstrative knowledge o Spinoza’s theory ol common
notions.” As to the answer to that puzzle, however, the opinions of
commenltators diverge, rellecting more or less closely the dillerent ways in
which they interpret the last chapter ol the Sccond Book ol Aristoue’s
Posterior Analytics — where (he problem is expounded in its classic lorm.”
Because of the common dillicultes related 1o mterprenng Arnistole’s theory,
on the one hand, and the peculiarity ol Spioza’s own theory, on the other,
these readings do not scem 1o provide conclusive solutions to the 1ssue that
they raise.”

A diflerent perspectuve on the sane topic has been recently put forward
by Llugcne Marshall. He draws on a problem that Michael Della Rocea

formulated in these terins:

25 Sce, for example, Manzini 2009, 161-162.

26 See Manzini 2009, 163; sce also Matheron 1988h, 103-10 L.

27 See Anistolle 1993, 72-74. Hany Wollson and Willvid Sellars hold that conumon notions are
apprehended by the human mind Tollowing a sort ol abstractve process, which originales in our
sense pereepuon ol singular objects and deals with the content of the corresponding ideas (see
Wollson 1934, 125-129, and Scllars 2002, 2:12). On the other hand, Frédéric Manzini (2009, 169)
suggests that common notions are rather grasped through the “third kind ol knowledge”, that is,
“intuntve knowledge” (F2p40s2; C 1, 478 / G 11, 122).

28 Interpretations based on abstacton ol universal notions [rom sense pereeption ol singular
objects require a problematic distincion between acts of thought and the content ol hought (sce
Wollson 1934, 127, and Scllars 2002, 2 192), which scems at odds with Spinoza’s identfication of
the cognitve content ol the ideas with the activity by which the ideas themsclves atfirm tieir posiove
content i our mind {see 152p49 and its demonsuaton). On this basis, Ferdiand Alquié (1981,
193) and Marco Messeri (1990, 217, and 251-252) comincingly arguc against such readings.
Interpretations based on mtuition ol common notons must deal with Spinoza’s peculiar
charactensation of intuitive knowledge, according to which intuitive knowledge seems not 1o appear
first either in e order of method (T11 §§30-31), or logically or epistemologically (sec F2pt7s and
125p28). Lidwin Curley (1973, 52) also argues against the thesis that common notions might derive
Trom intuition on Spinoza’s account.
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[ order lor a certain idea that the human mind has to be adequate,

the human mind must mchude all the ideas that are the causal

antecedents ol tus wdea. How could the hhuman mind, i any

particular casc, have all these idcas?

(Della Rocea 1996a, 183, n. 29)

To address this question, Marshall identlics “tvo criteria lor adequacy” with
which common notions have to comply (Marshall 2014, 24-30). He calls the
lirst cniterion “the contaimment requirement”,” and the second “the causal
requirement”.® On accomnt of these (wo criteria, Marshall concludes that
common nottons must correspond 1o “ideas of finite modes” (2014, 34) and
that they are to be regarded as idceas that are “latent in the nind, yet mmnale”
(201, 53). This interpretation has the advantage ol highlighting one important
leature coneerning the nature ol common notions: that is, that the adequate
idcas that we can deduce by means of analysis ol a complex idea must
somchow origmalte {rom within the muind (or in the complex idea). This docs
vol make the case, however, lor admitting the existence of laient — L.,
unconscious — idcas m the mind, within Spimoza’s {ramework, as Marshall
would have it (2014, 138).* Nor does il require that we idenuly common
nolions and propertes ol things with inlinite modes ol God.™

Spinoza’s wording scems o show some allintes with that ol Descarles,

who sometimes (reats “common notions” and “axionis” as analogous and

29 See Marshall 2011, 26: “Idea v as it exists in God's mind is adequate in human mind 3; isell a
complex idea, il vas a whole is a part ol 37,

30 See Marshall 2014, 98: “Idea vis adequate in mind Il ralso has an adequale idea ol ¥'s cause”.
3L Spinoza’s conception ol God’s mlinite intellect, ol which our mind s only a finile part existing i
act (E2pl Le; see also T §73), scems 1o provide sullicient grounds for accommodaung i God’s
mtelleet any idea which is not consciously perceived by our mind, and not presendy determining
our appelile. Furthermore, itsaves us lrom the necessity of reduplicating in cach linite human mind
the extstence ol identical, infinite sets of “latent” adequate ideas ol mhnite modes. For more
arguments against the existence ol unconscious ideas in Spinoza’s plilosophy ol mind, sce chapler
[

32 Marshall himsell concedes that this identfication does not hold all the ume {2014, 33, n. 37).
Coucerming Spinoza’s account ol inliite modes, sce Mclamed 2013b, 113-136.
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interchangeable terms.™ I this is the case, then [urther evidence may suggest
(hat Spmoza 1s somctimes willing (0 present common notions as axioms and
scll-evident truths, and sometmes as propositions and theorems deduced mn
turn by other axioms and (ruc ideas — distinguishing between them only [or
pedagogical or expositional reasons.® This way of proceeding scems
consistent with two Spmozisue clanms. According (o the lirst claim, “wlhatever
ideas [ollow m the mind [rom ideas that arc adequate i the mind are also
adequate” (I2pA0; C I, 475 /7 G 1L, 120). Tlus proposition grounds
melaphysically the validity of mlerental reasoning: adequate wdeas [ollow [rom
2ach other and can be thercfore adequately understood (hrough cach other.
The second claun allirms that “|hle who has a true idea at the same tme knows
that he has a truc idcea, and cannot doubt the truth ol the thing” (1:2p13; C 1,

479/ G 11, 123). This proposition imiplics that adequale idcas — all of which

3 Descartes 1dentlics “common notions and axioms |commnuis notio, sive aviomal” in his
Prineiples of Philosopliy [, 49 (CSM 1, 209 / AT VIILY, 23). According to Murray Miles (2015,
138-139), Descartes’s “common notons” derive their name from the kowvat &vvouat ol luclid's
Flements, which Clavius uanslated in Latin as “conununcs notiones, sive aviomatd” (157 1, 15a).
Sec also Ariew ct al. 2010, 68. Descartes was also aware of the theory of “common notions™ put
forward by Herbert of Cherbury in his De Vertate (1624, first edition; Descartes owned the third
cditon, m French, 1639): he discusses and erilicises 1t in a letter to Mersenne (dated 16 October
1639; CSMK 139-140 / AT 11, 596-599). Concerming Uns, see Popkin 2003, 13 1-135, and Wild
(2008) 2009, 225. The conmections between Descartes’s and Spinoza's lenninologies can mosUy be
appreciated in Spinoza’s weatise Descartes s “Principles of Philosopiy”. 1o the Prelace to the POC,
Lodewyk Meyer also identlies “[plostulates and axioms, or common notons ol the mind | postulata
[..] et aviomata, scu connnunes amimf notiones)” (C 1,225/ G 1, (27). With regard o Spinoza’s
own use, based on I 1p8s2, 12pA0s 1, and Lip 1, Manzini suggests that what Spinoza understands by
“axtoms” 1s al least a subset of common notons (Manzim 2000, (66-168). Other authors allow Jor
a sincter comrespondence betveen axioms and common notions in Spinoza (see, lor example,
Gueroult 1968, 85-92, and Dcelahunty 1985, 74-78). 1l, on Spinoza’s account, all axioms can be
assumed as expressing common notons, then several avioms ol the Li/nes (at least Llal-7, F2al-
3, al, and 1X5al-2) show that common nouons do not only reler o faws ol physics.

34 Besides several cases in the PPC, in the Z2/ies we may observe this in FIp8s2 and 12p0s1. In
1:2lem3, Spinoza’s version ol the law ol inerta ol boches is first demonstrated by means ol a
propositon grounded on purcly metaphysical principles (1X1p28); then, in the lollowing covollary,
Spmozasstates that the same “law” 15 “also known through isell’ | perse notmnd” (1:2lem3c; C 1, 459
/ G 1L, 98). E3postl is also called “axiom | postulaun scu axiomal” (C 1493 7 G 1 139), and is
demonstrated through F2postl, L2lem, and F2lem?7. I5a2 is considered “evident | pated” bhecause

ol E3p7 (C 1597 / G 11, 281).
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arc truc (152p34) — are also concewved of as “sell-evident”.” Taken allogether,
these two principles (e., deducibility and scll-evidence of adequate 1decas)
cntail thal adequate 1deas can be grasped cither through other deas, by means
. : . e ey
ol deductive reasoning, or becausce ol therr setl-cvidenee alone.™ That is to say,
that adequate 1deas ieed not neeessarily be conceived or understood through
olther 1deas and “antecedent causes” — i order lor them o be, and o be
conceived ol as, adequate and true m one’s mund — 1l; by an “antecedent
N _ : . : A o
cause”, we mean something dillerent [rom the power ol the mind itscll.
Indeed, when the mind has adequate deas, 10 1s the adequalte cause ol

these idceas. Vice versa, adequale ideas — thal s, clear and distinel idcas — are

clleets moone’s mind that can be adequately understood through the laws ol

human nature alone. In other words, the power ol the mind, by which the

mind understands and conneets things according (o the order ol the mitcllect
— or “the power ol lorming clear and distinet ideas, and ol deducmg some

[rom others”, in Spinoza’s words (Lapl0d; C 1, 601 / G 11, 287) —1s nothing

<

- . . . . . 3
other than the necessary activity m which the mund expresses s nature.
Hence (as we have scen i section 2) 101s idenucal witdh its virtue. As Spinoza

writes i IAp23d:

35 The sell=evidence ol true ideas, which Spinoza also calls “certamty [certitudol”, applics to all
adequate deas, since “lefvery idea that in us is absolute, oradequate and perlect, is true” (F2p31).
Converscly, the sell-evidence of an adequate idea does not depend itsell on the truth ol the idea, or
on the correspondence ol an idea widi s scfcatm, which Spmoza regards as an extrinsic teature ol
ideas (Ilab; 12dtexp; see also TIF §35). Concerng e scll-evidence of adequate ideas,
conceived ol as “notons whose truth is so linnm and steady that no power can be or be conceived by
which they could be changed” (even il we did not know tiat God existed), and by whieh the
existence ol God el can be inlerred, see in particular 17T VI, 17 and the attached ADN VI(C
11, 156 . G I, 81). Conceming Spinoza’s “absolute confidence in reason™, regarded as his “lirst
cpistemic principle” lor tic acquisiton ol rue knowledge, sce Schneider 2013.

36 As a lurther proof ol the interchangeability hetween sell-evident tuth and demonsuated truths,
we may observe hat both tie hieses quoted [rom Spinoza’s Ltfies — Uiatis, “deducibiliy” and “sell-
evidenee” ol adequate ideas — appear in the text in the form ol propositons deduced from
antecedent principles, and are held at Bie same time as “evident | pazed”, te former (2p-10d; C 1,
475 G 1L 120y, and “sulliciendy manitest by isell’ |per se satis esse manifestanl”, Uie lader
(1:2p43s; C L, 479/ G 1L, 121,

37 “Lor the mind”, Spinoza also wriles, “has no other power than that ol thinking and forming
adcquate wleas” (Nop b C 1, 5997 G 11, 28 D).
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[TInsofar as [a man] is deternnned o do something [rom the lact
that he understands, he acts, 1.c., does sometlhing which is perecived
through his cssence alone, or which lollows adequately from his
virlue.
(LAp23d; C 1, 558 / G 11, 226)
How can we deline reason, then, and what are comumon notions, on Spimoza’s
account? My suggestion is that rcason can be understood as the acuvily by
which randomly received environmental mputs — whiclvare provided o our
mind, in terms of images, by our imagmation and memory — are naturally and
necessarily rearranged in one’s mind, according (o the order ol the mntellect.™
Taking mto account the body’s parallel activity, reason can lurther be
understood as a natural and nccessary acuvity in the body — rellected i the
mind — that hinges on common propertcs ol bodily allcctions and the
mteractons that these allectons entertain with cach other, based on such
propertics. Accordingly, 1t1s possible (o understand what common notions arc
along the lines proposed by Robert Abraham, in his funcuonal nuerpretation
ol Spinoza’s account ol common nolions: they are “knowledge ol the dynamic

relationshups within the body” (1977, 32), and they acquait us with “the

38 Based on the problem of the causal history of adequate ideas raised by Della Rocca — mentioned
above — Martin Lin gets to the conclusion that “[aln tdea s adequale just in case e human mind
possesses ihndependent of any causal nputs from the environment” (2009, 26.3). [ ihink this thesis
15 contradicted by textual evidence. In F2p39d, Spinoza explicitly allirms that we have adequate
ileas ol propertics that are common 1o our body and other specilic bodies when “the human body
1s allected by an external body through what it has in common with 1" (C I, 175/ G 11, 119). The
unjustilicd separavon between the acquisition of sense data, on the one hand, and the acquisivon
ol adequate 1deas, on the other hand, is the reason why Lin's interpretaton ol the role and power
ol reason over the allects gets eventually entangled in numecrous problems, leading him 1o assert
that Spinoza’s account ol the power ol reason over the passions 1s “doomicd 1o lallure because the
basie clam that he secks o jusuly [i.c., “that acquiring knowledge will rcorder our desives”| 1s false”
(Lin 2009, 282). 1 do notintend to dispute whether this clum is true or [alse (Colin Marshall argues
thatitis true [2012, 139]). Isimply do not consider it as a Spinozist claim, il by the acquisiion ol
ratonal knowledge we understand something that must precede the acquisiton ol sense data and
the reorganisation ol onc’s desires, or something that happens independently ol them. Quite the
opposile, I argue that acquisition ol ratonal knowledge, according o Spinoza, 1s idenucal with
reordenng one’s own sense data and — as a necessary consequence — one’s alleets and desires.
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principal virlue ol things having something - common, namely  their

compelling causal relationship” (1977, 35).

6. The “habit of virtue” as discursive reasoning

The lact that the human body is capable ol a greal many allcclions or
. . ~ 39 :

modilications at once (122p14),” on this account, represents both a mcans and

an obslacle to acquirmg the habit ol virtue. On the one hand, having a body

capable of “being acted upon m many ways al once” (I2pl3s; C 1, 458 / G 11,

97) — that s, having a body that is capable ol such imaginative and mnemonic
powers as the human body — allows our nuud (o have at ws disposal, al any
given time, a high number ol ideas ol bodily ;il]b(‘lj()lls, vartously composcd
and nlercomcected, ol wlich reason can “understand  (heir agreciments,
dillerences, and oppositions” (152p29s; C 1,/ G 11, 114).* On the other hand,
the same capacity ol our body to be alleeted by external bodies 1 many ways,
brings 1t about that our perceptive ficld and our appelite are constantly
cxposced to greal varialions.

Indeed, according to Spinoza, it is npossible for a human being not to
be exposed o the clleets of the external world i ways wineh are beyond our

coutrol, or power. In Fdpd, he claims:

[U1s impossible that a an should not be a part ol nature, and that

he should be able to undergo no changes exceplt those which can be

3 Spinoza grounds the capability of the human body “of perceiving a great many things™ (U2pl |
C 1, 162/ G 11, 103) on two postulates. According o 1:2post3, “lilhe mdividuals composing the
human body, and consequently, the human body itsell, arce alleeted by external bodies i very many
ways” (C 1, 462 / G 11, 102). According o E2posto, “|(|he human body can move and dispose
external bodies i a great many ways” (C 1,162 / G 11, 103).

0 Spinoza describes in these lerms Uie power ol the mind “as itis determined internally”, that is
when it acs according 1o the laws ol its nature alone, not detcrmined by external causes and
“fortuitous encounters with things, 10 regard this or that”. This is, in other words, the actvity ol the
mind when it reasons. “lor so olien as itis disposcd mternally, w this or another way”, i adds,
“then it regards things clearly and distimetly™ (12p29s; C L/ G I, 11D,
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understood through us own nature alone, and ol whicl he s the
adequale causc.
(LApd, CL o487/ G I, 212)

According o Spinoza, “|lTrom this 1t [ollows that man 1s necessarily always
subyect 1o passions” (FApide; C 1, 519 / G T, 213). As long as an mdividual 1s
alive, that 1s, her nmaginaton and mcemory will constantly and necessarily be
allected m muluple ways which do ot depend on her power, and wineh are
unknown and unpredictable for her, yet necessarily determined by the
immutable laws ol nature, 1.c., “the cternal decrces ol God” (1T 1T, 8; C 11,
112 / G 1L, 46)." The ways in which our body is constantly modilied by
external causcs, totally unknown (o us, determine muluple images (o allect our
mind, cach tme causig dillerent networks ol ideas (o be recalled by memory
and o alleet us with allects ol joy and sadness — determining i turn our actual
appelites and decisions, ™

i this scenario, what a human being necessarily strives Tor, when she
reasons, 1s not only (o understand everything that she is capable ol at any given
ume, but also (o keep understanding the (hings that she understands,

throughout the vanatons to which our imagimation 1s necessanly exposed.

U In Lidpe, Spinoza calls the way in which our imagination and memory are necessarily allected
m unknown and unpredictable ways by external causes — yet according o the necessary and
imimnutable laws of nature — the “common order ol nature |ordo communis naturze]” (C 1, 519 /1 G
I, 213). Sce also [2p29¢ (C L A71 7 G 1L, LED, 12p30d (C 1,471 / G 11, L15), VApS7s (C 1, 578 /
G 11, 252), and EAApp7 (C 1, 589 7 G 11, 268).
¥ s is the reason why, Spinoza argucs, all humans “think themsclves Iree”:

| Biccause they are conscious ol their volitions and their appette, and do not think,

cven in therr dreams, ol the causes by which they are disposcd o wanting and willing,

because they are ignorant ol [those causcs|.

(I 1App; C 1, 410/ G 11, 78)

his 1s a point that Spinoza also makes 10 his letter to Tschimhaus (Iip 58; C 11, 128 - G 1V, 266).
Sce also 12p35s (C 1, 473/ G 1, 117), 13p2s (C 1, 196-197 / G 11, 113), and Pl (C 1 515 7 G
I1, 207).
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Whal we strive [or [rom reason is nothing but understanding; nor

docs the nund, msolar as it uses reason, judge anything clse usclul

(o uscll exeept what leads to understanding.

(LAp26; C 1, 559/ G 11, 227)

It must be our very own reason, therelore, that, by the necessily ol its own
laws, crcales the conditons {or ils persevering m ils acing and existing. In this
scnse, the human capability ol retammg and retrieving nimages that arc alrcady
ordered and connected according to the order ol the ntelleet, reveals itsell
essental for our reason o become discursive, as it were: (0 become, thal 1s, a
ram ol adequalte 1dcas that preserves and lurther mercases itsell i te.
Morcover, since reasoning — as we have scen — 1s our virtue itsell;, memory is
also cssennal lor our virtue o become a “habit”: memory, that is, 1s essential
lor 1decas and alleets “arising [rom, or arouscd by, rcason” (o become the
common molive that determines our decisions and guides our thoughts and
actons, despite the power ol the passions o which we are always exposed and
by which we are constantly allected.

Thus, we carr understand human reason — that is, a natural and necessary
activity by which the hunian mmd acts according (o ils own laws — as

performing three functions:

L. ilooks lor an order ol mtclligible causal connections, based on common

propertes between items of memory, cach time that memory provides
the mind with a new network of images and relevant allects (152p29s; C
L/GII LI,
2. itorders and ¢ >cts allechons and allects accordig to the order ol the
L 1torders and connects allechons and allects accordmg to the order ol the
mlelleet (155p 10; 15p20);
3.1t provides memory with unages or idcas ol allectuons rearranged
accordimg to such new conliguration, lor luture recollection and

implementation (155p10s).
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T'he last poiut 1s particularly important, as far as the acquisiion ol the
“habit ol virtue” is concerned. As we have scen in section 2, Spinoza holds
that “it1s notin the [ree power ol the mind (o cither recolleet a thimg or lorgel
17 (13p2s; C 1,497 / G 11, LA4). Indeed, reason is just the actvity by which
the mund understands and organises the content provided by one’s memory.
This acuvily, however, 1s nol a kind ol memory itsell’ — that 1s, 1t docs not retain
or remember any image by itsell, and 1t 1s not capable ol nggermg any kind ol
mmemonic recollection in one’s mind.® Meamory — and, along with memory,
the possibilily (o retain and recolleet images ordered according to the order of
the intellect — is always dependent on the allections that alTect the human body
from the external environment. Flowever, as we have just scen, the ways in
which our memory can be vaniously aroused and allected, at cach (nne, with
images and allects produced inus by stimuli coming from the external world,
arc unknown (o us. Conscquently, our appelite and desire are constantly
subject lo unpredictable changes, rellecting how our body 1s allected by the
external world m ways which are beyond our control. This nmplies three
things, concernming the actvity ol reason, according (o Spinoza:

1. 11s eructal that the results that we attauned by reasoning — knowledge of
common notions, adequale dcas ol propertics ol things — can be kept
present to one’s consciousness, or be recalled as casily and as [requently
as possible, i order lor reason o keep performimg and Hourishing. It s
ol the essence ol reason, therefore, Lo stive Lo encham and order images
in such a way that they can appear immedhately meanigiul and usclul (o
us, when recollected — capable, that 1s, ol casily expressing and showing

o our understandmg those conmmon notions, rational precepts and “surc

B Concerning this poinl, sec also TTE §82 and §83, nole.

174

87B_BW_Marrama .job



Chapier 1 "The Habi ol Virtue”: Spinoza on Keason and Mcrmon

maxims ol lile |eerta vitae dogmatal” (15p10s; C 1, 601 / G 11, 287) that
we need (o retain, recolleet, and implement;

2. such associations ol images must also be arranged 1 a way that can
mereasce the oceasions of recollection thal one’s experience and lorlune
might bring about, mn order for the rational content that they express 1o
be recalled and nuplemented in as many occasions as possible. That 1s,
rcason will strive 1o associale adequate deas (expressed by means of
images ordered according Lo the order of the mntellect) (o as many images

as possible;”

H i [5p10s, Spinoza writes:

The best thing, then, that we can do, so long as we do not have a perfeet knowledge ol
our allects, 1s o conceive a correct principle ol living, or sure maxims ol hile |rectam
vivendr ratoncmn sea certa vitie dogiatal, 1o commit them o memory ...

(Lopl0s; C 1,601, G 11, 287)

The tirststep, therelore, consists also in developing proper symbolic systems, that allow us o casily
understand and rewieve — by the way in which symibols, or images, are conneeted with cach other
— rational content {that is, common notions and other adequate ideas deduced or deducible lrom
these). O course, language plays a lundamental role i this sense. Yel, language, as any other
symbolic system that we may develop lor this purpose, remains, on Spinoza’s account, nothing clsc
but a mnemonic device (sce, lor example, TIE §88 and F2p10s?). Like any other mnenomc
clement, language is necessanily and inevitably exposed to the interferences of the external world, 1t
can arouse passions in us, and lead an individual into error. Indeed, Spinoza maintains that “most
crrors consist only m our not rightly applying names o things” (L2)p47s; C 1, 483 / G 11, 128). For
WO opposile views concerning Spinoza’s account ol language and s power ol beanng adequate
knowledge, sce Savan (1958) 1973, and Parkinson (1969) 1973.

BoSall in the same scholium (ESp10s), Spinoza carries on by arguing that those maxims and
precepts, which we committed 10 memory, are 1o he applied “constantly o the partcular cases
frequently encountered i lile”.

In this way our imagmation will be extensively allected by them, and we shall always
have them ready.
(I5pl0s; C 1,601/ G 11, 287)

ILis 10 be noticed that Spinoza, here, does not mean to exclusively reler o the implementation of
a maxim i real circumstances. He is also suggestng that, by usimg our imaginative resources, we
build up all possible scenarios that we can figure out i which such a maxim could tum out 1o be
uscful or applicable, i order lor us 10 “always have 1t ready”. In onc of the examples that he
provides m the scholium, he wiites:

[Wle have [ud it down as a maxim ol life that hate 1s to be conquered by love, or
nobility, not by repaying it with hate in return. But in order that we may aways have
this rule ol reason ready when it is needed, we ought to think about and meditate
lrequently on the common wrongs ol men, and how thiey may be warded ofl best by
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3. most unportantly, these ideas must be associated m such a way as 1o
always (as far as possible) delermine us (o decide (o pursue reasoning and
acl accordingly — m order for us to be able lo mamtain (rains ol adequate
ideas or recall those that have been temporarly abandoned. Henee,
rcason will strive 1o assoctale images in such a way that their recollection
will arouse i us allects ol joy, capable of orientating our appetile towards
actions thal agree with the “precepts ol the reason |rationrs priaveeptal”
(LApl8s; C 1, 555 / G 11, 222), and of overwhelming polential passions
that may distract or divert our determination (o acl according o those
precepts.

Al the end ol the schohum ol L5p L0, aller having provided a scries ol
cxamples ainted at concretely showing the reader how these activities can be

perlormed, Spimoza concludes:

nobility. For 1l we jomn the image ol a wrong o the imagination of this maxim, it will
always be ready for us when a wrong is done o us.
(L5pl0s; C 1, 601-602 / G 11, 287-288)

¥ Henee, in E5p10s, Spinoza wriles:

[T}t should be noted that m ordering our toughts and images, we must always atiend

1o those things which are good m cach thing so that i this way we are always

determined 1o acting [rom an aflect of joy.

(I5p10s; C 1, 602/ G 11, 288)

T'o be sure, Spinoza contends that “[ajmong all the atleets that are related to the mind insolia as it
acts, there are none that are not related 1o joy or desire” (18p59; C 1, 529 / G 11, 188). lndeed,
when the mind is Uie adequate cause ol'its own allecuons, hosc allectons are, by delinition, actions
of the mind (123d3). Therclore, they can only be related 10 a permanence or an increase in one’s
power of acting. Henee, tiey can only arouse i us allects ol joy and, as a consequence Uiereol, a
desire to persevere i Uus acting (153p28). It follows, Tor Spinoza, that the acuvity of the reasoning
mind is always, 1 taken by isell] a source ol joy hat feeds on itsell; as 1t were (more on this aspeet
ol'Spimoza’s philosophy can be found in James 1997, 200-207; sce also Malinowski-Charles 200 la,
222-221, and 200:4h, 111). Nevertheless, Spinozais also adamant i contending that this joy can be
casily overwhelmed by passions, since “the power ol external causes |...] compared widy ours |...1
indelinitely surpassles| our power” (LAp13d; C 1, 554/ G 11, 220). Therelore, Spinoza wriles:

A desire which anises from a true knowledge ol good and evil can be extinguished or

restrained by many other desires which anse [rom alfects by which we are tormented.

(ApLS; C 1, 5537 G 11, 220

As a consequence, it is perlecly reasonable to reinloree our determinaton o act according o the
precepts ol reason by joinng addivonal sources ol Jjoy 1o our mouve, as long as they are not
excessive. Inother words, we give ourselves treats (also i terms ol reasonable expectations ol Tuture
Joy).
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[Hic who will observe these |rules| carclully — [or they are nol

diflicult — and practice them, will soon be able (o direet most ol his
actions accordmg (o the command ol recason.
(L5p 10s; C 1, 601-608 / G 11, 287-289)

The list ol “rules” and examples that Spmoza provides in ES5p10s as remedics
against the power ol passions may scem, al lirst sight, (0 express moral
precepls, and have a normatve value. As a maltler ol lacl, as long as thesc
precepls are all deduced {rom the nature ol reason, and are mtended o
promole the lourshing ol reasoning iscll, they are simply meant o describe
what the primary aclivity ol our reason necessarily consists . "

Indeed, this 1s what we all constantly do, in our cveryday lile, as much as
we can, as rational bemgs: we strive 1o organise our memory and the external
world that, through our memory and maginabon, we nnagine “as present o
us” (2p17s; C 1,465 / G I, 106), m order Lo keep track ol our thoughts and

actions.

7. Conclusion

To conclude, acquiring the habit ol virtue, Tor Spinoza, is a complex process,
tolally determined by the way in wlinch natural powers, common (o all human
beings, necessarily mleract with the various circumstances and  situations
brought about by the external world. On the mental level, 1t requires the
nilerplay of (wo [unctions ol the mind, cach ol which acts according Lo ils own
necessary mechanism.

On the one hand, there 1s memory, which passively receives stimuh [rom

the external world and constantly leeds the mund with networks ol images ol

7 1t is o be noticed here that the word “rules”™, with reference o Spinoza’s list ol precepts in
ESpl0s, is an additon made by Curley in his wanslaton. Itis present neither m the OP (which
simply relers 1o fae, “tiese”; see OP 2:05), nor i the NS (the Duteh word used s dingen, “things”;
see NS 278).
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external objects variously associated with cach other. On the other hand, there
15 the striving ol the mind (o reason — that is, (o understand things and order
them according o the order ol the mtellect. By these means, memory
becomes the necessary background that allows reason to unlold and lTounsh
m (ime and become discursive recasomng, by allowing conclusions ol right

inlcrences 1o be retained, recalled and implemented through mmemonic

devices. As long as memory allows (s retention and retneval ol mitelhgible
conncetions belween unages i the mind, 10 also allows the permancenee m
time or the retrieval ol reasonimg processes. This, eventually, provides an
individual with the means by which she can acquire the “habit ol virtue”, or a
“lirm and constant disposition” (o overcome the power ol passions and sad
alleels by reasoning.

Yet, the capacity to have tns or that network ol unages present 1o onesell
al a given time, 1s entirely delermined by our memory, also understood as a
product ol external causes allecting the human corporcal magimauon. For
what the mind can or cannot remember al a certan given ume s always
determined by the allections that, comimg from the external cnvironment,
trigger i onc’s body certain pre-existing networks ol images or others. For tus
reason, the process by which we hecome virtuous remains always exposed 1o
the risk ol falure: lor the power by whiclt we strive to keep reasoning can be
casily overwhelmed by the loree with which random encounters constantly

alleet and variously disposce the human body, causing a constant mutation of

&

unages and memories, allects and desires. For tlus reasou, i the 77icological-

Pohtical Trcatise, Spinoza concludes that “only a very lew (compared with (he

whole hunuan race) acquire a habit ol vivtue |virtutss habitus| [rom e guidance

ol reason alone” (I'TP XV, 45; C 11, 282 / G 111, 188).
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Briclly put, we need to gel lueky, at lcast a bit, and be pul into the right
condinons and circumslances, in order 1o acquire a virtuous habit.™ But 1t 1s
human reason, which is equal i all humans, that stives, by its own power and

as much as 1t can, o creale and provoke such proper conditions.

B In the TP, all conditions provided by the external environmient that encourage and promole
our powcer ol being active, reasoning, and acquiring the “habit of virtue” we called by Spimoza
“God’s external aid” (I'TP I, 9; C 11, 113/ G I A46). Among the extenial Tactors that adfecet the
way in which our atfects ave joined and aroused in our mind, we must include those determined by
culture, such as religion and education {sce Edad27cxp).
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Conclusion

In the mtroduction T hsted Tour questions 1o which this text was mtended 1o
provide answers. What 15 consciousness, and what are the causes that
deternime the prescuce ol consciousness i ature? How can human and non-
human mdmniduals be distinguished on account ol (heir mentality, 1l the
presence of mentalty and consciousness is a leature that can extend Lo all
exisng entitics? How can Spinoza concerve ol the Timan mind as a network
ol 1decas consisting cutirely ol consclous pereeptions? And how, according Lo
Spimoza’s mind-body parallelisim, 1s the content of consciousucess determined
so that 1t reflects m thought the order and connection ol the actons and the
passions ol the body?

To the hirst question, the answer 1s the lollowing: consciousncess, on
Spinoza’s account, 1s nothing but knowledge of an entty guamode of thought,
and the origin ol such knowledge lies i the fact that for cach existing thing
there must be in God’s atibute ol thought the corresponding idcea, which
mirrors in thought everything that happcus in its object. So that, lor cach
existing body m extension, there must be an idea that acts as the mind ol the
body and which mvolves, n God’s attribute of thought, knowledge ol the body;
accordigly, for cach mmd, or idea m general, there must also be in God an
idea, which accounts [or 1ts knowledge (that 1s, consciousness). In this sense,
the hirst chapter has been devoled 1o demonstrating  that  Spioza’s
panpsychism is a dircet expression ol his vigorous understanding ol God —
that 1s, nature itscll’ — as an mlimtely thinkig being, which can think inlinitely
many things, in mlinitcly many ways — that is, all the things that extst in nature.
Along these lines, T have pomted out that much ol the contemporary debate
concerning the apparent lack ol a sclectve theory ol consciousness

Spinoza’s philosophy of mind fundamentally begs the question. Spinoza never
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mtended to distinguish minds in nature on account ol their capability ol being
conscious ol their mental stales.

This answer raised the sccond question, concerning how human and
non-human individuals can be distinguished on account ol thenr mentahity m
Spinoza’s panpsychist universe. 'The answer to this question is that specihically
human mentality can be identlicd with the existence ol mtraspectlic allects,
by which several individuals think and leel things on the basis ol whal they
assumce other mdividuals” thoughts and leelngs might be. Appreciation of

3

these mtraspecific alleets requires that we adopt a “phenomenal stance” on the
nature ol somecone clse’s mind. It lollows hat the specilic characteristies ol a
“human” mind can only be discerned [rom a subjective point ol view, by the
members ol a community who mutually recognise cach other as “humans”.
These charactensties ave identilicd with the capacity o have cqual feelings and
allects in concomitance with cqual behavioural patierns, and (o collectvely act
m order to promole onc another’s wellbeing under the nmpulse ol those
shared allects. T'he sccond chapter has therelore been devoted to expounding
Spinoza’s theory ol the imitation ol the alleets, through which members ol a
community get o recogiise one another as “humans” and atnbute o cach
other the same subjective character ol expenence, based on observation ol
behavioural similariues.

The third question asked how Spmoza can coneeive ol the human mind
as cntirely consisting i conscious perceptions. In order o address thus
question, i the third chapter I locused on Spinoza’s account ol memory. |
demonstrated that, v the Ltliues, Spmoza conceives human memory as
consisting m networks ol conscious wdeas. All the ideas belonging to a single
network ave synchronically associated to cach other — as i the case ol
sciantic memory — and simultancously presented o the mund on the

occasion ol recollecton. These networks ol ideas mirror m the nmund the
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parallel existence ol networks ol corporeal allections, which are encoded and
stored m the body according to the way in which the body is modilicd by 1ts
mleractions with the external ecnvironment. The actvauon ol one of these pre-
existing networks ol corporcal allections, by means ol physical stimul,
determmes the phenomenon of recollection and the parallel pereeption, m
ouc's mud, ol the corresponding nctwork ol mental allections. Spinoza’s
cotiception ol miemory is, in this sense, meant o reflect i the mmd the whole
range ol allections produced by mleractions with tie external enviromment
which arc currently alTecting the body. Tt follows that memory can be regarded
as dentical with the whole ol the pereeptual landscape presented at one tme
(o an indmvidual.

The Tourth question concerned how the content ol consciousness 1s
consttuled m order to rellect m the mind the acuons and the passions ol the
body. To answer this question, in the lourth chapter I have [urther imvesugated
Spmoza’s theory ol memory and the way m which memory wnteracts with
specilic operations ol the mmd. Insolar as memory nurrors the allecuous
broughit about in one’s body by mteractions with the external environment, it
also rellects a certam disposition ol the body 1o do something because ol the
way n which itis determined by external causes — a disposition of wluch the
mind 1s conscious i terms ol “desire” and “decision”. Al the same tnne,
memory also delines the amount ol allections o which a specilic mternal
activily ol the mind and, i parallel, ol the body, can apply itsell. This internal
activily 1s called “reason”, and 1t consists n a spontancous rearrangement ol
the allections, based on  their common  causal  properties. Allectuons
rearranged in such a way are, in turn, cncoded and stored mto corporeal
memory, and  thus made  available  lor  luture  recollecuon,  should
cnviroumental imputs trigger again networks ol allectuons which mclude then.

By these means, memory represents the background that allows reason o
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unlold and ourish m tme — becoming, that 1s, “discursive” — by allowing the
retention, recollecton and conscquent mplementation ol decisions lollowing
[rom allccuons already rearranged by reasonimg.

In conclusion, lo recall the vescarch goals outlined m the introduction,
with these lour studies I hope that 1 have succeeded m providing thie reader
with a convineing lerpretation ol Spinoza’s theory of the human mind,
colicrent with Ins thoughl-extension parallelism, his rejection ol [ree will, and
his panpsychism. In particular, 1 hope that these studies have helped to shed

some hght on how the nature, lunctions, and specilic behaviour ol the

wmail
mind can be consisteutly coneeved, on Spmoza’s account, as entirely
determmed by the sum ol its conscious perceplions and mental operations —

that 1s, in Spmoza’s words, as expression ol a spiritual aulomator.
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Samenvatting'

Spinoza’s Theorie van de Menseljke Geest: Bewustzijn, Geheugen, en Rede

Spinoza beweert dat “de volgorde en het verband van de idecén is hetzellde
als de volgorde ¢n het verband van de dingen” (152p7). Op grond van deze
claimm trekt hiy twee conclusies: dat er niets kan gebeuren in cen lichaam dat

de geest miet waarncemt (1i2p12) en dat alle dingen, hocwel “in verschillende

gradaties”, “bezield” ziyn (12p [3s). Het blylt cchier onduidelijk wat hel voor
1cts bestaands betckent om cen geest te hebben die alles waarncemt dat
plaatsvmdt in het corresponderende lichaam. Het is inct name ondwdehjk
welke rol het bewustzip speelt inde delmitae van iemands bezieldheid omdat,
gezien het feit dat alles bezaeld s, het zells van cenvoudige voorwerpen als
stenen gezegd kan worden dat ze zich bewust zjn van wal er in hen omgaat
(1'p58).

Om cen geloolwaardige theorie e hebben die ons “naar de kennis van
de mensclijke geest en zyn hoogste gelukzaligheid kan leiden” (122Pref), moct
Spinoza’s filosolic antwoord kunnen geven op de volgende vragen: wat 1s
bewustzin, en wal veroorzaakt het bestaan hiervan in de natuur? Hoe kuunen
menscelijke en met-menselyke mdmviduen van celkaar onderscheiden worden
op basis van hun bezicldhad, als de aamvezigheid van bezeldheid en
bewustzn iets 1s dat zich uitstrekt over alle leveude wezens? Hoe kan Spinoza
de mensehjke geest zien als cen netwerk van idecén dat gehieel bestaal it
bewuste waarnenungen?  Iin hoce 15, volgens  Spinoza’s  lichaam-geest
parallchsme, de mhoud van het bewustzim zodang dat het in denken de

volgorde en het verband van de handehngen en passies van het lichaam

' This section is a Dutch summary ol the thesis. All inlormation presented here is available in
Imglish in the Introducuon.
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rellecteert? Aan de hand van deze vragen richt dit onderzock zich op
Spinoza’s opvalting van de bewuste geest en ziyjn lunctioneren.

Hel  onderzock  bouwt voort op  de  hypothese  dal Spumoza’s
panpsychisme geinterpreteerd kan worden als cen nauwkeurige, consistente
lflosolische positic. Om dit le laten zien zal 1k bepalen wat het begrip
‘hewuslzin’ volgens Spmoza nhoudt cn hoe hiy dit gebruikl. Vervolgens
onderzock 1k ol hyj cen theorie van herkennimg heelt dic mstaat 15 om
specilick het mensclijk gedrag en de mensclyke mentaliteit e verklaren.
Daarna analyscer 1k Spimoza’s beschuping van de menscelyjke geest als cen
netwerk van bewuste ideeén en bekyk ik de rol die de mhoud van het
geheugen speelt i het vormen van het raamwerk van het bewuste denkern van
de mens. Tenslotte ga ik op zock naar cen begrip van discursiel redencren dat
m staat 1s om hiet bestaan van actuviteit van de geest, dic met behulp van het
gcheugen behouden blglt te nidden van ujd en verandering e verklaren.

In het cerste hooldstuk, genaamd “Consciousness, Ideas ol Ideas, and
Animation in Spinoza’s Litlucs”, richt ik mce op Spinoza’s vocabulaire
aangaande “hewustzyn”. [k beargumenteer dat, voor Spmoza, het begrip
“bewustzim” neerkomt op de kennis dic we wellicht van onze geest hebben als
we het als cen “als cen modus van denken zonder relate ot cen object”
beschowven (12p21s) — dat wil zeggen, dat het algescheiden en onalhaunkelijk
van het lichaam kan worden beschouwd. Ik laat zien dat het gebruik van het
begrip “bewustzin” twee doclen dient: om ons loutieve gelool i het bestaan
van de vryje wil uit (e leggen en om te verwijzen naar de kennis die we hebben
van onze geest als 1ets ccuwigs. Ik maak onderscheid tussen Spinoza’s
technische  gebrulk van “bewustzim” en de “verschillende  graden van
bezicldheid” die lyy ook o de Ltluca (E2p13s) gebruikt. Dit vormit de

grondslag voor miyn betoog dat Spinoza’s begrip van bewustzn nict is bedoeld
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om de aard van de geest e Karakteriseren i termen van het bewustzin van de
cigen ideeén,

In het bveede hoofdstuk, genaamd: ““A Thimg Like Uss Human Minds

and Deccitlul Behaviour in Spimoza” onderzock ik ol Spinoza, ondanks zijn

panpsyclusme, verschillen (ocstaal tussen menseljke en nict-mensclyke
bezieldheid. Tk analyscer Spioza’s verwyzingen naar automata zondcr geesl
cn automala et geest m de Verliandeling over de Verbetering van et
Verstand. 1K beargumenteer dat Spmoza naar individuen als “zonder geest”
relercert om een soortbezieldheid te besehrven waarmee wij ons niet kunnen
identliceren. Ook betoog 1k dal voor Spinoza de (on)mogelyjkheid van het
herkennen van cen overcenkomende bezieldhetd in anderen gebascerd is op
gedrag dat hip “innlatic van gevoclens” noemt (13p27s1). Ik voceg toe dat dt
cen van de redenen zou kunnen zijn voor Spmoza’s compromisloze houdmg
tegenover nusleidend gedrag,

In het derde hooldstuk, getiteld: “Networks ol Ideas: Spinoza’s
Conception ol Mcmory”, ontralel 1k Spinoza’s theorie van het geheugen en

beschowy 1k haar Tunctic aangaande zin begrip van de menscljke geest. 1k
2 1) g1} | 8

analyscer de dehnities van het geheugen dic Spinoza verschalt - de
Verliandeling over de Verbetering van het Verstand en de Etnca. 1k gebruik
het onderscheid ssen “episodisch geheugen” en “seimanusch geheugen” als
cen heuristseh hulpmiddel. 1K laat zien dat, wanocer Spinoza verwyst naar
gevallen van episodisch geheugen — helgeen cen tjdsgebonden karakler van
dc betrelfende objecten impliceert — hij ze verwerpt als onderscheden van,

cn el compatbel met, het intellect en zyn volgorde en verband van ideceén.

Anderzyds Iykt hy gevallen van semanusch geheugen te beschouwern als

gevallen die ogenschijnlijke interactie tussen mtellect en verbeelding toestaan.

[k laat zien dat Spinoza het gehengen om twvee redenen beschouwt als een

netwerk van bewuste synchrone ideeén: om il te leggen wal voor nmpact het
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geheugen heell i het bepalen van onze huidige hegeerten en om het spectrum
van ideeén waarop het mlellect zich kan toepassen e deliniéren.

[ hel vierde hooldstuk, genaamd ““I'he Habit ol Virtue’: Spimoza on
Reason and Memory”, richt ik me op de manier waarop, in Spimoza’s systeem,

het geheugen in wissclwerking staat met het witellect. Ik betoog dat deze

wissclwerking leidl ot wat we “discursicl redeneren” zouden kunnen nocmen,
dat wil zeggen, hoce redencerprocessen zich in de loop der tyd ontwikkelen.
Derhalve moct redeneren worden beschouwd als cen soort gewoonte, die
deugdzaam gedrag voortbrengt. Tk leg uit wat het idee van “deugdzame
gewoonte” (Ep 58; TP 111, 12) voor Spinoza betekent. Ik vat zijn theorie van
het geheugen samen en laat zien hoe de rede gezien kan worden als cen
activitelt waarbiy associaties in het gehieugen worden gehierstiructurcerd. Ik toon
hoce deze actvitelt van de geest steunt op het geheugen om zichzell” door de
tyd heen te behouden, terwil het deugdzame gewoonten bepaalt, olvel de
“lerme en constante dispositic van de geest” (Lp 58), waar Spinoza op

zinspeell.
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