Sergiu Codreanu

PHIL 422



Paper 3
Love Thy Thigh as Thyself

Exposition and Analysis of the Intellectual Love of God

“Salvation, or blessedness, or freedom, consists, namely, in a constant and eternal love of god
, or in god’s love for men”, write Spinoza in E5p36s. The application of this part of proposition are profound as it suggests that, what theologians called salvation and blessedness is nothing else but freedom ; that men are eternal, as they are capable to love eternally; that god is capable to love men, and indeed that there is no distinction between god’s love for men and men’s love for god.
 The following paper will address in more details the applications of E5p36s and resolve conflicts, inconsistencies and equivocations that may arise if the propositions’ notion (such as love, eternity and freedom )  are compared to other notions of Spinoza’s philosophy (such as passions, finiteness and bondage) .

Spinoza equates salvation (traditionally a very revered theological notion and prescribed as the ultimate goal, ultimate end of human’ existence) with blessedness (traditionally considered to constitute an ultimate way, an ultimate and only mean, by which humans achieve salvation. By not differentiating the mean from the end, Spinoza makes clear that in his metaphysical perspective there are no means and ends. There is only one god-Substance. There is only one eternal Existence. As Spinoza’s metaphysics is beyond time (and his ethics is beyond traditional good and evil) we are always blessed and we are always saved, as we are always expressions of god-Substance. And this brings us to the third notion, freedom. According to Spinoza we are blessed [with adequate ideas] when we are free [from inadequate ideas], and vice versa; and we are saved [from bondage of passions] when we are free [from bondage of passions]. The fact that, when we give values to this abstract notions of blessedness, salvation and freedom, they sound tautological, serves as strong evidence that they do in fact represent different perspective of the same concept. 

However Spinoza goes further than equating blessedness and salvation among themselves and with freedom, he also equates men’s love of god with gods love for men. While previous equivalences were controversial from the traditional theology perspective
, the later equivalence is even more controversial as it doesn’t make a distinction between “sacred”, God, and “profane”, man. However, in the light of Spinoza’s monism, it is evident that there is no distinction between men loving god, and god loving men, as men are just expressions, modes of god (natura naturate or nature begotten), and accordingly god is just the creative substance of men (natura naturans or nature begetting).
 To love god-Substance is like for my hand to love me
. Albeit, it is an egoistic love, as the essence of the hand [men] was begotten by me [god] and the existence of my hand [men] is sustained by me [god]. Accordingly I [god] love my hand [men] as it [men] is an ingredient of my [god’s] essence.
  Still, by loving god, doesn’t automatically mean that I will love all things around me. My hand [men] will love me in entirety, as it depends on myself, and also it will love its fingers [children] as it depends on them to accomplish its role of holding objects [parenting], however it does not necessarily have to love a finger of a left foot [a piece of rock on the beach], as it doesn’t depends on it. Conversely when it comes to me, I love all my bodies’ components as I formed, shaped, and nurtured them, but I don’t have to love necessarily everything equally. And I will love more my heart than my appendences, and I am more likely to pursue a diet beneficial for my heart, that to appendences. Similarly god will love more men than rocks and thus, through the laws of nature, it will bless with freedom men more than rocks. To summarize, intellectual love is a narcissistic and egoistic one, not a self sacrificing one.


In addition it is important to note that the fact that god and man love each other for eternity and this presumes immortality to the man. But how can this be? How can a man live eternally if body and mind are the same according to Spinoza, and once a person dies and decays he ceases to exist? Well, men are just expression of god, and these expressions have no past or present, they are everlasting and thus can love god for eternity. Still does this imply that men death is an illusion and that their corpse don’t decay? Well, modes of singular things “die” or “disappear” or “turn off” while its essence doesn’t. God-Substance is one and it contains the attributes of thought and extension, which are everlasting. A good and comprehensive analogy is a role of cinematographic tape. We can look at it for days, hours, decades, centuries and so on: it remains a bulk of intact material that is difficult to distinguish and analyze. If we run the tape through the cinematographic apparatus each tape suddenly can be visualized and heard. Thus the individual sections of the tape are analogous to singular things’  extension’ essence; individual sound tracks are analogous to singular thing’s thought essence. The thought and extension would necessarily follow a certain order, due to parallelism, and after let say 2.5 hours the image ends [extension ends] and sound ends [thought ends], however while the modes of this bulk of images [attributes of extension] and modes of this bulk of sounds [attribute of though] ends, the tape [substance] remains intact. The substance and its  attributes are  beyond time, and only the modes can manifest themselves. The mode of videotape [extension] can be black and white or colorful; of different lightness and resolution, while retaining its original structure [essence]; the mode of sound [thought] can be of different volume and pitch while retaining its original structure [essence]

Finally we address the meaning of intellectual love and how it distinguishes from passions
.  If love arises by passion than it arises from inadequate ideas and thus can be enslaving. This kind of love it is possible to witness among traditional worshipers who passionately, and with “selflessness” love their deity (they actually inadvertently “lie” about selflessness of their love, as they expect heavenly rewards for it, but this sort of hypocrisy is a trait of the love aroused though passions) On the other hand if love is arisen through the third kind of knowledge the intellect, people readily admit that they do that by selfish reasons. Thus in this context to love is to wonder over metaphysical complexity and elegance of god, and understand that the reason to love god is that of conatus

� My paper will intentionally avoid capitalizing “god” in order to distinguish impersonal “god-substance” with personal “God-Head”, like Jehovah, Allah or Zeus. Although it may be argued that impersonal god deserves capitalization, as impersonal Earth or Sun, and such attempts were made like capitalization of Nature of Cosmos (by Carl Sagan), the common perception is so imbibed with associating god with personal God, that the this word should be “sacrificed” to the traditional theology, and new alternatives like Nature and Cosmos should be used. However due to the fact that the following paper discusses Spinoza’s work the word god it is not interchangeable. However by using god with a small letter, we pinpoint to impersonality of god as by using Nature, Cosmos or Substance with capital letters we pinpoint the ultimate reality of thus.


� As preposition or in this context is used to indicate equivalence.


� Due to lack of distinction between cause, blessedness, and effect, salvation; as well of the claim that those who are [intellectually] free (that could involve such acts as dismissing of traditional religion as a “delusion” and refusing to recognize Jesus Christ as ones “personal savior” due to absurdity of the intellectual concept of miracles, as well of salvation by believing in them) are automatically blessed and saved.


� As there are no distinction in Christian Dogma of the Trinity between Father, Son and the Holy Spirit. Father [god-Substance] begets the Son [men], however the Father and the Son are the same. The Son [men] begets the Holy Spirit [men-made singular things], who however is the same as the Son and the Father. On this conceptual analogy, the resemblance between Spinozism and Christianity ends though. Additionally there is no miracles involved in act of begetting in Spinozism, though not in Christianity. A further analogy of a pedestrian [god] with the penumbra [men] formed on a wall of a building, and when the penumbra [men] of the pedestrian [god] approaches a mirror, penumbra [men] produces a reflection [men-made things and action] of itself in the mirror can distil aroused mysticism. Notice, in this analogy only pedestrian [god] has the free will, while penumbra [men] only thinks it does (as it can see its  reflection [men-made things and actions] in the mirror), while in reality it does not, and it follows necessarily pedestrian’s [god’s] actions.


� me  is a formula (sic: not a congregate) of hands, feet, eyes, brains, intestines, and other organs and parts)


� This analogy shows how absurd is to believe that god-Substance can ever not love, or even hate men. I wouldn’t chop my hand off, only because my one the fingers of my hand is injured. Similarly god would not damn into hell a man if one of the traits of his character’s are corrupt. Even if the hand was severely injured or covered by malignant cancer and needs to be amputated, I will try to do that swiftly, and not trying to punish my lousy hand by hitting it with a hammer. After operation my hand is not mutilated either. Similarly god (sic: through the laws of nature) will take the life of a sexually promiscuous person , by infecting (sic: god doesn’t single out that person it is just the matter of natural law, that after lets say John Smith has sex with 300 partners in one year he’ll develop AIDS ) him with AIDS. However the after the sexual promiscuous dies, he is not punished on a frying pen for eternity 





� Love is an ambiguous word. Loving a kind of bread is not the same affect as loving ones bride. Loving country music is not the same affect as loving one’s country. It is as well possible to love without liking and vice versa. A parent can love his child without liking him as a person, for example if the child is a murderous gangster. Or en employee can like a reasonable boss without loving him.


Does this imply that Spinoza’s god is worth loving despite that he is impersonal, uncaring, does not give more a thought if thousands of people died in 9/11 than to the fact that a flock of ants was squashed by truck. In fact Spinoza’s god is incapable of giving a finite thought, he is infinite thought. (As though implies time, and Spinoza’s god is beyond time). All this just imply that we should not like Spinoza’s god, we can possibly like him, nor dislike him, as likeness implies favors, which god cannot possibly perform, as he constitute the laws of nature, which are immutable. On the other hand if we intellectually reason about Spinoza’s god, and understand its metaphysical structure, we’ll be inevitably amazed, as he is the one substance of whom we are modes. As we are modes of god-substance, we inevitably should love him. 





� The concept of conatus , or self-preservation, implies that we love anything that preserve ourselves. god-substance preserve ourselves, therefore we necessarily need to love god-substance. On the same moment, table, people around me, are modes of god-substance and they are not necessarily directly for preservation for ourselves, hence according to the principle of conatus, it is irrational to love anything that doesn’t contribute for our self-preservation. And if one loves some modes, like one’s spouse,  they do that not based on intellect, on conatus, but because of passions. 


	As an analogy, for a drop of water that forms an ocean it is rational to love the ocean, but irrational to love another drop of water, even though drops of water form an ocean, as without the ocean the drop of water can exist while without a drop of water another drop of water can exist. 


	It is understandable why we passion about singular things, as we associate that with the whole, which is a fallacy of division and irrational





