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1 Forord

Jeg begynte a studere filosofi fordi jeg ville fisear. Noe av det viktigste jeg har leert i lape
av mine studier er at malet med filosofi er ikkelwendigvis a finne svar. Jeg tror at en filosof
ikke er definert av hans evne til & gi en konkmgtutfyllende beskrivelse av noe, men heller
hans evne til a forholde seg til noe pa en kompie&te. En filosof ser pa enhver ting som en
fraktal: jo neermere du studerer den jo mer uregedigeog komplekst ser du at den er. Det
som ser ut som en rett linje fra langt hold er megfmere undersgkelse en uendelig kompleks
geometrisk figur. PA samme mate kan ethvert konsegersgkes naermere eller fra et annet
synspunkt. Jeg tror at ved & skrive denne oppghaejeg fatt en mer kompleks forstaelse av

det jeg har undersgkt, men svar mangler jeg fremsdel

Jeg har valgt a skrive oppgaven min pa engelskel®etfordi en stor del av faglitraturen jeg
har lest mens jeg har studert filosofi har veerépgelsk. Jeg méa derfor konkludere med at det
& kunne skrive engelsk p& et akademisk niva eryiigregenskap innefor filosofi. A skrive
oppgaven pa engelsk har ikke veert lett. Jeg haa emak trening igjen far jeg kan si at jeg har
mestret spraket, men etter & ha skrevet denne vppga jeg i alle fall komfortabel nok med
spraket til & prgve igjen.

Jeg har fatt mye hjelp mens jeg har skrevet denppgaven. Farst vil jeg takke
administrasjonen ved instituttet for filosofi. Ikkare har de hjulpet meg nar jeg har spurt om
hjelp, men de har alltid forutsett mine behov. yiégpgsa takke min gode venn Karl-Erlend
Mikalsen som har hjulpet meg med rettskrivingen. sttt vil jeg takke veilederen min,

professor Beatrix Himmelmann, som har hjulpet meg ralt.



2 Introduction

What do two of the most widely recognized moderiiggbphers, Friedrich Nietzsche and
Benedictus de Spinoza, have in common? One wollilevieehat they were quite different, as
Nietzsche famously wrote “God is dead”, while Sgiacaclaimed that God is everything.
There are actually several similarities in the @éalphies of the two thinkers, as Nietzsche
points out in a letter to Franz Overbeck in 188ithis letter Nietzsche expresses wonder and

joy over finding a kindred spirit in Spinoza.

| am completely surprised, elated! | havpr@decessognd what predecessor at that!
| hardly knew Spinoza at all: that | was drivenhion now was an “instinctual act.”
it's not only that his general tendencies are tame as mine — to make insight the
most powerful affect #n five main points of his teachings | recognizesetf, the most
abnormal and loneliest thinker is closest to mehesethings especially: he denies
free will —; purpose —; a moral world order —; tin@negotistical —; evil —; even though
the differences are clearly enormous, these camimdie found in the difference of
time, culture and science. To sum up: my lonelinessch, as if | were atop a high
mountain, often gave me trouble breathing and nmagdlood flow, has now, at least,

found some company. — Curiots!

One of the similarities that Nietzsche mentions nvhe discusses Spinoza is their shared
appreciation of insight. Insight is an importanttpat both philosophers’ ethical theories, as
both aim at instructing people to understand theldvim a complex way. Such a complex
understanding of the world is a good in itself adowg to both of them, and is therefore
conducive to a better way of life. Nietzsche an@h8pa both arrive at this conclusion after

investigating the nature of knowledge as part eirtrespective metaphysical philosophies.

Despite the similarity in their ethical theorielsey have very different ideas about cognition.
Spinoza claims that humans can use their intelfeorder to derive eternal laws organizing
the universe, while Nietzsche claims that all affesmat making genuine eternal laws are
doomed to fail. This difference in their metaphgsianderstanding gives rise to the central
concepts of Nietzsche’s and Spinoza’s etharapr fatiandamor intellectualis deil agree

with Yirmiyahu Yovel who claims that these two ceptscan provide an adequate verbal

1KSB 6, no. 135
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representation of the complex relationship betweitzsche and Spindza

To explore the relationship between Nietzsche apthd®a, | want to show how both
developed their ontological theories from an imnmghanderstanding of the world and how
they both derived their ethical theories from tmistaphysical understanding of the world. In
order to do this, | have divided my thesis intcethparts: (1) Nietzsche, (2) Spinoza and (3)

Nietzsche and Spinoza.

In the “Nietzsche” part | investigate how Nietzsaten consider the will to power as the

ontological basis for the world. | start out witltodger Joseph Boscovich’'s atomic theory
(atomic point particle theory) which inspired Nigthe’'s account of a dynamic world of

force. | then look at how Nietzsche “supplementgis8ovich’s atomic theory by suggesting

an ‘internal world’ of will to power. Nietzsche leVes that the pervasive understanding of
causation only describes effects and fails to énpldnat the “causa efficiensis. According

to Nietzsche we can assume that all causationtigsngpmore than will acting on will.

| then go onto see how Nietzsche understands hurimaoggh a reductionist panpsychist
perspective. Humans, like the rest of reality, eaeording to the organizing principle of the
will to power in such a way that a multitude of iwiget organized into power structures.
Human drives are examples of the effect of suchgp@tructures. The feeling of knowing is
also an effect of the dynamic interplay betweers¢harives, and because it influences your
actions it is a powerful position that these driaes striving to achieve. Because of this you
cannot rely on your own understanding of the waalkljt is base on a struggle for power and
not objective truth. On the other hand Nietzschso akrites that this erroneous way of
understanding the world is a prerequisite for hapgs, because to see the world for what it is,

a metaphysical wasteland, would be unbearable &i people.

This brings me to Nietzsche’s intention behind mistaphysical sketch. The question is why
did Nietzsche develop a metaphysical understandinthe world if there cannot be any

eternal truths?

Nietzsche argues that the world should not be wholed as ordered by laws, but rather that
you should understand it in terms of perspectivegperspective should not be evaluated

according to its authenticity, but rather accordimgts ability to “advance life”. The strongest

2 Yovel (1988) p.183
]lmmanence means that the divine is seen to be dastion in or encompassing the material world.
* Latin for “effective cause”
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among us can hold multiple perspectives, and thike basis for Nietzsche’s ethical theory —
amor fatt man should not hide from the fact that the wasldomplex and always changing.
Humans should choose the life-advancing path byondt affirming the actuality of their

existence but rather loving the necessity of it.

| start the “Spinoza” part by discussing Spinozaisiception of God and why it is different
from a teleological concept of God. Spinoza claithat the immanent universe can be
understood naturalistically because it is govermgdaws. These laws work according to the
Principle of Sufficient Reason, meaning that ew@ng can be traced back to a cause. | then
look at what can cause existence itself: the Gastse. This cause is substance, which is self-
caused and not contingent upon anything else. aiatso reasoned that there can only be
one substance which is the cause of all modes, hwhie expressed through an infinite
number of attributes. It is this self-caused sulstavhich Spinoza calls God, and from him
all of reality receives its realitas, meaning tleery single mode and its actions are
contingent upon God. This is not to say that Gazk$odown on humans and changes the
world as it suits him, but rather that we as hun@rsexpress God’s eternal will according to
eternal natural laws; in this way one could say @ad has no free will.

| then move on to Spinoza’s understanding of hurbamgs. | will start with modal
parallelism which is a principle that states thHa® brder and connection between modes
expressed through different attributes must besdmme. | then look at the driving force
behind all of realityconatus— a striving for “being in oneself”. If you are ime with your
own conatus, in contrast to being influenced bysiolat influences, you will achieve a greater
level of activity and become a “purer expressiohGod — anything that affects this level of
activity Spinoza calls affects, and he derivegalsible affects from conatus. Finally, | want
to look at the ethics oEthics Spinoza’s normative claimamor intellectualis dei the
intellectual love of God. This is Spinoza’s undansting of how humans can live best as
thinking modes: by using the most reliable methddunderstanding (mathematics) on

everything, just like Spinoza has done intBikics

In the third part of my thesis | am going to lodkcantemporary comments on the connection
between Nietzsche and Spinoza. | am going to lobkheee articles; these are: Greg
Whitlock's Roger Boscovich, Benedict De Spinoza and Friedhebtzsche: The Untold
Story, Richard Schacht'sThe Nietzsche-Spinoza Problem: Spinoza as Precuramd
Yirmiyahu Yovel's Nietzsche and Spinoza: amor fati and amor. &¢hitlock, Schacht and



Yovel are all confronted with Nietzsche’s inconsigtrelationship towards Spinoza; it would
appear as if Nietzsche understands Spinoza in fffereht and contradictory ways; as a
fellow naturalist and as an opponent: a metaphasiclhese three articles all try to give an

explanation for this inconsistency.

Whitlock proposes that Nietzsche used Boscoviclisna point particle theory and an
inverse version of Spinoza’s pantheism in ordaréate his own ontological theory. This is to
say that Nietzsche’s ontological theory is oppose&pinoza’s pantheism and this is why
Nietzsche criticizes Spinoza. Schacht on the olfaerd argues that Nietzsche’s critique of
Spinoza (especially Nietzsche’s critique of the ampt of conatus) is an attempt on
Nietzsche’s part to reinterpret Spinoza as a Nobizan by criticizing those parts of Spinoza’s

philosophy that do not fit in with his own philodgp

| disagree with both Whitlock and Schacht as Idadithat Yovel is correct when he presents
Nietzsche’s and Spinoza’s ethical principlasor fatiandamor intellectualis deias a good
representation of their relationship. Yovel conesidthat the main difference between
Nietzsche and Spinoza is their disagreement reggurtkcessity. While Nietzsche understands
necessity as opaque, Spinoza understands it asp#iamt. According to Yovel, the reason
behind Nietzsche’s critique of Spinoza is the fdmEt Spinoza represented a genealogical
scandal for Nietzsche: Spinoza is at the same Ne&sche’s progenitor and representative

of what Yovel describes agetty “slave” moralist



3 Nietzsche

Friedrich Nietzsche was born in Prussia to a faroflwicars and grew up in a house filled
with women. He excelled academically and was appdiprofessor of classical philology at
the University of Basel before he had obtained P degree at the early age of 24.
Nietzsche served as a medical orderly in the Frédragsian war, but was discharged because
of his bad health. His health problems forced hinresign from his professorship. In 1872
Nietzsche published his first bookhe Birth of TragedyThe work was angrily criticized by
many respected professional scholars of Greelatitez. Nietzsche lived a solitary life in near

poverty until his mental breakdown in 1889.

3.1 Nietzsche's style of writing

Nietzsche is a perspectivist, and | believe thigteélplains his aphoristic style of writing. This
style does not shackle him to one perspective academic paper would, but allows him to

change perspectives.

One would believe that such a style would only t@ea confusing, directionless mess; but
Nietzsche believed that his was a productive digleause no perspective whatsoever is “The
True Perspective”. No perspective is objectivelitdyethan any other, so the best you can do

as a seeker of wisdom is to have multiple perspesti

Because of Nietzsche’s perspectivism you could @mgome of his notes and aphorisms
and find instances where he seems to contradicsdlfimrhis means that to read Nietzsche

involves a great deal of interpretation in ordedéoive a consistent argument.

3.2 Different definitions of the will to power

A brief note on the different meanings of the widlpower: the will to power is not only an
ontological concept for Nietzsche. Throughout hitimgs Nietzsche uses the term 'will' in
several different ways. IThe Birth of TragedyNietzsche operates with a metaphysical
concept of 'will' which he borrows from Schopenhaliater Nietzsche treats the will as the
principle of valuation, which means that the wsllregarded as a certain power to interpret the
world. Nietzsche also deals with the will ifhus Spoke Zarathustrehere the will is

something the child (which is the finale metamoipb®f the spirit) gains.

3.3 Nietzsche's ontological understanding of the will to power

In his books, but particularly in the notes lefthimel after his death (Nachlal3) Nietzsche



writes about his unique view of the basic charasties and properties of reality. This is his
metaphysical understanding of the world, in where he spells hist ontologicdl sketch.
Nietzsche understands reality as fundamentally istng of the will to power. Nietzsche
writes: This world is the will to power — and nothing besstiAnd you yourselves too are this
will to power — and nothing besidé€verything is fundamentally will to power — evenck,
tree and snowflake, when broken down to its camsbial parts, is a will to power. What
could drive Nietzsche to postulate this outlandisory - that not only do rocks have a will
but a will to power? To understand this, we muatérthis theory back to its origin. This is

difficult because Nietzsche never explicitly laidgt dhis entire ontological theory.

In his essayRoger Boscovich, Benedict De Spinoza and FriedNo¢tzsche: The Untold
Story, Greg Whitlock presents the theory that Nietzschefading of the Dalmatian
mathematician Roger Joseph Boscovich (Rudjer Jdsskovic) (1711-1787) gives him the
theoretical basis for the will to power as an ongidal concepf. Boscovich represents the
generation of mathematicians that came after NewBoscovich’s rejection of the idea that
atoms have mass was the next evolutionary step ndeydewton’s atomic theory, as
Boscovich’s dynamic world view presented a predsmesf modern field theofy:Whitlock's
claim is supported by a letter from Nietzsche tteP&ast, in which Nietzsche points out that
matter, as a concept, is to be refuted. In thitedelNietzsche highlights Boscovich and
Copernicus as the greatest champions in the figgihat the illusions that our eyes presents to
us?. We can read about a similar homage to BoscowichGopernicus ifBeyond Good and
Evil where Nietzsche writes th8oscovich thought us to renounce the last thing il
stood’ about the earth, the belief in ‘substande’;matter’, in the bit of earth, the particle,

the atom?® In order to be able to assess Whitlock's claind @mvestigate the basis for

® Metaphysics comes from the Greek wondsd ("beyond”, "upon” or “after") andpowd (“physics"):
metaphysics is the study of the preconditions éadity, for example the nature of being, possiil#nd cause
and effect.

® Ontology comes from the Greek womls (being), andogos, (science): ontology is the science of the essentia
properties of being. Ontology is a branch of meyajis.

" KSA 11:38[12]

8 Nietzsche’s metaphysical ideas are no doubt odi#mby the standards of the contemporary maingirea
Poellner 2013 p.695

°® Greg Whitlock; Roger Boscovich, Benedict De Spinoza and Friedfiiatzsche. The Untold Storin
Nietzsche-Studien, Volume 25 (1996)

1% Whitlock mentions that Karl Schlechta and Anni &rsl were the first to discover the existence of a
Boscovich-Nietzsche connection in their collabamtiwork, Friedrich Nietzsche. Von den verborgenen
Anfangen seines Philosophiergi962)

" poellner (2013) p.680

> KSB 6 Brief 213

®BGE 12
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Nietzsche’s ontological theory, we must investigdwe book where Boscovich presented his

dynamic world viewTheoria Philosophiae Naturafis

3.4 Theoria Philosophize Naturalis

The full title of the book ig heoria philosophiae naturalis redacta ad unicagdm virium in
natura existentium. The first edition was written and published irevha in 1758. The
writing of the book was requested by Father Scherifho was the first editor of the book in
Boscovich’s absence. The subject of the book waseaiwed as far back as 1745, when Roger
Joseph Boscovich discovered, while writing his elitetionDe viribus vivisa difficulty with

his contemporaries’ understanding of mechanics.

3.4.1 The problem with the mechanical philosophers’ understanding of collision

Boscovich's criticizes the mechanical world viewndng the mechanical philosophers we
find Thomas Hobbes and John Locke. As mechanicédgaphers they claim that the world

consists of matter in motion and the universe aasuificiently described in terms of forces
working on matter. Boscovich claimed to have fowrd inconsistency in the mechanical
understanding of collision between objects. The ¢Nanicians”, as Boscovich calls them,
reasoned that in a collision kinetic energy hadbeatransferred from one object to the next
very efficiently because they observed that anatljeuld gain a great amount of velocity in
a single moment of time through collision. Bosctivargued that collisions did not hold a

unique position among forces, but rather that tleehanicians’ understanding was flawed.

The Mechanicians’ understanding of collisions wasdal on a common sense understanding
of the world. In everyday life we encounter objeittat apparently hit each other and at that
moment they change velocity. Boscovich claims that collision that we all have witnessed
cannot happen. To demonstrate this he introducdsoaght experiment: imagine ball A
traveling in a straight line at 6 units of speeéhBd it, traveling on the exact same line, ball
B is traveling at 12 units of speed. From expemenwe know that if ball B hits ball A both
would continue to travel at 9 units of speed. Bus what happens at the alleged moment of
contact that interests Boscovich. Boscovich objéatthe common sense understanding of
collisions because the two balls cannot change Wedocity directly by 3 units as this would

violate the Law of Continuity.

The Law of Continuity states that any object tHadnmges from one state to another must go

14 atin for A Theory of Natural Philosophy
15 Latin for Theory of Natural philosophy derived to the sinighev of forces which exist in Nature

11



through all intermediate stages. This is to say wigen ball B goes from 12 to 9 units of
speed, it has to first go from 12 to 11 and themfrll to 10 before it can reach 9 units of
speed. So far this is not a great argument agtiesMechanician's model of collision. You
only need to modify the Mechanician's model in otdesay that the change in velocity that is
caused by collision happens in stages, but thegehbhappens so fast that it is impossible for a
human being to detect the intermediate stages lociye For the common observer this
change in velocity would appear to be instantane@es can now go back to Boscovich’s

thought experiment and apply the Mechanician's fremtlexplanation to it.

The Mechanician's alternative explanation violaesther law of physics: the impenetrability
of matter, the law that states that matter caneopénetrated. If, at the moment of contact,
ball A changes velocity from 6 to 7 units of speed ball B changes from 12 to 11, then at
precisely this moment, no matter how short it &] B moves faster than ball A. This means
that ball B must traverse more space than ballvdnehough they are in absolute contact
with each other. So if we are to use the Mechanfianodified explanation, then we must
admit that any collision must involve an overlagpiof matter; two things must occupy the
same point of space. The impenetrability of matt@s not allow for this to happen, therefore

Boscovich sets out to find an alternative modedxplain collisions between objects.

3.4.2 The Law of Continuity

Because the idea of absolute contact between sbjeates the Law of Continuity we must
reject the idea of collisions between objects. Thathematician Colin Maclaurin also
considered the problem of the Mechanician's undeditg of collision between objettsin
contrast to Boscovich, Maclaurin kept the mechdnicaerstanding of collision and instead
abandoned the Law of Continuity. To prove the vglidf his theory, Boscovich has to prove
that in all casesdny quantity, in passing from one magnitude to Beptmust pass through
all intermediate magnitudes of the same cf5sin other words, he has to prove the Law of
Continuity. Boscovich uses inductive reasoning show how well the Law of Continuity

describes nature and, therefore, must be a prendgived from nature itself.

Before we look at Boscovich's proofs for the LawCaintinuity, let us look at how Boscovich

1% Indeed the fines geometrician & philosopher of tire, Maclaurin, after he too had considered théision

of solid bodies & observed that there is nothingolvtcould maintain & preserve the Law of Continwtyght to

be abandonedoscovich (1977) Article 30, p.27

" Boscovich (1977) Article 32, p.27

18 Inductive reasoning is a method of reasoning wigetetry to deduce a principle from a multitude of
instances.
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justifies using the inductive method to prove a lafvphysics. Boscovich does admit that
inductive reasoning is not a logically valid methibecause a principle that is deduced by
inductive reasoning cannot be taken as absolut#,uroless you take into account every case
that has happened and every case that possainiyriappen. In order to disprove a principle
deduced from inductive reasoning, you only need iog&ant that does not correspond with
your hypothesis. This means that to be absolutalg that the principle is true you need to
consider every possible case. Regardless of thscdach writes:Especially when we
investigate the general laws of Nature, inducti@s lvery great power; & there is scarcely
any other method beside it for the discovery ofehtaws®. Boscovich points out that
induction has been used to deduce the qualitigshg$ical bodies: extension, figurability,
mobility, impenetrability, inertia and universalagrty. This is to say that anybody must at
least concede to the fact that induction is a kélffol when discerning natural principles,
even though it does not produce absolutely certagults. As Boscovich suggests, the
criterion for whether you can use induction or isdhat all the cases can be examined to such
a degree that they can, and do, confirm the lavguestion, and that you investigate a
considerable amount of cases. If you have usednthective method and found a principle
that holds up to this scrutiny then, according ts&vich, that principle can be considered a

law, and it must be true in all cases and at mlés.

Now that we have seen Boscovich's argument fowaldity of the inductive method we can
continue with Boscovich's inductive proof for thavi of Continuity. In nature motion always
happens in continuous lines; we can see this iitsodb planets and comets, and because of
the regular orbit of the earth we have day and tnaghregular intervals. All motions that
depend on gravity, elasticity or magnetism presendinuity. This happens because natural
forces are inclined to preserve continuity, andh&we cannot exist any sharp angles in nature.
Something may look like a sharp angle with the dadge; but if we study it close enough,
we will see that it is curved. Even the sharpegiesdare curved under a strong enough

microscope.

In addition to the proof gained from inductive reaing, there is also a metaphysical proof
for the Law of Continuity. Aristotle tells us thtdtere cannot be a gap in continuity because
any given thing must be connected with the thirgg fireceded it, and thus continuity must

always be preserved. Aristotle explains that thieineaof continuity is such that the point

19 Boscovich (1977) Article 40, p.30
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marking the separation between objects in the ooityi must be a single indivisible point;

the boundary between objects has no thickness sedhat would break the continuity. This
one point cannot consist of two points; the enadrmé object and the beginning of the next.
From this we can see that everything exists in @icoum and that there cannot occur a

sudden change in continuity because that woulctedhe nature of continuity.

Because the Law of Continuity must always be uphelkl have to conclude that nature is
subsumed in such a way that sudden changes breakiingcontinuity cannot happen; we
must therefore assume that objects must slow daford they are in absolute contact with
each other. This means that one of two possilslitreist be true: either there is a repulsive
force that influences the velocity of just one othbof the objects before they collide. We can
assume that the latter is the case because thaneatiral law stating thaail forces that are
known to us act on both bodies, equally, and inosjip directions’. To prove this natural
law, Boscovich once again uses inductive reasonimd) presents a list of examples where
forces work equally on both bodies, such as thadibn between magnets, the force that a
spring asserts, the gravitational pull that Jupsied Saturn exert on one another or how the
moon is held in orbit by the earth's gravity whallethe same time, in inverse proportion, the

moon's gravity influences the earth and is the eadfishe tides.

1.1.1 Repulsive force

So far we have discovered that the Law of Contynist a valid natural law, and that
continuity must always be preserved. For this tptssible, there must exist a repulsive force
between bodies that are in very close proximityeéxh other. To further investigate this

repulsive force we must ask what the limits of foixe are.

First let us see what happens in the example ofwtbeballs chasing each other if the second
ball traveled faster than 12 units. In our origimlample the repulsive force must have
negated 6 units of speed before the balls comedotdact with each other. Since we now
know that continuity must at all times be preserwed must assume that if the second ball
had moved at a faster speed, then that speed nsoshave been negated by the repulsive
force. If the second ball had moved faster, thenrépulsive force would have had less time
to influence the ball. This means that the repel$orce must influence the ball even more in

this example because it will require more forcecemserve continuify. Because of this

20 Boscovich (1977) Article 74, p.40
2L All forces known to us, which act for any intesvalf time so as to produce velocity, give effeus are
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Boscovich concludesiVe arrive therefore at repulsive forces that ingeas the distance
diminish, & increase indefiniteff. This means that the repulsive force is alway® abl
prevent absolute contact between bodies and catytiswalways preserved.

So far we have only looked at the repulsive fole tacts on bodies in very close proximity
to each other; but what happens when the bodieidher apart? To explain this, Boscovich
refers to Newton. Newton's law of universal grauita states that the attraction of the
gravitational force between the center points aob twasses is directly proportional to the
product of their masses and inversely proportidoathe square of the distance of their
separation. The gravitational force is attractine acts along a line drawn between the two
centers of mass. Boscovich claims that the repailvce that he himself has described and
Newton’s gravitational forces are one and the sahms is to say that the repulsion and
attraction between masses are functions of theaadhemselves. This single force produces
different effects (repulsive and attractive) in lesddependent on their distance from each
other. This is to say that the repulsive force thatwill encounter if we force two objects to
collide changes to an attractive force if we inseethe distance between the two masses, and
will get weaker at a ratio of the squares of thetadice. In many respects the force which acts
between objects is like a hard spring. If you talspring and start to compress it, it will resist
and try to hold its original shape (just as theutsipe force at very small distances). If you
then start to pull the spring apart it will firstraeve its original shape, but then the force will

change and the spring will try to contract (like ggravitational force).

| want to comment briefly on the relationship betweBoscovich and Newton. Boscovich’s
theory is in many ways a continuation of Newtotiedry. Boscovich’s theory was greatly
inspired by Sir Isaac Newton and Gottfried Wilhdleibniz, but it differs from the theories
of both of them®®. Boscovich was not the first to propose a repel$orce; Newton proposed
in the last of hisQuestions on Opticthat where attraction ends repulsion begins. @nlik
Newton Boscovich believes that this understandifigfooce is an indication that the
mechanician’s understanding of the fundamental etesis wrong. We will now take a closer

look at how Boscovich construes his own atomic theo

proportional to the times for which they act, & @l® the magnitudes of the forces themseBescovich (1977)
Article 76, page 42

22 Boscovich (1977) Article 77, page 42

21 presentla system that is midway between that of Leibniiza& of Newton; it has very much in common with
both, & differs very much from eithBoscovich (1977) Article 1, page 19
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1.1.2 Boscovich’s atomic point particle theory

Boscovich’s understanding of how masses work oh e#lter causes him to propose his own
atomic theory. In order to design this theory, leeds an understanding of the primary
element of matter: the atom. Boscovich believesnatdo be points of force. Boscovich

reasons that the force that works in a repulsivahitam when objects are in very close
proximity and in an attractive fashion at greatestahces must be a feature of matter itself
(just like impenetrability) because it works equalh objects regardless of what material they
are made of, their size, and so on. This must ntkanthe attractive/repulsive force is a

fundamental quality of matter itself.

Boscovich proposes that this primary element oftenahust beperfectly simpleit cannot
consist of any separate parts. If matter ultimatelgsisted of parts, then the repulsive force
would have ripped those parts apart, as the regufsrce only increases when the distance
between matter becomes shorter. Accordingly, mattest ultimately consist of “simple”
elements, which cannot be separated and broken dowsmaller parts. These primary
elements that have no parts cannot have any volwitieh means that they have no nfass
The only quality Boscovich ascribes to the fundataleelement of matter is the resisting and

attracting force.

Because the fundamental element must be simpleeximded and poses attractive and
repulsive forces, we can assume that there onkterne single type of primary element of
matter. This is to say that Boscovich sees thedwasl monistit®. Boscovich is suggesting an
alternative to the mechanical understanding ofatbdd: a world that ultimately only consists
of indivisible and non-extended points of forceeTdttractive/repulsive force that Boscovich
identifies as the fundamental quality of matteralsthere is. Force is not something that
effects matter: fundamentally matter consists @tdo This is Boscovich’s dynamic world

view.

3.4.3 Force points are homogeneous
As mentioned above, Boscovich’s theory is inspit®d Leibniz, specifically Leibniz’s

dynamic theory of monads. In this theory Leibnizirwled that the primary elements of matter

cannot be homogeneous because the universe caofsestgeat multitude of wildly different

%4 Taking it for granted, then, that the elementssineple & non-composite, there can be no doubbasgttether
they are also non-extend@&wscovich (1977) Article 83, p 44

% The term “monism” describes any theory that stétes existing things can be explained in terma sfngle
reality or substance.
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objects, to such a degree that among a foresbfudaves it is impossible to find two leaves
that are exactly the alike. Leibniz reasons thahé& building blocks (the elements that all
matter is made of) were only of one type, thenrdwilts (matter) would only have a small
degree of diversity. Imagine a city that was baitty using bricks, the houses would mostly

be made up of square shapes because of the métegare made of.

Boscovich disagrees with Leibniz; there can beeatgamount of diversity in a system that is
fundamentally based on a single type of elemerddigbe. Boscovich accuses Leibniz of a
lack of vision; he believes that Leibniz must lod&eper to grasp the homogeneity of the
primary elements. Boscovich imagines that thesmamy elements are very small, in fact so
small that they can never be seen by humans. Agcbtijat humans can sense must therefore
consist of a greater amount of these primary elésndinis huge amount of primary elements
gets its qualities (such as shape, density, amah¥drom the position and distance between
these primary elements. All force points have somiéuence on each other, as the
gravitational pull between objects only gets weasthe distance between them gets bigger,
but never vanishes. So all force points exert softieence on all other force points, though
to a far lesser degree if they are far apart. Bezdhie number of possible combinations of
elements is near infinite, there can be a largeedegf variation in sensible matter. This
means that not only do all the leaves in the fdnaste some small influence on each other, so
the formation of one leaf is informed by the whfideest, but also every single force point in

some way influences every other force point.

In order to illustrate that a wide variety can arfilom a single type of primary element, let us
imagine nature as a giant library. This libraryfiled with many different books in many

different languages. Analogous to nature each bodke library is an individual in nature,

and each language is a domain. Now let us sayattmtman being were to encounter this
library for the first time without instructions belg him what it was. This is the way humans
encounter nature for the first time. If this humaging started to catalog the books in an
attempt to gain some understanding of them, he dvdidcover that some words appear in
some of the books but not in others. With a basihis data, he can now begin to categorize
the books into different languages. His researctlavthen lead him to discover that the same
26 letters were used to construct every possibledwo the books. Now suppose that he
studied the letters under a microscope and fouatdél the letters were made of tiny black
dots of similar size which, viewed by the naked, @g/e the impression of a continuous line.

These dots are the force points.
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Boscovich imagines the world as fundamentally cstivgg of points of force that only appear
to us as sensible objects with sensible qualitiesabse they exert force on each other.
Boscovich’s world view is incompatible with the nhemical world view where matter is

supposed to act as the “seat” for forces. In cahBascovich understands force as existing in

itself instead of acting on matter.

3.5 Boscovich’s legacy and Nietzsche’s pan dynamic world view

Boscovich was a great natural philosopher; from theonsistency he found in the
mechanists’ understanding of collisions he dedubkedxistence of a force, which lead him to
a new understanding of matter and reality. His a&tquoint particle theory rejects the massy
corpuscular atom of Newtonian natural philosophy helped physics beyond what Nietzsche
calls “matter superstitioi®. The importance of Boscovich's theory as a rejectof
mechanical theory and a step towards modern fiedry is undeniabfé but the question we
must investigate is what Nietzsche derived frons @tomic theory. | believe that Nietzsche

adopted Boscovich’s pan dynamic world viévas we can read in this note:

The triumphant concept of 'force’, with which otwygicists have created God and the
world, needs supplementing: it must be ascribednaer world which | call ‘will to
power’, i.e., an insatiable craving to manifest powor to employ, exercise power, as
a creative drive, etc. The physicists cannot elat@rnaction at a distance' from their
principles, nor a force of repulsion (or attractipf?

In this note Nietzsche credits physicists with ewiof the world that is fundamentally based
on force, and he mentioffgrce of repulsion (or attraction) take this to mean that Nietzsche
is here referring to Boscovich and that Nietzschescept of force is the same as
Boscovich’s, and that Nietzsche’s ontological ustherding of the will to power is a

“supplementing” of Boscovich’s concept of force.

To investigate why Nietzsche feels the need to leumpgnt Boscovich’s dynamic world view

2 KSA 11:26[302]

27 Boscovich]ends up with a dynamist conception — a predecesfsmodern field theory — of physical world as
constituted by real, attractive and repulsive, Egcentered on unextended physical pdiusliner (2013) p.680

2 My claim is that there is no part of Nietzschezmplynamism, and the metaphysics that he derives if,

that is incompatible with Boscovich’s atomic pojrticle theory. It is well documented that Nietasaead
Boscovich (BGE 12 and Nietzsche’s correspondendd Wiast) and so it cannot be a coincidence that
Nietzsche’s dynamic world view is so similar to Bogich’s. One could of course argue that Nietzselael the
work of other physicists, and it is quite possitilat he found some inspiration in them, but Bostio\still
remain as the best source when investigating #harétical foundation for Nietzsche pan dynamism.

29 KSA 11:36[31]
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and in which way the will to power is connectedtmscovich’s concept of force, | am relying
on a chapter by Peter PoellneNietzsche’s Metaphysical Sketches: Causality and tavi
Power In this chapter Poellner argues that Nietzscba'sept of force ipartly motivated by
his reflections on causation and on physical sa&hd\ietzsche believed that a sufficient
explanation of any cause must include an accoutiteoéffective nature of that cadsehis is
because our common understanding of causality wegoa belief in an “effective thing” — a
thing that is the source of the event. Such ingasibns into the nature of causation are
outside the interest of science, as it lies in desg causal events rather than explaining their

nature.

In order to explain the nature of causality we neediscoverthe ‘qualities’ responsible for
the ‘compulsion’ involved in individual causal segeed’. As we have already seen from
Boscovich’s atomic point particle theory everythran be reduced to non-extended points of
force. But this is, according to Nietzséhestill only a description and not an explanatidn o
what the effective part of force is. Let us nowKa where Nietzsche believes we can find

the source of causation.

We must not assume that there are several sortaudality until we have tested the
possibility that one alone will suffide..] the question is ultimately whether we really
recognize that the will caeffectthings, whether we believe in the causality of the
will: if we do (and to believe in this is basicatly believe in causality itself), waust
experiment to test hypothetically whether the chiysaf the will is the only causality.

A ‘will' can have an effect only upon another ‘wilbf course, and not upon ‘matter’
(not upon ‘nerves’, for example): one must daréypothesize, in short, that wherever
‘effects’ are identified, a will is having an eftegpon another will — and that all
mechanical events, in so far as an energy is aatithem, are really the energy of the

will, the effect of the wiil?

Nietzsche argues here that it is possible thaetheght exist only one “sort of causality”: the
effective will. And unlike the mechanical understarg of causality the force and tkeat of

% poellner (2013) p.676

31 By Nietzsche's lights, the pre-philosophical notid a cause therefore involves the idea of a pakir with
an efficacious nature, such that in suitable capdg it manifests a force or necessitating ‘comipuls
'producing' those events we call its effe@sellner (2013) p.676-677

% poellner (2013) p.679

¥ Nietzsche accefBoscovich’speneral dynamist approach (KGW VII.2:26 [432]), talugh he does not
regard Boscovich’s proto-field theory of the phgsievorld as itself adequately explanatoBoellner (2013)
p.680

* BGE 36
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a driving forceis one and the same thifigNietzsche claims that by rejecting mechanical
causality in favor of a dynamic world view he tutiesvards an alternative understanding of
causality. We do not need an invensigh languag® to understand, but is “given” to us: the
causality of the will. To understand the world Bs interplay between wills is to understand
the world from inside the “human sphere”, whileuttderstand it mechanically is to invent a

new fictitious sphere.

Nietzsche seems to adopt the same kind of monistierstanding of the world that we found
in Boscovich; but what Boscovich named force poMistzsche interprets as will. Nietzsche
interprets Boscovich'’s force points as nothing ntben a striving towards more power. This
understanding of the world is what Nietzsche ctils human analody: to understand all
events as caused by the same “will-acting-on-witje of causality that we know frothe
only sphere known to tisThis is to say that according to Nietzsche a#irds are motivated
by an intention, more specifically a will to powdthis panpsychidt understanding of the
world rejects the explanatory power of physicsamadr of psychology. Nietzsche seems to
suggest that the world is monistic; that thererily @ne type of primary element, the will to
power, and that everything must fundamentally csinsf it"®. In order to get a better
understanding of Nietzsche’s panpsychism and hisequt of the will to power and how it

functions as an organizing principle, we must itigaege “the human sphere” — ourselves.

3.6 The human body as a battle between wills

In several aphorisms Nietzsche seems to reducéuatlan cognition to a simple battle
between wills. He does this to criticize a belieftiuth as having an exalted (or even super
natural) positioff. In this panpsychist reductioriiétperspective Nietzsche seems to claim

% The concept "atom," the distinction between theat=f a driving force and the force itself," iss&n
language derived from our logical-psychical workiSA 13:14[122]

% |s mechanism only a sign language for ititernalfactual world of struggling and conquering quantanoll?
All the presuppositions of mechanistic theory -srathtom, gravity, pressure and stress-are not t§aw-
themselves" but interpretations with the aid ofghéyal fictions. KSA 13:14[82]

37 one is obliged to understand all motion, all "appances," all "laws," only as symptoms of an ineeent and
to employ man as an analogy to this end. In the odisan animal, it is possible to trace all its\d#s to the will
to power; likewise all the functions of organi@lib this one sourcé&SA 11:36[31]

3 |f we translate the concept "cause" back to thly sphere known to us, from which we have derivedé
cannot imagine any change that does not involvellatavpower. We do not know how to explain a chang
except as the encroachment of one power upon anptiveer. KSA 13:14[81]

39 panpsychism is the theory that everything in rahars a psychological nature analogues with humans

“° This new world conception is his reworking of lilmscovichian dynamic world conception. It is bfriim
centers of forcénto fields of force,and in turn into the apparently solid macro-objecfexperienceWhitlock
(1996) p.219

“LItis of cardinal importance that one should alsblihe true world. It is the great inspirer of doaimd
devaluator in respect of the world we are: it h&eb our most dangerous attempt yet to assassiifaté. |.)
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that because all causality can be reduced to wiihg on will, with the intention of gaining
more power, you must be able to reduce all of maatsrity to the will to power - cognition
cannot be seen as anything other than an instruofgmbwer. This specific perspective on
humans is helpful to us in order to understand Whieto truth” being caused by the will to

powef",

Before we can investigate “the will to truth” we stwnderstand what the body is. Seen
through Nietzsche’s panpsychist reductionist pertspe the human body is, like everything
else, nothing more than a multitude of wills. Allle/are governed by the same principle: the
will to power, this means that they all want tol féeeir power growing. A will is the smallest
guantum of force — we cannot imagine a more fundaah@ature of force than a quantum of
force striving for more power. This it to say that the will to power is teleologitalThe
will to power is the necessity of force strivinguards more power — more influence. In this
sense the universe works according to an organigimtiple. Imagine that we separated
everything into its fundamental building blocksgttwvorld would be nothing but chaos as
every quantum of force would try to impose its il “organization scheme”, on the rest of
existence. But from this chaos some of these quaatdd be subjugated by other quanta and
order would start to emerge from this homogeneam” of wills. By subjugating other
wills a single will organizes a constellation ofllgj and in this way a single will forces its
influence upon other wills. The human body is asoh an organization of different wills that
are all trying to amass greater power by constngctjreater “power constellations”; and the
human psyche emerges from the workings of will.

A human being consists of a complex interactionvBeh competing organized entities. This
is to say that we are not one “unit” but ratherodlection of wills that want to extend their

influence — araristocracy of “cells®. This is to say that all human drives (the causesur

The "will to truth" would then have to be investiggh psychologically: it is not a moral force, bufaam of the
will to power. This would have to be proved by shgwhat it employs every immoral means: metaplisssc
above all-KSA 13:14[103] see also KSA 12:5[22], KSA 12:6[KI$A 12:9[89], KSA 12:9[144] and KSA
13:14[152]

*2 Reductionists claim that nothing is more thansthen of its parts and that in order to fully explain
phenomenon you need to describe its fundamentatenat

*3 All the drives and powers that morality praisesmmeio me to be essentially the same as thosesitngsfand
rejects: e.g., justice as will to power, will taith as a tool of the will to powelKSA 12:7[24]

4 Teleology is a philosophical account that holdat tfinal causes exist in nature, meaning that desigd
purpose analogous to that found in human actioméndierent also in the rest of nature.

%> The assumption of one single subject is perhapeceessary; perhaps it is just as permissible taumesa
multiplicity of subjects, whose interaction andusgfgle is the basis of our thought and our consaiess in
general? A kind of aristocracy of "cells" in whidbminion resides? To be sure, an aristocracy obégqyused to
ruling jointly and understanding how to commarkiSA 11:40[42]
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actions) can be understood as being made out ofutidamental building blocks of the
universe — wills. As power structures, organizedoading to the will to power, these drives
are in a constant struggle with each other asaliere striving for more influence.

We can observe the effect of this fundamental eabfihumans in the fact that the subject is a
malleable thing that has the ability to change. tda experience a manifestation of this
internal “power struggle” as the feeling of beiragnt between our vastly different selfish
wants, biological needs and our moral consci&héecording to Nietzsche this is caused by
the fact that our drives, like all other existingngs, are power constellations that are in
competition to acquire more power and extend thdluences. Also so-called “irrational
behavior” (for example when people act againstrtbetter judgments or lose control as
obsessions or addictions make them act detriménthleir own wellbeing) can be explained
by different drives gaining influence. The objeetiaf the drives is not to preserve life, but

rather to exert control by being the cause of astieto be the effective thing.

Let us now look at how the “will to truth” is anfeft of the will to power: While the

competition between drives causes humans to besatdd, it is the overarching principle of
the will to power that causes the human mind teesfior understanding the world in terms of
“sameness”. Because the will to power is the funelatad principle that everything works
according to, humans have the ability to see theldvas patterns and connectidhs

According to Nietzsche your understanding of somnegths also a drive, meaning that a
change of mind can be understood as one powertwteusubjugating another power

structure.

This means that all knowledge is nothing more taareffect of a drive; knowledge do not
elucidate subjects, rather it works like any otteve: it is motivated by a striving towards
more influence, and in so doing it becomes a bigget of your understanding of the world
and becomes the cause of your acfldris is because knowledge is a powerful positicat th

power structures strives to create a complete it picture of the thing in your mifid We

% a single individual contains within him a vast @wsion of contradictory valuations and consequeratly
contradictory drivesKSA 11:26[119]

*" the will to sameness is the will to powethe belief that something is thus and thus, theressofjudgment,
is the consequence of a will that as far as posdttshallbe the sameKSA 12:2[90]

“8 |t is our needs that interpret the world; our di/and their For and Against. Every drive is a kafdust to
rule; each one has its perspective that it wouke: lto compel all the other drives to accept as aEmdSA

12:7[60]

“9 Continual transition forbids us to speak of "indivals," etc; the "number" of beings is itself inx We would
know nothing of time and motion if we did not, incarse fashion, believe we see what is at "resside what
is in motion KSA 11:36[23]
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are now going to take a closer look at how the twilpbower informs our understanding of the

world.

3.7 The human spirit

Nietzsche’s claims that there is a distinction testawvwhat he calls ‘The Self’ and ‘Ego’. ‘The
Self’ is your body®; Nietzsche calls the body ‘The Self’ because withtbe body you do not
have any existence. The ‘ego’ on the other harydus feeling of identity: the ‘I' — the belief
that you are a subject, a particular continuoustagio is the efficient cause of your actions.
Nietzsche claims that the body igyeeat reason meaning that it evaluates meaning beyond
the understanding of the *F. The ‘I’ is only a tool that the body uses. Thewbrks as the
meaning that unites the multiplicity of wills; itse imposes peace on the war between wills

and is the guide that leads the multiplicity oflsitiowards the goal of more power

The ‘I' is an illusion — Nietzsche claims that yaense of a self is caused by a multitude of
wills. The spirit we experience is an effect and tiee cause of our inner life. If you are
experiencing the illusion of an “I”, it is becausesingle drive has achieved a greater level of
dominance than the other drivésind has actually become the primary agent behing y
action$*. This position of dominance that the drive hasabted has an effect on all your

mental faculties, even your understanding.

Nietzsche claims that there is an incompatibiliggvizeen the simplicity humans want to read
out of reality and the complexity that can be read of it. The only understanding of the
world we can have is a flawed approximation ofweld> — a perspective. Nietzsche seems
to suggest in some passages that this “approxinfagsmot different from a lie. It is a lie we
tell ourselves in the best of conscience, as wenaabear the metaphysical wastel&hd

without this shelter, but it is still a lie. As hams we only relate to the world as it appears to

*0 Behind your thoughts and feelings, my brothemd$aa mighty commander, an unknown sage — he lisdcal
Self. He lives in your body, he is your badgrathustra, Of the Despisers of the Body

*1 You say ‘I’ and you are proud of this word. Bueater than thig...) is your body and its great intelligence,
which does not say ‘I' but performs ‘Earathustra, Of the Despisers of the Body

2 The body is a great intelligence, a multiplicitiitwone sense, a war and a peace, a heard and dshen.
Zarathustra, Of the Despisers of the Body

*3 That imperious something that the common people'sgirit' wants to be the master, in itself ancband
itself, and to feel its masteBEG 230

** The existence of a single dominant drive doeswesin that its position is set in stone; the baigisveen wills
is never ending, so the level of dominance thaillehas can fluctuate, and so another drive cae taler.

> A world of becoming could not, in the strict sertse 'grasped’, be 'known': only inasmuch as thasiging'
and 'knowing' intellect finds an already created,)de world, cobbled together out of deceptions taxing
become solid, inasmuch as this kind of illusion p@served lifd&KSA 11:36[23]

%% [Nietzsche]leaves man in a metaphysical wasteland, a worl@asfflict and transience which cannot be
captured by rational categories and from whichralttaphysical consolation is bannafvel (1988) p.187
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us, and the human spirit is trying to exert poweercthis understanding of the world by
making it like itself”. Accordingly, the world seems more like somethinat is familiar to
you, something that is like your spifit

3.8 The practical effects of the will to power in humans

As we have just seen, is Nietzsche critical of mlman cognition which he understands
according to his panpsychist reductionist perspectlhrough this perspective is the human
spirit seen as a source of self-deception andwhietd truth” a tool used to gain more power.
But Nietzsche is a perspectivist — the understandiihyour world view as a type of self-
deception is only one perspective (one could evgneathat Nietzsche is exaggerating in
order to criticize what he sees as a misplacedlihust in the concept of truth). Nietzsche
presents multiple perspectives on the human spgintdl the ways it influences any
understanding of the world. In order tp display tis@ys in which Nietzsche can entertain
different perspectives we are now going to look@w the human spirit can be understood as
something that is beneficial or even essentiaf¢o Nietzsche writes about the shaping power
of human beings:

[B]y shaping power | mean that power to develop ite gmgular character out of
itself, to shape and assimilate what is past amehalto heal wounds, to replace what

has been lost, to recreate broken forms out off itdene>®

This “shaping power” is the same effect that thenao spirit asserts — it is the same
organizing principle according to which everythingrks: the will to power. Nietzsche is
here writing about the same spirit that we havdéaloat earlier, but seen in a different way.
The description of the spirit that Nietzsche présérere is another perspective: how a strong
spirit can be seen as a healthy trait. Let us ramk bt the detrimental effect of a weak spirit

to understand why Nietzsche believes it is healthyave a strong spirit.

When Nietzsche writes “health” he means a feelihigealth and everything that accompanies
it: a feeling of joy, a high level of activity, ara fruitful life. Nietzsche's point is that adult
humans experience melancholy and depression inyahvad young children and animals do
not. These detrimental effects are caused by ailityailo remember. Because we remember

" To"humanize" the world, i.e., to feel ourselves maord more masters within iIKSA 11:25[312]

8 The spirit's energy in appropriating what is fayeito it is revealed by its strong tendency to méleenew
resemble the old, to simplify multiplicity, to ol@k or reject whatever is completely contradictottye spirit
likewise arbitrarily underlines, emphasizes, ortdits certain qualities and contours in everythititat is
foreign to it or of the 'outer worldBEG 230

%9 On the Utility and Liability of History for Lifé1874)
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things we can see the world in greater complexigntanimals can, and it is this complex

understanding of the world that we have createdtoselves that is a burd@n

3.8.1 Blissful forgetfulness

A clearly defined border between what is known awitat is not is a prerequisite for
cheerfulness, good conscience, joyous deeds,ifeitiat is to confé. This means that there
is a hidden skill that anyone seeking a healthe Iihust master: forgetting. It is
counterintuitive, but forgetting is not a lack betability to remember. It is not a lack of skill
at all. It is something to learn, something to readf you were to live un-historically, only
knowing yourself, you would not be burdened by anptex understanding of the world.
Therefore you would only have very basic needsutfillf and the mental focus needed to

achieve them.

We can see this in animals: they have straightdodwminds. Because of this lack of
complexity they have no problem activating theitirenbeing, all their wills, to achieve a
particular goal. On the other hand, someone whaataiorget is doomed to only know chaos;
he will always see the world in the greater contdxtontinuous change, as always becoming.
Because such a weak-willed individual would notéhany dominant will that could control
all other wills, there would be a constant clashohgvills. This un-forgetting man would not
even possess the focus necessary in order to pem@nething in the chaos of becoming that
he would identify as himself. You need the focusi ygain from living un-historically to
achieve success in your endeavors. If you alwayes it#o account the ever-changing outside

world you cannobe one thing. There cannot be any happiness witlargefting.

Humans are born without any history, just like aglen What make humans human is our
ability to bring the past back into our lives by kimay the past into history by organizing it
into our mental representation of the world. Thenhn spirit tends to be on the weak side
because we have a mind that makes us able to tma@rabstract concepts. While in the
mind of animals all the wills are directed agaiastingle goal and can mobilize all its energy
to achieve this single ta¥k humans see the world as more complex with meltipl
perspectives. But if humans lost the “un-histoficae would lose much of human life

because it is in the un-historical we find a foondife itself.

0 The human being..) braces himself against the great and ever-greatedén of the pasbn the Utility and
Liability of History for Life (1874)

®1 0On the Utility and Liability of History for Lifg1874)

%2 This is the expression of the diseased conditioman, in contrast to the animals in which all érig
instincts answer to quite definite taskK$SA 11:26[119]
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3.9 Nietzsche’s intention behind his metaphysical sketch

We have seen how Nietzsche uses Boscovich’'s atpmiat particle theory to find the
effective thing and construe an understanding efwlbrld as organized according to the will
to power. This is, without doubt, a metaphysicatlenstanding of the world. Nonetheless,
Nietzsche also criticizes metaphysicians. Let ks &look at what Nietzsche writes about his
own project regarding his understanding of humaaitgl how it is different from the project

of metaphysicians:

[T]o return man to nature; to master the many condegted gushing interpretations
and secondary meanings that have heretofore beepbtad and painted over that
eternal original texthomo naturato ensure that henceforth man faces man in the
same way that currently, grown tough within thecigine of science, he facesgher
nature,(...) deaf to the seductive melodies of the old metagddyisirdcatchers who
have too long been piping at him, ‘You are morel Ywe greater! You are of a
different origin! — that may be a strange and orgmoject(...). Why have we chosen
it, this crazy project? Or to ask it another wayVhy bother with knowledge?’
Everyone will ask us about it. And we, pressedhis tay, we who have asked
ourselves just the same thing a hundred times owerhave found and do find no

better answer.%

In this aphorism Nietzsche seems to contrast higralgstic understanding of humans with
that of metaphysicians, who believe humans are mdtare that is of a higher echelon than
what science can describe. Nietzsche ends thisiaphby asking why we should bother with
knowledge, and he seems, at least in this aphotsmiaim that there is no good answer to

this question.

I will try to show why there is good reason to &trifor understanding the world in more
complex ways. To discover why the metaphysiciaeaireh for eternal truth is doomed to falil
and why Nietzsche believes we should indeed bothitr knowledge, we must start by

investigating Nietzsche’s rejection of laws.

3.10 Why the universe is not necessarily governed by laws

| want to take a closer look at Nietzsche’s criiqpf mechanical causality and its translation

% BGE 230
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of the world into an invented langu&geNietzsche criticizes the concepts of “necessityt]
“laws”®®. The mechanists saw the world as fundamentallyedbasn matter when they
explained phenomena by referring to causality asfimé it in the material world, for
example: “ball A hits ball B, this transfers sonfdlee kinetic energy of A to B”. This way of
describing the world only makes sense if everythwrggks according to strict natural laws.
Nietzsche criticizes this view by showing thatsthased on a very specific perspective and
therefore cannot be taken to be the only way @rpreting the world.

It may help humans to translate the world of farge rules and necessities because it may
help them in practical endeavors, such as engmgebut just because it is helpful and
advantageous in practical matters does not meanttisaeternally true. Let us take a closer
look at the fundamental belief in universal lawsd det us see why we do not necessarily

need universal laws to understand the universe.

Nietzsche claims that the nature of the force cuatite will to power, cannot be fully
understood in terms of laws. This is to say thaetihiche suggests that instead of
understanding the world as organized by fwae are better served by understanding the
world as a continuous expression of power. Theraabd force is such that force is always
expressed to its fullest degree — fundamentallgefalwaysis, nothing more and nothing
les€’. And so because all force expresses itself entiteére is a constant clash between

forces.

Seen from Nietzsche’s perspective, the universésldike a chaos of forc€— forces
clashing together and working on each other irediifit ways, but always striving for more
strength. This constant struggkethe universe and everything it includes. This nsetimat
things are the way they are, not because they averged by laws, but because of the
strength and resistance of every thing and itstioglship to the rest of the universe. One

would believe that the universe would be a chagoiace if it were not governed by laws and

% Mechanistic theory as a theory of motion is alieax translation into the sense language of nieBA
13:14[79]

8 Critique of the mechanistic theory.et us here dismiss the two popular concepts "msityésand "law": the
former introduces a false constraint into the wotltke latter a false freedoKSA 13:14[79]

% Subject, object, a doer added to the doing, thiegleeparated from that which it does: let us ragét that
this is mere semeiotics and nothing ré&bA 13:14[79]

7 A quantum of power is designated by the effgmoiluces and that which it resists. The adiaphorstase is
missing, though it is thinkable. It is essentia@lywill to violate and to defend oneself againstlation. KSA
13:14[79]

% And do you know what "the world" is to me? Shahow it to you in my mirror? This world: a monstr
energy, without beginning, without end; a firm,rirmagnitude of force that does not grow bigger maker,
that does not expend itself but only transfornelfit€SA 11:38[12]
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rather shaped by the constant clashing of forced. li2cause forces are always fully
expressed, it is possible to predict events invibed to a certain degree. But this limited

predictability is not the same as a universe gty laws’,

Mechanists believed that the natural laws are so@reniversal principles; every particular
thing exists according to them and they govermmal/ements — they constitute the structures
according to which everything is ordered. Nietz&lubjection is that it is wrong to read
eternal laws out of this appearance of regulanity arderliness that is caused by our human
disposition of recognizing patterns in the world.n&/ Mechanists fail to see is that
understanding the world in terms of natural lawgigt one of many possible interpretations
of the world. Nietzsche’s claim is that the worldncbe also interpreted as will to power,
absolutely lacking laws, and it will be just as giotable because of the nature of force.

Nietzsche explains this as follows:

But as | say, this is interpretation, not text; asmimeone could come along with the
opposite intention and interpretive skill who, logk at the very same nature and
referring to the very same phenomena, would reddobut the ruthlessly tyrannical
and unrelenting assertion of power claims. Suchra@rpreter would put to you the
universality and unconditionality in all 'will togwer' in such a way that virtually
every word, even the word 'tyranny’, would ultinhatgopear useless or at least only
as a modifying, mitigating metaphor — as too huméet. this philosopher, too, would
end by making the same claims for his world asatbers do for yours, namely that
its course is 'necessary' and 'predictabhet because laws are at work in it, but rather
because the laws are absolutédgking and in every moment every power draws its

final consequenc®.

Nietzsche’s claim is that it is possible to doui# existence of laws, and because of this it is
possible to understand the world as something Biges this mean that Nietzsche claims that
his world view is better than the mechanical waikelv, and that he has discovered the truth
behind the universe? Is it even possible to compardd views in order to find the best one?

To answer these questions, we need to look at $tikess theory of perspectivism.

% There is no law: every power draws its ultimateseguence at every moment. Calculability existsipety
because things are unable to be other than theykeBa 13:14[79]
°BGE 22
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3.11 Perspectivism

The basis for perspectivism is the claim that amyeustanding includes evaluation and has to
be seen as perspectialFor example a table: as a user of the table goidaunderstand it in
terms of its utility as an object that can holdygur coffee cup, while as a wood worker you
could understand it in terms of its economic vadisea good to sell. In desperate times you
could even see the table as a source of firewoodsihgle way of understanding is the one
and only way. For this reason it is impossible taing that any fact is universally and
eternally trué”. No human being can achieve compleat knowledgdefvorld and nobody

can claim to possess the particular perspectivieeoivorld that is always true.

Nietzsche seems to suggest that people have aeclifitber we can ignore the complexity of
the world and seek asylum from it in a single, ipatar perspective — an oversimplified

understanding of the world. Or we could chooseet® the world as a place in constant flux
where one perspective is not better than any offeeepting this view is tantamount to daring

to open your eyes and daring to hold multiple pectipes at the same time.

According to Nietzsche ideal knowledge can neverabkieved, but we can consider a
plethora of perspectives as equal and considesudljects in many different ways The
metaphysical birdcatchersearching for eternal truth are doomed to failaose there is
always another perspective in which you will fintbéher “eternal” truth. We cannot hope to
understand, and by understanding reading oursétneshe ‘metaphysical wasteland’. But
what is the point of Nietzsche’s entire metaphysgletch if it turns out that Nietzsche
believes that it is not more valid and fruitful thany other metaphysical theory? To
investigate this question we are going to lookhat fourth aphorism oBeyond Good and
Evil.

The first section of BGE is entitle@n the Prejudices of Philosopherthe forth aphorism
deals with how philosophers evaluate facts. Nidtgsdaims that “truth” is at least not the
primary standard of measurement when philosopheeduate a claim. According to

Nietzsche philosophers (like everybody else) judigems by asking how beneficial it is for

" Insight: all evaluation is made from a definiterggective: that of the preservation of the indidtua
community, a race, a state, a church, a faith, kuce. KSA 11:26[119]

"2"There are only-- facts" — | would say: No, faistprecisely what there is not, only interpretasoliVe cannot
establish any fact "in itself': perhaps it is fotty want to do such a thing(SA 12:7[60]

3 n so far as the word "knowledge" has any meariing world is knowable; but it is interpretable ettvise, it
has no meaning behind it, but countless meaning¥$erspectivism"KSA 12:7[60]
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the activity that is lifé*. Our ability to evaluate claims is not based ogidpit is based on
appearance, meaning the world we live in. We caturot away from this way of evaluating
without turning away from life itseff. In light of BGE 4, we can see that Nietzsche sets
“advancement of life” aghe standard for the relevance of any claim. We mustiuate
Nietzsche’s metaphysical sketch by this standantl ask how understanding the world in

terms of the will to power may help us live bettees.

3.12 Amor fati

Peter Poellner also arrives at the conclusion Miatzsche does not consider ‘truth’ as a
significant standard when evaluating a claim. Niete holds this view because the
metaphysical nature of the world is opaque t& amd so we should biadifferentto the
answers to metaphysical questions. They seem tpubsly theoretical and have no “life-
advancing properties”. It is life-advancing to lirethe world of appearance (in contrast to
searching for eternal truths) — because this isotilg world there is to live in. It is life-
advancing to know that the understanding of thigldvis nothing but a perspectie-
meaning to accept the apparent world as an illubignat the same time choosing to live in

that illusion entirely.

Nietzsche paints a picture of an immanent world re¢hge as sentient beings are forced to
reckon with the tension between the inescapablesigat nature of the world and the

disillusionment of knowing thiS. But according to Nietzsche there is a way to eedi this

" We do not object to judgment just because figlise (...)The question is rather to what extent the judgment
furthers life, preserves life, preserves the sgegerhaps even cultivates the spe&iek 4

S we are in principle inclined to claim that judgntenhat are the most falge..) are the most indispensable to
us, that man could not live without accepting lagifictions, without measuring reality by the pyréhvented
world of the unconditional, self-referential, withtca continual falsification of the world by measfshe number
— that to give up false judgments would be to gjvéife, to deny lifeBGE 4

® No conceivable evidence-gathering or experimerthefkind we employ in everyday practical life orthe
sciences can settle standard metaphysical quesfor#ner (2013) p.696

"1 have suddenly awoke in the midst of this drdaummerely to the consciousness that | just dres, that |
must dream on in order not to perish; just as tleeg-walker must dream on in order not to tumblenloWhat
is it that is now "appearance” to me! Verily, nbetantithesis of any kind of essence, - what kripelecan |
assert of any kind of essence whatsoever, exceptyntiee predicates of its appearance! Verily natead mask
which one could put upon an unknown X, and whidhetsure one could also remove! Appearance is ®tha
operating and living thing itself; which goes sa fa its self-mockery as to make me feel that hbeze is
appearance, and Will o' the Wisp, and spirit-darare nothing moreGGS 54

¥ Nietzsche's experience of immanence leaves nofmoomder, permanence, fixed laws, inherent raility, or
truth; it presupposes a mode of existence from lwhat only God, but, as Nietzsche says, "God's@hathave
also been removed. Man exists here in an everiganh$lux of (cosmic) "will to power," without reagtion,
without fixed truth, with nothing to explain higelior justify his deathvovel (1988) p.186

¥ Man has no separate, eternal soul, no "transcetaleself' to replace it, or an a priori reason denting to
impose itself externally upon nature and life. Afirite mode, man is however but a drop in the imemna
universe and as such is inescapably bound and i@net by it; this fact (or destinyjovel (1988) p.186
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tension without hiding from 2. Nietzsche advocates the virtues of choosing &nogour
eyes to the complexity of the world, but only thesgest and most resilient beings are able
to bear this burdéh Nietzsche celebrates immanent human interactit tive world and
suggests that in order to overcome yourself (meaypaur own illusion of the world as being
similar to you), you should not only accept theessity of your situation, but rather love

your being, your existence, the necessity of yate:fthe will to powéf.

By loving the necessity of things you will see ressy as beautiful — you will see existence
in itself as beautiful. Because of this you willtmo good conscience be able to relate to the
world in a negative fashion, but rather always besitpve and productive — always loving
necessity itseff. This is amor fati love of fate, Nietzsche’s ethical theory withihet
framework of an immanent understanding of the wdtlc in light of this ethical imperative
that Nietzsche’s critique of the pervasive mechanimderstanding of causafifymust be
understood. From this understanding of causalitgt2déiche derives his metaphysical sketch
which conceives of existence as something orgarbydtie will to power. It is the organizing
principle of reality in its entirety. This panpsysthaccount includes human beings, as their
minds must work according to the same principled Ans this understanding of humans that
is of importance to Nietzsche: to see yourselfagt particular and unified subject, but as a
battlefield of wills. Seen through this perspectiyeur entire being is nothing but wills
working to become master — to become the effec¢hivey. This is to say that the feeling you
have of your “self’ is an illusion and action ig faore important than the actor. Nietzsche’s
recommendation on how to relate to this fact isnetke it part of yourself and understand it
on a more practical level asnor fati you must not only know that this is your fateuyoust

love the necessity of it being your fate.

8 the assent and celebrating acceptance of immamdsitence in Nietzsche's amor fati must take tfiarteand
self-overcoming form of a "nevertheless." Amor fatibased upon a fundamental dissonance between the
individual and the worldvovel (1988) p.187

8 The highest man would have the greatest multipliof drives, in the relatively greatest strengtiattcan be
endured. Indeed, where the plant "man" shows hinsseingest one finds instincts that conflict poiwly (e.qg.,
in Shakespeare), but are controllddSA 11:27[59]

82 IMan] must interiorize, understand, and assent to withfiiil intensity of his life, if he is to endow hiare
existence with a worthwhile meaning compatible withboundaries of immanence, such as freedomino &g
or authentic existence in Nietzscivevel (1988) p.186

8 | want to learn more and more to see as beautifudt is necessary in things; then | shall be onthose who
make things beautifuRmor fati: let that be my love henceforth!.) Looking awayshall be my only negation.
And all in all and on the whole: some day | wislb&oonly a Yes-say&S 276

8 Nietzsche claims that the effective thing is it dbject, but rather the panpsychist fundameteatent of

the will to power.
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4 Spinoza

Baruch Spinoza, born Benedito de Espinosa, wasvébden in Amsterdam. His family was

originally from Portugal, but left for the more gressive Netherlands. In the summer of
1656 Spinoza was brandished as a heretic for lilissoiphy; after his banishment he changed
his name from the Hebrew Baruch to its Latin forranBdictus. W.T. Jones writes about

Spinoza:

Spinoza was in many ways similar to Socrates. Skerates he was accused of
atheism, because, being a far more deeply religinaa than his persecutors, he was

not satisfied with the outer forms that contentesm®

4.1 Spinoza and the enlightenment

The Enlightenment was primarily a celebration ofmlams' ability to understand and improve
the natural world through reason. Nature was seeanaorderly domain governed by strict
mathematical laws, and humans saw themselves ableapf understanding the secrets of
nature through the exercise of their unaided fasultSpinoza's systematic rationalist
metaphysics, which he developsEihics is an early naturalistic approach to understapdin
the world. Because of his naturalism Spinoza adjects the existence of a transcendent
supreme being in favor of a God whom is identicahature in its entirety. This is in line with
the Enlightenment’s ideals

4.2 Spinoza's style of writing

In Ethics Spinoza presents his arguments slowly and metisiyoThe book mainly consists
of a long line of propositions; each propositiolyoadvances the argument in the smallest
possible way. Each one is like a carefully crathedding block that is meticulously added in
order to build a theory that is not derived fronsuaaptions but is instead exclusively based
on reason. To achieve this, Spinoza uses an axomathod. Ethics is modeled upon
Euclid'sElementswhich was written around 300 B.Elementds the most influential work

in mathematics; to this day it serves as the baEfsgjgometry. Like Euclid Spinoza starts with
a number of definitions which must be necessarig,tand proceeds to deduce from these the
rest of his philosophy. Spinoza does this to bthregysame level of certainty to his theory that

mathematics enjoys.

The propositions oEthicsread very much like mathematical formulas, as tlogycally

8 Jones, (1975) p.193
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follow every line of argumentation to its conclusia believe that this must have been
Spinoza's goal to write about the world and humbnsat the same time not to preach dogma
or serve his own interests. It is as if Spinozatedro cleanse himself of confusion and use
nothing else than his own reason to become theuibfud the reason of God and follow the
naturalistic argument to its conclusion. This is&y that Spinoza wanted to meditate on the
most profound aspects of reality and build a systesm it. Someone may comment that
Spinoza is trying to ignore everything that maké®s lhuman in order to enter a state of
absolute reason. Spinoza would disagree; he bslitha the human mind is constituted by

reason and it is therefore more human to basetixnking entirely on reason than not to.

4.3 Spinoza's theory of God

| want to start by looking at Spinoza's ontologittaory. At the center of this ontology is

Spinoza's belief in an absolutely infinite beingtthe calls God. When presented like this it
sounds like a religious belief. Does this mean tBainoza was indoctrinated into a

monotheistic belief system? And because of hisugiegs he could not imagine a universe
without an omnipresent God? | will try to show thhis is not the case and that instead
Spinoza uses an axiomatic method to ground evagjesstep of his argumentation in reason.
Spinoza uses reason to prove that his concept dfrfasst necessarily exist and is a feasible

explanation for existence itself.

Spinoza's God is meant to be an alternative taJtltkeo-Christian God, an alternative that is
not born from faith, but from what Spinoza saw ke most accurate scientific method:
mathematics. Spinoza must have been frustratedthathvay religion presented God as the
ultimate arbitrator of all things, while at the satime God resides somewhere else, always
somewhere outside the grasp of humans and thestiqns about the nature of the universe.
In this way God never needs to be accountable noahns, because he is always outside their
grasp, always somewhere more profound, deeper ane lbasic. Spinoza takes the religious
account of God on its word and builds a naturalisyistem based on the assumption that there
must exist something that is the basic buildingblof all of reality, and this must be God. In
this way Spinoza “cornered” the concept of Godyéhis nothing more profound, nothing
more basic to hide behind. Whatever God is, we rindthim here. From this understanding
of the basic building block of reality Spinoza lgila system to understand the universe.

4.4 God and the laws of the universe

Spinoza believed that we do not live in a worlduinich the natural laws are malleable. This
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means that the natural laws are universal and thastfore be applicable to every possible
situation. This is to say that even God is not &seience. Science has proven itself to be
omnipresent, and we must therefore explain Goccaom@ance with it. God does not retreat
into a sphere of spirituality when humans discawer eternal laws of the universe. Gisd

these laws.

Spinoza's approach is novel because the divineawvdise time (and still to this day is by
many) seen as incompatible with science becausanitot be examined in a scientific way.
Some would argue that God is above all — that revén the lord of math, meaning that he
can change the answer to 1+1 if he so chooseso&puisagrees: he claims that God is not
above all, has all. Spinoza would rather reject the Holy Scripgiand the dogma of religion

than explaining God in transcendental téfins

God has always retreated. First he lived on toMbfOlympus, but man scaled all known
peeks and found no God. Then God resided abovedlom with the perfection of the stars —
removed from the chaos that we find below. But rettlied the night sky and explained all
its movements by natural laws, and still we coudd find him. So God retreated into the
reason of Plato's world of ideas, where no humas epuld ever scrutinize him. Spinoza will
not stand for the Lord's coward retreat into everardistant realms. Rather Spinoza wants to
drag him back into the world of man and show tlehaver left.

It is worth noting that despite his goal of prowigia naturalistic account of God as an
alternative to a religious account Spinoza endsmigporing Judeo-Christian religion by
claiming that God is eternal, infinite and thatfbijowing the way of his “god of reason” you
can achieve salvation and happifiés$he salvation that Spinoza is promising involtes
prospect of humans saving themselves through rdasonthe afflictions brought upon them
by other modes. This “salvation through reasonvates man above the confusing and

chaotic life that unreasonable men live and trams$chim into a purer expression of God.

8 For Spinoza, scripture must be treated like amebtollection of writings directed at a specifiscience at a
specific time. This no-special-status attitude talgascripture is simply a reflection of Spinozagguralisnt...)
Spinoza thus — here as elsewhere — attempts toatiakithe divineDella Rocca (2008) p.237

8 in Spinoza the immanent world inherits the divirsgust and many of the properties of the defunct tandent
God. Self-caused and self-justified, it is eternmad &finite (both in quantity and in perfectionis existence follows
necessarily from its essence, is governed by fireldceternal laws, and is rationally intelligible thughout. As for
man, he exists "in God" and shares in the same urlvetonality by which eventually he can rise abdvs finitude
and realize eternity within his temporal existerdavel (1988) p.186
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4.5 Spinoza’'s critique of religion

Andreas Urs Sommer writes in his artitlgetzsche's Readings on Spinoza: A Contextualist
Study, Particularly on the Reception of Kuno Figchbout Spinoza’s project of explaining
God in naturalistic terms. Sommer refers to Fischleo claims that Spinoza wanted to use
mathematics in order to evict people from their fmableasylum ignorantia® which they
have construed by believing in teleol8gywWe can read about Spinoza’s rejection of teleplog
in the appendix to part one Bthics

Spinoza argues that because of the human conditem is wrongfully prone to accept a
teleological world view. Spinoza argues that anghsfinal causes cannot exist in the universe
and humans’ belief in such things stems from a giaranthropocentri€® conclusion derived
from our situation inside the human condition. Astpf his critique of the teleological world
view Spinoza shows how the human condition leadsrtoanthropocentric world view.
Spinoza then gives an account of how humans wittrepocentric world views in prehistoric
times might have developed a teleological worldwiSpinoza goes on to prove that God
cannot act with a final end in sight, and lastlyr®ga criticizes secondary qualities because

they only result from an anthropocentric world view

4.5.1 The distinction between the “true self” and the “other parts”

Spinoza believed that any teleological world vieveaused by humans’ awarenesa desire

to seek their own advantaje(we will later look at why we must necessarily @athis
awareness when we have a look at the concept @ftesin While humans are aware of this
desire, its causes are hidden from them. Becaugesolve are lead to believe that we possess
free will. We can see an example of what Spinozarisng about in our daily speech. People
tend to think of our “actual self” as the part afrgelves that is hidden inside our physical
body, and it is this part of us that hopes and rdeefor the future and is not influenced by
anything else. This “real self’ is often contrasteh our physical bodies, our moods and
actions. The belief in this distinction between ttrae self” and “other parts of the self” is the
reason why the cause of the “true self” is hidded the cause of the “other parts” is easier to

gain knowledge about. This is to say that our ustdeding of our physical body, mood and

8 Asylum of ignorance

8 Real cognition discovers and explains things arided this explanation forward unlike the imaginaad
false cognition, that is, ignorance, which is séid by the concept of purpose and turns this cpho#go its
comfortable asylunSommer (2012) p.160 quoting FischeBsschichte der neuern Philosoph(#882) p.235.
% Anthropocentric is the act of interpreting or nefiag the world in terms of human values and exgers.

1 Appendix to part one
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cultural influence is entirely informed by our obsstions: the observation of how a child is
born causes the belief that the body must be agerinon our parents. The experience of how
someone’s mood can be influenced by drugs or médhitess causes the belief that mood is
caused by outside forces. The fact that differamietsies motivate different behaviors in
people causes a belief in cultural influences. Beeave humans experience our body, mood
and culture as contingent on forces that are caitsid control, we do not consider them as
part of our “true self’ to the same degree asdmsire to seefour] own advantag€or “our
hopes and dreams for the future” as | phrasedhi¢) cause of which is not apparent to them.
Because this cause is hidden we believe thatdesire to seelour] own advantagds
spontaneously generated and stems from our “trli¢ a&s&d is therefore not contingent on
anything other than ourselves. This understandinguo “true self” as being of a higher
echelon than our physical body and feelings isré@son why we value this “true self” more

than those other parts of ourselves.

4.5.2 Spinoza's critique of the teleological world view

We construe our world view around the idea of alfinause of things, i.e. teleology.
According to Spinoza this is because aat always with an end in vie@ will discuss more
about why humans are always oriented towards aogerpater when | am discussing
Spinoza's idea of conatus). Let us look at an el@wiphow humans start to see the world as
teleological. Imagine a primitive man out in thdderness, untouched by civilization. He is
looking at all the stones on the ground as he nahss. He does this because he understands
things in terms of how he can use them to gaindwmamtage. When inspecting the rocks from
this perspective, he sees some of them as to sonlaé useful, so he names them “pebbles”.
Others are too big to move, so he calls them “bergld But some of the rocks are of the
appropriate size and quality, so the primitive mames them “building materials” and uses
them to build a house. The man also sees the &®gégood for firewood” or “good for
building”, the plants as “good” or “poison”, andethanimals as “food” or “dangerous
predators”. Obviously this way of looking at thendais very helpful when we seek our own
advantage. But what happens when the primitive mas to apply the same teleology in
order to understand the world? Spinoza explains hamans go from seeking their own

advantage to worshiping mad gods.

[S]ince they find within themselves and outside the@se considerable number of

means very convenient for the pursuit of their @gmantage — as, for instance, eyes

for seeing, teeth for chewing, cereals and livingatures for food, the sun for giving
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light, the sea for breeding fish — the result iattthey look on all the things of Nature
as means to their own advantage. And realizing tthese were found, not produced by
them, they come to believe that there is some@®evého produced these means for
their use. For looking on things as means, theylccaowt believe them to be self-
created, but on the analogy of the means which #neyaccustomed to produce for
themselves, they were bound to conclude that theeesome governor or governors
of Nature, endowed with human freedom, who hawnaéd to all their needs and
made everything for their use. And having no infation on the subject, they also had
to estimate the character of these rulers by tlo@n, and so they asserted that the
gods direct everything for man's use so that thay bind men to them and be held in
the highest honor by them. So it came about thatyewmdividual devised different
methods of worshipping God as he thought fit ineorthat God should love him
beyond others and direct the whole of Nature sdoaserve his blind cupidity and
insatiable greed. Thus it was that this miscon@ptieveloped into superstition and
became deep-rooted in the minds of men, and itfarathis reason that every man
strove most earnestly to understand and to explarfinal causes of all things. But in
seeking to show that Nature does nothing in vaimat is, nothing that is not to man's
advantage — they seem to have shown only thisNéattre and the gods are as crazy

as mankind.

To prove that God cannot act with a final end imanSpinoza explains that given that this
was true God would have to want something thaabksl, something that would mean that he

is not an infinite being encompassing everythirag gxists, and therefore not God.

4.5.3 Spinoza's critique of secondary qualities

Spinoza believes that an anthropocentric world vemcompatible with a clear and truthful
understanding of the world To truly understand the world as it is - to urstiend its essence
and what must follow from it — you can only rely prathematics which saves mankind from
utter ignoranc¥®. Because an anthropocentric world view is not eomed with truth (i.e. the
essence of a thing and what must follow from ipinSza criticizes secondary qualities such

as: good, bad, order, chaos, hot, cold, beautyugfidess. Spinoza’s objection to this way of

%2 When men become convinced that everything thereied is created on their behalf, they were botmd
consider as the most important quality in everyiitiial thing that which was most useful to themg do
regard as the highest excellence all those thinga/ich they were most benefitéghpendix to part one p27
%truth might have evaded mankind forever had notiiaatics, which is concerned not with ends but oty
the essences and properties of figures, revealedeto a different standard of truthppendix to part one p26
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understanding things is that the understanding doégollow from the essence of the thing

but is rather exclusively derived from our humaeds

4.6 A causal universe

Instead of advocating a world view based on pelsoeeds, Spinoza wants to understand the
universe according to an eternal divine order. &manbelieves in an ordered universe, which
is the same belief that Euclidean geometry is liamm. Spinoza assumes that everything in
the universe can be explained causally; that isfygéling must have a cause that either comes
from the thing itself or from some outside sodfc&pinoza’s understanding of the universe
as fundamentally causal is also known as the Pimaf Sufficient Reason, a term coined by
Leibniz’® but the idea can be traced back to Aristotle sTimiderstanding pervades every

deliberation presented Ethics

4.7 Spinoza's fundamental assumption and the definitions that must follow
from it

Spinoza chose to present his argument in a stylehwdiosely resembles an axiomatic style
of arguing. An axiomatic system starts with a sétdefinitions and logically infers
propositions from them. The whole system restshenvialidity of the definitions; so if the
definitions are wrong, then the propositions irddrfrom them must also be wrong. This
means that we must investigate how Spinoza comesathhis definitions and how he knows

that they are correct.

In the beginning of part 1 dthics Spinoza introduces three concepts that are eakenthis
explanation of God, the universe, and everythirgese concepts are substance, attribute and
mode — these concepts are meant to provide theereaith the vocabulary needed to
understand Spinoza's deliberations. Spinoza inteslthe concepts in the form of definitions,
but he never explicitly explains in tlghicswhy he chooses to use these concepts. A mindful
reading of the first part dEthicsreveals Spinoza's proof of the validity of thesaaepts. The
proofs are part of Spinoza's axiomatic deliberaiand cannot easily be taken out of context.
Because of this we need to learn about how Spinomkerstands the world in order to

understand what Spinoza means when he writes ahbstance, attributes or mode.

% For every thing a cause or reason must be assigitber for its existence or for its nonexisterfce) Now
this reason or cause must either be containedémtture of the thing or be external tolR110lI

% Leibniz(...)understood the power of the P§Rinciple of Sufficient Reasoahd made it the centerpiece of
his system. Indeed, Leibniz was, in some ways, umfeont in his use of the PSR. He — not Spinomaed the
term “Principle of Sufficient Reason,” and Leibr@xplicitly made the PSR one of the “two great pipfes” on
which all reasoning is basefella Rocca (2008) p.276

38



4.8 The Principle of Sufficient Reason

To explain why Spinoza believes that God must rezndyg exist, we have to investigate the
Principle of Sufficient Reason. Spinoza presentsghnciple in the axioms in the first part of
Ethics though he does not call it the Principle of Sudint Reason. This principle is one of
the basic (if nothe basic) principles of logic itself. It states thaterything has to have a

cause.

Before we continue, let us take a quick look at wwB@inoza means by “cause”. One would
think that when Spinoza writes “X causes Y” thisamg that X is prior to Y in a causal chain
of events, but that is not the case. Don Garretthis essaySpinoza's “Ontological’
Argument argues thatX causes Y,” in Spinoza's usage, is best undetst@® meaning “X
provides (at least part of) the reason for the lgedm nature of Y*° It is from this very core

of logic itself that Spinoza starts out, and framststarting point he can deduce that God is
existence itself. To put it another way: Spinozalygres the nature of knowledge in order to
gain knowledge about the nature of reality. Thisansethat God is the constitutional part of
everything that exists, the basis of everything] #rerefore the cause of everything (I will

explain why Spinoza believes this in the next paapl).

The Principle of Sufficient Reason means that eténg that comes into being must have a
cause. This is the foundation of Spinoza's philagppnd also the reason why he presents it
in an axiomatic style. If we choose to believe $pa and accept a principle of strict

causality, we are faced with an existence wherayeegent must necessarily have been
preceded by a prior event that was its cause. \Bpgtoza is suggesting is a universe that is
restricted by rules in such a way that it can lmwveid as an infinite chain of events that are

causally linked to each other.

4.9 Substance

According to the Principle of Sufficient Reason miieing needs a cause, but then what was
the first cause? What is the cause of creatiotfit$eow did the universe start if there always
needs to be a prior event? Let us start to andviiquestion by investigating what existence
itself is ultimately made of: According to Spinotee most fundamental component in any
object is existence itself. With genius simplicBpinoza points out that if you remove the
guality of existence (whatever that might be) framything it cannot exist, therefore the

quality of existence must be the constitutive eletha# any given object. This means that the

% Garrett (1979) p.6
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guestion “what is the first cause?” is really a sjimm of “what is the cause of existence
itself?” Spinoza approaches the question of ext&tetself by claiming that there must exist
something that posits the quality of existence emcsting objects. Spinoza chooses to name
whatever this isubstantiaa Latin word which translates tthat which is underlying”.From

the concept of substance it follows that it isniégdure to exist; it never started to exist but has
always done s6. This is to say that Spinoza claims that there mebeginning and substance
has no external cause, because unlike everythsegielexistence substance is self-caused.
Substance is unique because unlike everythingteédeexists it is not a link in the chain of
causality; we must rather understand it as the mahtdhe chain is made of. Substance is

everything that exists.

4.9.1 Substance monism

Like Boscovich, Spinoza has an answer to the questi how a diverse world can be caused
by a single type of substance. To prove that tiseeomly one single substance, Spinoza tries to
show that all other possibilities are in fact imgibke. To do this, Spinoza presents the
materialists’ view as a counter argument (the saith@ns that later will plague Boscovich
and Nietzsche also disagree with Spinoza). The malsts believe that matter consists of
parts and is divisibf while Spinoza sees the universe as infinite adivisible because he
believes that substance cannot be dividledaterialists disagree. They claim that everything
can be reduced to quantifiable units, and becadisthi® there cannot exist one single
substance:

[1]f an infinite length is measured in feet, it willde to consist of an infinite number of
feet; and if it is measured in inches, it will cah®f an infinite number of inches. So

one infinite number will be twelve times greatarttanother infinite numbéf°

The materialists believe that material substancstrba governed by a set of rules, and a
possibly supremely perfect beihfd must work according to a different set of rulegisT

would prove that there cannot exist merely one tamo®, but rather that there must exist at

7 By that which is self-caused | mean that whoseress involves existence; or that whose nature @an b
conceived only as existintdp1

% | will refute my opponents' argumer(ts.) they think that corporeal substance, insofar ais isubstance, is
made up of parts, and so they deny that it camfeite, and consequently that it can pertaif®od]. IP15S

% Absolutely infinite substance is indivisible13

199p153

11 Since God, they say, is a supremely perfect béiagzannot be that which is acted upon. But corglore
substance, being divisible, can be acted uporhdtefore follows that corporeal substance doespastain to
God's essencéP15S
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least one divine substance, which is perfect, amel material substance, which consists of

parts.

The materialist’s theory is fundamentally oppose&pinoza's theory. Spinoza claims that the
argument that the materialists use is invalid beeatiis impossible to measure an infinite
quantity®>. We have already seen that Spinoza deduces ta®fdesingle substance from the
Principle of Sufficient Reason. We know that theem only be one substance because if
substance is anything else than the most basidittgrg of existence you could theoretically
divide substance. This would mean that this themketsubstance consisted of more

fundamental parts, and so could not be “that wisaimderlying”.

According to Spinoza this is impossible; if subsgrcould be divided, the parts of the
substance would either retain the nature of substan not. If the parts were to retain the
nature of substance, then a substance would harethe cause of another substance, which
according to Spinoza is impossible (I will discuks topic later). On the other hand, if the
parts would lose their nature as substance theydwaulonger have any cause and therefore
could not exist. According to Spinoza, this is alsapossible because substance must
necessarily exist. Since all possible scenarios iangossible, Spinoza concludes that

substance cannot be divid&d

4.10 Attributes and modes

We can see from the deliberation above that afiteyg objects in the universe must share the
defining feature of existence that is caused bgtsuirte — an object lacking this quality would
not exist. We know that substance is a single ii@ithing; despite this we experience a world
that does not appear to us as uniform. Rather twdwooks like a collection of separate
objects. The only explanation for this is that sabee is able to exist in the form of all
individual objects. Spinoza claims that all indivad objects are modifications of the same
substanc€”. Because of this he names individual things mBdess in “modes of

substance”.

192 no other conclusion can be reached but that itdimjuantity is not measurable and cannot be madefup
finite parts.IP15S

193 No attribute of substance can be truly conceivethfwhich it would follow that substance can bed#d.
P12

194 How many things are there in the world? Spinozaiswer: one. What might seem to be other things are
merely ways in which the one thing exifislla Rocca (2008) p.33

195 By mode | mean the affections of substance, shalat which is in something else and is conceitiesligh
something elsdD5
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Some modes are expressed through different typexistence. As humans we know that
there are at least two categories of existenceertsidn (the category of existence that
involves all things) and Thought (the category wiseence that involves all ideas). Spinoza
claims that humans categorize things accordinghatwind of a mode’s existence they can
perceive. Spinoza names these different categmimabf existence attributés. If humans
could step outside themselves and occupy the posit eternity, we would see that to label
one mode as an idea and another as a thing wolyidemseful to humans. From the point of
view of eternity we would see that everything iseapression of substance and that it merely

appears to humans in the guise of different modes.

4.11 God

Spinoza believes in pantheist he defines God aan absolutely infinite being, that is,
substance consisting of infinite attributes, eadhwdich expresses eternal and infinite
essence’® We already know that there must exist a singletsmios. To investigate Spinoza’s
claims regarding God we must find out if this sabse is infinite. In order to prove that
substance must be infinite, Spinoza argues thathamy must either be finite or infinit&”
and substance must exist as something infiniteuseca cannot exist as finite. According to
Spinoza a finite thing is a thing that is limiteg $omething:

A thing is said to be finite in its own kind whenan be limited by another thing of the
same nature. For example, a body is said to bé&efinecause we can always conceive
of another body greater than it. So too, a thoughlimited by another thought. But
body is not limited by thought, nor thought by btdy

We can read here that an infinite thing is a thivgg is impossible to limit. This means that if
substance were to be finite there would have tetesamething that can limit it. But what can
limit substance? It would have to be of the santereaas substance, meaning that it would
have to be a second substance. But Spinoza cldiatsahother substance is impossible

because there is nothing that can be the causebfassecond substance.

To understand Spinoza's claim, we have to invdstigehat kind of rules govern causal

relations. Spinoza claims that things must haveetbimg in common in order to have any

196 By attribute | mean that which the intellect péves of substance as constituting its esseiibe.
197 pantheism is the belief that God is everything.
108 |D6
19 [substanceinust therefore exist either as finite or as inéniP8D
110
ID2
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causal relation to each otff€r Spinoza comes to this conclusion because he statels God

as existence itself, and therefore God must be gfagverything meaning that all existence
comes from him because he is existence itselfh&sconstituting part of existence God is a
prerequisite for anything to exist. Spinoza reastr® because God has something in
common with all existing modes, things that havéhimg in common cannot be the cause of

each other.

Because whatever might cause a second substantéhnavessomething in common with it,
Spinoza claims that such a cause cannot existo&piclaims that God is the only substance,
as he is a self-causing substance that is neceassarger to explain existence itself; and there
IS no necessity in the existence of two or morestriztes. A theoretical second substance
cannot be self-caused as well because there isnitdd the primary substance, meaning that
a second substance would need to be of the sameeras the primary substance but at the
same time be distinct from it. A second substamet would be the same as the primary
substance in every aspect would actually be thmargi substance, and therefore could not
limit it. If there is a second substance then isheither be caused by substance or by modes
of substance. This is because everything that sxstist fall into one of these two
categories’. Spinoza denies that any of these possibilitiesheatrue. A substance cannot be
caused by a mode because modes are per defindprassions of substance; if modes could
create substances, they would not be modes. Thasnthat substance must be prior to
modes™®. Neither can substance be the cause of this semmstance, because if a second
substance existed, it would have to be distinglolkgh&rom the first one. The only way for
two substances to be distinguishable is that thegyess themselves through different
attributes. If two substances expressed themseafvekfferent ways, they would not have
anything in common. And as we already seen, Spihati@ve that two things that do not
have anything in common cannot be the cause of @hen, and therefore there does not exist

anything that can be the cause of a second sulastanc

Spinoza also explains the uniqueness of substahomsgh the attribute of Thought: God is
not only the cause of existence with regard to ayshings but also with regard to ideas.
This means that substance must be the most basiegbin the universe as well: in the same

way that substance is the most basic constituetttiofs it is also the most basic constituent

11 \When things have nothing in common, one canntideause of the othéP3
M2in the universe there exists nothing but substamcktheir affectiondP6C
13 substance is by nature prior to its affectiolifsd
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of ideas. Substance is such a basic concept tbanhitot be made up of other concepts. If you
were to form an adequate idea of this theoretieabsd substance, that is, an idea that
corresponds to the thing it is an ided*4fthe idea would need to include its cause. Because
the idea of God is its own cause, it does not ohelany other concepts, and is therefore the
most fundamental concept there is. The idea offhberetical second substance, on the other
hand, must include something else and cannot berstodd solely through itself, and
therefore it cannot be a substarice

According to Spinoza substance must be infiniteabse it is existence itself, and therefore
fits Spinoza’s definition of God. To say that s@mste is existence itself is the same as saying
that because substance is the underlying causistence in objects, substance must have a
nature that is existence. That is, substance nmuself-caused because it is existence itself.
Self-caused things must exist permanently becdusen their nature to exist, and they must

exist everywhere — eternity follows from existeftself.**®

4.11.1 What can be inferred from the fact that substance is infinite?

Spinoza believes that God as an infinite being rbesexpressed through infinite attributes.
This means that God cannot be limited to the tviobates that humans know of (Thought
and Extension). There must exist an infinite amoahtcompletely different types of
existence. The world Spinoza imagines is one ofitef dimensions. Each of these
dimensions consists of objects that are fundamigrdéferent from each other. This means
that even if we could account for every atom in Wiele of the material universe and also
grasp every single idea that could exist, we wawtleven be close to fathom the vastness
that is God: because Extension and Thought aretadlypf God infinite dimensions.

Spinoza can infer a number of things from the that God is the only substance, for instance
the world being deterministic and the rejectionfree will. Spinoza wants to show that the
universe is an immanent expression of God. Thigraditts the ancient view of God as “the
first mover”, where a being serves as the inittaté that started the universe in contrast to
being an essential part of it. In order to provat tihe universe is an immanent expression of

God, Spinoza has to show that God is by necessignanipresent force in the universe that

114 By adequate idea | mean an idea which, insofait @sconsidered in itself without relation to ibject, has
all the properties, that is, intrinsic characteicst, of a true ideallD4

H5if a substance could be produced by something tiseknowledge of substance would have to deperibeo
knowledge of its cause (IAx4), and so (ID3) it wloubt be substancéP6D I

1% By eternity | mean existence itself insofar ds tonceived as necessarily following solely frown definition
of an eternal thinglD8
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shapes it in a definitive and distinctive manner.

4.12 Realitas

Why does the universe work as it does? Spinozptm®&n that God exists, is eternal, infinite
and that everything is an expression of God. Bubde not explainedhy God is expressed
the way he is. To answer this question, we neegk&nine Spinoza’s claim that everything
must follow from God because he is an infinite &l and that the universe is governed by
laws. The laws can only come from G8tbecause everything is in God and nothing can be
conceived outside God.

Spinoza claims that Godxpresses eternal and infinite essenthis eternal and infinite
essence which God expresses | have earlier cdiedjuality of existence. Existence is a
function of eternity, and vice versa. | now wanet@lore this in greater detail. An absolutely
infinite being would necessarily need to expresslitthrough infinite attributes; otherwise it
would not be an infinite being. Because attrib@eswhat the intellect perceives of substance
as constituting its essence, a being that can sgptself through infinite attributes would
need to possess infinite essence. Spinoza wiites:more realitas or being a thing has, the
more attributes it ha$'® In the English translations &fthicsrealitas is usually translated as
reality. This is not entirely correct. By realit8pinoza means content — the more realitas our
intellect can perceive of a mode the richer ouaidéthat mode is, meaning that the essence
of the thing is richer. Because God expresses Hitiseugh infinite attributes, he must have
infinite realitas. A being with infinite realitasust be absolutely perféét and if a being is
absolutely perfect, it cannot lack in anything. S'heans that because of his infinite realitas
God must be the cause of everything and must loeatte

4.13 God is the cause of the continual existence of modes

Spinoza wants to show that God must be the caudeaontinual existence of modes. To do
this, he must show that the continual existencanofles cannot come from the modes
themselves, that is, the essence of modes cannibiebeause for their continual existence.
Spinoza demonstrates this by claiming that his nitedh of being self-causétf is
incompatible with his definition of modes. Becausedes are defined abat which is in

17 From the necessity of the divine nature there rfalistw infinite things in infinite wayk®16
18 God acts solely from the laws of his own natuomstrained by nonéP17
119
IP9
120 By realitas and perfection | mean the same thiti2p
121 By that which is self-caused | mean that whoseress involves existence; or that whose nature @n b
conceived only as existindp1
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something else and is conceived through somethigelfe a mode cannot exist only from the

power of its own essence, i.e. it cannot be sel§ed like a substance

When approaching the question of what can caustesde in modes, we must distinguish
between finite and infinite types of modes. Infninodes differ from finite modes in that
infinite modes must follow directly from G&& or through the medium of an infinite
modée?*. A finite mode cannot come into being as a dimestsequence of God because if it
did, it would be an infinite mode. This begs thessgfion: if neither God nor infinite modes
can be the direct cause of finite modes, but as#ree time everything needs a cause, what
could then be the cause of finite modes? The améyvar possible is that finite modes must be
caused by other finite modes. Let us now considesuple of facts with which Spinoza has
already provided us: God is eternal and infinited anfinite things must follow from an
infinite being. This means that an infinite amowftfinite things must exist as well as an
infinite amount of time: because God is an infifiging. Because all things that can exist

must exist, finite things must exist.

Even though God is ultimately the cause of theistexce, finite things do not suddenly pop
into existence or disappear because God willsataBse finite things need to be caused by
other finite things, every finite thing has to kmusally related to other finite things. Imagine
that the universe were an infinite billiard takded imagine all modes that have ever existed
as an infinite amount of billiard balls scatteradtbe table. When these balls bump into each
other they are transferring some of their kinetiergy over to other balls which then start
moving, this transference of kinetic energy is ldt& mode being the cause of another mode.
If you could record the movements of all the baltsthis infinite table, you would be left with

a map resembling an infinite spider web. This &/ [8pinoza conceives of the universe: as an

infinite web of causal relations, without any begirg or end.

This infinite web is difficult to understand becausie as humans are finite beings, and
accordingly have trouble understanding beginningst Spinoza has such faith in his
axiomatic system that, when he derives from it thatconsequence of an infinite being must
be that the universe must have always existedhbeses to believe that. The world view

with which Spinoza is left is one where there is“figt mover” who could have pushed the

122 |D5

123 Al things that follow from the absolute nature afy attribute of God must have existed always, and
infinite; that is, through the said attribute thage eternal and infinitelP21

124 \Whatever follows from some attribute of God, iasaf the attribute is modified by a modificatitwat exists
necessarily and as infinite through that same httré, must also exist both necessarily and infitiRg2
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first ball on the infinite table; instead the umse must have always existed by virtue of the

necessity of an infinite being.

4.13.1 God as the cause of actions in modes

We can now see that according to Spinoza the existef finite modes in the universe must
be caused by God through the medium of other fimteles. But according to Spinoza, all
actions must also always have a cause. | will redke & closer look at Spinoza's proof of the
idea that all actions must necessarily be causeddaly Spinoza claims that modes which act
must have been determined to act the way they d8du; and things that do not act cannot
determine themselves to &t Spinoza's argument hinges on the fact that “ngetit” and

“free” are mutual exclusive concepts, so a beind &abe contingent cannot be said to be

free. Spinoza writes:

[l]n things there is absolutely nothing by virtue dfick they can be said to be
“‘contingent,” | now wish to explain briefly what wehould understand by
“contingent”; but | must first deal with “necessdrand “impossible.” A thing is
termed “necessary” either by reason of its essenic®éy reason of its cause. For a
thing's existence necessarily follows either frésneissence and definition or from a
given efficient cause. Again, it is for these sam@sons that a thing is termed
“impossible” - that is, either because its essencalefinition involves a contradiction
or because there is no external cause determimriging it into existence. But a thing
is termed “contingent” for no other reason than tteficiency of our knowledge. For
if we do not know whether the essence does ndvaaocontradiction, we still cannot
make any certain judgment as to its existence kseEc#we chain of causes is hidden
from us, then that thing cannot appear to us eit®mnecessary or as impossible. So

we term it either “contingent” or “possible **°

We can now see that the idea that God determineaadions directly contradicts the notion
of free will. To explore Gods ability to determitiee actions of modes, | will try to show how
Spinoza's argument can be used to dismiss themofidree will. Spinoza argues that no
mode can be said to be free because everythinigiding the actions of individual modes,

must be determined by divine laws that follow neeei$y from an infinite beint’. Let us

125 A thing which has been determined to act in aipaldr way has necessarily been so determined by; Go
and a thing which has not been determined by Godaadetermine itself to adP26

1261p33s1

127 Eor Spinoza, not only do modes depend on God img Imeere states of God, their dependence is so letenp
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say that we humans, as definite modes of an atitribfl God, are said to be free beings
because our intellect is superior to the intelt&cother modes, for example drops of water.
But if humans really were free beings, we shouldsess the ability to change our
fundamental being (our essence). But instead ofgomiasters of our fundamental being, we
are instead contingent on our fundamental beingaBse all humans are necessarily products
of their own essence, they must be contingent erdivine laws of the universe and not free,
this is true for all modes. This is to say that lams are determined by God through their

essence and existence.

4.14 In which way Spinoza understands natural laws

Spinoza claims that he has discovered the reasgrihimgs act. He believed that the actions
of all modes are an expression of God. This mdaaisvthen | lifting my arm, a dog barking,
a comet showing up in the night sky or anything @lees what it does because of God. This
is not to say that everything happens because Gltlitmo be. What Spinoza means is that
all modes are subject to laws, and these natusal fallow from the most basic component of
existence — God. Modes must be created and contimegist in accordance with the rules
that necessarily follow from God. What we are \eitth is a world view that is based on God
but is not similar to the world described by redigg. God is not above the laws of the
universe like a king might be above the laws of ldred. As is true with everything else in
existence Gods the laws. This is to say that God is, at the siime, that which limits the

subject and the subject that is being limited.

Spinoza sees individual things as expressions of, @@y cannot exist as anything else than
the things they exist as in this very moment beedhsy are limited and thereby shaped into
definitive modes by the natural laws. But the laksut which Spinoza is writing are not like
the laws of a human society — the laws which negdgdollow the existence of God are
prerequisites for the existence of modes. Withbas¢ laws substance would not have been
shaped into modes. The laws of the universe aee @Gkd's divine touch that determines
absolutely everything about the mode. The law$efuniverse do not only define the starting
point of everything; rather, all movements of modest have ever happened are the only
movements that this constant divine influence cassibly allow to happen. Spinoza presents
proofs that God must be the cause of the essenoeaés. Consider this thought experiment:
if the essence of things were not caused by Gah e should be able to conceive of the

that it is absolutely impossible for any mode — émas for the entire series of modes — to be diffem any
respect from the way it actually Bella Rocca (2008) p.69-70
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existence of essence without the concept of exastéiself, which is God. But you cannot
conceive of anything without existence itself. Tmeans that the concept of the essence of
modes must necessarily include the concept of-&od

4.14.1 God has no free will

According to Spinoza's terminology the will of aife creature must be classified as a mode
of the attribute of Thought’. The nature of modes is that they must be caugethutside
force, so a finite will as a finite mode of Thougtannot be free but must be contingent on
another finite mode. But what about an infinitelwilthe attribute of Thought itself — is it
free? God as an infinite being must possess amit@fivill, but is this will also contingent? To
further investigate the nature of an infinite Wil us try to imagine it: we already know that
any infinite mode must either be a necessity of Gofbllow from another infinite mode; i.e.
an infinite will is also caused by something andsimiinerefore be considered contingent.
Because God is not above the laws of the univdrisewill cannot be called free but only

contingent; the same laws that cause the willsades to be contingent do the same for God.

4.15 Spinoza's understanding of humans and their potential

What does it mean to be a conscious human beiagumverse without free will? If there is
no absolute freedom but everything in your lifecamtingent on something else what is the
point of acting at all? Is it better to be contingen one thing rather than another? Spinoza
investigates these questions in a naturalistic manris is to say that Spinoza believes that
everything can be explained in terms of naturadrsme, and this must include every aspect of
humanity®. To understand humans fully naturalistically, $yia tackles questions regarding
what it means to think, the nature of man and wh#te best way humans can live given the
nature of the world. In order to understand Spifsozanception of human beings, we are
going to look at the attribute of Thought and Exien and the connection between them. We
are also going to look at some important concagis donatus, activity, essence, affections

and amor intellectualis dei.

4.16 Modal parallelism

To understand how Spinoza views humans, we mugtdodow he understands ideas — we

128 God is the efficient cause not only of the existesf things but also of their essenié®25

129Will cannot be called a free cause, but only aessary causeP32

130 Since there is no transcendent world, no moralldvarder, noa priori norms and obligations, and no
purposive organization of the universe, but onlyald governed by a play of mechanical forces, eéfare the
individual's total life must be explained and grounded in a strictly ndtyranciple of desire which also
individuates him or her as a single entitppvel (1988) p.191
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need to understand the relationship between thmibwts of Thought and Extension. The
reason for this is that Spinoza does not strictidarstand humans’ psyche as a product of
their environment, because Spinoza does not silestrithe model of human ideas that states
that humans develop new ideas through their intieracvith the outside world. Spinoza
claims that ideas can only be caused by other idéaseasons that Thought and Extension
are simply attributes of the single substance. Thi® say that a horse and the idea of that
horse are caused by the same expression of subst&amnly experience different aspects of
this single piece of horse “shaped” substance lsecae experience the same mode in two
different ways, and so we understand the idea physical object as distinct from that

physical object, when in fact the idea and the @higethe same mode of substance.

The world that Spinoza imagines is one in whicledént attributes are nothing but different
ways of comprehending the same substance, butataime time they are separated. This
means that the same thing that happens in the wéréktensions happens in the world of
ideas. So when you encounter something new and &ormlea of it, what really happens is
that a specific expression of substance encouatargher specific expression of substance.
Under the attribute of Extension one body is enterimy another body, but this same
encounter can also be understood under the a#rififiuThought where the mind encounters
an ided*’. This is to say that the same that happens inattrdbute of Extension is also
happening in the attribute of Thoudit This view that one and the same order exists unde

each of the attributes is called “modal parallefism

4.17 Conatus

Because Spinoza wants to understand everythingethiats naturalistically, he derives his
understanding of humans from his understanding<stence in itself. It might seem strange
to base your understanding of man on something dlia® observations of individuals, but
Spinoza sees such methods as fundamentally flawstéad, Spinoza tries to understand why
humans act the way they do by trying to uncoverctngse of all actions. Spinoza claims that
from his understanding of existence it follows tleaerything that exists must be driven to
continue to exist. Spinoza names this drive conatus Latin for “striving” or “endeavor”.
This means that God is not “the first mover”, bather that his essence is the motor that runs

every single thing. To put it another way: all pberena in the universe amount to God'’s

1313 circle existing in nature and the idea of théstmg circle, which is also in God, are one ane #ame thing
(...) therefore, whether we conceive nature under theébate of Extension, or under the attribute of Thbu
(...) we shall find one and the same order, or one ardstime connection of caudda7S

132 The order and connection of ideas is the saméasider and connection of thing?7
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essence being expressed. This eternal inference the definition of God makes an ever
expanding spider web of causal relations. Thigrtliat existence itself causes a striving for
self-preservation in all existing things is a tyydganpsychism.

We now turn back to the subject of human beingw@snvestigate the concept of conatus

further and how it relates to humans. First we teille a closer look at what essence is.

We must understand God, existence in itself andeisgnce of modes as one and the same
thing. As a mode you are an expression of God; #hito say that your essence is an
expression of God by virtue of the fact that yousexAccording to Spinoza we can learn
something about the nature of essence from the thatt the definition of a thing is an
expression of that thing's essence.

Spinoza believes that because the definition diregtcannot negate the thing but only affirm
its existence, the essence of a thing can onlyt pagtence and never negate it. This makes
sense because the essence of a thing is God, 8legistence in itself, and there cannot exist
anything that negates God. This is to say thatemsence only posits a striving to “be in
ourselves**® To “be in yourself’ means to exist according tuyessence, we will later take
a closer look at what “existing according to yogsence” means. We can experience how
conatus manifests itself in matter as a naturdinaton to resist outside force and stay in its
previous position, that is, inertia. But conatusn calso be understood as a mental
phenomenon. Because this mental state of contisuaing is caused by the nature of
substance, it must be present in every existingan8d every rock, tree, water drop and idea

must have a drive to strive to exist in accordand@eir own essence.

According to Spinoza's substance monism, existéncéself is the most fundamental
component of the universe. This means that existingt be the foundation for conatus in the
sense that the most fundamental manifestation mditcs is a striving for continual existence.
This is to say that the striving never stofisThis does not mean that modes are oriented
towards a teleological goal (I have already disedske rejection of teleology that Spinoza
presents in the appendix to part | Bthicg. To say that conatus causes a striving for
continued existence is not the same as sayingetkiating things must have a final goal,
conatus is just the necessary cause of substatheestriving is just a function of existence. In

133 The conatus with which each thing endeavors tsigein its own being is nothing but the actualees® of
the thing itselfllIP7

134 The conatus with which each single thing endeatmnsersist in its own being does not involve éritne,
but infinite time llIP8
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this way we as modes of God are “commanded” totearsd to exist is synonymous with
striving for continual existence; the most fundatakaffect that conatus causes is a striving

for self-preservatiofi”.

Because there cannot exist anything in the natugetlning that can destroy it, everything that
is destroyed is done so by external catf&eFhis means that there is nothing that can be
defined as only existing for a time and then, Isyawvn nature, cause itself to be destroyed.

Let us further investigate what can destroy a mode.

Spinoza writesEach thing, insofar as it is in itself, endeavapspersist in its own being’
What Spinoza is saying here is that the existefioeonles is conditional — we can neesist
from our own essence alone. But we eahfrom our own essence, and in this sense we can

become masters of our own “destiny” and to a ledsgree be controlled by outside forces.

According to Spinoza there cannot exist anythirag ttan be defined as self-destructive. This
must be true even for a stick of dynamite, somethihich is designed to be destroyed. In
this case the dynamite is in fact two modes: théube and the dynamite. The flame that
burns the fuse is nam itself, that is, its actions are not from its own essdndeare instead
conditional on whoever lit the fuse, and so cer@anditions that define its existence are
forced upon it. If we are to believe Spinoza, egeftame that exists from its own essence
would persist in its own being. The same is truehiamans who commit suicide — they must
have been driven to this action by outside forasabse it cannot follow from their nattife

4.18 Activity

As we now continue our investigation of Spinoza'glerstanding of man we must look at
what effects conatus has in humans; this brings uke concept of activity. To “be active”
means to be in yourself, that is, be in accordamtie your conatus - to be free from being
defined by outside influences and through thisdoze achieve greater perfection by acting
according to God. Let me try to explain: to be admmoneans to receive your essence from

God because to be a mode means to be an expredésidod. Because of this your realitas

135 Conatusin Spinoza is basically the striving for self-praggion. "Everything ... endeavors to persist is it
being" Eth. 11l 6) is the first principle from which the res derived, encompassing all human affects froen th
most common to the highest philosophical degreeel (1988) p.191
izj No thing can be destroyed except by an externaed|P4

IP6
138 Therefore nobody, unless he is overcome by exteawses, and those contrary to his own nature|autg to
seek his own advantage, that is, to preserve hislming. Nobody, | repeat, from the necessity ®hature, but
driven by external causes, turns away from takiogdf or commits suicide which can take place in ynan
mannerslVP20S
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comes from God, that is, the richness of what @sfigou. What happens if you exist in
accordance with your essence is that you existreher expression of God because you are a
purer expression of your own essence, which iséimee as being a purer expression of God.

In order to understand what Spinoza means by &gtive must remember that you as a mode
of God are a specific expression of God. It is maghelse than your nature as a unique
expression that is the source of your level ofvétgti This is to say that you have a greater
level of agency when you are not influenced by idet$orces. We cannot understand human
agency as acting in spite of God, as it is impdedir any mode to do so — every eventy

exists as a result of God’s essence, and only @odde absolutely free and exist and act only

from his own essence.

According to Spinoza human agency is not opposetébdad because humans cannot be
understood as something other than an expressiddodf so humans do not have to act
despite God to act from their own essence. Thisns\¢laat if you act “from God” you are
acting from your own essence, and in so doing yeutse adequate cause. To be the adequate
cause in this way is what Spinoza means by beitigea¢o be active is to act only from your

essence and not being controlled by other modes.

4.19 The essence of man

Spinoza claims that as humans we can only be attive think in accordance with reasoh
This is because reason is the ability to derivegadte ideas (that is, a “true idea”) from other
adequate ided®. This is significant in regard to Spinoza’s defm of humans. Spinoza
writes: Man think$*:, this is not only to say that humans have thetghid think, but rather
that manis a thinking thing, that is, thinking is the defigircharacteristic of humans —
thinking pertains to the essence of a Marif you take it away from a human, then it cannot
be defined as a human. This is to say that Spidoes not define humans by their biology,
meaning that a Homo sapiens without brain actiigtyot a human, whereas an intelligent
being from another planet would be. While this sedike a strange thing to say, it is actually

not so different from how we actually use the téhaman”. For example when animals use

139 The active state of the mind arises only from adeg)ideas; its passive states depend solely ciemaate
ideas.llIP3
140 an idea follows in the human mind from ideas #ratadequate in ilP40D
141

[IAX2
1421 say that there pertains to the essence of agthiit which, when granted, the thing is necesganilsited,
and by the annulling of which the thing is necesgamnulled; or that without which the thing carither be
nor be conceived, and, vice versa, that which cabamr be conceived without the thihigp2
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reason to solve problerffssome might call their behavior “human-like”, or sesne might

see a corps as “un-human’”.

As we can see, it is the nature of humans to bsoredle. To be reasonable means that if a
mind has an adequate idea, then the mind is tleetefé cause of that idea, and to have an
adequate idea of your own essence is to have agrstadding of God because your essence
comes from God. Spinoza’s claim is that such aretstdnding constitutes a greater level of
activity for humans because a mind with ideas tobldws from God has state of greater
perfectiort*®, meaning that it has more realitas. On the othedhdrives that are not derived
from your own essence constitute a hindrance for ymderstanding. This is not to say that
you cannot take control over these affects andida@ng be the adequate cause of them by
understanding thelff. Spinoza claims to have identified how humans twetiter themselves,
and that this betterment is connected to our drareswhat causes them. This means that in

order to understand how Spinoza’s ethics work wetrmok at his understanding of affects.

4.20 Affects

Affects are anything that affects humans’ levelacfivity**®. Spinoza treats the subject of
affects in the third part dEthics In this chapter he wants to show that human tffae part
of nature, and that it is possible to understaremttonly using natural la#%. Spinoza
explains that all affects are derived from condiesause it is the most fundamental diife

As we already know, conatus is a striving to bgaor own essence. From this drive, Spinoza
claims, you can derive three primary affects: ppleasure and desire. Desire is a conscious
appetite for the things that help man to be indws nature, that is, a consciousness of your
own conatus. The feeling of pleasure is a transitiom a lesser understanding of the things
that affect you to a greater understanding of thibsegs (pleasure is an achievement of

conatus), while pain is the opposite transition(pa the failure to achieve conatus). From

143 For instance has several species of primates iaahl flieen shown to be able to use tools in novebvim

order to solve problems.
“P11s
145 A passive emotion ceases to be a passive ematisnom as we form a clear and distinct idea ofR3
146 By affects | understand the affections of the bbgywhich the body's power of activity is increased
diminished, assisted or checked, together withidbas of these affectiondlD3
147 Most of those who have written about affects anthdn conduct seem to be dealing not with natural
phenomena that follow the common laws of Naturenlitiit phenomena outside Nature. They appear toodars
as to conceive man in Nature as a kingdom withkingdom.(...) in Nature nothing happens which can be
attributed to its defectiveness, for Nature is gla/ighe same; that is, the laws and rules of Naaoeording to
which all things happen and change from one forrartother are everywhere and always the safreface to
part 11
148 No virtue can be conceived as prior to this oremaly, the conatus to preserve ones¥iR22
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these three primary affects you can derive all o#ftects®®. For example love ipleasure
accompanied by the idea of an external cauwddle hatred igain accompanied by the idea
of an external caud®’. Spinoza has a long list of affects that all uétely stems from
conatus, for example: joy, fear, humility, self#gvself-contentment, honor, scorn, satiety,
weariness, derision, contempt, horror, devotiomaes, repentance and superstitiinThese
affects shape who and what we are, and more imptytavhether we are in accordance with
our own essence or not. According to Spinoza “tmbgurself” is the only normative pursuit
that you as a mode of God can possibly hope tomaglish. This leads us to the question that
the entire book has lead up to and the questidrgthee it its name: How can humans live the

best possible life?

4.21 Amor intellectualis dei

We already know that to live in accordance with ryeasence is to be more perfect and a
purer expression of God (as your essence comes@od), and we also know that humans
exit as thinking modes (that is, man can be defee@ossessing reason). We must conclude
that for humans to be in accordance with their msse¢hey must think in accordance with
reason. This can only be done if all our ideascaresed by adequate ideas. In the appendix to
part | Spinoza reveals that mathematics represerigher echelon of thinking. By using
mathematics humans are saved from ideas that dvesateducated guesswork. In order to
become better “thinking modes” and enjoy a higleeel of activity, we have to understand
everything by using a method that can ensure thee davel of certainty that mathematics can
offer.

Spinoza calls such an understandargor intellectualis deiLatin for “intellectual love of
God”, and it is Spinoza's goal that by studying anderstanding higthicsyou will gain this
intellectual love of God. What Spinoza has donehwits book is to show how God is
everything, even your own essence; and the onlytwapderstand this is using reason alone.
Spinoza wroteethics holding his method of reasoning to the standarchathematics, in the
same way Euclid employed his method in order tocrdes geometrical figures. By

understanding Spinoza’s naturalistic ontology aued become better. This is so because

149 | acknowledge no primary emotion other than thdéwsee [i.e., pleasure, pain, and desjrépr | shall
subsequently show that the others arise from ttiesellIP11S

BoP13

151 Both aggression and empathy, violence and mutedp ill issue from this single, natural principle
[conatus],depending on circumstances, the laws of psycholagg, one's degree of knowledge (that is, of
emancipation)Yovel (1988) p.191
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reason is the nature of humans, meaning that raaswot only of ethical value, but is tfe
highest ethical value. This means thator intellectualis dearises from an understanding of
how the essence of any given mode exists necgssard of the attributes of God. This
necessarily true understanding is derived direfitbyn God. It is in this absolutely true
knowledge that humans can find lasting joy, peaam foutside influences and freedom to act

exclusively from their own esserféé

152 The wise man, insofar as he is considered as ssudfiers scarcely any disturbance of spirit, buinge
conscious, by virtue of a certain eternal necessithimself, of God and of thiny$42S
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5 Nietzsche and Spinoza

5.1 Greg Whitlock - Roger Boscovich, Benedict De Spinoza and Friedrich
Nietzsche: The untold story

In his article Whitlock wants to look at the contiea between Nietzsche, Spinoza and
Boscovich. Whitlock argues that both Boscovich &ypinoza are important figures in
Nietzsche’s ontological understanding and developineé the will to powel®. Whitlock
proposes that Nietzsche appropriated Boscoviclosiat point particle theory in order to

develop a theory that was the opposite of Spinqzargheism.

To investigate Whitlock’s claim we are first goitm look at Nietzsche’s ontology; there are
two of Whitlock’s points | want to focus on: Nietd®’s rejection of substance and his
rejection of infinite force. Secondly we are goitgglook at the conception of Nietzsche’s
theory of the will to power, that can be tracedkyaaccording to Whitlock, to Boscovich

concept of force and Spinoza’s concept of conatus.

5.1.1 Nietzsche’s discovery of Boscovich’s atomic point particle theory

To investigate Whitlock’s claim let us first look the connection between Nietzsche and
Boscovich before looking at Nietzsche’s inversidrspinoza. Whitlock claims that Nietzsche
studied Boscovich thoroughty? and that what he found was the main influencehfsr‘new
world conception*>> a way of understanding the world as being fundeaily comprised of
will to power. Before arriving at this idea, Nieth® studied Boscovich, and here he must
have been confronted with a world view that wasicaly different from the
mechanical/materialist world view. In order to shdww important Boscovich was to
Nietzsche, Whitlock points to Nietzsche’s corregfemte with Peter Gast. In these letters
Nietzsche and Gast discuss the importance of Badtawm contrast to the mechanistic

physicist Robert Mayer. This is what Whitlock caraés from this correspondence:

It is clear from the correspondence with Gast tlla¢ primary significance of
Boscovich as a thinker, so far as Nietzsche is @omd, lies in his rejection of the

massy corpuscular atom of newtonian natural phibdgo and in his discovery of

133 My account will also link Nietzsche-Spinoza stad@eNietzsche-Boscovich studies. By bringing thtase
thinkers together, | will give an entirely new asp®® the issue of the “discovery of the will tonms.” Whitlock
(1996) p.203

54it is nonetheless true that, after consulting Levamd then RechnefgomenlehreNietzsche went directly to
Boscovich'sTheoria Philosophie Naturalis asdent intensive effort in its studyhitlock (1996) p.202

%5 the discovery of finite force wéise decisivenoment in the "new world conceptiof.".) the source of this
scientific conception was Boscovichilseoria.This completely rejects Martin Heidegger's repréagan of
Nietzsche's relation to sciend&hitlock (1996) p.203
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atomic point particle theory.

In understanding the correspondence between Niezand Gast, one should
realize that Boscovich represents to Nietzsche ‘@iramische Welt-Betrachtung,
whereas Robert Mayer represents what he calls haéehanistisch atomische Welt-

Betrachtung.**®

This is to say that Nietzsche found in Boscovictsmic point particle theorg rejection of
the idea that the fundamental components of thgeuse have mass. This is contrary to
Newton’s account of the worltf. It is from Boscovich’s atomic theory that Nietascbegan
to build his ontological theory of will to powe?f.

Boscovich’s world view allowed Nietzsche to undenst the quanta of force as the active part
instead of action always being understood in cotmedo matter, and allowed him to reject
the mechanical/materialist world view. Without lgelound to a mechanical/materialist world
view, Nietzsche could understand the world as dyoathat is, a world that works by the
interplay of forces, instead of the universe wogkatcording to mechanical causality (as is
the fundamental assumption of the mechanical/naigriworld view). In Nietzsche’s new
world view the mechanical causality that we pereasvin reality nothing more than the result
of the underlying dynamic world. Another differenicetween the dynamic world view and
the mechanical/materialist world view is that thaamic world view cannot be reduced to
simple instances of cause and effect; you mustrstatel that all forces as connected to each

other, so every cause and effect involves the whoieerse.

5.1.2 Spinoza as Nietzsche’s adversary

According to Whitlock, Nietzsche was attracted tei@wv of the world that does not assume
the existence of material atoms because he sawnéohanical/materialist world view as a
remnant from a theological understanding of theldvorfhis is to say that to assume the
existence of material atoms is to imagine the warml@ll too-human terms (we will take a
closer look at this later). But when Nietzsche fduiBoscovich’s atomic point particle theory,
he could make use of it to construct a new undedstg of the world. This new

156 \Whitlock (1996) p.204

5 The mechanistic worldview believes in the masgyuszular "clump-atoms" of newtonian physics "cause
and effect," "laws of nature," and especially iating to Nietzsche, the "law of entropWhitlock (1996) p.204
%8 The idea that ththere is no matter, but only forde one that Nietzsche will return to again anaiagn his
notebooks. It is clear from the NachlaR that faecthe central concept in Nietzsche's theory dftaipower,
and it will become clear later that the origin ofelizsche's concept of force is to be found in Bashts Theoria
Philosophie NaturalisVhitlock (1996) p.204
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understanding is Nietzscheiew world conceptiariWhitlock writes:

Boscovich offered a scientific and potentially &tie universe which rejected the last
semblance of substance, i.e. material atoms. Thetz$¢he wanted to use Boscovich's
physical theory to construct a "new world conceptiowhich would constitute an
advance beyond mechanistic theory in its rejectbrmaterial atoms and also be
totally void of metaphysical or theological compotse One may assume that
Nietzsche wanted the new world conception not asetaphysical dogma, but as a
justifying vision for free spirits who seek nonelugical perspective’’?’

As we can see here, Whitlock argues that the gastzdthe pursued with thisew world
conceptionwas to provide a world view that was emancipatezminf metaphysics and
theology. What Nietzsche conceived of was a posapigsical world view that understands

the universe as containing a finite amount of fawd a finite amount of novelty.

| find it surprising, but Whitlock introduces Spiw as a representative for the metaphysical
world view (we will come back to why | find this arising later) by showing how
Nietzsche’s new world conception is opposed to &mis pantheism. | think Whitlock is
trying to show how Nietzsche is successful in hisrapt to make a new world conception
that isvoid of metaphysical or theological componemtalso think it is likely that Whitlock
found Spinoza as the best representative in thigeméecause of Nietzsche’s frequent
critigue of Spinoza, and especially because Niégsarites critically about Spinoza’s

ontology.

We are now going to look at Whitlock's claims thdietzsche’s new world conception is

diametrically opposed to the concept of substandeSpinoza’s idea of infinite force.

5.1.3 Nietzsche’s rejection of substance

Whitlock claims that Nietzsche employs Boscovidaggection of extension as an argument
against reductionist scierf@® Whitlock also shows that Nietzsche considers Baist’s
theory of a dynamic world of forces a better dgdgmn of the world than thenassy

corpuscles of newtonian natural philosopHy According to Whitlock Nietzsche adopts

159 Whitlock (1996) p.206

180 Njetzsche comments in many notes that matterrslyrene hypothesis drawn from the metaphysics of
substance. In the long march of reductionist saetite concept of matter constitutes the finatrefithe
metaphysics of substance. By eliminating this haddoscovich completes the destruction of theypigisics
of substance. With his victorious concept of fostdstance no longer has its raison d’éwéhitlock p.207

181 Whitlock (1996) p.208
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Boscovich’s rejection of the concept of matter hiseahe sees matter as the result of a belief

in metaphysics.

We know that Boscovich played a central role intd8ehe’s rejection of reductionist science
because Nietzsche explicitly mentions Boscoviclgngl with Copernicus, as opposing
material atomisi?2 So far so good; Whitlock paints a picture of Mgshe making use of
Boscovich in order to attack what Nietzsche sedgha@eading world view of his tiMi& But

at this point, Whitlock’s argument is a little haadfollow, as Whitlock states that Nietzsche’s
attack on the position of the reductionists prottest Nietzsche rejects Spinoza’s idea of
substance. It seems to me that Whitlock holds gedisevident that the concept of substance
that Nietzsche uses is diametrically opposed todfeetion ofmassy corpuscles of newtonian
natural philosophyThis is to say that Whitlock sees Spinoza adaatgonist, but this never
becomes clear as Whitlock never properly explaifgatwhe thinks Spinoza means by

“substance”.

In lack of a proper explanation, | am left to cam® that Whitlock understands (or rather
confuses) “substance” as synonymous with “matter“extension”. This is wrong. Spinoza
uses the term in its original Latin meaning (“thatich is underlying”), that is, existence
itself, where extension is only one of the attrdsutthat it expresses itself through.
Boscovich’s atomic point particle theory and Spaiszpantheism is actually compatible with

each other on this point — quanta of enexgg/substance.

Because he does not understand Spinoza’'s term ufstance” Whitlock misinterprets
Spinoza as a reductionist, and therefore belidvasNietzsche’s critique of the reductionists
is also directed against Spind¥aThis is absurd, Spinoza was not a reductiorfiste ishould
be classified as anything, he was a rationalidietieg that mathematics is the only source

for reliable knowledge.

162 As regards materialistic atomism, hardly anythias ever been so well refutéd.) This we owe primarily to
the Pole Boscovich, who along with the Pole Copermiachieved the greatest victory yet in oppodieg t
appearance of thing8EG 12

163 0f all the interpretations of the world attempteitherto, the mechanistic one seems today to standrious
in the foregroundSA 11,36[34]

154 What, as a first formulation, is the relation beam Roger Joseph Boscovich, Benedict de Spinoza and
Friedrich Nietzsche? In essence, Nietzsche usesoBioh's theory to construct a universe opposeglgry way
to Spinoza's pantheism. Boscovich offered a séieatid potentially atheistic universe which regtthe last
semblance of substance, i.e. material atomsitlock (1996) p.206
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5.1.4 Nietzsche’s rejection of infinite force

Whitlock’s theory is that Nietzsche learned abanité force from reading Boscovith, but
that Nietzsche goes beyond Boscovich’s theory anggses that in a world of finite force
and finite space the atomic point particles cary did arranged in a finite number of ways
(this finite number is very large, as everythingttban possibly exist is counted, but it is not
infinite). In this way Nietzsche derives a theorfy fimite force (and finite novelty) from

Boscovich’s atomic point particle theory.

According to Whitlock Nietzsche got the idea ofitinnovelty byinverting spinozisii® This

is to say that Whitlock suggests that Nietzschetnmase studied Spinoza and found an
infinite god that is the cause of a universe ofinité novelty®’. Whitlock claims that
Nietzsche must have seen Spinoza’s pantheism asettiaally opposed to the new world
conception because it is based on metaphysicsti#atdt was Spinoza’s pantheism that gave
Nietzsche the idea that if the world was not basedhfinite force then there could only ever
exist a finite amount of novef§f. To investigate Whitlock’s claims we are goingtéie a
closer look at Nietzsche’s critique of Spinoza'stapdysics inspired pantheism by looking at
aphorism 109 oGay Sciencand KSA 11, 36[15].

Aphorism 109 ofGay Sciencés important to Whitlock because he believes thsthows that
Nietzsche perceived great divide between metaphysics of substance @chdw world

conception®. In this aphorism Nietzsche cautions us agairibdaprone to all too-human

185 Boscovich rejects the last remnant of substananvie adopts the point particle atomic theory.tivet
number of such particles is finite and the distanioetween centers of force finite. Thus forcefaith a finite
universe Whitlock (1996) p.210

186 while it was Boscovich's reasoning that had lgadhfrejection of substance to finite force, it rdza's
reasoning (albeit inverted) which leads from firfidece to finite novelty. And this makes senseesany finite
universe will be able to contain a finite amountaj/thing. Indeed, Boscovich says that infinitigledt found in
nature, even though there may be an infinite inlsidity of points in a finite space. Whether or ribé scientific
spirit requires the postulates of finite space &mde remains a peripheral question to my inquithitlock
(1996) p.211

%7 One finds in the notebooks of 1880—82 severabnmbéch reason that infinite force implies infinitevelty
and finite force implies finite novelty (e. g. K§AL1[213], KSA 9, 11[269] and KSA 9, 11(305]). Gtering
that this period is one of intensive study of Spimand that he is one of the few sources of thésure phrase,
it is reasonable to conclude that Nietzsche is wagrkere with a principle found originally in Spire.
Proposition XVI of Spinoza's Ethics (Book One) dedian infinite novelty of modifications of substifrom its
infinite power: "From the necessity of the divireture there must follow infinite things in infiniteays [...]."
And Nietzsche likewise reasons that finite powéaiksfinite novelty in the univers@hitlock (1996) p.210
188 Nietzsche's new world conception is defibgdinite force.This completely inverts the metaphysics of
Spinozalnfinite force,a necessary postulate for Spinoza, entails infind@eelty, creation ex nihilo, infinite
extension and other remnants of theology. Finitef@ntails finite novelty, conservation of eneagy finite
space. Finite forcebut without material atomsas the new perspective Nietzsche sought and found
fragmentary form in Boscovich's theoWhitlock (1996) p.207

189 "Our presuppositions: no God: finite force." Thgsthe great divide between metaphysics of substand
his new world conception. In his notebooks of 18882, we find a number of significant aphorismsuang for
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myopia because it will lead us to understand theesaniverse in terms of our all too-human
concepts. Nietzsche presents some examples ofutmadthnworld views (the world as organic,
the world as a machine). But what interests Whktlog Nietzsche’s obvious allusion to

Spinoza’s pantheism whenever Nietzsche writes atheudrive towards self-preservation, the
eternal substance, and the infinite novelty thastnfiollow from it and how he rejects them as

being theshadow of God

Nietzsche presents this world view as if it wasgolasn a metaphysical belief in God, and as a
belief that keeps humans from understanding theldwoiaturalistically. Nietzsche is
motivated by his fundamental belief that humansoskdo understand the world as something
that is human-like, instead of facing the truthw# ever can hope to face the universe, instead
of our own comforting delusions, we must move adayn the concept of order because it is
too-human, instead we need to understand the wavas having no order, and instead
understand the universe as profoundly non-humantfzréfore cannot conform to our too-

human categories.

In KSA 11, 36[15] Nietzsche compares the finitevense, something that necessarily follows
from Boscovich’s point particle atomic theory, tauaiverse of infinite novelty, such as the
world Spinoza imagines as a necessary consequéhceidea of God. In this note Nietzsche
writes that anybody who believes in a goal-orienteiverse only does so because he or she is
too indoctrinated with the metaphysical belief icraator God. An example of this all too-
human belief ighe idea that the world is intentionakgvadinga goal and even has the means

expressly to prevent itself from being drawn inizyelical coursé™.

Nietzsche claims that these people believe thagtadessness of the worisl a goal in itself,
and because of this assumption they reason tha thest exist a principle of eternal novelty
to prevent repetition. In contrast to this ideatkBehe argues that the world must be finite,
and finite force must mean finite novelty. Nietzec¢hinks that this is proven by the fact that
an enormous amount of time have elapsed since ¢genming of the universe and the
universe is still in constant change, meaning thatidea of a goal to be achieved, an end-
state from where no more change occurs, cannopjecable to the world. But this does not
mean that there is any intentionality; the lackgofls is nothing more than a necessary

conseqguence of an ever-changing universe.

the finitude of force. These notes constitute foraers taFrohliche Wissenschatt09, an aphorism of extreme
importance for my interpretatioWhitlock (1996) p.209
0KsSA 11, 36[15]
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Whitlock argues that this shows that Nietzsche Sawoza’s world view of infinite force and
novelty as inspired by metaphysics. So becausez$tieé wanted to develop a world view
deprived of any metaphysics he has to reject Spiaaodea of a source of infinite power that

can be rearranged an infinite number of tithes

While it is true that Nietzsche criticized Spinazéeliefs in infinite novelty for being based
on metaphysics this does not prove that Nietzs&weldped his idea of finite force and
novelty from Spinoza’s idea of infinite force. lli@ye that Whitlock fails to present enough
evidence to prove his. | would instead argue thistjust as likely that Nietzsche deduced the
idea of finite novelty from the idea of a univerdeinite force, meaning that you do not need
Spinoza to explain Nietzsche’s theory, and thas ienough to refer to Boscovich’s point

particle theory.

5.1.5 Boscovich’s and Spinoza’s role in Nietzsche’s conception of the will to power

Nietzsche gets his concept of force from physigmecHically from Boscovich’? But
Nietzsche appropriates Boscovich's concept of fand makes a new theory: the will to
power. Nietzsche claims that Boscovich’s atomimpeparticles are nothing more than will to
power”® Whitlock claims that Nietzsche does not develbp idea that the fundamental
component of the universe is mental in nature oyskif, but that Nietzsche finds this idea in
Spinoza, specifically Spinoza’s concept of condfus

Conatus is the propensity of substance to staysiown nature, or to put it another way:
conatus is the function of existence itself (substd to continue to exist. According to
Spinoza this fundamental nature of substance imaiély the cause of any affects in humans

(or any other being for that matter). In this manNetzsche’s concept of will to power is

"1 The metaphysics of substance requires infiniteefow power its infinite modifications; the physiésinite
force always considers infinitude as unimaginahlestract and not actually found in nature. Nietzsblelieves
that the metaphysics of substance logically eniafiaite force: and he believes he can producesument
that the very rejection of substance entails fifdtiee. This argument he finds in Boscovidifigoria
Philosophie Naturalis. Whitlock(1996)p.210

172KSA 11, 36[31] and KSA 11, 36[34] we find two matennecting Boscovich's dynamic world view toidlea
of force and in turn connecting force to the idéavdl to power.Whitlock (1996) p.208

13 This [KSA 11, 40[37]] is the final transition frobpscovichian force. Nietzsche still holds the lmvizhian
legacy that there is no matter, there is only foBig now Nietzsche has made his own autonomouisi@ualdor
all force is will to power. Nietzsche, like Boscoki now has a unified theory of force. The termItg¥iskraft"
in the passage above illustrates the debt Nietzseles to Boscovich's theory of force especiallylvi#hitlock
(1996) p.217

17 As my account would have it, then, the theoryilbfswpower begins as the concept of dynamic fas¢aken
from Roger Joseph Boscovich. From a critique ofd@uih's spiritless scientific view of force, Ngstae
concluded the need for an inner will to force, whie received from Spinoza's concept of conatlstiock
(1996) p.217
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similar to conatus. It also constitutes the nawfrexistence itself, and is the basis for all
affects. The difference between the two fundamamdalres lies in what effects they express.
For Nietzsche the will to power causes force tortexentrol over more force, causing

everything that exists to seek to grow and exeslfit while for Spinoza conatus causes
substance to ultimately seek its own continual terise. Nietzsche criticizes Spinoza’s
conatus in BEG 13, claiming that life is ultimatelyreleasing of strength, not a preservation
of it.

If we now come back to Whitlock’s claim that thellid power is based on conatus we see
that it is not without merits; as the two concelptdds similar positions in Nietzsche’s and

Spinoza’s ontologies while differing in what effe¢hey have. While | believe that Whitlock

here points to an important similarity between kehe and Spinoza | also think he misses
the point. | think it is far more likely that Nietzhe’s and Spinoza’s similar ontologies is a
result of their similar naturalistic philosophiaseaning that they both sought to explain
affects in a naturalistic way, and both (indepetigesf each other) reasoned that the mental
world and the physical world have to be explaingdtliee same theory; meaning that the
fundamental nature of the physical world is at $hene time the fundamental nature of the

mental world, which means that the physical atonstrbe a mental phenomenon.

5.2 Richard Schacht - The Nietzsche-Spinoza Problem: Spinoza as
Precursor?

The goal of Richard Schacht’s article is to underdtthe complex and richly ambivalent
relationship between Nietzsche and Spinoza, inrda@ain a better understanding of them
both. In the title of the article Schacht refershe “Nietzsche-Spinoza problem”; the problem
is Nietzsche’s relationship to Spinoza. As readdrsNietzsche we are left wondering if
Nietzsche saw Spinoza as a brother because ofstiied naturalism or as an enemy because
of his metaphysics.

To discover the truth behind the Nietzsche-Spinmzdlem Schacht starts by showing how
the psychological theories of both Nietzsche anth@&a are connected through their similar
ideas of naturalism, and why their psychologies anportant to their theories of the
betterment of man. But regardless of Nietzschet Spinoza’s similar naturalism it only
describes their common belief in the appropriatg wlaunderstanding the world. This does
not entail that they must have a similar understandf the fundamental nature of the world.

Instead Nietzsche and Spinoza represent opposavgsviegarding the nature of reality. It is
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worth noting that Nietzsche does not mention thisdmental difference between the two of

them, and instead criticizes Spinoza personally.

To explain Nietzsche’s critique of Spinoza (espiécidlietzsche’s critique of the concept of
conatus) Schacht argues that Nietzsche is tryingitderpret Spinoza as a Nietzscheian by
criticizing the parts of Spinoza’s philosophy thaes not fit in with his own philosophy.

5.2.1 Nietzsche’s and Spinoza’s shared naturalism

Schacht tries to classify both Nietzsche and Sgiras naturalists, to prove this he points to
how they both are similar because they are misshaled because of their shared rejection of
religious and metaphysical interpretations of ouature, [meaning that they have been]
lumped togethefwith] all those who (like Nietzsche) rejects extra-nalistie, religious or

metaphysical interpretations of our nattfre

Schacht on the other hand has a different undefistganof Nietzsche and Spinoza and
describes them as “non-reductionist naturalisty’cBssifying them as naturalists, Schacht is
saying that both Nietzsche and Spinoza lookedeanh#tural world and tried to understand it
according to scientific laws. This is not to sawtthhey had the same understanding of
science, only that their approach to understandvitrid is similar. As we will see does their

similar approach lead to somewhat different results

The difference between the two thinkers was thah@&a was an early naturalist, so he did
not have access to the empirical science that dihtzuses frequently and nonchalantly (and
often criticizes). The difference time, culture and scient® causes Spinoza’s naturalism, in

contrast to Nietzsche’s, to not involve observabahinstead being based entirely on reason.

As Schacht points out Nietzsche's and Spinoza'sesharand of naturalism caused them to
interpret the natural world as something that isevammplex than the sum of its parts. This is

in contrast to the reductionist understanding:

For them the nature of which we are a part amouatsomething more than merely
natural and material existence, and that our emetgand attainable humanity reflects
and expresses something inherent in the basic ctaraf reality itself that is the real

175 Schacht (2001) p.258
178 Nietzsche’s letter to Overbeck, July 30, 1881
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meaning of the idea of the diviié

This “idea of the divine” is an important similagribetween Nietzsche and Spinoza for
Schacht. | on the other hand believe that Schachtisce of words is not entirely suitable to
describe a notion that Nietzsche and Spinoza shasednly Spinoza’s philosophy is strongly
connected to religion, while Nietzsche is equathprsg in his critique of religion. Regardless
of this let us look at Nietzsche’s and Spinoza'slarstanding of what Schacht calls “the

divine”.

Schacht mentions “the idea of the divine” in raatio Nietzsche’s and Spinoza’s naturalistic
understanding of humanity. This is because Schawctierstands the “divine” in connection
with Nietzsche’s and Spinoza’s respective ideatheffundamental character and impetus of
the natural and only world and reality theré’i This is to say that both see this “divinity” as
a natural expression of the natural world, but thd#igagree on what this “divine”

characteristic is.

Let us now have a closer look at this divine chiarstic. The divinity of the natural world
can be expressed through the human abilityaiescend our merely natural existence by way
of its transformatio’®. To achieve this “natural transcendence” you ntedinderstand
yourself, meaning that you have to make yoursedf ghbject of a psychological analysis.
Both Nietzsche and Spinoza share a belief in thainability of a naturalistichigher
humanity meaning that you do not need metaphysics orioelitp explain the process. The
only way to understand (and possibly achieve) ttiwirie” characteristic of humans, the
higher humanity, is by psychology. Schacht poinis tbat both believed that psychological
insight was the key toapitalizing upon certain of our general human n@ses, transforming

and giving altered expression to powers that areefyenatural to begin with.

Nietzsche and Spinoza are similar in that bothebelithat the more a person understands
himself the more agency he has, meaning that hurplsan active part in their own
destinies. So even though you are in a naturalistield and your entire being can be
described naturalistically you have the abilityctnge your own nature. Both Nietzsche and
Spinoza argue that in order to do this you mushgba&ow you understand yourself and your
relationship with the world. Nietzsche calls hisvngerspectiveamor fatiwhile Spinoza calls

7 Schacht (2001) p.258
178 Schacht (2001) p.259
19 Schacht (2001) p.259
180 Schacht (2001) p.259
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his amor intellectualis deiSchacht also mentions that for both Nietzsche $pidoza this

ability to change our nature is naturally occurriaghough not common.

5.2.2 Spinoza as Nietzsche’s predecessor

Schacht opens his article by quoting Nietzschetgeleto Overbeck from July 30, 1881.
Schacht does this to show that Nietzsche, at keafverbeck, designates Spinoza as his
predecessor, and that their differences are notimoige than differences mme, culture and

science and not in any meaningful philosophical way.

Schacht wants to investigate Nietzsche's kinshithv@pinoza. | believe he succeeds in
proving in what way Nietzsche saw Spinoza as aquessor as he presents evidence that
show that Nietzsche must have recognized that 3piapantheism is based on the same type
of naturalism as his own is. The proof | am refegrio is Nietzsche'sack of criticism of

Spinoza’s religious choice of words.

There are two reasons one might expect to find suctiticism in Nietzsche’s texts. It is not
unreasonable to think that Nietzsche, who famowusligte “God is dead”, would reject a
theory that holds that God is the direct cause »é$tence itself. As Schacht points out
Nietzsche never criticized Spinoza’s language. Albis lack of criticisms is noteworthy
because Nietzsche is vocal regarding many othetcgimings he finds in Spinoza (as we will

see later).

From these observations Schacht reasons that Bletsslack of criticism means that he
recognizes that Spinoza’s concept of “God” meanting more than “nature”. In fact
Spinozarejects the Judeo-Christian concept of God and thinks windy in a non-
theological way, meaning that Spinoza tries to giveaturalistic explanation for this religious
concept. Even though he used the term “God” Spiveas: Nietzsche’s predecessor in “de-
deifying” nature and humanity. In this way Schasbés Spinoza as Nietzsche’s predecessor
asthe first of the great modern philosoph&fgo reject the notion of a Judeo-Christian God.

As Nietzsche’s predecessor, Spinoza understandsarsim much the same way Nietzsche
himself did: as strictly natural entities. Becaudethis both believe that there is no great

divide between the mental and the physféabut rather that ontology and psychology are

181 Schacht (2001) p.260

182 Njetzsche clearly recognized[@pinozaja kindred spirit — and quite rightly. He did so fmny reasons,
prominent among which were his appreciation ofattempt made by Spinoza to read humanity back into
nature, and to propose a psychology and anthropotbgt linked the mental with the physical and pblggical

67



fundamentally linked. Schacht writes:

[Spinoza and Nietzschdihks his psychology to a comprehensive interpietaof life
and the world(...). Spinoza’s “God or nature,” conceived as an eskdiyt rational
single substance embracing all existence, informd eolors his psychology and
account of our nature — as does Nietzsche’s “wil gower,” construed as an
essentially nonrational disposition accounting tbe manner in which everything in

this world comes to be and passes alffay.

Schacht goes onto explain that both Nietzsche gmdoZa derives an “ur-disposition” from
their ontology. Both see all human psychologicaémpimena as derived from this single ur-
disposition. For Nietzsche this disposition is Wik to power while for Spinoza it is conatus.

5.2.3 The fundamental difference between Nietzsche’s and Spinoza’s
philosophies, and Nietzsche's critique of Spinoza

A similarity that Schacht fails to point out, bufimd important when discussing Nietzsche’s
and Spinoza’s methods, is how both develop theithats of philosophizing from their

respective ideas of the fundamental nature of thieeuse, but their methods differ because
while Nietzsche believes that the world is fundataky based on ever-changing chaos
Spinoza believes it is based on eternal t&vSpinoza’s belief in eternal laws lead him to a
geometrical method inspired by Euclid, while Nietzs's belief in chaos lead him to use his

perspectivism.

While Schacht does not comment on this similargydoes mention that Nietzsche criticized
Spinoza for his belief in eternally true mathenstias Nietzsche suspects that Spinoza’s
philosophy are not entirely based on what Spin@is ¢the essence of things”. The essence
of things is what is expressed through mathemaitickit is in contrast to the vague and often

contradictory images that we have of our immedgsaronment.

Nietzsche claims that this kind of eternally trueWwledge that Spinoza seeks is impossible.
Nietzsche understands the universe as somethingsthaendamentally chaotic and that there
is nothing that is eternally true, and becausehaf anybody who seeks such “true” and
“eternal” knowledge are only fooling themselves am@ in reality blind to their own

motivations.

in a fundamental wayschacht (2001) p.258-259

183 5chacht (2001) p.259-260

184 Theydo differ radically with respect to the question dfather all of reality is or is not a fundamentally
rationalaffair Schacht (2001) p.261
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This idea that the belief in anything eternal igrbérom “all-to-human” motivations fuels

much of Nietzsche’s critique of Spinoza. In ordeiptove Spinoza’s lack of personal insight
and general lack of “strength of character”, Nielesengages in a psychological evaluation
of Spinoza. Nietzsche wants to show that it is wesk, the lack of will to power, that forces
Spinoza to adopt a position contrary from a naistralunderstanding of the world, because a

naturalistic understanding of the world requiresrsgth to endure.

There is a long list of published aphorisms wheret2éche criticizes Spinoza on his lack of
personal insight. | am here only presenting a disirof them in quick succession.

GS 333 — In this aphorism Nietzsche refers to Haisoidea of knowledgeNon ridere, non

lugere, neque detestari, sed intelligef®o know is a state without laughter, mourningdan
cursing”. Nietzsche disagrees, he does not sest#te of “knowing” as different from any
other state of the mind, for example any otherifigsl The feeling of knowing is in fact a

balance between affects.

Before this balance is found there is a battle betwthe affects where each affect holds its
own position. Only when the affects find a commenter is peace restored and we achieve
the feeling of “knowing”. This is to say that acdorg to Nietzsche we only know “knowing”
from “ignorance” by a feeling of peace — to known@hing but the reconciliation of affects,

and in this reconciliation we can find peace frdma drives of the affects.

Because humans identify the state of knowing assamape from the unrest of the constant
drive of affects we believe that “knowing” is anatbed state; removed from the animalistic
affects. Because he defines the state of “knowamsgya false sanctuary from the animalistic
affects, which only those that are too weak to eadinese affects seek, Nietzsche claims that
the love of reason that he suspects Spinoza toikawetivated by his inability to endure the
feeling of not knowing. That is, his search forreté knowledge is motivated by weakness.
And because he is not strong enough to remain Knowing” he is trying to “dissect” all

emotions to escape their drives.

BGE 5 — Nietzsche claims that Spinoza is not taulei$ own motives and reasons. According
to Nietzsche philosophers, or at least philosopttgas are not also critical of their own and
others psyche (something that excludes himselfjyataecognize that they are not motivated
by their own strive for knowledge, but rather byadfect seeking to bend others to its will.

BGE 25 — In this aphorism Nietzsche writes aboutlogbphers in general and their
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willingness to become martyrs for their philosopBypinoza is mentioned specifically, as
Nietzsche claims that Spinoza’s sacrifice in theme@af philosophy and truth does nothing but
make him stubborn and scornful. As a seeker oftamid lover of wisdom one should not die
for a set of philosophical dogmas. Instead you khba free to see the nuances of reality and

adopt a wide variety of perspectives, as a freet sjges.

BGE 198 — In this aphorism Nietzsche writes abdhical systems, and how any system of
morality (which includes Spinoza’s) is too genetéal‘throws the baby out with the bath
water” by limiting the ways a person can expressdeif, that is, to do and be whatever he

can. Because of this limitation any moral systemdemns people to mediocrity.

5.2.4 The teleological nature of conatus

From the many aphorisms where Nietzsche criticBe®o0za we are going to take a closer
look at BGE 13. In this aphorism Nietzsche critgggphysiologists for believing that the basic
instinct of any organism is self-preservation. Ksehe shows how his own theory of will to
power contradicts this idea and therefore conttad8pinoza’s idea of conatus. Nietzsche
claims that the belief that the instinct for selégervation is the “ur-disposition” is a
superfluous teleological principld believe that Spinoza would disagree with Niekess
characterization of conatus, since Spinoza explicgjects all teleological principles in the

appendix to part one of his boé&lthics

In this context Schacht asks if conatus can be mshated as a superfluous teleological
principle, and if that is the case, can Nietzsclogim will to power suffer the same faitfi?
Schacht does not provide any definitive answerthése questions, but he does argue that
Nietzsche’s will to power is not teleological intaee, but he fails to provide the same kind of
argument with regard to conatus. Instead Schashinass that Nietzsche’s critique of conatus

can only be understood as Nietzsche’s attemptitterpret Spinoza.

5.2.5 Schacht’s claim that Nietzsche is criticizing Spinoza to prepare the way for a
more favorable reception of his own alternative interpretation

Schacht launches a theory to explain why, evenghdbhey have a great many things in

common, Nietzsche criticizes Spinoza. Schacht ddinat Nietzsche’s critique is meant to

prepare the way for a more favorable reception & bwn alternative interpretatidf?.

185 here Nietzsche is very close to Spinoza; and jt adeast be wondered whether his "will to powés”any
less teleological than Spinoza&snatudo self-preservatioschacht (2001) p. 266
186 Schacht (2001) p.269
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Schacht claims that the teleological principle elf-preservation that Nietzsche criticizes is
the only significant difference between Nietzschedsicept of will to power and Spinoza’s
conatu$®’, so Nietzsche’s critique is meant to paint Spinega sort of Nietzsche&h

| would argue that Schacht's treatment of Spin@erkd complexity, and that Schacht fails to
produce any real evidence to back his claim. Tdlyreaderstand Nietzsche’s critique of
Spinoza we need to first look at conatus and utaedswvhy it is not a teleological principle. |
will then conclude my discussion of Schacht’s &tioy looking at Schacht’s conception of

Spinoza and, finally, I will give my own comment bliretzsche’s critique of conatus.

Spinoza presents his concept of conatus as a regessisequence of his idea of substance.
We can read about conatus first in [IIP6D, whiclvased on IP25C, which is based on IP15,
which readsWhatever is, is in God, and nothing can be or becetved without Gadrhis is

to say that conatus is a function of substanceilll wiefly recount Spinoza’s argument:
Because there cannot be a contradiction in subsstamzl modes are in substance, no modes
can by the power of their own nature destroy théwese So any destruction of modes must
be caused by outside influences. What Spinozayiagaere is that because of what it means
to exist a mode cannot have a nature that causestiop existing. The function of any nature
must be to affirm its own existence. So the natnfrenodes (conatus) is to “be in itself”
because of the nature of substance.

Schacht argues that Nietzsche’s concept of the twilbower is not a teleological concept
because it does not descréoe intention to bring about the attainment of atpardar sort of
result — for example the possession of power cwadeas control over some domain of
objects or creaturdd®. Instead he conceives of the will to powertlas disposition of all
dynamic quanta to “assert” themselves (as it werejelationship to other dynamic quanta,
“expanding” their force in ways that may resulttineir replenishment or their exhaustih
But conatus is not a teleological concept; conausothing more than what modes do when
they are not constrained by outside forces, arsliel it is not a goal. So Nietzsche is wrong
when he calls conatus a superfluous teleologicatime.

87t is on this point that Nietzsche accuses Spimbzm inconsistency, by introducing a piece afalgy that
is incompatible with his rejection of all teleolodfit is eliminated, one is left with just thedwer of activity”
itself, the expression of which may or may not Haeeseverance” as a consequence. But this is virge
indeed to Nietzsche’s own conceptiSghacht (2001) p.270

188 Nietzsche’s basic complaint against Spinoza isthia is exactly whate ought to have heldand that he
instead imposed a teleology of self-preservatioonughis picture for reasons (or motives) of antatb-human
sort. Schacht (2001) p.271

189 Schacht (2001) p.270

199 5chacht (2001) p.270-271
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| think | have shown in great detail in my chaptensSpinoza that conatus is not an attempt to
achieve a goal, but rather the propensity of angengiven that it is not influenced by any

outside forces, to stay in its own essence. Thie say that as a mode you are imbued by a
force by virtue of your existence. This force isnatus and it is an expression of existence

itself.

5.3 Yirmiyahu Yovel - Nietzsche and Spinoza: amor fati and amor dei

Yirmiyahu Yovel’'s aim with his article is to illumate the connection between Nietzsche and
Spinoza. To do this Yovel looks at the differenegween Nietzsche’s concept of amor fati
and Spinoza’s concept @mor intellectualis deiAmor fati is apolemic transformatiorof
amor intellectualis dei. These formulae represeatcomplex relationship between Nietzsche

and Spinoza, as Nietzsche resembles Spinoza in reapgcts.

Yovel describes their relationship as follow®erhaps no two philosophers are as akin as
Spinoza and Nietzsche, yet no two others are a®segpas they ar€' The complex
relationship to which Yovel alludes pertains to tgehe’s and Spinoza’'s philosophies
sharing the quality of beingnodern philosophies of immanen&ait at the same time the two
philosophers are also opposed to each other becdubkeir differing theories regarding the
fundamental question of immanence. The questidhehature of immanence is important to
the discussion chmor fatiandamor intellectualis debecause both Nietzsche and Spinoza
understood the world in a strictly naturalistic wap the fundamental nature of the world

must be the basis for any ethical theory.

5.3.1 Similarities between Nietzsche and Spinoza

Yovel refers to Goethe in order to connect Nietesahd Spinoza and to show that Nietzsche
saw similarities between Spinoza and himself. Yayebtes aphorism 49 from Nietzsche’s
book Twilight of the idols: Skirmishes of an untimelymwehere Nietzsche writes that Goethe
sought help from Spinoza overcome the eighteenth centurpvel argues that we can see in
this aphorism that Nietzsche took Goethe to be some@ho sought th8pinozstic ideathat
amor intellectualis dei posits, but also that Nsetee paints Goethe as someone who believes
in Nietzsche’s own ideal of tHebermensch

Yovel understands this aphorism to mean that Nsbézsacknowledged Goethe’s ideal of

overcoming his time by looking to nature and thagtikkche recognized his own ideal of

¥1yovel (1988) p.183
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approaching life in it. It is because of this tiNietzsche writes this aphorism in which he
“appropriates” Goethe as a Nietzschean. In thisoapim we can also see that Nietzsche
understands Spinoza as the genealogical sourdd@soNtetzschean Goethe: this fact shows

that Nietzsche conceives of Spinoza as the pragresiithis own philosophy?

Yovel also claims that Nietzsche and Spinoza arelai in how they were treated by their
contemporaries, as they both are representativetatf Yovel callgdark enlightenmentWhat
Yovel means is that both Nietzsche and Spinozamedfa common fate as both uncovered
facts that their contemporaries found unsettlingcdise of this, both were alienated from
their respective societies and thought of as cailtwillains®®. Yovel's concept ofdark
enlightenmensets Spinoza and Nietzsche in a historical corttegegther with Machiavelli,
Hobbes, Darwin, Marx and Freud. All these “darkigimnteners” share a common theme in
that they all worked towardshattefing] complacent self-images and comforting illusibys

providing adisillusioning curé®

5.3.2 Knowledge

To explain Nietzsche’s interest in Spinoza, Yowférs to Nietzsche’s letter to Overbeck from
July 30, 1881. Yovel believes that the enthusiaseizsche expresses for Spinoza in this
letter must be inspired by Nietzsche’s interesbjpinoza’sstrict naturalism as he believes it
is similar to his owmaturalistic revolt Yovel comes to this conclusion because he believe
that the five main points of Spinoza’s doctrinewbich Nietzsche refers in his letter to
Overbeck (making knowledge the most powerful affded denial of free will, teleology, the

moral order, the unegoistic and evil) all are dedivrom this strict naturalism.

Yovel focuses on Nietzsche's claim that both he &pthoza make knowledge the most
powerful affect. Yovel disagrees; he claims thaetksche’s and Spinoza’s approaches to
knowledge are quite different from each other, dhdt the difference between them
corresponds to the difference between their coscejpamor fati and amor intellectualis dei.

Yovel writes:

Nietzsche, in a more Socratic stance, attribute&rnowledge the salutary affective

192 Nietzsche]looks upon Goethe's ideal, Nietzsche recognizestirim i(...) and traces it partly back to

Spinoza. Spinoza has thus a privileged role in fognGoethe's position which Nietzsche sees asetrekof
his own Yovel (1988) p.184

193 their lives consumingly submerged in their phifaisical work, and both making unsettling discoveridsich
alienated them from most of their contemporarigsawaw them as cultural villains), and from the ondgulk
of tradition. Yovel (1988) p.187

%4 vyovel (1988) p.189
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power in the critical, not the doctrinal sense;istthe kind of "knowledge" that is
gained through disillusionment. This knowledge bescno fixed positive truth, but
purifies the individual of decadent images and dalmetaphysical consolations,
preparing him (or her) for the final self-overcorgiassent chmor fati In Spinoza, the
immediate affective tone of knowledge is joy, #resation of the enhanced power of
life; Nietzsche, on the contrary, incessantly stessthe painful nature of knowledge
and measures the power (and worth) of a personhoyw"much truth he can bear."
Knowledge, in the sense of disillusionment or @aitienlightenment, is a source of
suffering and a temptation to despair - which thetdschean man will overcome and

transform into Dionysian jo}?°

As we can see here is Nietzsche’s idea of gainimgviedge connected to the suffering that
you must endure in order to overcome disillusionn@em find joy in knowledge. The painful

burden of knowledge consists in encountering thednas it is: as ever-changing. Nietzsche’s
claim is that any true “seeker of wisdom” must cejthe common understanding of the world
as something permanent. This is to say that knayeledust take the form of disillusionment
and overcoming of the common state of mind. Thivasy different from Spinoza, who

believes that knowledge is nothing more than maliesovering, by way of divine reasoning,

eternal knowledge.

5.3.3 The fundamental nature of the world

The only way to conceive of an ethical theory iniammanent world is to focus on self-
overcoming; this is because the ethics of an immiawerld cannot be based ewrtra-natural
powers, norms, categories, transcendental preceypis,other similar candidates to usurp the
role of the transcendent GB The only standard there can be for judging anpdmis the
human itself, accordingly, “being good” can only ane‘to be better than you have been
before”. Yovel believes that both Nietzsche anch8pa succeed in developing such an ethical

theory suitable for an immanent world:

Ethical achievements must have nature as their solgce, substrate and principle.
As strict naturalism goes hand in hand in both d8ehe and Spinoza with a powerful
ethical project, the latter must be construed asetinics of self-overcoming, whereby

the immanent natural principle (conatus in Spinox#,to power in Nietzsche) shapes

% vovel (1988) p.185
% vovel (1988) p.189
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itself into something higher than its raw givennge®ducing a value that does not
conflict with nature or transcend it toward somenatural norm, but resides in the
new organization and quality of the same naturahg@ple and the mode of life to
which it gives birth®’

Yovel is saying here that both Nietzsche’s and &rs ethics are grounded on their strict
naturalism. Both philosophers believe that befove gan understand how man can better
himself, you need to understand the workings ofutmgerse. The two philosophers agree that
there is only one principle that guides everythihgt exists; the will to power according to
Nietzsche and conatus according to Spinoza. Yowadls dhese principles thaatural
principlesof theirstrictly natural monismBY ‘strictly natural monism’ Yovel means that bot
philosophers believe that the immanent world musttan in itself the force to exist: there
must be an underlying principle that causes thddaorexist (the will to power and conatus).

This is not to say that conatus and the will to poare the same. While they hold a similar
position for both philosophers, the two concepféedifrom each other in how they cause
beings to act. While Nietzsche believes that telf is the attempt of immanent entities to go
beyond their own boundaries, Spinoza on the otherdlbelieves that the nature of everything

must be to persist in their own being.

Yovel also notes another similarity between conatus the will to power in that their effects
are not limited to human nature. Yovel writes thas theuniformismof these principles that
leads Nietzsche and Spinoza to also apply thenmysigal entities. Spinoza’s conatus causes
physical entities to stay in one position and tegisen being forced to move from that
position (we call this inertia). Nietzsche’s with power on the other hand causes forces to

work in order to spread its influence.

5.3.4 Amor fati and Amor Intellectualis Dei

Amor fati Latin for “love of fate”, is the central tenet Nietzsche's ethical theory, that is to
say it is his normative suggestion for the betterinté humans. Love of fate entails a strictly
positive outlook on life, meaning that you must ersfand life as nothing more than an
opportunity to act and to struggle. It is not enotg survive and merely tolerate the situation
that you are in; you must love the necessity ofryate and not wish for any other fate. To be

a great person you must lobeingin itself, and as a result of your love of beirayywill love

¥7vovel (1988) p.189-190
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any situation you are 1. To love fate means to understand that the neyessany given

event is beautiful, and being such a lover of &atables you to create beautiful things.

This means that amor fati is normative without unithg any moral value judgments.
Nietzsche presents a way for humans to achieveatigess” without the idea of an action
being good or bad. His ethical theory only dematidd you love existence, regardless of
whether you find yourself in good or bad fortune,fact quite the opposite: Nietzsche's
ethical theory of amor fati actually demands of élcéve denial of values. A value-less moral
principle such as amor fati is the only possibleahtenet that makes sense in a meaningless

world.

Amor fati and amor intellectualis dei are similar certain respects: both concepts are
normative and point towards the embracing of netyeas the way of bettering oneself. But
Nietzsche rejects amor intellectualis dei becauskadks passion. This is in contrast to
Nietzsche's own amor fati, which includesing immediacy- the necessity of every moment
should inspire a love for it. Spinoza's amor ietlalis dei is conversely to be purely

rational, free of affection.

In Gay Science 372 we see that Nietzsche spedyficantions Spinoza (and specifically his
concept of amor intellectualis dei) as an examplenoidealists turning away frothe music

of life, because he feared that it woud@lt downhis philosopher’s virtueslt seems that amor
intellectualis dei is a theorem that is especial@ll suited for Nietzsche’s critique of idealists
because it refers to an intellectual love of Gook Rietzsche this love represents a flawed
understanding of love, which — in Nietzsche’s viewis nothing more than a passionate
feeling*®®.

Amor intellectualis dei and amor fati differ fronaah other because Nietzsche and Spinoza
understand necessity in different ways. While Nieke envisions the world as ever-changing,
Spinoza envisions it as the necessary conclusioexistence itself: this difference in their

world view induces them to envision necessity défely.

For Nietzsche the only thing that is necessanhange, so the object of love is the moment.

Spinoza, by contrast, understands everything tappéns as a necessity of God, and that it

198 My formula for greatness in human being is amdir faat one wants nothing to be other than i(.is) Not
merely to endure that which happens of necessityess to dissemble Ecco homo; Why | am so Cleaver 10
199 \what was left of Spinozamor intellectualis deis mere clatter and no more than that: Whaaisor,what is
deus,if there is not one drop of blood in thérhe Gay Science, Book V, aphorism 372
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cannot happen any other way. Nietzsche sees Sggnolzi@ct of love as something eternal

that is outside the world — something metaphysical.

But it is in fact not so evident that the idea ofica fati does have fewer metaphysical
implications than the idea of amor intellectualés. dou could argue that Nietzsche failed in
his attempt to develop a version of Spinoza’s anmbellectualis dei that is free from

metaphysics; and that Nietzsche is not as diffeérenmt Spinoza as he claims to be.

5.3.5 The immanent world

Yovel believes that amor fati and amor intelleasidei share some traits: both are normative
ethical theories regarding human life in an immaneorld®, (because of this none of them
poses any normative valii&$. This naturalistic approach towards a subject thaisually
based on transcendent norms sets Nietzsche’s amdz&js ethics apart from most other

ethical theories.

The ethics advocated by the two of them is meanhdb restraint life (in contrast to
asceticism, which limits the expression of lifeytkrather to enhance and re-shape life;
accordingly, their ethics are not supposed to amafsuper-natural goal but rather to foster
life and to help people finding meaning in lifegiiswithout referring to something outside of
it. To investigate their ethical theories, we mfistt look at how Nietzsche and Spinoza
understand the immanent world and then look at tley construe their respective ethical
theories for this world.

Both Nietzsche and Spinoza agree that the ideatadrscendent God has no place in the
immanent world; the world cannot provide man angsoding semblance of his own image.
The world cannot be understood in these termsruit be understood as immanent. This
means that humans also must be understood in gm&en, and it is through this perspective
that Nietzsche and Spinoza discover the horrilthtthat we are neither inherently morally

good nor evil, we justre.

This is to say that humans are not special; fon&a we are like any other modes of
substance and for Nietzsche a human being is justhar power structure. We afelly

immanent beingsvho are inescapably bound to and constrained éyntimanent universe.

200 Njetzsche and Spinoza offer two rival options iwithe same radical conception, that of total imeace.
Yovel (1988) p.185

201 As life has no source of meaning beyond itsetfitist be endowed with meaning on the basis of its
instantaneous charactéfovel (1988) p.196
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The fact that we are limited by the immanent uréees the necessity in which both
Nietzsche and Spinoza believe, and because oftihisnly way humans can “grow”, become
more, is taassent to the full intensity of life.) within the boundaries of immaner%

While they do agree that the universe is immandi@tzsche and Spinoza disagree regarding
the nature of immanence. Spinoza understands ttessigy of life in an immanent world in
terms ofa system of self-justifying laywa/hile Nietzsche interprets necessity asopaque
and indeterminatéatumwhich nothing can justiffand which cannot be capturdol rational
categories, causes, or laf#& This difference leads Nietzsche to criticize i for what he
sees as Spinoza’s inconsistent attitude towards@mmorphism. To understand Nietzsche’s

critiqgue, we must look at how Spinoza understaedsan.

Spinoza’s fundamental belief is that reason isranate quality of the world; this causes the
world to be intelligibly organized because theren$y one single system of reason according
to which everything is organized. Humans use tiigdesn in order to understand the world.
This means that as far as humans have reasonntheeason they have access to is the

universal reason.

This belief in a universal reason is what Nietzsch#cizes Spinoza for. Nietzsche claims
that the universe is without reason or permaneivieusal laws — such beliefs are nothing but
shelters against the true nature of the world:-elanging chaos. This means that mechanical
causality must be taken to be jastother form of anthropomorphi$f Readers of Spinoza
may find this critique from Nietzsche surprisingchase Spinoza rejects precisely this idea
(we can find this rejection in Spinoza’s appendixpart one of hig€thicy. Nietzsche still
holds that Spinoza’s beliefs the inherent rationality and timelessness of @od projection

of human-like qualities onto an ever-changing wind

Because of Nietzsche’s and Spinoza’s differing gi®@n immanence their respective concepts
of amor fati and amor intellectualis dei are algtectent. In Spinoza’s inherent rational world

22yovel (1988) p.186

3yovel (1988) p.186

24 vyovel (1988) p.196

205 Njetzsche's attitude may be construed as a matieahSpinozism. Spinoza, Nietzsche maintainsndid
carry his battle against anthropomorphism far enlouige denied the Hegelian idea of a subject-likevense
and insisted that man confront reality as the nomhanized being it is. But in maintaining the lakeliand
eternal organization of the universe Spinoza wenpijecting a human-like and human-made form ugpon
world that inherently lacks any permanence. This\ietzsche, puts Spinoza back into the camp oélHtgpir
classic dispute notwithstandingovel (1988) p.187
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amor dei expresses a harmonious agreement withirihersé®® while in Nietzsche’s world
of flux amor fatiinvolves an inner rupture and distance, bridged dy act of defying
affirmatiorf®’. It is because of this difference that the tworferof amor are achieved in
different ways: amor intellectualis dei is achievéy inferring logically, aiming at
understanding the order of the universe, while afabis an act of defiance, aiming at loving
the flux of the world. Amor intellectualis dei isantellectual process, while amor fati
involves the entire being of the per§&hYovel also points out that amor intellectualis idea
link between a person and God while amor fati ugdiahe distance between the world and

the person.

5.3.6 Nietzsche’s problem with Spinoza

There are multiple aphorisms in which Nietzscherisgcal of Spinoza (for example: BEG 5,
BEG 25, GS 349, GS 372 and GS 439), Yovel expltdirss animosity towards Spinoza by
showing that Spinoza was a genealogical scandaNietzsche. This scandal consisted of
Nietzsche’s conflicting views of Spinoza; he coneéi of him as a progenitor, a predecessor
of his own philosophy. But while Nietzsche saw sgcsimilarities between himself and
Spinoza, both personally and philosophically, Spinalso represented what Nietzsche
thought of as the worst kind of anthropocentricudan. Yovel claims that Nietzsche sees

Spinoza as petty “slave” moralist®®.

Spinoza’s philosophy is very close to Nietzschaisgd at the same time Spinoza represent

what Nietzsche fought against, and so Nietzschi déh it by attacking his brother.

2% yovel (1988) p.200

27yovel (1988) p.200

280 Nietzsche, necessity cannot be explicated mdef cause and effect, let alone of logical lirikis an
opaque necessity - the resistance and flux of eligidal things within an inexplicable world of imnence from
which there is no escape; and accepting it in arfatiris not an act of the intellect but involves tperson's
whole life and will to power and includes an actlefianceYovel (1988) p.201

29 yovel (1988) p.203
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6 Conclusion

| have tried to show in which ways Nietzsche anin&ma based their understanding of
human beings and their potentials on naturalistiologies. Nietzsche’s and Spinoza’s shared
naturalistic outlook is the reason why they bothspe the same goal: to understand ontology,
psychology and ethics as immanent phenomena. hiaied outlook makes Nietzsche’s and
Spinoza’s world views similar in certain respecihey both rejected a materialistic
understanding of the world and instead developesr thwn monistic and panpsychist
accounts; they both agree that there is sarestantiaand that everything works according to

one principle (the will to power and conatus).

Nietzsche and Spinoza also had similar philosoplaspirations. Both emulated Socrates in
that they wanted to “disturb” people and evict theom their comfortable beliefs. They
wanted to show that reality resists simple ansvaeis that everything should be viewed as
complex. By seeing the world as complex, subjdws appeared to be intimately known to us
before become profoundly alien. We lose the feelbifigsecurity that ‘knowing’ gives us.
Because this kind of undermining of the pervasindarstanding of the time might be seen as
an attack on society itself, both Spinoza and Nidie where persecuted for theiark

enlightenment

6.1 Nietzsche

Nietzsche was convinced that the world does nar ¢ftimans any shelter from that which he
conceived of as a metaphysical wasteland; any sel@f you may find is only an effect of
the will to power. Nietzsche uses Boscovich's atottiieory as the basis for his own
ontological theory.

Boscovich claims that the force particles the ursgeconsists of must be regarded as the
homogeneous, perfectly simple, unextended, indilégprimary element of matter. Nietzsche
develops Boscovich’s pan dynamism in to his own pggohism. Seen through this
perspective the world is nothing but wild savagesyoid of any humanity, but rather driven
by a truly superhuman force of nature. The poweantwm does not follow any other
commands than those of power; they exert theirefaampletely all the time. The only thing

that matters is the power quanta's resistancetsusdiperior strength.

The world understood as a plurality of wills to pwnvolves the idea of an ever changing

interplay of wills. Not only does Nietzsche see déver changing world as unable to offer the
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individual any stability, the individual is not cstant. You yourself consist of wills and exist
according to the same principle of the will to pow@ognition is a tool whose function is to
gain greater power, rather than to make sensesofthld.

We are left with a view of the world that resistg attempts to categorize it and express it as
eternal laws. As humans we cannot hope to relatieetéreal world” in an objective way. The
closest we can come and the utmost we can do eésitertain multiple perspectives on the

world instead of confining ourselves to only onlegedly ‘true’ perspective.

6.2 Spinoza

In the spirit of the enlightenment Spinoza empldys fundamental idea of the Principle of
Sufficient Reason in order to show that everythimghe world works according to strict
rules, even God himself. For Spinoza Nature and &edhe same: the substance underlying
all things. God is eternal, infinite and self-calisAll of existence comes from God, and

because of him everything exists by necessity.

Spinoza rejects the religious understanding of @ond presents his own idea of God as
derived from reason. There cannot exist any reéisais different from the reason we have
access to. This means that everything, even Godhantan behavior, can be fully and

completely explicated according to laws. Our adican therefore not be contingent on any
transcendent qualities, and must therefore foll@mmfthe organization of our immanent body.
From this we must infer that there is nothing spleabout humans, we are just another
element within the universe: everything we do ithimg more than the effects of our being.

Spinoza's God does not set any normative rulesstidutt is possible to act against him. If
reason is of a divine nature, then dogma and Wit is the closest you will come to sinning
against Spinoza's God. In order to act “from” God yeed to act from your own nature and

not be influenced by outside forces.

Spinoza’s understanding of man is highly significagen from a historical point of view,

specifically in regards to psychology. Spinozarokd that reason is the nature of the human
mind and only ideas that do not follow the straivé of reason would cause a mind to be
anything else than productive and reasonable. Miigns that a person with a troubled mind
can be cured of his mental afflictions if he getsetter understanding of how affects influence
his mind. In this way you could argue that Spingaae an outline for psychoanalysis over

150 years before Sigmund Freud was born.
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6.3 Nietzsche and Spinoza

Let us see what we can learn from Whitlock’s, Stfiacand Yovel's articles. From

Whitlock’s article we learn that Nietzsche was insgp by Boscovich with regards to his
concept of force and that this inspiration led ksehe to develop his theory of the will to
power. Furthermore we learned that Nietzsche’s @pithoza’s ontological theories address

the similar topics but draw differing conclusions.

From Schacht’s article we learn that Nietzschet 8pinoza’s interest in similar topics stems
from their shared naturalistic outlook. Not only theey both derive their ontologies from a
naturalistic understanding of the universe, thesp alaborate their respective psychological
and ethical theories from this shared outlook. Skbh&ias a closer look at Nietzsche’s and
Spinoza’s fundamental understanding of the univarse finds that even though they both
interpret the world in the same way they read cetey different things out of it. While
Spinoza sees the world as being based on perpetaalge, Spinoza sees it as based on

eternal laws.

Yovel claims that the similarities and differendesNietzsche’s and Spinoza’s normative
ethical principles, amor fati and amor intellectsiadlei, are a good representation of the
relationship between the two philosophers. Amor &ad amor intellectualis dei are both
immanent ethical theories. In contrast to transean@thical theories (which Nietzsche and
Spinoza condemn as anthropocentric) they do narsestandard for good and evil. The two
conceptions posit no super-natural goals, but rafbeus on enhancing life within an

immanent world. To accomplish this, humans must race necessity; but it is Nietzsche’s
and Spinoza’s differing understanding of necessigt distinguishes amor fati from amor

intellectualis dei.

Amor intellectualis dei is based on the intellatiganing that to achieve it you'll have to
understand how everything is derived from God. A&, on the other hand, is a love of
change. This difference arises because NietzscieSpmoza understand the fundamental
character of the world in very different ways: fdietzsche the world is in perpetual change
while for Spinoza it is defined by eternal lawsn&ly Yovel explains that the reason why
there is so much critique of Spinoza in Nietzsclpeiblished work is to be found in the fact
that Spinoza is a precursor for Nietzsche, bubatsame time he represents a philosophy that

Nietzsche sets out to disprove.
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6.4 The complex relationship between Nietzsche and Spinoza

Nietzsche’s and Spinoza’s ethical theories bothoeate relating to the world in a more
complex way than is strictly necessary for survivatause a complex understanding of the
world is a good in itself. | cannot imagine philpby without advocating such complexity. |
believe therefore that amor fati and amor intellaeis dei can be seen as arguments that

speak in favor of a philosophical understandinthefworld.

When comparing Nietzsche and Spinoza, | have netosiered what exactly Nietzsche
thought about Spinoza; | do not even think Niete&thoughts and feelings towards Spinoza
are philosophically relevant. What is relevant, bower, is that we can gain a greater
understanding of Nietzsche’s and Spinoza’s contibbuo philosophy by understanding their

relationship in greater detail and complexity.
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