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Watchmaker’s Father
Theism, Gnosticism and Pantheism
From the ancient times there was ongoing debate on the nature of God and our relationship to him. Most pagan philosophers and theologians conceived Gods and Goddesses to incorporate many of our virtues and especially vices. We were an extreme, downscaled replica of Olympic deities, deprived from Godly power to initiate miracles and control natural phenomena’s. Nonetheless, the distinction between us and gods was considered more of a degree than substance, as Olympic heroes, and semi-gods do exemplify
.
 Although interactions (in particular sexual) between deities and mortals were ubiquities, most pagans distinguished realms of sacredness (incorporeal gods and goddesses, their celestial domains and messengers) from profane (corps of mortals, material things). However the distinction didn’t imply any ethical differences between them, only physical. Olympic Gods were acting independently, and they consisted of only attributes of though, which occasionally intermingled with attributes of extensions. Mortals were acting less independent, in the sense that they could not perform miracles and disband their attributes of though from extensional attributes, but only after death, plus they were often helped (though more often impeded by Gods). This perception of the deities would have been a fertile ground for some form of Gnostic claim, as that there is another, more superior God who is unknown to many of us and who is the substance of us and of gods who interfere with us.
With coming of Judaism and Christianity a substantial change undergone in our conceptions of God’s requirements towards us, but relatively little about his nature. The distinction of sacredness from profanes cared a much larger critical charge 
, and believers didn’t usually got away from God’s wrath by merely  sacrificing for him in temple. Another change was, centralization of God’s power. While previously, the central pagan god, Zeus was “first among equal” to other gods and goddesses, Judeo-Christian God is characterized as an absolute monarch who would condemn for eternal suffering anyone who contemplated to cease any power in his divine realm  (as it happened with Lucifer). While having more power, and imposing more requirements onto mortals, Jehovah hardly behave more ethical than Zeus. He was fallible to many shortcomings and passions (for example: He ordained mortals to not murder, but he often ordered murder
; he ordained mortal to not commit adultery, but in some instances He encouraged rape
). It is hardly conceivable that Judeo-Christian god, with all his politics, passions and contradiction is substantially different from Zeus. Since Marcion’s Gnostics tried to reject the supremity of Jehova in the fovor of Jesus. But a closer examination of Jesus does show that he is full of  politics, passions, and contradictions as well. While Christianity and Judaism believe everything is created by God, its is inconcivalble who created character and shortcomings of God. First if god is perfect he doesn’t have to posses shortcomings (and sincerely any personal gods invented by mankind will inevitabily posses some shortcoming) and secondly if God posses a certain character, then how God’s character was acquired?
Spinoza, in contrary, believed that everything is in God, but creation never took place (In E1p15):
P15: Whatever is, is in God, and nothing can be or be conceived without God.

Dem.: Except for God, there neither is, nor can be conceived, any substance (By P14), that is (by D3), thing that is, nor can be conceived through itself. But modes (by D5) can neither be nor be conceived without substance. So they can be in the divine nature alone, and can be conceived through it alone. But except for substances and modes there is nothing (by A1). Therefore, [NS: everything is in God and] nothing can be or be conceived without God, q.e.d.

The Spinoza’s syllogism can be interpreted as following

1st argument:
P15: Whatever is, is in God, and nothing can be or be conceived without God.

P14 Except God, no substance can be or be conceived.

----------------------------------------------------------------------

Conclusion: P15: Whatever is, is in God, and P14

2nd argument:
P15: Whatever is, is in God, and P14

P14 Except God, no substance can be or be conceived.

D3:By substance I understand what is in itself and is conceived through itself, that is, that whose concept does not require the concept of another thing, from which it must be formed.

-----------------------------------------------------------------------
Conclusion: P15:: Whatever is, is in God, and D3

3rd argument
P15:: Whatever is, is in God, and D3

D3:By substance I understand what is in itself and is conceived through itself, that is, that whose concept does not require the concept of another thing, from which it must be formed.

D5 By mode I understand the affections of a substance, or that which is in another through which it is also conceived

A1 Whatever is, is either in itself or in another

----------------------------------------------------------
Conclusion: P15: A1 and D3

q.e.d. as Axioms and definitions do not need demonstration
Spinoza’s conclusion has very radical consequences. If everything is in God and nothing can be conceived without God, then there is no distinction between sacred and profane. A devastating earthquake is of the same value as a rainbow, a cluster of cancerous cell is of the same value as a cluster of developing fetus; Hitler is of the same value as Mother Teresa; furthermore as anything is in god, everything forms god and arguably it is god.


Spinoza addresses the most common [anticipatory] objections to his proposition in six scholiums that follows. In E1p15s1 Spinoza defends his proposition from what is for us appears one of the weakest objections, but fairly plausible in the framework of the 17th century. Primarily, the incongruity between the image of Spinoza’s god who/which is infinite in extension and thought , from man-like God, “consisting of a body and a mind, and subject to passions” (that is limited in both though and extension). While Spinoza himself advances that “corporeal substance must be part of the divine nature” and that God is corporeally infinite, he criticizes the view that God is corporeally finite.
Ironically while Spinoza’s God encompasses into divine nature both extension and thought, his ideas are attacked by both those who attribute to God both extension and thought, and those who attributed to God only thought. While those who argued for extension and thought, were limiting both extension (certain type of body: God with long white bear and intense look) and limited thought (certain type of God’s nature borrowed from the bible: “God is jealous, merciful, just etc…”). According to Spinoza this views are nonsensical as there could be no God with fixed though and extension if no substance will create it. Again, if we attribute to God, Zeus-like traits, the question arises who create that God, and if there is a Super-God; and everything falls into domain of Gnosticism. 
Still, others allowed great, if not infinite flexibility, to the God’s though characteristic, but separated God from any extension, which is considered as limited. .The argument for above was based on geometrical analogies (presumably favored by Spinoza), if an infinite line is divided into two, there will be twice as more infinites, and furthermore the distance between two line will also represent infinite. Although modern mathematicians are fairly confident with arithmetic computations of infinites, at times, the analogy proved absurd the assumption that matter is infinite and is an integral part of god.  


While that will be the case based on Carthesian metaphysics, in which there multiple substances each containing physical and mental attributes, which in turn contain modes. It passes the validity test if Spinosian metaphysics is utilized, in which there are no but one substance, subdivided in infinite physical and mental attributes, which in turn differentiate itself via infinite modes. Hence while Carthesian metaphysics will be discredited by “geometrical line” analogy, Spinosian wouldn’t. Based on Spinoza’s metaphysics line is just a mode of extension, which is infinite. Thus 2, 2, 4 …n lines are just modes, just “drawings on the infinite sheet of paper.”


In scholium 1 
� Olympic heroes, and semi-gods possessed almost miraculously strength (ex, Hercules) and they were often exempt out of natural laws (like Achilles immortality).


� Not only mortals in their sinful bodies were considered physically infinitely more deprived form the God, but ethically they were infinitely unworthy in the face of God. Any hedonistic pursuits, as well the objects used to accomplish them (bodies, food, secular literature) were almost always considered outside the realm of divine and often considered modes of evil.


� Example: "O daughter of Babylon, who art to be destroyed; happy shall he be, that rewardeth thee as thou hast served us. Happy shall he be, that taketh and dasheth thy little ones against the stones." (Psalm 137:8-9)


�     As you approach a town to attack it, first offer its people terms for peace.  If they accept your terms and open the gates to you, then all the people inside will serve you in forced labor.  But if they refuse to make peace and prepare to fight, you must attack the town.  When the LORD your God hands it over to you, kill every man in the town.  But you may keep for yourselves all the women, children, livestock, and other plunder.  You may enjoy the spoils of your enemies that the LORD your God has given you) (Deuteronomy 20:10-14)





