THE SPIRIT OF

Healing the Mind

Neal Grossman
With a Foreword by Huston Smith

DA
r!CF{L Press

rinceton, New [ersey

z -4
I .
- .
R
L



THE SPIRTT OF SPINOZA: Healing the Mind
By Neal Grossman

Copyright © 2003, 2014 by Neal Grossman
ISBN: 978-1-936033-08-9

This is a revised edition of Héﬂfiﬂg the Mind: The Pi}ﬂﬂmp}}y ﬂf&}[}iﬂnzﬂ flﬂf::zpifd

for a New Age, originally published by Susquehanna University Press in 2003,

All rights reserved, including the right to reproduce this book or portions thereof in
any form whatsoever. For information address:

[CRL Press

211 N. Harrison St., Suite C

Princeton, NJ 08540-3530



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Foreword by Huston Smith ..o, 8
L T O O 0T 1ottt ettt ettt et ettt e et ees e s s e asee s s s e ssseses i essneessnsnssnnsssss 13
Who 18 SPIN0ZaZ..ccccciiiii e e e 19
1. MetaphySics.......ccoooiiniiiiniiiiiiiiiiciccca, 20
El[gE'r |][g||§|!1||]| ES """""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" !Il

T HE EXTIS T ENCE OF GO e e e e 23

A PR AC IC A L AP P LI A T IO N ittt ettt ettt ettt tssesssnssssanssnns 29
THE WHOIL ENESS OF CREATION >
Holism and AfOmiISm oot eeeeeeeeeeeinean, 33

T he D emise Of A fOIm I ISIT] e e estiseeeseeeseseeesseseensansaseesaseseasasnssasssnesssnsnses 35

Holism and Quantum Physics ..o, 38

T HE CAUS A LY OF GO DD it e e e et teststssasesssns 41
DIVINE NECESSITY tevtiititt ittt 41

Could It Really Have Been Otherwise? ..o, 44
The [lusion of Free SWillo oo A0

The Importance of Practice......couuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiics 48

M N D AN D BO DY ittt it et et et et et et essessaasanssassnssasassassensssssssasnsasens 50
Some Considerations Against Materialism .........ccccviiiiiiiinninn., 51

The Relationship Between Mind and Body ..., 56

SPACE, TIME, AND ETERNITY oo 61
The Expanding Universe and the Limits of the [magination............. 61

-

['he Emanation of the Spatio-Temporal Order

: | ,




iv  The Spirit of Spinoza: Healing the Mind

THE GENERAL NATURE OF SENSE EXPERIENCE...................... 67
The Myth of a Homunculus ..., 68
Structural Parallels Between Mind and Body.......oiiiiiii, 69
The “Illusion” of Sense Experience....cuuuuuvuiuiieiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiciee, 73
The Mechanics of Sense Perception ....coecevviiiiiieiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiieieiea e 75
The Dependency of the Visual Appearance of Things

upon the Optical Properties of the Body......ccooooiviiiiiiii . 77
A Wonderful MyStery ..o 80
Spinoza’s Metaphysical Parallelism Applied to the

Mystery of Perception .......ccecuiueuueeeee i, 83

Anthropomorphism and the Imagination ...............o . 85

The Inadequacy of Imaginative Experience......cccccueeveiiiiiiiiiiniiiiinn.n, 88

RELATIONSHIPS AMONG MINDS oo, 91

The Concept of a “Larger” Mind ....o.oiiviiiiiiiiiiii e, 91

An Example of Direct Communication Between Minds................... 93

REINCATNATION tuitiiiiiiii i, 97

TheMind of the Earth woiieieiiieiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiie e, 100

3. Desire and Emotion ......ccocooovooiooooioiooieeieeeeeeeee. 103

THE NATURE OF DESIRE AND INTENT ottt 103

Understanding the Emotions .....ccoooooiiiiiiiiii 103

The Metaphysics of Desire ..o, 106

D minism and the [llusion of Free W 2

Wholistic Embedding and the Metaphysics of Choice..................... 118

Psychophysical Parallelism, Causation, and Purpose ........ccoeceeeanin. 123

An Objection to Parallelism, and Spinoza’s Reply ...l 126
Dreaming, A Context that Exhibits the Causal Structure

of Spinoza’s Psychophysical Parallelism ..., 130

THE DEFINITION OF EMOTIONS ..ot 132

Power 0F ACHNE tuviiiiii e 133

Joy and Sorrow, the Primary Emotions .......ccoooviiviiiiiiiiiii i, 138

Loveand Hate o oooioiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie i, 142

Some Additional Consequences ........coovviuiuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiis e, 145




Table of Contents #

Beliefs and Emotions coooveveeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 148
The Social Conditioning of Belief..........coooveviiiiiiiiiiii i, 150
The Programming of the Mind by Western Society—

A Major Impediment to Selt-knowledge ..., 154

Social Schizophrenia, the Split Between Feeling and Behavior........ 158

A RN A O ittt ettt ettt ettt e et re e eeerensans 160

Knowing Our Emotions oo 162

4. Freedom From Bondage ..., 167

EMOTIONS AND THE PROCESS OF IMAGINING oooeiveiiniinnnn... 167

The Nature of Our “Inner Dialogue”.......ooo . 168
The Causal Role of the Inner Dialogue in Producing

OUTr E N Ot 0N S ettt ettt eeeaaen, 173

Summary, and More Examples .ooooveiiiiiiiiiiii e, 179

ND ORDER AWARENES S

While Watching a Movie .o, 181

Shiftting from the “There and Then” to the "Here and Now™ ......... 182

RESISTING OUR OWN HAPPINESS oo 188

The Metaphysical Impossibility of “Good” and “Bad”.................... 188

Some Harmtul Consequences of Believing in “Good and Bad”...... 190

[ ISCOIMIMICIIT teuttt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt ieeee e s eaeseasens 192

Resistance, Denial, and Emotional Bondage......c.ovoeiiiiiinl. 194

The Cause and Structure of Human Bondage ..ooooiiiiiiniiiiin. 200

Reason and Rationality ..o, 203

PROGRAMMED PATTERNS OF FEELING AND BEHAVIOR.....207

[dentifying Our Patterns..ooooveeeueiiiiiiiieieie e 207

[nfections of the Mind, or the Power of Conditioned Patterns........ 209

Principles for a Mentally Healthy Culture.......c...oooc . 212

The Irrational and Unhealthy Nature of Contemporary Society..... 213

[. Competition vs. COOPEration .i..ueiuiiueeeeueeiruseiuieeiiaeiieinianaennne. 213

2. Advertising, or the Unhealthy Programming of Desire............ 216

3. The Avoidance of Nurturing in Contemporary Society ........... 218

4. Education: Analysis vs. Appreciation ..........coocuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnnns 222

Summary, and a Step Toward Freedom..........ccoocoiiiiiiiiiin, 225




vi  The Spirit of Spinoza: Healing the Mind

5. Transcendence...........cocoooovoveivoiieeececeieiieeeeeeeeee e, 228
SEXUALITY: TRANSCENDENCE OF THE BODY .veiiveiieeeeavaeee ., 228
Sexuality and the Metaphysics of Holism......cooeeiiiiiiiiiiiiine, 229
Exploring Our Programmed Sexual Patterns ........cvviiiniiininnnnne, 233

Union with the Earth...ooooii e, 235
BLESSEDNESS: TRANSCENDENCE OF THE MIND i, 237
Imagining the Temporal, Understanding the Eternal...................... 237

A Briet Metaphysical Review ..., 240

The Essence of the Body ..oooviiiiiiiiiiii e, 244

The Eternality of the Mind......oooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiicc i, 246
“Becoming” Eternal, or the Possibility of Direct Experience........... 249
Spiritual Love. ..., 251

The Shakespearean Metaphor: “All the World’s a Stage”................. 253
Shakespeare’s Metaphor and Spinoza’s Metaphysics.........ccoeeeeeennn.. 255
Rational Faith and the Satistaction of Longing .......cooooiiiiiiiiiiie, 262
Concluding Words........oeiieiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e, 264
GlOSSATY it e, 266

L O ettt ieaearansnnansnnenns 209



Table of Contents wii

List of Exercises

EXERCISE 1. Practicing removal of guilt...cccccoeeiiiiiiiiiiiic 31
EXERCISE 2. Practical response dispelling guilt and blame...................... 49
EXERCISE 3. Enhancing feeling of awe .....cooooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii, 87
EXERCISE 4. Understanding teeling, desire, and behavior.......c............. 104
EXERCISE 5. Establishing comfort with desire........c.ccooooiiiiiiiiiiiiiii, 110
EXERCISE 6. Free will and decision making...............coc, 113
EXERCISE 7a. Holding a thought............ 114
EXERCISE 7b. Choosing thoughts........cc.cccooiiiiiiiiiiii |1 15
EXERCISE 7c. Imaginative thinking ..o, 15
EXERCISE 8. Exercising “free choice” .. oo 122
EXERCISE 9. Accepting clrcumstances....eiiiiiiiiiniiiniiiiiii e 124
EXERCISE 10. Recognizing decrease in power of action ...........eueeeueeeenee., 137
EXERCISE 11. Developing sensitivity to our own body .....ccccoeeeeiiiiiiinnnnnn. 145
EXERCISE 12. Repression of feelings........cooiiiiiiiiiinie, 159
EXERCISE 13. Ownership of emotions..........ceeiuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeii e 164
EXERCISE 14. Awareness of pleasant and unpleasant sensations................ 169
EXERCISE 15. Experiencing our inner dialogue ......cccoeeiieiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnnn, 170
EXERCISE 16. Inner dialogue and the understanding mind..........c..ccc.c.... 172
EXERCISE 17 Inconsistency of emotional responses............cccccovvvviininnnnnn 174
EXERCISE 18. Anatomical awareness of physical responses......ccccccceuueneenn. 177
EXERCISE 19. Allowing emotions to be controlled by external events....... 179
EXERCISE 20. Experiencing first-order awareness...........eeuvuuvuenereeieeeennnnnns 181
EXERCISE 21. Creation and analysis of a thoughtlog ........ccocooiii . 183
EXERCISE 22, JUd@ment oo 195
EXERCISE 23. Development of awareness of feelings and behavior .......... 198
EXERCISE 24. Self-image ..ooovuviiiiiiiiiiiiiciiec e 199
EXERCISE 25. Identification of behavior patterns.........ccoouiiiiiiiininnn. 207
EXERCISE 26, Aw 'S . t10ns m '
EXERCISE 27. Observation of feelings when touched...................... 221
EXERCISE 28. Recollection and analysis of Childhood ................... 227
EXERCISE 29. Conscious awareness of sexual conditioning.........ccc.cc..c..... 234
EXERCISE 30. Recollection of emotional and unemotional events............ 250
EXERCISE 31. Viewing the world asa stage ... 254
EXERCISE 32. Understanding transcendence of spiritual love................... 260




FOREWORD

cal Grossman was a student of mine while [ was teaching at MI'T, which
means that [ have known him for forty-some years. Only during the latest
of these years, however, did he tell me of an experience that dates back to when
he was fifteen or sixteen years old, one that [ ind so prescient of the book in hand
that [ can think of no more appropriate way to open this toreword than to relate it.

Neal was exploring the streets of Boston one summer afternoon when he
found himselt passing its public library, and with nothing better to do he entered.
Dazed by its seemingly endless corridors of books, he wandered down one of
them, and there his eye fell on Plato’s dialogues. He had heard of Plato, and to
satisfy his curiosity he pulled the book from its shelf, took it to a reading table, and
let 1t fall open. Mirabile dictu, what then greeted him was the most tamous passage
in all of the dialogues, the Allegory of the Cave, which together with Moses’ vision
of Mount Sinai in flames, 1s one of the twin foundations of Western civilization.
When he came to the end of the allegory with its moral that education is not what
most people take it to be, but instead should be “to put true knowledge into souls
that do not possess it, as if inserting vision into blind eyes,” he found that tears
were streaming down his cheeks.

When Grossman reported that episode, I heard it as a harbinger ot the book
in hand, but to bring out the tull tforce of that book I need to say something about
the years that intervened between the atternoon I have recounted and the writing
of this book.

[nnately intelligent and in search of truth, which our culture assumes
can be most assuredly found in science, Grossman entered M.I.T., where his
undergraduate major was physics. That institute requires its undergraduates to
take 20 percent of their courses in humanities and the social sciences, which
led him to my two courses on world religions. There he found echoes of Plato’s

idea of a domain more ultimate than the physica universe, and he staked out as

his lite’s project to investigate whether the concept of a transcendent reality was
compatible with our best scientific understanding of the world. To quality tor it he
entered the then-strongest graduate program in history and philosophy of science
in the country, at the University of Indiana, and when his doctorate was in hand
the University ot Illinois at Chicago hired him to teach that subject. Ten years
later, having satished himself with regard to the basic compatibility of physics
and spirituality, he lost interest in the philosophy of science per se and turned

to teaching those philosophers whose first ambition was to change people’s lives.
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This book, originally entitled Healing the Mind, 1s the first printout of that
switch in his career and, to put the matter bluntly, it is one of the very few books
that makes me regret that [ am not still in the classroom where I could teach
from it. It has taken its author a decade to get it published, for it falls between
two stools. Academic presses wouldn’t touch it, even though Spinoza scholars
gave it flying colors for its understanding of Spinoza, but because of its New Age
mentality and the exercises Grossman includes to open readers to where Spinoza’s
ideas can enter the lives they are actually living, thus eftfecting the improvement
that Spinoza hoped for. Meanwhile, New Age presses all assumed that Spinoza
was too heady tor their audiences. Had Grossman compromised on ecither of
these fronts, this book would have been issued years earlier, but true to the book’s
message, its author refused to compromise, even if that meant that his book would
never be published. That it has been published warrants our thanks to both its

principled author and its publisher, who saw the promise in Grossman’s deft

handling of the splice between ideas and their impacts on life.

This Foreword could appropriately end here, but my own love for Spinoza
leads me to extend it to point out the exalted character of this book’s subject.

Spinoza’s given name was Benedict, which is the Latinized equivalent of the
Hebrew baruch, meaning blessing or benediction. (Latin was the intellectual
language of Spinoza’s Europe and the one in which he wrote.) This makes his name
translate into English as Blessed Spinoza. No epithet was ever more appropriate,
for as Bertrand Russell pointed out in his History of Western Philosophy, “Spinoza
is the noblest and most loveable of the great philosophers.” Thhis is true, but it leads
to what [ have elsewhere dubbed the Spinoza anomaly, which is: Why is Spinoza
so loved and respected but little followed? Today there are Platonists, Thomists,
Kantians, and Wittgensteinians, but few if any philosophers who call themselves
SpINoZIsts.

There is an easy way to resolve this anomaly, which I shall note only to put it
behind me. According to this superficial resolution, Spinoza is loved because his

ife was Exemplary, and he is not followed because his mﬁtaphysics 1S thaught to

be mistaken. If he was not mistaken in trying to construct a metaphysical system
in the first place, as many philosophers today would contend, he was clearly
mistaken in the way he went about devising it. Given the excitement attending
the birth of modern science in the seventeenth century, we can understand why
the geometrical method excited him, but too much has happened in the three
hundred years that have followed to allow us to take it seriously. Geometrics have

become multiple, logic turns out to be dead-end in paradoxes, and all efforts to
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find bedrock foundations on which logic’s ladder might be planted unshakably—
foundationalism—have led to quicksand. Percepts shift with their contexts
(Gestalt psychology), facts reflect the theories that sponsor them (science and
cognition generally), and there appear not to be any elementary particles from
which nature is constructed (particle physics).

[ call the foregoing resolutions of the Spinoza anomaly superficial because
they trivialize the truth component in what we esteem, a move that is particularly
unseemly for philosophers. It assumes that the not-less-than-holy life Spinoza lived
was unrelated to the truth he saw. (Not-less-than-holy; I will fill in that epithet.
By birth a man in exile and by temperament a recluse, Spinoza showed not the
slightest bitterness in the face of the centuries of persecution his people had
suffered and his excommunication by his own Jewish community in Amsterdam.
Whatever the matter at hand, he always brought to it a mind free of attachment
to selt, party, or nation.) Or, if we prefer to hew to the cognitive grounds for our
admiration of him, it assumes that coherence alone suthces to win our respect,
whereas outside the formal sciences we know that it does not suffice if it did we
would honor paranoids, for their logic tends to be impeccable; it is their premises
that are out of touch with reality. To reduce metaphysics to a game well played
is to rob it (and ultimately all philosophy) of its basis and importance. The mind
that 1s fed “wholly with joy...unmingled with sadness” (On the Improvement of the
Understanding) 1s not a mind applauding a logical victory. We need an explanation
of the Spinoza anomaly that avoids the travesty of disjoining the respect we accord

a philosopher from the question of whether he was right.

[ suggest the following. Philosophers sense that Spinoza was right, but do
not follow him because they do not understand how he reached his conclusions.
The arguments that carried him to them, while logically impeccable, have not
delivered his conclusions to many other philosophers, which i1s another way
of saying that they have not found them existentially compelling. This way of
putting the matter may seem as paradoxical as the anomaly I introduce it to
resolve, but of course it isn’t. Right and left, our instincts for truth outstrip the
reasons we adduce to justify them we always know more than we can explain how
we know it. Insofar as we claim the opposite, we exhibit what might be called “the
European mistake™ the mistake of thinking that it is the role of the sage to explain
things from zero, whereas in tact his vocation is first to see and then to cause to
see; that is, to provide a key. The classic error of Western rationalism is to assume
that metaphysical conclusions are no stronger than the arguments adduced to

support them and that they collapse the moment weaknesses in those arguments
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are exposed, an exposure that is easily accomplished because the premises of
metaphysical proofs invariably elude everyday consensual experience. The truth
is the reverse. Rather than being the causes of certainty, metaphysical arguments
are their results. This makes the certainty in one sense subjective, but at the same
time it is objective if it prolongs realities that are independent of our minds.

In calling the mistake just cited Western, [ mean, of course, that it is the
recent Western mistake; our very word theory derives trom theoria, a term
originally drawn from the theater and implying vision. Like Plato, Spinoza saw
something. Had his mysticism been ecstatic we might be inclined to say that he
experienced something, but because it was immaculately intellective-gnostic, or
jnanic as Vedantists would say, it is better to say that he saw, or perhaps sensed,
something (saw captures the clarity of his controlling insight, sensed captures its
intuitive character, the ditficulty of conveying it to persons who have had no direct
contact with it). A moment ago we were citing Gestalt psychology and particle
physics to document the mind’s inability to arrive at empirical indubitables. For
the phenomenal world this is plain fact, awash as that world is in relativity and
change in Maya, to reach again for a Vedantic term. But beneath this remorseless
Hux Spinoza detected something permanent. This is not the place to try to say
what that something is the book does that better than I could. It is enough here to
say that he saw as clearly as man ever has what Substance is and how it is related
to accident, grasping at the same time that everything participates in both while
being always accident in relation to the one and only Substance that empowers
it. In doing so he understood the nature not only of authentic religion, but also
of metaphysics in the etymological sense of that word. As for philosophers, they
sense that he had hold of that meaning, however little they may be able to follow
his approach to it or blaze an alternative route.

This 1s my suggestion regarding the Spinoza anomaly. Philosophers do not
call themselves Spinozists because the way he articulates his insight is, for the
most part, not the way they would do soj; it is too colored by thought patterns
of a bygone era. But metaphysical systems are not mirror images of reality; they
are symbols—hngers pointing at the moon, as Ch’an Buddhists would say. And
Spinoza’s finger, we sense (many of us do, at least), was precisely and accurately
angled. That is why we honor him. He points us toward truth of a mode that, to
the degree that we succeed in embodying it, can free us as it freed him.

[ speak of degree, and it is important to close with this, for truth that is as
existential as the kind Spinoza was immersed in is not simply accepted or rejected;

it is appropriated incrementally. Sufis liken three stages in the acquisition of gnosis
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to hearing about fire, seeing fire, and being burned by fire. Comparably, one can
respond atfirmatively to Spinoza by assenting to what he says, seeing what he saw,
and being consumed by what he saw. George Eliot was onto these distinctions
when she wrote, “Spinoza says from his own soul what all the world is saying by
rote.” And (if I may venture this conjecture) it was alertness to the importance
of these degrees of assimilation that caused the author of this book to insist that
it include the exercises he devised to knead Spinoza’s outlook into the lives his
students, it [ may put the matter that way. He would prefer not to have his book
published rather than to forgo the opportunity he saw to make Spinoza live in the
lives of his students and thereby ennoble them.

Not many can rise to the point of being “burned” by Spinoza’s vision, for it
involves recognizing one’s individuality as a cosmic accident. But Spinoza himself

a Good

bE}/Dﬂd El” gDDdS—[hﬂt at thﬁ McEre Sight Df it one 1DSES pEI’SDﬂﬂl dESiI'E‘S_, EDI'gETS

is living proof that it 1s possible to catch sight of something so majestic

oneself in its contemplation, and adds a new dimension to the treasures of the
soul. Spinoza has been taulted because his Dewus sive Natura (God or Nature) is
impersonal—rtranspersonal would be a better word. His audience is a different
breed, or again better, a level of the soul that everyone possesses but that is too

deeply buried in most people for them to detect on their own. It is the level at

which one glimpses the Absolute, that cold, remote, emotionless Beyond where
nothing stirs, where there is no agitation, where there is only that immaculate,
almost unreachable height ot the aloneness of God.

On completing his second reading of Spinoza’s Ethics Goethe said, “I have
never seen things so clearly, or been so much at peace.” Welcome, dear reader, to
[he Spirit of Spinoza. | know of no other book that rivals this one in its resources

for helping you to make Goethe’s words your own.

— Huston Smith, 2003



INTRODUCTION

M any years ago, when [ was an undergraduate physics major at MI'T, [ heard
a story about Albert Einstein. According to the story, when Einstein came
to this country he was asked whether he believed in God. He replied that he
believed in the God of Spinoza. Einstein’s opinions carried enormous weight for
me, and, even though I thought of myselt as an atheist at the time, it Spinoza’s
God was good enough tor Einstein, He was going to be good enough for me too.
[ resolved to investigate.

Flash forward fifteen or sixteen years. | am a recently tenured philosopher of
science with a promising career ahead of me. There are two piles of books on my
desk. The first pile consists of all the stuff [ needed to read to stay current in my
chosen field of specialization, a field which, as a graduate student and for many
years thereafter, had been of great interest to me, but in which I was now loosing
interest. | he second pile consists of material that [ had always wanted to explore,
but never had sufthcient time to delve into. For many months [ hovered uneasily
between the two piles, unable to muster the interest and motivation to read from
the first pile, but feeling guilty for wanting to read from the second. I finally
resolved the dilemma by realizing that my true commitment as a philosopher
must be to my own real interests, wherever they may lead, and not to a sense of
obligation to keep up with what had been my chosen area ot specialization. What
is the point, I thought, of having tenure it [ did not use the freedom that comes
with tenure to explore my true interests? The first book on the second pile was
Spinoza’s masterpiece, entitled simply, Ethics.

Spinoza came to my assistance right away. Many editions of the Ethicsinclude
a short, unfinished, early treatise by Spinoza, entitled "On the Emendation of
the Understanding.” In the first tew pages of this treatise, Spinoza describes his
own struggle between doing what is necessary to have a successful career in a
socially sanctioned profession and seeking spiritual truth. “I perceived that it true
happiness were placed in the former I should necessarily miss it; while if, on the
other hand, it were not so placed, and | gave them my whole attention, I should
equally fail.” And Spinoza had much more to lose than just a “promising career.”
He had been an outstanding student, and his teachers believed he would become

a great world-renown Jewish theolmgian, with fame and reputatinn equal to and

perhaps surpassing that of Moses Maimonedes. For Spinoza, fulluwing his true

iI]tEI“EStS meant, not Dﬂl}f that hﬁ WCJLlld hﬂ‘v’ﬂ no SLlCh carccar, bth EllSD Thﬂt hEI WGLlld
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be excommunicated from the Jewish community of Amsterdam. At this point in
my own lite, the example Spinoza set gave me much courage.

Around the same time ditficulties in my personal life lead me to therapy. But
once in therapy, I got “hooked” by the process, and tor the next fifteen years or
so participated in numerous workshops, growth groups, and training programes,
beginning as a frightened participant and ending as an experienced group-leader.
Like most intellectuals, T was, as they say, dead from the neck down. Not only
was [ not in touch with my emotions, but also I actively resisted becoming aware
of them. I recall, with humor now, how long it took my therapist to get me to
recognize the difference between a feeling and a thought. During this time period,
[ explored everything from Humanistic Psychology to New Age Spirituality. |
found much that was just luff in all of this, but [ also found much more that was
very usetul. One thing is clear to me now: had I not explored my own emotional
nature in some depth, [ would have not been able fully to understand Spinoza.
Or, to put it differently, my understanding would have been merely intellectual,
not experiential.

In philosophy courses and textbooks, Spinoza is classified as a seventeenth-
century rationalist philosopher, sandwiched between Descartes, who lived in
the generation before Spinoza, and Leibniz, who lived in the generation after.
This classification, although not without some justification, 1s very misleading.
For Spinoza has much more in common with Eastern thought generally, and

Buddhism in particular, than he does with either of the two atorementioned

philosophers. The system of thought contained in the Ethicsis a system of spiritual
psychotherapy—spiritual, because its goal is union with God, psychotherapy,
because the path to this goal lies through an understanding and transcendence
ot what the Dalat Lama (in his book, Ethics for a New Millennium) has called
our “attlictive emotions.” It is possible, Spinoza maintains, to live a lite free
from bondage to the atHictive emotions ot envy, hatred, anger, depression, guilt,
blame, anxiety, fear, and so forth; his entire system ot philosophy is dedicated to
freeing us from this bondage. Spinoza is not a mere metaphysician, lost in remote
abstractions, but a very practical spiritual teacher whose aim, as he explicitly states,
is to “lead us, by the hand, as it were, to a knowledge of the human mind and its
highest happiness.” (Ethics, part 2, preface).

The more deeply I penetrated into Spinoza’s teachings, the more appreciation
and admiration [ felt. Not only is his system of thought intellectually elegant and
beautitul, but also, it is immensely practical. Here 1s a philosophy that otfers, not

just moral platitudes, but practical guidance for living. His theory of emotions is
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not just some quaint, antiquated seventeenth-century theory, but timeless in the
same sense that Buddhism is timeless. It 1s true, as I said above, that exploring my
own emotions through therapy and groups helped me to understand Spinoza; but
it is equally true that Spinoza’s theory of emotions helped me to understand my
own emotional nature. Moreover, Spinoza’s theory explained to my satisfaction
why therapy works when it does work, and also, why therapy doesn’t always work.

However, it seemed to me that [ was somewhat alone in my appreciation of
Spinoza. On the one hand, those who felt themselves to be on a “spiritual path”
and who were honestly struggling to rid themselves ot the atflictive emotions
could not avail themselves of the assistance offered by Spinoza because they could
not penctrate the admittedly ditficult seventeenth-century philosophical jargon
in terms of which he wrote. On the other hand, professional philosophers, whose
training might enable them to understand Spinoza, are, tfor the most part, caught
up in the materialist and atheistic ideology that dominates academia today and
are hence unable to comprehend tully a philosophy that aims at union with what
they believe to be a non-existent God. Moreover, on the whole, academics lack
the experience of working with their own emotions in a therapeutic context, and
hence lack the personal data that is necessary to fully understand, appreciate,
and benefit from, Spinoza’s philosophy. Thus, those who can penetrate Spinoza’s
system of thought are not interested in learning from him personally, whereas
those who might be interested in learning tfrom him personally are not able to
penetrate his system of thought.

The purpose of this book is to make Spinoza’s system of thought accessible
and available to those who can benefit from it. It is written as a sort of intellectual
selt-help book, self-contained, free from footnotes, and as much as possible, free
from jargon. It contains many “exercises,” integrated into the text, which invite
the reader to apply the ideas under discussion to her or his personal life. Without
such application, it is not possible tully to understand the ideas, any more than one
could understand how to play tennis just by reading a book. Or perhaps a better
analogy is that one does not fully understand a given scientific theory without
spending some time in the lab. The laboratory provides the data that the given
theory supposedly explains; it provides the evidence that supports the theory.
So the laboratory of our personal lives constitutes the data that Spinoza’s theory

explains. Moreover, just as an adequate scientific theory not only explains its

subject matter but alsn givas us some cnntml ovVer it} SO alsn} an ade;huattﬁ thttory Uf
human emotions not c:-nly explains our emotions, but, thrnugh the understanding

provided by the theory, gives us some control over them, so that even if not fully
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released from bondage, we suffer much less. So [ urge the reader not to skip
over the exercises, but to take the time to do the necessary self-reflection and
introspection. Indeed, I think it would be more benehcial to do the exercises and
skip the text, than to read the text and skip the exercises.

Spinoza, as | have said, is a spiritual therapist. But his system of therapy is
embedded in a sophisticated theory of human emotions, which is itself embedded
in a theoretical understanding ot what it is to be a human being, which in turn
is embedded in a theoretical understanding of God and the relationship between
God and the world. Altogether, it is a system of thought that is both intellectually
satisfying and emotionally healing. Reading this book will require some effort.
Intellectual effort is required to grasp the concepts, and personal effort is required
to do the exercises. It is my belief, and also my wish, that this effort will be deeply

rewarding.

Twenty Years Later

This book was completed in its original form about twenty years ago. After several
unsuccessful attempts to get it published, the book languished in a desk drawer for
another ten years. [t was eventually published by Susquehanna University Press
in 2003, with the title: Healing the Mind: The Philosophy of Spinoza Adapted for
a New Age. It has been “out of print” for several years and copies have been hard
to find, and expensive when found. I am, to say the least, not aggressive when
it comes to pushing or publicizing my own work, and this book might very well
still be languishing in my desk drawer were it not for a “chance” encounter with
the publisher of ICRL Press. On the one hand, it would never occur to me that

a science press would be interested in the ideas of a historical philosopher. On

the other hand, it perhaps should have occurred to me, as many scientists have
found in Spinoza a philosopher whose ideas they can relate to. Spinoza’s system
of thought is a natural fit for those scientists and consciousness researchers who
have come to the conclusion that (i) the consciousness we now experience ourselves
as being is not produced by the brain, and (i1) the Source of the consciousness
we experience ourselves as being is a consciousness greater than our own, and
which also includes our own. This appears to be the conclusion that scientists
are coming to, based on research on the Near-Death Experience, children with

verifiable past-life memories, communications with deceased individuals under

controlled laburamry conditions, electronic voice __:)httnumena, psychic research
in its various forms, including of course the impeccable research done at the

Princeton Engineering Anomalous Research Lab. Spinoza, I believe, would
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welcome finding a home among such courageous scientists, and his system of
thought provides an elegant conceprual framework for those scientists whose
empirical research has lead them to the two conclusions mentioned above.

Burt as [ have emphasized, Spinoza is more than a metaphysician; he is a
spiritual therapist, and the personal guidance he offers for living one’s life is
unique in the history of philosophy. To merely study Spinoza as scholars do,
without following him in one’s personal lite, is seriously to short-change oneselt.
To reach mid-lite, let alone advanced years, without spiritual values that are
applied to personal lite is among the more unfortunate things that can happen
to a person. For the “continuous and supreme joy” that Spinoza promises [in
the Treatise on the Emendation of the Intellect] is psychologically achievable.
[ndeed, even short of attaining the exalted state of Blessedness, which consists
in a consclous, continuous, and experiential “knowledge of the union which the
mind has with the Whole of Narture,” it is psychologically possible to become free
from the various atflictive emotions, which freedom allows for great happiness,
tranquility, and peace of mind. No goal is more worthy of a human being than

this. In Spinoza’s own words,

...a free man hates no one, is angry with no one, envies no one,
is indignant with no one, despises no one, and is in no way prone to
pride.... Furthermore, the free man has this foremost in his mind,
that all things follow trom the necessity of the divine nature, and that
therefore whatever he thinks to be irksome and bad, and whatever besides
scems impious, horrible, unjust, and base arises from the fact that he
conceives the things themselves in a distorted, fragmented, confused
way. For this reason he endeavors above all to conceive things as they
are in themselves and to remove the obstacles to true knowledge, such
as hatred, anger, envy, derision, pride, and other things of this sort. And

so he endeavors, as far as he can, to do well and rejoice. (Ethics, part 1V,

proposition 73)

For Further Reading

[f the reader has any doubts concerning either the reality or achievability of the
state of consciousness Spinoza calls “Blessedness,” I urge her or him to consult
the vast literature on the Near Death Experience. Tens of thousands of people
have experienced this state of consciousness. Of course, they do not use ]7th

century philosophical jargon to describe their experiences, thank goodness, but
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even a cursory look at descriptions of Near-Death Experiences will convince
the reader that they are experiencing the very same thing Spinoza’s philosophy
guides us towards: (i) identity with the Being of Light, (i1)) an Unconditional
Love so powerful that most NDErs do not want to return to their body, (iii) a
felt sense of waking up to a Reality infinitely greater than what is experienced
while embodied, (iv) and a sense of themselves as eternal. Spinoza would add that
one does not need to first die in order to attain this state of consciousness. It is
available to us now, even while still embodied. This is the universal testimony of
all mystics, those who have attained Blessedness while alive. There are a number
of contemporary spiritual teachers who, in their writings, talks, and workshops,
exemplify the spirit of Spinoza. In particular, reading anything by Eckhart Tolle
will deepen your appreciation of Spinoza’s system of thought, and will greatly

assist in applying that system of thought to your personal life.

— Neal Grossman, March 2014



WHO 1§ SPINOZA?

aruch de Espinoza was born in Amsterdam in 1632, the son of Jewish retugees

from the Portuguese Inquisition. His tather was a prosperous merchant and
Baruch was given the best education possible for a Jewish boy at that time. The
rabbis who taught him, impressed with his intellectual gifts, had very high hopes
that he would become a great Jewish rabbi and philosopher. These hopes were
dashed when the young Spinoza began discussing ideas that were heretical to both
the Jewish and Christian concepts of God and religion. In particular, Spinoza
rejected the concept of a theistic God who creates the world out of nothing, in
tavor of the concept of a pantheistic (or panentheistic) God who creates the world
out of Himself. Confrontations with the religious authorities escalated, until he
was hnally excommunicated from Judaism in 1656, after which he changed his
name to Benedictus.

For the next twenty years, until his death in 1677, Spinoza supported himself
hinancially by grinding lenses, wrote down his philosophical views, and maintained
a rich and extensive correspondence with many of the leading intellectuals of
Europe. He was esteemed not only for his ideas, but also for the kind of person
he was, and he warmly and graciously received many visitors into his home.
Towards the end of his short life he turned down an ofter for a professorship at
the prestigious University of Heidelberg, as he did not wish to be held accountable
tor his thinking to any Institution.

Immediately atter his death—probably caused by inhaling glass dust—other
philosophers simply did not know what to make of his philosophy. He was referred
to as “that God-intoxicated man” by one and as “that accursed atheist” by another.
His writings fell into oblivion tor about 150 years, until he was “discovered”,
not by philosophers, but by poets (Goethe, Coleridge, Wordsworth, Shelley, and
others), who by temperament tend to be more sympathetic than philosophers to
the spirituality inherent in Spinoza’s system of thought. As Hegel wrote early in
the 19TH Century, “To be a philosopher you must first be a Spinozist: if you have
no Spinozism, you have no philosophy.”

For those interested in a biography of Spinoza, [ recommend Spinoza: A Life,
by Steven Nadler, Cambridge University Press (April 2001).



METAPHYSICS

here are many ways in which a human being can live his or her life, yet

it seems that very few of us are able to live in such a way as to enjoy true

happiness and peace of mind. Spinoza asks whether it is possible to attain a state
of mind in which one enjoys continuous happiness. Now, we are all familiar
with transitory happiness—a happiness that lasts for a short period ot time and
usually arises as a result of a satistaction of some desire. And most of us have
also experienced occasional moments of peace of mind. s there an upper limit
to these fleeting experiences of happiness and peace of mind? Or can they be
extended indefnitely until happiness and peace of mind completely permeate
the personality, Howing continuously through one’s mind much as the blood
flows continuously through the body?

Spinoza atfirms that such a permanent state of mind is possible, and this
places him in the tradition of mystical philosophers, for only mystics believe in,
and claim to experience, a state of consciousness in which one enjoys “supreme and
continuous happiness.” This state of consciousness ultimately consists, as Spinoza

says, in an awareness of the union that exists between the individual human mind
and the Mind of God.

Now if this is so—if our mind is already united with God’s mind—then two
questions immediately present themselves: (1) Why are we not now aware ot our
connection with God? and (2) How can we become aware of this connection?
The answer to the first question involves a detailed analysis of the nature of the
human condition, especially of human emotions and how our emotions limit
our ability to understand; the answer to the second question involves a detailed
therapy—that is to say, a practice, which when followed will allow us to overcome

the limitations of our emotional nature and to experience ourselves directly as a

“part” of the infinite Mind of God.

The uniqueness and elegance of Spinoza’s system of thought consists in a
derivation of a psychological theory, with its consequent therapy, from metaphysical
first principles. The human being, atter all, is a part of reality; hence any conceptual

account or theory of human beings, whether of our physical nature (physiology)

or our mental nature (psychology), must follow from, or be a part of, a more
general theory of the nature of reality per se. By the term "metaphysics” I shall
mean any general theory of the nature of reality. The “first principles” of Spinoza’s
metaphysics are extraordinarily simple and selt-evident, although, like the simplicity

of a Beethoven quartet, it takes some attentiveness to fully appreciate.
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FIRST PRINCIPLES

Let us begin with where we are right now. We are beginning an inquiry into the
nature of things generally (metaphysics) with the intention of applying what we
learn to better understand ourselves (psychology), from which will arise, we hope,
understanding, greater happiness, and peace of mind. How do we know that
such an inquiry will bear truit? Why should we believe that it is possible tor us to
understand the nature of things? Why should we believe that reality is intelligible?

We respond to this question by observing that a willingness to believe in the
intelligibility of the world, which includes ourselves as a part, is a prerequisite
to any inquiry into the nature of things. It would be quite irrational to attempt
to figure out the nature of things, including oneself, without believing that the
nature of things is such that it can be figured out. It would be absurd, for example,
for someone to work on a jigsaw puzzle while believing that the pieces do not
hit. Even an “I don’t know whether the pieces fit” attitude is not tully rational
because with such an attitude one is likely to give up at the first sign of dithiculty.
That is, with an agnostic “I don’t know if the world is intelligible” attitude, when
faced with something one doesn’t yet understand one is likely to take one’s lack
of understanding as evidence that the world is unintelligible, rather than make
the etfort to change one’s way of thinking about things. Only an initial faith in
the intelligibility of the world, ourselves included, will provide the motivation
necessary for pushing through our own limitations.

The title of one of Spinoza’s works, “A Treatise on the Emendation of the
Understanding,” implies that our present mode of understanding is faulty and
that the conceptual framework with which we approach the world is not adequate

M

and needs to be “corrected,” “mended,” or “healed.” This is not a matter ot merely

adding more “facts” or “information” to our present set of beliets—it 1s a matter

of radically chaneine and transformine the verv process of understanding itself. |
y ging g yp g

recognize that this is likely to be insulting to the ego, which always likes to believe

that its present conceptual framework is perfectly adequate. This attachment
of the ego to its present conceptual framework, however, is an impediment to
erowth and selt-knowledge, for when confronted with a situation that the ego
does not understand it will conclude that the thing in question is not intelligible
and abandon the process of inquiry rather than conclude that it is the conceptual
framework, the “mind-set,” of the individual that needs to be emended. For
example, Freud preferred to believe that women are mysterious and irrational

(unintelligible) rather than believe that his conceptual framework was just not
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adequate tor understanding women. Had he been less arrogant, he might have
taken his inability to understand women as 4is inability (and made the effort
to emend his own understanding). Instead, he took his inability to understand
women as “evidence” that women are not understandable. Thus, a rational inquiry
into the nature of things requires an initial attitude of faith in the intelligibility
of reality, accompanied by an attitude of humility toward our present way of
conceiving that reality.

[ used the word “initial” in the above sentence because after one has
approached things with this attitude one soon gains suthcient evidence to justity
the inital faith. To refuse to taste the pudding until it can be “proven” thart it
tastes good is quite irrational, for the only “proof™ possible lies in the eating. So
when Spinoza says, in effect, that there is a better way of living in the world—a
way that leads to continuous happiness, peace of mind, and social harmony—
the only real proot that there is this better way lies in following the path he has
indicated for us and finding out through our own experience whether this path
leads to increased happiness and peace of mind. If so, then our own experience
will constitute the “proof” that our initial faith—without which we would not be
motivated to follow the sometimes arduous path—was justified.

Now, the beliet in the fundamental intelligibility of reality has profound and

immediate consequences. For it leads to what has been called a principle of suthicient
reason: l.e. given anything that happens, anything that zs, there is a reason why
the thing has happened and why it is. We may not know what the reason is for a
particular thing’s existence or behavior, but that doesn’t mean that there zsno reason.
The beliet in the intelligibility of the world implies a commitment to believe that
there is a reason or cause for everything that happens, and thart this principle of
sutficient reason applies to mental events as well as to physical events. A belief in
this principle, as Einstein observed, is also essential for science. Can you imagine
a scientist, when confronted with a specific phenomenon he doesn’t understand,
ever, under any circumstances, saying “well this must be one of those things for
which there 1s no reason?” I think not. Rather, the scientific attitude toward such
a phenomenon would be something like: “T'here must be a reason or cause for this
phenomenon, even though I do not yet know what it 1s.” The principle of sutficient
reason is both a metaphysical principle and a methodological rule. As a metaphysical
principle it asserts that everything that goes on within the world is causally linked
with other things; as a methodological rule it guides us, when contronted with a
situation we don’t understand, to assume that understanding is always possible—

that there is a reason why the situation has occurred that we do not yet know.
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The principle of suthcient reason leads directly to the concept of God. The
existence of God is the most obvious thing in the world, but its obviousness is
hidden by our tendency to form mental images and then demand proof that our
images correspond to reality. This tendency must be avoided; we will give several
examples later on, taken from mathematics and science, that demonstrate our
ability to understand many things for which we cannot also form an image in
our mind. A briet example will sutfice for now. It is obvious to our understanding
that the set consisting of all the natural numbers (0, 1, 2, 3...) has an infinite
number of members, even though we cannot with our imagination picture all the
(infinitely many) numbers. The fact that we cannot form an image of an infinite
number of things does not mean we do not have an adequate understanding of the
concept of infinity. It means only that there are some things we can understand

but cannot picture. The concept of God is one of those things.

1THE EXISTENCE OF GOD

The conception of God most prevalent in Western societies is highly
anthropomorphic. "Anthropomorphic” means the unjustitied projection of
human qualities onto things that are not human. The Western concept of God—a
concept invented by ancient desert tribes, refined somewhat over the years, and
made intellectually respectable by Descartes—consists in forming an image of a
being with human qualities. Some of these qualities are magnified indefinitely
(God is all-knowing, all-powerful, all-good), while others are not (God is imagined
to be emotionally attected by what we do—God 1s pleased or displeased with us
in the same way in which weare pleased or displeased with others). When people,
including philosophers and theologians, ask whether the existence ot God can be
proven, they generally mean to ask whether this image, which they have formed
in their minds, can be proven to correspond to anything in reality—that is to say,
to anything outside their imagination. The fact that this image of God has no
existence outside of the imagination means not that God does not exist, but that
the popular image of God is, like Santa Claus, a fiction.

So we must form a ditterent, non-anthropomorphic conception ot God—a
conception from which God’s existence will follow directly. Indeed, the tact that
it is possible to doubt whether the Judeo-Christian concept of God exists is in

itself a reason to question the adequacy of that particular conception. We seek a
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conception of God—a definition of God—trom which her existence follows, in

TT]LICh fhﬁ SaImc way [hﬂt thﬁ non-existence DFITIEII']‘iECl .’}HChElﬂI’S FGHGWS ]C]‘DI"I"I thE

definitions of the terms “married” and “bachelor.” This procedure is generally
referred to as the “ontological proof for the existence of God”—the attempt to
prove that the existence of God follows from the concept of God (or from the
meaning of the term “God”).

Such proofs have generally failed because philosophers have held on to an
inadequate concept of God. A criterion for an adequate concept of God is that
his existence follows immediately from the definition ot the concept. We will give
two definitions of “God” and then show that they are equivalent to one another—
that is, that both definitions define the same concept. The reason for giving two
definitions at once is that the first is logically more fundamental, but the existence

of God 1s easier to see right away from the second.

(1) “God” = “independent being” or “a being the existence of which does
not depend on anything other than itselt.”

(2) “God” = “the tortality of everything there is” or simply “all-that-is”

God’s existence follows immediately from the second definition, for anyone
who claims to doubt whether God as so defined, exists, has simply not understood
the definition. No one can doubt that everything which exists does in fact exist—
that is simply a tautology. What, of course, is different here and which requires
further elaboration is the “appropriateness” of defining the term “God” in this
way. ['heretore, we will discuss the more usual definition of God (definition 1
above) and show that it leads logically to definition two. For now, the reader
should reflect that defining God as all-that-1s does indeed necessitate the existence
of God thus defined and that no other dehnition of God (that does not entail
definition 2) has this consequence.

Betore considering the first definition of God, I want to make very clear
the immense diftference between Spinoza’s conception of God and the more
popular Judeo-Christian conception of God. The difference between these two
conceptions is most apparent when one considers the question: what is the relation
between God, on the one hand, and Creation (or the World), on the other? The
familiar Judeo-Christian view conceives of God as wholly other than the world,
much as a sculpmr is different from the sculpture he creates, or the watchmaker
1s different from the watch he makes. So God, like the watchmaker, 1s conceived

as making the world, winding it up, so to speak, yet remaining other than and
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external to the created world. The Spinozistic conception of God, on the contrary,
holds that the world is internal to God. This can be expressed in many ways: there
is nothing but God, God creates the World out of himself, the World is a part of
God, the World is a manifestation of God, nothing is external to God, God has
no “outside,” God is One with respect to which there is no other, all things are in
God, or as St. Paul puts it, “in Him we live and move and have our being.”

Thus, the physical universe as a whole may be thought of quite literally,
as constituting the body of God, to which Spinoza gives the name Extension.
Similarly, the mental universe as a whole (which includes our minds, but is not
[imited only to human minds) constitutes the Mind of God, to which Spinoza
gives the name Thought. It tollows from this that we ourselves, body and mind,
are constituted by and form a part of the very fabric of God. The ditference
between these two conceptions of the relation between God and the world
cannot be overemphasized. In the Judeo-Christian account, the human being
1s totally outside of God; the alienation of humans from their Creator is built
into the very concept of God. In the Spinozistic account, the human being is
intrinsically connected with God—rthe fact that most of us do not experience
conscious awareness of our connection with God means, for Spinoza, not that
this connection does not exist, but only that our present level of awareness is not
suthiciently developed to experience the connection. Spinoza’s philosophy aims at
leading us to this experience.

We now return to the hrst definition of God. The concept of independent
being is in itself fairly obvious: an independent being is one that needs no other
being in order to exist; a dependent being is one that needs other beings in order to
exist. How to apply this concept is less obvious. It is quite easy to see that nothing
in the physical world satisties the concept of independent being. Take our own
body, tor example. It came into being in time and hence its existence depended on
things external to itself; moreover, once the body comes into being, its continued
existence 1s dependent on things and processes external to itselt. It would perish
instantly if Earth lost its oxygen, it the sun became extinct, etc. But this applies
to any and every object within the physical world. Every thing—from rocks to
calaxies—comes into being in time and hence depends for its existence on those
things and processes out of which it emerged.

[t might be tempting to conclude, incorrectly, that since everything in the
world is dependent on other things, then either (1) the concept of independent
being is vacuous or (2) the concept of independent being refers to a being not in

the world. But this is a false dichotomy, for it does not consider the possibility
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that the world as a whole might satisty the concept of independent being. Let us
now consider this possibility.

T'he so-called causal proof for the existence of God goes roughly as follows:
we assume that every event has a cause. Take any event and call it A. A will have
a cause, say B. But B is also something, so it too will have a cause, say C. The
original version (Aristotle’s) of this argument appeals to the intuition that this
causal chain (...C—>B—A) cannot extend indehnitely, and so there must be a
“first cause” that sets in motion the whole causal chain and terminates in the event
A (God —...C—=B—A).

Critics of this argument point out that the notion of an infinite causal chain,
which extends without limit into the past and the future, is tully intelligible, and
therefore the postulate of a first cause is unnecessary. That s, it could be the case,
these critics argue, that the world consists of a series of events (objects, beings)
cach one of which depends causally upon some other(s) which depends causally
upon some other(s), etc., and that there need exist no object nor being that is
independent in the sense defined above. Notice that this criticism of the causal
argument for the existence of God really rests on the claim that metaphysical
conclusions (that there must be a “first cause”) cannot be drawn from what we
can or cannot imagine (an infinite series of events). It is true that we cannot
imagine—that is to say, we cannot form a picture in our minds oft—a world in
which every event is caused by a preceding event which is caused by a preceding
event ad infinitum, with no “first event” to set the whole thing in motion. But
our inability to imagine such a world does not mean that we cannot understand
it perfectly well.

For example, consider the set of all (positive and negative) integers:
[-{..3,2,-1,0,1,2,3...]

[ is a set consisting of an infinite number of members, with no “first” member
and no “last” member. No one can picture this set in its entirety, yet this set
and all its properties is completely understood mathematically. This illustrates a
oeneral principle in Spinoza’s philosophy: our ability to understand is not limited
by our ability to picture, and vice versa. We can understand many things that
we cannot imagine (" 1imagine” means here “to picture in the mind,” “to form an
image in the mind”), and conversely, we can imagine many things that cannot be
understood. We shall come back to this later and illustrate it in detail. Now let us

return to the causal argument.
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So we have concluded that our inability to picture a world with no first
cause does not mean that the world cannot be conceived in this way. Let us then
conceive of such a world: W = {...C2>B—A—...}, a world in which everything
that is depends upon something other than itselt. Now, this conception of the

world 1s supposed to show that the so-called causal argument for the existence

of God fails—that the world could be an infinite series of dependent beings
and therefore the concept of an independent being is not needed. We will show,
however, that this conception of the world, tar tfrom rendering the concept of
independent being unnecessary, actually requires it. For the very conception of
the world as a series of dependent events makes it possible to talk about the serzes
as a whole, in much the same way that one can talk about the sef of all numbers.
And just as the ser of all numbers (I) has properties ditterent from those of any of
its members, so also the series (W) of dependent events will have properties quite
different from those of any of its members.

In fact, a little reflection will show that W has all the properties usually
associated with God. Clearly, W cannot depend for its existence on anything
outside of itself because there is nothing outside of itselt. Thus its existence
depends only on itself and W satisfies the concept of independent being. Does W
exist “in time” (temporal) or is W “outside” time (eternal)? Clearly, only individual
members of W can be in time; W as a whole exists outside time, yet includes time
within itselt. Does W exist necessarily or contingently? Since there is nothing
external to W, there is nothing upon which W’ existence could be contingent;
hence W exists necessarily. For the conception of W includes everything that

is—past, present, and future, mental, physical, and anything else, if there be

anything else. We have thus arrived at the concept of an independent being—a
being that includes within itself all dependent beings, such as ourselves, a being
whose existence 1s self-caused, eternal, and necessary. We cannot form an image
of such a being, but we can understand the concept perfectly well.

Let us now return to the Judeo-Christian conception of God, contrasting it
with the present Spinozistic conception. Under the Judeo-Christian conception,
God is an independent being wholly other than the world or anything within the
world. What is wrong with such a conception, and why is Spinoza’s conception
more adequate? In the first place, Spinoza’s conception is simpler, for according
to the Judeo-Christian conception, there is God and there is the world; whereas
according to Spinoza’s conception, there is only God (everything else being

included in the Being of God). A deeper problem with the Judeo-Christian

conception is that it is not tully consistent. For consider the following question:
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does the tact of the world’s existence, or the existence of anything within the
world, have any effect on God? If we answer “yes” to this question, then God is
no longer an independent being, since her nature is held to be affected by, and
hence dependent on, the world.

For example, it God is thought to be “pleased” or “displeased” by anything
we do, and if “we” are regarded as existing external to God, then God’s “mood,”
so to speak, depends upon our actions (which are believed to be external to God),
and hence God no longer satishes the concept of Independent Being. So if God is
to be wholly other than the world, and is also to be an independent being, then
there can be no interaction between God and the world. Indeed, God cannot even
be said to have knowledge of the world, because such knowledge would alter his
state of mind, and hence his state of mind would depend on both the existence and
the nature of the world. If, for example, we imagine that God created the world
in Time, then God’s state of mind would have to be different before and after the
creation. Just as when we now perceive something that tormerly was not present,
and so our state of mind depends upon the object we see, so God, after creation,
would “perceive” a world that was tormerly not present; and hence, his state of
mind would depend upon the existence of something external to her—the world.

Now it may be objected that one thing may be independent of another thing
and still be atfected by it, so that God could be attected by the world and still
be independent of it. This is the more popular conception of “independent,” and

it allows us to think of ourselves as indﬁpendent beings who are merely affected

by, but not dependent on, our interactions with other beings and objects external
to ourselves. But if we keep our understanding fixed on the definition of an
independent being as a being whose existence and nature depend only on itself
and on nothing external to itselt, then it is quite apparent that only the world-as-a-
whole satishies this definition. For the contents of God’s mind must surely be a part
of his nature, and if those contents are different before and after the creation of the
world, then so 1s God’s nature ditferent. Hence God’s nature is made to depend
on the existence of a world external to himself, and therefore God, conceived as
wholly other than the world, cannot be regarded as an independent being—a
being whose existence and nature depend only on herself.

Furthermore, it is difficult to understand why God, conceived as wholly other
than the world, would ever create the world in the first place. The principle of
sutficient reason tells us that there must be some reason why the world exists rather
than doesn’t exist, and that, since the world 1s not the cause of its own existence,

this reason must be external to the world; that is, it must lie in God. Burt it is
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hard to understand why God would have any reason tor creating the world. All

the “reasons” usually given—that God was lonely, that he had some inner need

or desire—contradict the concept of God as independent and self-suftficient and
are merely anthropomorphic projections of the motivation we human beings have
for doing things. And since God can have no reason for creating the world, the

existence of the world appears arbitrary and without meaning.

A PRACTICAL APPLICATION

Much more could be said about these matters, but I do not wish to indulge in

metaphysical excursions for their own sake, beyond what is necessary to develop a
conceptual framework that satishes the demands of reason for logical consistency
and assists us in finding our way toward greater happiness, the latter being our
main purpose. |'he framework that we have developed teaches us that the world
and everything in it, including ourselves, is a manifestation and expression of the
Nature of God; that everything that is, is internal to God; and hence, that every
cell within our body and every thought within our mind are parts of the very
being of God. We are thus quite literally sparks of divinity with a touch of amnesia
(since we do not consciously experience our own divinity—our connection with
God), and our purpose here on earth must be, as Plato might put it, to recollect
the divinity we already are (for it is not possible to be without being a part of God).
[n this “recollection” lies our happiness. Spinoza’s conceptual framework is most
useful because it aligns our intellect toward this understanding (of the connection
between ourselves and God) and contains specific practices—a therapy—for
overcoming those parts of ourselves that create the illusion of separateness. The
mere thought that we are “sparks of divinity,” it kept before the mind will be
useful in overcoming much negativity.

Since our aim is chiefly practical, we want to derive as quickly as possible some
concrete guidance for the emendation of our understanding—or for removing
obstacles and limitations to our own happiness, which is the same thing. Although
we will discuss emotions in detail later on, it will be most useful here to give a
concrete example of how the metaphysical conception of God previously outlined
can be used to derive specific guidelines tor treating dystunctional emotions.

Perhaps of all the emotions that consume our mental energy, impairing our

ability to understand and our capacity to feel joy, none is as debilitating as the



30 The Spirit of Spinoza: Healing the Mind

emotion of guilt. Now guilt involves a feeling of regret for some past action of ours
that we believe could have and should have been difterent. We may, for example,
feel guilty because we lied to someone, or because we lost our temper, or because
we failed to achieve the goals we set for ourselves. To be specific, let us consider
the case in which a person feels guilty after losing her temper and speaking harshly
to someone. ['he person, while feeling the guilt, torments herself by thinking,
“I should not have lost my temper,” "I should not have shouted,” "I should have
behaved ditterently.” The beliet that I should have behaved difterently involves
the belief that it was possible to have acted ditterently. But is this belief really so?

According to the principal of sufficient reason, for any and every thing or
event—whether the event be a human action or not—there is a reason or cause
why the event happened rather than didn’t happen, and why it happened in the
particular way it did, rather than in some other way. If the event in question
be a human action, such as losing one’s temper, then there is a cause why that
action occurred, whether we know what it is or not. For the action to have been
different, its cause would have had to be different. But the cause of any action
must be another object, event, or action, which as such, must also have a cause—
that is, a reason why it is what it is. For the cause of the original action to have
been different, 7ts cause would then have had to be different. We thus have an
infinite regress leading ultimately to the totality of All-There-Is, or God. Since
God is the cause of all things, for any particular thing to have been ditferent,
including human behavior, God herselt would have to be difterent from what
she 1s. But how is this possible? Could the totality of All-T'here-Is really be
different from what it in fact is?

Well, the principle of sutficient reason tells us that for anything to be other
than what 1t 1s, its cause would have to be different. But what could cause All-
There-Is to be ditferent from what it is? The answer 1s, of course, nothing, since
there zs nothing outside ot All-There-Is. To put it simply, since any particular
thing that is (including a human action for which one feels guilt) 1s a part of
All-There-Is, tor the particular thing to have been different, All-T'here-Is would
have to be different. But since there is nothing outside of All-T'here-Is, there is

nothing that could cause All-There-Is to be different. Therefore, All-There-Is

is necessarily what it is and could not possibly be other than what it is, and this
necessity extends in the minutest detail to each and every particular thing
within the totality ot All-There-Is.

Returning to our feeling of guilt that arises out of some past behavior of

ours and involves the belief that we should have behaved difterently from the
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way we did, once we understand that this belief rests on the beliet that All-
There-Is, or God, could have or should have been different—a metaphysical
absurdity—then the feeling of guilt will subside. In the same way, it can be
shown that many of our emotional responses rest on this false belief that All-
There-Is could be different from what it is. Blaming another person for his or
her actions involves the same metaphysical error as does the feeling of guilt—
which latter 1s blame directed toward oneself rather than toward another.

The reader will no doubt have many objections to this, so habituated are
we to those emotional responses, such as blame and guilt, which are based on
the beliet that a given thing could have been other than what it in fact 1s. We

acknowledge that a logical demonstration is rarely suthcient to overcome an

habituated response; therefore, we wish to do three things which will make
our understanding more lively: (1) to begin a “practice,” (2) to show more
clearly the holistic nature of All-There-Is and what this implies for particular
things (one implication being that a given thing could not have been other

than it is), and (3) to show why it is that the mind tends to believe otherwise.

"“ EXERCISE 1: Although the “practice” or therapy that Spinoza
LL“ develops is based on his fully detailed theory of emotions, which we will

present later, it is very important to bt:gin the practice as soon as possiblﬁ,
even if its rational basis 1s not yet fully understood. So, consider some past behavior
of yours about which you feel a little guilt. (It is better to begin with something that
involves a little, rather than a lot, ot guilt; practicing this exercise to remove little
guilts will give you the strength to remove the larger guilt.) Let your attention go
back and forth from the specific past behavior to the present feeling of guilt that
arises as you recollect that past behavior. Now introduce the thought “this past
behavior could not possibly have been otherwise™ (you may play with different
wordings for this thought, e.g., “if my behavior in that situation were different, then
All-T'here-Is would have had to be ditterent, which is absurd,” or “my behavior
followed from the Nature of God and could not have been otherwise,” etc.). Even if
you do not yet fully believe it, repeat this thought to yourself as your attention goes
back and forth between the memory of the past behavior and the present teeling of
guilt. Notice what happens to the feeling ot guilt. Even if this exercise 1s practiced
for -::vnly a few minutes each day, you will notice a substantial reduction in the

intensity of your guilt feelings, and eventually they will subside altogether.
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This exercise may also be used to alleviate feelings ot hurt and anger that
appear to be caused by someone else’s behavior toward you. Let your attention
alternate between the other person’s past behavior and the present feeling (hurr,
anger, blame, etc.) that arises in you when you recollect that behavior. (And, as
before, it will be better to begin with a “little” hurt rather than a “big” hurt.) Now
introduce the thought “this person could not have behaved ditterently” (or “this
person’s behavior was a direct consequence of the nature of All-There-Is” or “to
wish that this person’s behavior were ditterent is to wish that God were different,”
etc. And again, as betore, notice how the teeling of hurt or anger subsides as you
repeat that thought. Many readers will no doubt resist attempting this exercise,
or will attempt it only haltheartedly, so firmly habituated are we to the belief that
such emotions (guilt, anger, etc.) are justified and appropriate responses to our
own and other’s behavior. We will show later that this belief 1s quite talse and that
these emotions are deeply harmtul to the individual. For now, I urge the reader
to practice these exercises daily in a spirit of playful curiosity. The proof of the
pudding is in the eating—try it and see what happens.

1THE WHOLENESS OF CREATION

We now return to the concept of All-There-Is. We wish to understand more deeply
why it is that this concept represents a single, indivisible, individual whole, rather
than a mere collection of parts. For example, one may form the concept of the set
of all objects on my desk, but this set (consisting of papers, pens, mail, telephone,
memos, books, etc.) is not a single individual—it 1s merely an aggregate ot parts.
By contrast, the set of all molecules in my desk, or the set of all cells in my body,
is not an aggregate of parts but a single individual whole—the desk and my body,
respectively. Why do we insist that God, defined as All-There-Is, is more like the
set of all cells in my body than the set of all objects on my desk—that All-T'here-Is
is a whole, and not a mere aggregate of parts?

Now although Spinoza believed, rightly I think, that the holistic nature of
All-There-Is could be demonstrated “a priori,” that is, from the very concept
or definition of All-There-Is, he also believed that our minds are more likely
to be convinced by “a posteriori” demonstrations, that is, by appeals to our
own experience. We are fortunate today to have at our disposal a wealth

of collective experience, namely science, that was unavailable in Spinoza’s
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time. Many excellent books have been written by physicists that explain the
revolutionary nature of the “new” physics, and the reader is strongly urged to
seek out several of these books. We will use the results of quantum theory and
modern cosmology—with just enough explication of the physics to render the
concepts intelligible to the reader—to show that the physical universe (we here
consider only the physical world; the mental world we will discuss later) is a

single indivisible whole.

Holism and atomism

Let us use the term Aolism to reter to any metaphysical framework that holds that
the world is a single, indivisible whole, not reducible to the sum of its “parts™; and
let us use the term atomism to reter to any metaphysical tramework that holds that
the world is not an indivisible whole, but rather, 1s made up of and reducible to its
parts—that the world is an aggregate of parts. Each framework carries with it an
assoclated methodology, that is to say, a way of approaching any given problem.
For example, if, as atomism asserts, the world really is made up of parts, then
the right method of understanding any phenomenon is to break it up into its
constituent parts. ['hese “parts” will in turn also have parts, and this process of
reduction continues until one has reached the ultimate parts. On the other hand,
it the whole 1s more than the sum of its parts, as Holism asserts, then the correct

method of understanding any particular thing involves inding a larger whole in

which the particular thing is embedded. This larger whole will itself be embedded
in a still larger whole, and this process of “embedding” continues until one has
reached the “Ultimate Whole”—All-T'here-Is, or God.

The human body, for example, conceived atomistically, is made up of cells,
so to understand the body one must understand the behavior of the cells. But
cells are in turn made up of molecules, so to understand the cells one must
understand the behavior of the molecules that constitute the cells. But molecules
are made up of atoms, etc., and this process of division continues until one has
reached the ultimate “building blocks” of the material world. On the other hand,
the human body, conceived holistically, is in dynamic interaction with a larger
bhysical ecosystem, without which the body could neither have been brought into

being nor continue to be. Thus, to understand the bc}dy, one must understand the

larger ecosystem in which the body is embedded, and which makes the continued
existence of the body possible. This larger system—trom which the body receives
its food, oxygen, water, etc.—is embedded in a still larger system (Earth as a

whole), which is embedded in a still larger system (solar system, galaxy, etc.),
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and this process of embedding continues until one has arrived at the ultimate
ecological unit—rthe universe as a whole.

Now, both holism and atomism, considered as methodologies, are immensely
useful and both can be employed simultaneously to understand any given
phenomenon. A meteorologist, for example, to understand the weather, would
need to know about both the nature of the molecules that make up the atmosphere
and how the atmosphere interacts with the surface of the earth. However, holism

and atomism, when considered metaphysically—as theses about the nature of

reality—cannot both be true. For either the physical world is made up of ultimate
parts, in which case atomism is true, or it is not made up of ultimate parts, in
which case holism is true.

So, let us suppose for the moment that atomism is true—that the physical
world is constituted by, or made up of, ultimate building blocks and that
everything is explainable in terms of the nature and arrangement of these ultumate
parts. What must these parts be like? First of all, these parts must be szmple; tor
if they were complex, that is, if they were made up of anything, then they would
not be ultimate but would depend upon the things out of which they were made.

More importantly, the ultimate parts must be independent. Now, by
hypothesis, the ultimate parts cannot depend upon anything other than
themselves, because there is nothing other than these ultimate parts; anything
that is not itself an ultimate part is merely an aggregate of a certain number ot
such parts. Moreover, a given ultimate part cannot depend on other ultimate
parts, for if it did—if a depended on say b and ¢, which in turn depended on
d, e, and f, etc.—then one would no longer have an atomistic framework, since
cach part would depend on other parts which would depend upon still other
parts, etc., and this results in each part depending on the totality of all parts,
which 1s holism.

And finally, an ultimate part cannot be created or destroyed in time, for it
this were to happen then, according to the principle of sutficient reason, there

must be a cause for why the given ultimate part came to exist or ceased to exist,

and the given part would then depend for its being on this cause and would

not be independent. Keep in mind that according to atomism anything that
is not ultimate comes to be in time as a result of the motion and arrangement
of the ultimate parts that constitute the thing. But this could not account for
how an ultimate part itself could come into being. Therefore, in any atomistic
framework, the ultimate parts must be simple, independent, uncreated, and

indestructible.
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The demise of atomism

[t 1s a remarkable and conclusive result of contemporary physics that there are
not, nor can there be, any objects which satisty the above conditions. The tull
story of this result, as mentioned, is explained by various physicists in numerous
books on the subject, to which the interested reader is referred. We will here give
a brief account of the story, in a way that will bring out its metaphysical aspects.

Consider the problem of change. Descartes considers this problem by
discussing a ball ot wax, which when heated, becomes liquid. How do we know
that the liquid wax is the same wax as the solid wax, given that the two appear so

different to our senses? How is it possible tor something that is solid to become

something that is liquid, or for something that is liquid to become something
that is gascous (water to steam)? Is it the same “thing,” which is first solid and
then liquid? Or has something that was solid changed into something else that is
liquid? What does physics tell us?

First of all, physics tells us that solids, liquids, and gases are all made up of
tiny particles called molecules, too small to be seen with the eye. These molecules
are in a state of constant motion, and the amount of their motion depends on
the temperature of the object. At relatively low temperatures, molecular motion
is small, which allows the molecules to get close to one another, forming a solid.
At higher temperatures, the molecules move too tast to get close to one another,
but not fast enuugh Lo altmgether escape from one another’s company, and thtty
begin to roll over one another. This comprises the liquid state. At still higher
temperatures, the molecules move too fast to enter into any relationship with one
another, thus forming the gaseous state. So given a change, say, of (solid) ice to
(liquid) water to (gascous) steam, we say (1) that the individual molecules that
constitute the given piece of ice are the same molecules that constitute the water
and the steam, (2) the degree of motion of the molecules determines whether the
molecules arrange themselves in solid, liquid or gaseous form, and (3) this degree
of motion is attected by the temperature.

The general, that is to say, metaphysical, structure of this explanation is as
follows: given an observed qualitative change (solid to liquid), physics postulates
the existence of something that does not change and explains the qualitative
transformation (of solid to liquid) in terms of quantitative differences among the
molecules. The intuition here is that the fact of qualitative change would be a
deep mystery—it would violate the principle of sutficient reason—unless there
were some cause for the change through which the change could be understood.

And this understanding seems to consist in “seeing’ that the qualitatively distinct
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solid and liquid are merely ditferent manifestations, or ditferent states, ot the same
underlying reality, namely the molecules that constitute them.

Now, continuing this line of reasoning, molecules themselves can undergo
qualitative change. For example, a water molecule can, under suitable conditions,
transform into molecules of hydrogen and oxygen. This transformation would
be as mysterious as frogs transforming into princes if there were nothing that
remained invariant under the transtformation. So, as before, physics postulates the
existence of something—atoms, in this case—that remain unchanged during the
transformation and in terms of which the transformation can be understood. Thus,
the atoms that make up the water molecule before the change are the very same
atoms that, after the change, make up the oxygen and hydrogen molecules. The
different compounds are merely different arrangements ot the same underlying
stutt (the atoms), and #har’s how it 1s possible for ditferent compounds to change
one into another.

Recalling the third criterion for “ultimate particles,” one way of telling that
the molecule is not an ultimate unit of matter is that a given molecule can be
created and destroyed in time. That which remains invariant, that which does
not change, during a given transformation, is more fundamental (more “basic,”
more “ultimate,” more “real”) than that which comes into being and/or passes
away during the transtormation. So, during the transtormation of water into
hydrogen and {nygen—QHzOﬁle + OE—WE say that, because the atoms that
make up the initial water molecules are the same atoms that make up the final
hydrogen and oxygen molecules, (whereas the water molecule ceases to exist and
the hydrogen and oxygen molecules begin to exist), that therefore the atoms are
more fundamental objects than the molecules.

What about the atoms themselves? Do they satisty the conditions for being
an “ultimate unit” of matter? The answer is, of course, no, since they too undergo
qualitative change. For under appropriate conditions, a given atom can transtorm
Into two or more other atoms (fission) or two or more different atoms can combine
to form a single atom (fusion). Physics explains this transtormation by postulating
the existence of something that remains invariant as the atoms change, in terms
of which the atoms themselves are defined, and in such a way that the possibility
of such qualitative change can be understood. As everyone knows, the atom
is defined in terms of the so-called elementary particles (neutrons, protons,
clectrons), and transtormations among atoms are simply different arrangements of
the same elementary particles. Thus, when a given uranium atom decays into two

other atoms, the same protons, neutrons, and electrons that formerly constituted



1. Metaphysics 37

the uranium atom now constitute the two new atoms. During the transformation,

[1"1(? LlI'HﬂiLll’T'l ALOM C¢ascs 1o EKiS[, thﬁ D[l’lﬁr WO atoms hﬁfgiﬂ o EKiSt, bLl[ [hﬁ

elementary particles remain the same. It is for this reason that the elementary
particles are regarded as more fundamental than the atoms which they constitute.

What about the elementary particles themselves? Do they satisfy our criteria
for being ultimate units of matter? The answer is, perhaps surprisingly, no, because
every elementary particle can be created and destroyed, that is to say, they undergo
qualitative transtormations similar to (and in some ways more dramatic than) the
transformations that occur at the atomic and molecular level. The elementary
particles can transform not only into one another, but also into pure energy. To
account for this change, we again postulate the existence of some underlying
“stuft” that remains invariant as the particles undergo transtformation.

[t 1s at this point that atomistic methodology, which was so successtul until
now, breaks down completely. For it is not possible to regard this invariant
underlying “stuft” as a still smaller particle. To be sure, physicists have tried to
apply atomistic methodology to explain particle transformation, but the “quarks,”
which they postulate to constitute the particles fail to satisty the conditions for
an atomistic metaphysics. For one thing, the quarks also undergo qualitative
transformation (both into one another and into other particles), and thus bring
us no closer to the ultimate units of matter which Atomism requires. But more
interestingly, quarks cannot exist separately—that is to say, quarks cannot exist
apart from the particles that they constitute. Now a bunch of “parts” that cannot
exist independently of the whole that they constitute are not really parts atall. The
quarks, because they do not exist independently of the whole that they supposedly

constitute, fail to satisty the independence criterion (in addition to failing the
criterion of permanence) for an atomistic framework.

So, back to our search for an underlying stuft or substance that remains
invariant as the particles transtorm. This basic stutt, according to physics, is pure
energy. Consider the tollowing example: suppose we have an electromagnet and
eradually increase the intensity of the magnetic hield between the poles. When the
intensity of the magnetic field reaches a certain level, electrons and positrons will
be observed to emanate from the region of space between the poles. According to
physics, before the creation of the particles the magnetic field contained a certain
amount of energy. After the creation of the particles, the energy in the magnetic
field is reduced by an amount equal to that required to create a particle (E = mc?).
Thus the total energy before and atter the appearance of the particles is constant,

and energy therefore represents a more fundamental level of being than do the



38  The Spirit of Spinoza: Healing the Mind

particles. Indeed, the particle itselt is a form of energy. And since particles make
up atoms, which make up molecules, which make up everything else, the basic
stutf, which constitutes the being of everything physical, is energy. Particulate
matter is one form in which energy can exist; non-particulate matter, or “field,”
is another form.

Thus, we have shown that there are no viable candidates for the position of
ultimate units of matter, and that every proposed candidate violates the criterion
of permanence and/or independence. Physics also tells us—and I will merely state
this without going into the details—that there can exist no object that is both
extended (in space) and simple. Anything that occupies space cannot be simple;
that is, it must have an internal structure, and so the concept of something that is
“solid” matter through and through is vacuous, according to physics. So it there

were to exist an ultimate unit of matter it could not have any extension in space.

Holism and quantum physics

[ wish to turn now to the independence criterion and show that not only is the
negative result (that atomism is false) true, but so also is the positive result thar,
according to physics, the material world is a single indivisible whole. Now, we all
have a feeling for the difference between a “whole” (such as my desk, or my body)
and a mere aggregate of parts (such as the objects on my desk). It we are asked to
say what it is that makes one thing a unity and another thing an aggregate, we
would probably say that spatial contiguity of the parts is necessary for something
to be a unity. The molecules that constitute my desk and the cells that constitute
my body are next to one another in space. On the other hand, if two or more
things are, or can be, spatially separated—such as the objects on my desk—then
that 1s usually sutficient to conclude that these objects do not form a natural unity
but merely an aggregate of parts. It 1s a dramatic consequence of the quantum
theory, however, a consequence initially discovered by Einstein, that spatial
separation is not a sufficient condition for individuation. Let us explain.
Consider the tollowing thought experiment: we get two identical movie
cameras that we place at right angles to each other. They are each focused on the
same live cat, and we begin and stop each camera at the same time. It is obvious
that the films from the two cameras will look quite different from one another;
when one shows the cat’s head, the other will show the cat’s side, and so on.
Suppus& W¢e give our two films to someone who does not know that they are films
of the same cat, taken simultaneously but from ditterent perspectives. Could this

person, by analyzing the films frame by frame, arrive at the conclusion that the
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two films are hilms of one and the same cat? The answer is of course, yes; there
would be frame by frame correlations between the two films that would lead an
observer to conclude that the two films are different perspectives ot the same
underlying reality—the cat.

Now the quantum theory predicts—and these predictions have been
verified—that under certain conditions two spatially separated objects will behave
as if they are different perspectives of the same underlying reality. That 1s, a
“frame by frame” analysis will reveal correlations between the behavior of the
two spatially objects; these correlations indicate that the two objects, which
appear to be distinct, are really parts of, or aspects of, a single underlying unity.
And this is what is meant when [ said that spatial separation is not sufficient for
individuation, for although the two objects (atoms, particles) in question may be
very far apart spatially, they are not independently existing individuals, but are
parts of a larger unity.

Now, under what conditions does this feature of quantum wholeness manifest
itselt? The conditions are simple: any two (or more) particles that interact with
cach other will exhibit this feature of wholeness and will continue to exhibirt it
even after the interaction has ceased. No matter how far the particles move away
from each other spatially, they will continue to exhibit the kind of correlations
that lead us to conclude that they (the particles) are not independently existing
individuals, but are aspects, or parts, of a larger unity. This “larger unity” includes
the two particles but has holistic features that cannot be explained in terms of two
independently existing particles. These holistic teatures will continue indefinitely
until or unless something external to the two-particle system interferes with it
destroying the unity. Summarizing, quantum theory shows that (1) any two or
more interacting particles form a “whole” that 1s not reducible to the sum of its
parts; (2) this whole persists even after the interaction has ceased and the particles
have become spatially separated; and (3) this wholeness can be broken only it the
system interacts with something external to it.

What can we conclude from this about the physical universe as a whole?
According to modern cosmology, the universe is expanding. This means that in
the past the universe was smaller, and the farther back we go in time, the smaller
the universe gets. At the moment of the big bang, all the “stutt” (energy) of the
physical universe is concentrated at a single point. Clearly at this time, and shortly
afterward, everything is in very strong interaction with everything else. Therefore,
at the time of the big bang, condition one above is satished, and everything in the

universe must be regarded as constituting a “whole” that is not reducible to the
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sum of its parts. Furthermore, since there is nothing external to the universe, there
1s nothing that could break this wholeness, and so condition three can never be
satisfied. Hence, according to condition two, this wholeness must persist even after
the “parts” of the universe have become spatially separated. The entire physical
universe is thus a single individual-—a whole, a unity—not divisible into parts.

Recall our previous discussion of physics’ unsuccessful search for the
“ultimate” building blocks ot physical reality. The intuition that guided us (from
molecules to atoms to elementary particles) is that whatever is invariant under
a given transformation must be more real than, or more fundamental than,
those things that change, that either begin or cease to exist. Physics’ search for
ultimate units was unsuccessful because there is no particle that continues to
exist under all transformations. The only thing that remains invariant under all
possible transtormations is the universe as a whole, for no matter what changes
may occur within the universe, the universe always retains its unity as a single
indivisible whole. It is thus the most tundamental reality, or I should say, the only
fundamental reality, since there is nothing external to it.

[ think this is sutficient to demonstrate that All-There-Is is a single indivisible
Being, an Individual Whole, an organic Unity, and can in no way be regarded
as a mere aggregate of parts. Yet, it must be admitted that when we look around
us it certainly seems as if what we perceive 1s a bunch of disconnected objects.
But from the fact that we do not perceive with our senses the interconnection
between things, it does not follow that all things are not really interconnected.
For, as we shall see later, our body, which itself is a part of the unbroken wholeness
of Nature, has the ability, through its sense organs, to create images of things as
if they were separate and distinct. So the tact that the world appears to us as if
it were constituted by separately existing things, tells us more about the nature
of our sense organs than about the nature of things as they are in themselves.
Science, which transcends the limitations of human perception, aspires to gives us
an understanding of things as they are in themselves, not merely as they appear to
human beings. And according to this understanding, all things are interconnected
in such a way as to constitute a single indivisible Being. Therefore, those who have
been reluctant to embrace a holistic worldview out of fear that such a worldview
is “unscientific” may now completely relinquish their fears. For holism is not only
fully compatible with modern science, it is the only worldview that is.

This excursion into physics not only informs us about the nature of the
world—thart its nature is holistic, not atomistic—but also tells us something

about the nature of the understanding itself. For, whereas sense perception
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always works in terms of concrete images of things, the understanding, it we
take modern science to exemplity what it is to understand, works in terms of
those features or properties that individual things have in common, and that
remain invariant as the individuals themselves undergo all sorts ot change and
transformation. It must be emphasized that methodologically speaking, both
atomism and holism can give genuine understanding of particular things, and
science avails itselt of both methodologies. Any finite thing is both constituted
by smaller units and itselt constitutes a part of a larger unit. The human body,
for example, is constituted by molecules that exist both betore and after the
human body comes into and passes out of existence; the molecule is therefore
a useful concept through which the body can be understood. (Molecules are
common to all bodies and are invariant as individual bodies arise and perish.)
But equally, the human body is a part of a larger ecosystem, (atmosphere,
food chain, etc.), which it requires in order to maintain its form. This larger
ecosystem 1s also (as were the molecules) common to all human bodies and
invariant as individual bodies arise and perish; and hence, the human body can
also be understood in terms of the role it plays—i.e., its function—within the
larger ecosystem. From a metaphysical perspective, however, there is only one
ultimate invariant, as we have shown, namely the Universe-as-a-Whole. For
only God, or All-There-Is, is common to all things and remains invariant as
individual things come into being and pass away. Therefore, from this ultimate
perspective, God is the cause of things and is the ultimate “suthcient reason”

through which all things must be understood.

THE CAUSALITY OF GOD

Divine necessity

We will elaborate on the claim that God is the cause of all things because we wish
to remove from the mind the habit of thinking of God as a “remote” cause, as a
Being who, so to speak, wound the universe up at some long ago time and then
ceased to have anything to do with it. The concept of God we are here developing

holds that the universe is a process of continuous creation—that God is eternally

present to each and every thing there is. Let us then consider a particular thing,

say, an individual human body, and ask, what is the cause of this body? Now this
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question can be approached, methodologically, from many ditterent perspectives,
but each perspective ultimately involves the concept of God.

For example, if we proceed atomistically and attempt to explain the body in
terms of the atoms or molecules that constitute the body, we are led to ask several

questions.

1. For each atom in the body, there was a cause for its coming into being,
and so to understand the body in terms of its constituent atoms leads
us to ask for the cause of each atom. Now atoms in fact are created
in stars, and indeed, the heavier elements (like iron) are created only
in supernovas. So the existence of our body is intimately linked with
the existence of supernovas in that were supernovas not to exist,
our bodies could not exist either, and therefore an understanding
of our bodies in this way involves an understanding of the torces
that generate supernovas. But these torces have to do with the most
general nature of matter, energy, space, and time, and therefore an
understanding of any particular physical thing involves understanding

the Universe-as-a-W hole.

2. It we consider the atoms that constitute our body, at a time after their
creation but prior to their being organized in the specific arrangement
that constitutes the given body, one can then ask, what is responsible
for organizing and arranging all these atoms into the specific form
of the body? (This, in philosophical jargon, is asking for the efficient
cause of the body’s existence). Since each atom in my body has a causal
history, to understand the body in this way involves understanding the
history of each and every atom in my body. That is to say, insofar as my
body depends for its existence on the particular atoms that constitute
it, it also depends for its existence on the physical laws and processes
responsible for bringing each atom in my body into physical proximity

with each other atom in my body.

For example, how did a specific iron atom, which originated in
a supernova millions of years ago and light years away, get into
my body so as to form a part of my body? Well, first of all it had
to travel from the supernova in which it was made to Earth. But

during the course of this journey it was influenced by many things
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(gravitational fields, electromagnetic radiation, space-time warps,
and myriads of other particles). Had any one of these other things
been different, that particular iron atom could not have reached
Earth. Therefore, since an understanding of how that iron atom
reached Earth involves an understanding of all the things that
influenced it on its journey, and since an understanding of these
other things involves an understanding of the physical universe
as a whole, it is easy to see that my body (which is constituted of
billions of atoms, each one of which came here from someplace else)

depends for its existence on the whole universe.

3. Itis a tribute to science (and to the power of the human mind that
invented science) that it has shown us in great detail the why's and
wherefore’s of the interconnectedness of all individual things. This
interconnectedness applies not only to the past with which our bodies’
existence is connected, and depends on those processes that created
and brought together the atoms that constitute it, but also to the
present. ['hat is, given that the atoms that constitute the body have
been brought together so as to constitute the body, this set of atoms
requires continuous interaction with the rest of the universe in order
to maintain the form of the human body. For the atoms could not
maintain the form of the body were the earth to cease to exist; Earth
could not continue to exist were the Sun to cease to exist; the sun could
not continue to exist if the galaxy were to cease to exist; but our own
oalaxy is interconnected with other galaxies, etc., and thus we see that

the continued existence of our budy involves the Universe-as-a-W hole.

[t 1s clear, therefore, that the Universe-as-a-Whole, or All-There-Is, is
necessarily involved in (1) creating the raw materials out of which our body is
made; (2) organizing the raw materials into the form of the human body (or,
to put it better, creating the body out of those raw materials); (3) continuously
sustaining that form for as long as the atoms are arranged in that form; and
eventually (4) destroying the body. Moreover, the very raw materials, the atoms
that constitute our body, are themselves manifestations of an underlying and
all-pervasive energy (Spinoza, writing betore Newton, uses the term “motion
and rest”) that constitutes the very being ot All-There-Is, or God, insotar as God

is conceived physically.
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Could it really have been otherwise?

Once the total dependency of the human body, indeed, of any given thing, upon
God is understood, it follows that for any given thing to be or to have been ditferent
from what it in fact is, the totality of All-T'here-Is, or God, would have to be different
from what she in fact is. But if God could really have been difterent from what she
is, then there would have to be a cause or reason sufficient to explain why God is not
in fact different from what she i1s. This “cause” cannot lie outside of God, for there
is nothing outside of God. But to say that the cause of God’s not being difterent
from what he is lies inside of God, is to say that God contains within himself, within
his own nature, the reason for being what he is, rather than something ditferent.
Theretore, it is absurd to conceive that God could possibly be other than what it in
fact is, for God is what she is out of an inner necessity; and since everything that
exists 1s caused by, depends upon, and is a part of, God, this divine necessity extends
to all things whatsoever. Therefore we conclude that nothing could be or could have
been other than what it in fact is (or was or will be).

Although this is all very clear and straightforward, we must nevertheless
acknowledge thar it is extremely rare tor philosophical consideration to dispel
deeply ingrained habits of thinking and the emotional responses that are
consequences of those habits of thinking. As mentioned earlier, the emotion of
guilt depends upon the (talse) belief that a given past behavior ot ours could have
(DI‘ should have) been different, and hence to change that beliet would destruy
the emotion. As anyone who has been involved in therapy knows, our emotional
patterns have a life of their own and actively resist any attempt to change them.
Since the majority of our emotional patterns involve the belief that a given action
of ours or another’s could have been other than what it is or was, these emotional
patterns will actively resist any etfort to remove or alter the belief upon which they
rest and will present to the mind many objections concerning the conceptions
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praise people for their actions,” “a world without tree will i1s meaningless,” “how
can the evils of the world follow from God?,” etc., etc.). Therefore, in addition
to having shown the falsity of the belief that a given thing could have been other
than what it is, we will now show why it is that most people not only hold this
belief, but regard it as obvious and self-evident.

Now this beliet is quite universal and appears in just about every known

culture. Therefore, the conditions under which this belieft 1s formed—rthat 1s to

say, the psychological causes ot the beliet—must also be universal, a part of the

“human condition.”
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The causes of this belief cannot lie in experience, for experience teaches us only
what is, not what could be. Suppose, for example, | enter my ofhce and observe a
certain book lying on the left side of my desk. This experience tells me only what
is—that the book is now lying on the left side of my desk. From this experience |
have no basis for believing that the book could have been lying on the right side
of my desk, so if, while observing that the book is in fact on the left, [ also believe
that the book could have been on the right, I am believing something that does not
originate in my experience. Something must be “added” to my experience of the
book as lying on the left in order to get the belief that it could have been lying on
the right. This “something,” according to Spinoza, is imagination.

Spinoza uses the term “imagination” to refer to any mental experience that
involves an image. The term “imaging” would perhaps be more appropriate
for contemporary readers, since “imaginary  has the connotations of “seeing
something which isn’t there.” Nevertheless, we will retain Spinoza’s usage, keeping
in mind that by the term “imaginary” Spinoza means not only forming an image
of something that isn’t real, so to speak, but also forming an image of something
whether it be really there or not. Thus, when the mind perceives a tree that
exists, Spinoza would say the mind 7magines (forms an image of) the tree. Burt
the mind also imagines a tree when it forms an image of a tree that isn’t there
(hallucination); and it also imagines a tree when it remembers a past experience of
perceiving a tree. [ he mind also has the power to imagine things that it knows to
be contrary to fact, as when we form a mental picture of a winged horse, a Santa
Claus, or, to return to our present discussion, of a book, which in fact is lying on
the left side of my desk, as lying on the right side. But from the fact that we can
form an image of something as being different from what it is, we cannot infer
that the thing itselt could have been ditterent.

Suppose, turthermore, that yesterday the book was on the right side and that
today, while perceiving the book on the left side I remember that the book was
on the right side yesterday. The presence of this second image (representing the

book on the right side) invites us to believe that today the book could have been

on the right side. But clearly our experience tells us only that yesterday the book

was on the right and today it is on the left; experience does not teach us that on
cither day the book could have been any place other than where it in fact was.
Our tendency to think otherwise comes from (1) the ability of the mind to create
contrary-to-fact images of things together with (2) the inability of the mind to
hind any reason why what it imagines could not be so. But it is quite obvious that

neither our ignorance of why a given thing is and hence must be what it is, nor
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our ability to form an image of a thing as different from what it is, can in any way
support the erroneous belief that a given thing could have been in any way other
than what it is. One more example should sutfice to remove any remaining doubr.

Suppose | toss a coin in the air and after it lands, but before you can see which
side has landed up, I cover the coin with my foot. If [ ask you whether it is possible
that the coin landed heads up, you will say “yes™ similarly, if [ ask you whether it
is possible that the coin landed tails up, you will again say yes. Now what is meant
by the term “possible” in this context? It cannot refer to the actual coin, since the
coin has already landed and it is either (a) heads up—in which case it is not possible
that it be tails up—or (b) it is tails up—in which case it is not possible that it be
heads up. So if (a) has occurred, but you do not know that (a) has occurred, you
will say that it is possible that the coin show tails up when [ remove my foot. But
the only thing you can mean by this usage of the term “possible” is simply that you
do not know, that you are ignorant, which ot the outcomes has in tact occurred.
The mind will form two images, one representing the coin as landing heads up,
the other representing the coin as landing tails up. The mind then deceives itselt
into believing that either of these images could really be the case; but actually only
one of these images could really be the case and the mind does not know which
of its images corresponds to the facts. Later, I remove my foot and you see that the
coin shows heads up; now I ask you, could the coin have shown tails up? You will
be tempted to answer “yes,” but this error stems from the tacts that (1) you recall
the time when you did not know which outcome had occurred and (2) at that time
your mind imagined two outcomes, one of which was in agreement with the fact,
the other of which was contrary to the fact. But from the fact that we were once (or
are now) ignorant of the true outcome, and from the fact that we did tform, or are
forming, or remember having formed, contrary to fact images of the outcome, it
does not follow that the outcome itselt could have been anything other than it was
in tact. Therefore we atfirm what is really a tautology, that everything is what it 1s
and that nothing could have been other than what it in fact is. This “tautology” is
an essential consequence of the metaphysics of holism and must be kept irmly in
mind. It is a fairly simple matter to see the truth of this with respect to books and

coins; it is somewhat more difficult to apply this truth to ourselves.

The illusion of free will

But yet, we human beings, body and soul, are a part of God, and tor us to be
different from what we are or to have been different from what we were (and this

includes all our thoughts, feelings, emotional responses, behaviors, actions, etc.)
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God herself would have had to be difterent, which is impossible (This does not

imply, it should be noted, that tomorrow we will be the same as we are today.).
For the same forces that produced the galaxies, stars, and planets also produced
the human being, who is a part of nature and follows the natural order of things
and 1s not an “exception’ to nature.

The overwhelming tendency of human beings to believe that in a given
situation they could have behaved ditterently trom how they in tact behaved, or
that they could have made a decision contrary to the one they in fact made, reflects
a powerful egocentricism that claims that humans are exceptions to nature. Every
action or behavior of our body and every thought or decision of our mind is an
event within the natural order of things and hence it has a cause, which cause is
also within the natural order of things, and that cause itself has a cause, etc. So
if any given action or thought of ours were different from what it was, the whole
natural order of things would have to be difterent. Burt this 1s absurd, since the
natural order of things (the term “natural” is of course redundant, since the order
of things could not be other than what it is) is a manifestation of the Nature of
God, and it is impossible that God should have a different nature.

Indeed, if we pay but a little attention to the psychological process to which
we give the name “deliberating,” “choosing,” “deciding,” etc., we will casily see
that this process in no way justifies our beliet that in a given situation we could
have “decided” to do something other than what we in fact decided to do. Let us
consider a specific example of a so-called tree choice. [ am at an ice cream parlor
and | have to decide from among, say, 20 different flavors. The psychological
process of deciding involves representing to myself—that is, forming an image
of, or simply, imagining—rthe tastes of the different flavors, observing my own
reactions to these images, alternating back and forth among the taste images until
[ settle on one to which my own reaction feels most positive, at which point |
place my order. Let’s say I order chocolate. Why am I tempted to believe, atter I've
ordered chocolate, that [ could have ordered cottee? For all my experience teaches
me 1s that at one time [ was deliberating and then I ordered chocolate. Experience
does not teach me that the result of the process of deliberating on that particular
occasion could have been anything other than what it in fact was. The temptation
to believe otherwise arises, as before, from the fact that we now remember (after
ordering chocolate) the sequence of images representing alternative Havors together
with the tact that at that time we did not know which of the images would prevail
and hence were “free” to imagine that an image, different from the one that did

prevail, might possibly prevail.
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But this sequence ot images that represents what appears to be possible “choices”
is itself determined by physiological and psychological causes (even though we may
be ignorant of these causes), and the fact that these images present themselves to
the mind cannot in any way support the belief that we could have made a “choice”
different from the one we actually made. Every process of “deliberating,” “choosing,”
“deciding,” etc., has this structure: (1) a series of images, representing what appear to
be different “possibilities,” present themselves to the mind; (2) the mind alternates
back and forth among the images, drawing perhaps turther images (representing,
say, consequences of each “possibility”); (3) eventually one of the images grows
stronger and prevails; and (4) then the mind acts on the image that has prevailed.
It does not follow trom the fact that a series of images is presented to the mind
and the mind does not know at the time which of these images will prevail, that
an image that did not in fact prevail could have prevailed. Therefore, we athrm
that everything that is—and this includes those mental processes referred to as
“deliberation,” etc.—is a part of the natural order of things that expresses a divine

necessity and could neither be nor have been different from what it in facr is.

The importance of practice

[t is not enough to give merely intellectual assent to this consequence of Holistic
metaphysics; it must be applied on a daily basis to every emotional response, such
as blame or guilt, which is inconsistent with this principle. For the reality ot our
day-to-day experience is primarily sensory and emotional. The sole purpose of

metaphysics is to provide a conceptual framework in terms of which our day-to-

day experience can be transformed in a direction of increased happiness and peace
of mind. This transformation cannot occur unless one is willing to bring one’s
own emotional responses into harmony with one’s intellectual understandings
and this harmony cannot come into being without constant practice. T he merely
intellectual understanding—that, say, the emotion of guilt is based on the talse
beliet that in a given past circumstance one could have behaved diftterently—
cannot by itselt remove such feelings of guilt, any more than one can learn
the game of tennis simply by reading about it. What is required is to bring the
intellectual understanding to bear on concrete instances of the emotion, so that
cach time guilt is felt the mind gently reminds itselt of what it understands
intellectually. This must be done over and over again, until the understanding of
ouilt so completely pervades one’s being that the highly dysfunctional emotion is

no lDHgEI’ d p’&l’t DE GHE:‘S Cl’lElI'ElCtEI' Structurec.
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EXERCISE 2: Each time a feeling of guilt or an impulse to blame

another occurs, remind yc}ursr:lfthat this particular fEEling nguilt or this

particular impulse to blame, insofar as these emotional responses involve
the false belief that either you (in the case of guilt) or another (in the case of blame)
could have acted difff:rtntly In a sptciﬁc circumstance, 1s out of harmﬂny with what
your mind understands to be true, 1.c. that nothing could have been other than what
it in fact is or was. This process of reminding will not instantly remove the feeling
of guilt, any more than one or two practice sessions at the piano will make you a
proficient pianist. But with even a little practice some progress will be noticed, and
one will then have some positive reinforcement that one is on a path that /eads

somewhere, and that one is not ecngaging In mere intellectual mind games.

Indeed, this conception of philosophy as providing an intellectual map that
leads somewhere and hence must be followed in practice if one is to get to where
the map leads is essential for understanding Spinoza. For much of what passes
tfor philosophy today is of the nature of an intellectual mind game—interesting,

perhaps, like a crossword puzzle, but not intended to be relevant to one’s personal

lite, and hence useless as a basis in terms of which to understand and improve
the quality of one’s concrete, daily emotional reality. But Spinoza’s philosophy s

intended to be relevant to daily living; it is thus impossible to understand Spinoza

merely by reading his books, but only by applying his ideas to one’s own personal

lite. Only in this way can the relevance be experienced. Let us briefly discuss this
concept of philosophy as intellectual map in more general terms.

Suppose several people are walking in a forest and begin to realize they are
lost. One of them formulates the question, “Where are we?” Someone else in the
group responds, “You are right here.” Now consider why this statement is not an
adequate response to the question. First of all, it must be acknowledged that this
response 1s absolutely and undoubtedly true, it is logically impeccable. But as true
as it is, it is absolutely useless because it is of no help in getting out of the forest.
Any adequate response to the question must involve a way of getting out of the
forest. To be told that you are right here, even to be given a detailed description
of the terrain visible from “right here,” does not respond to the request, implicit

in the question, for guidance on how to get out of the forest.

A Hfffﬂz FCSpOnsc o thﬂ qulEiS'[iDﬂ WDUld bﬁ iﬂ tne FDI'I’I"I D{: d map Tfhﬁt WDLlld

include (1) a general description of the whole terrain and (2) an “X” marking the
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place where the people are presently. The second point is important. For in order
that a map be useful to a given individual, the individual must be able to locate
herselt on the map. Now much of philosophy belongs to this “true burt useless”
category. For example, Descartes responds to the question “What am 1?7 with
“You are a thing that thinks.” But just as a person lost in the forest knows that he is
“right here” before he asks “Where am 127, so we already knew we were a “thinking
thing” before we asked “What am 1?7 and thus Descartes’ reply is as undoubtedly
useless as it i1s undoubtedly true. For anyone who has felt in her soul the question
“What am [?” is asking for an answer that can be used as a guide tor living. If
one also feels, however vaguely, that there must be a better way of living than the
path of material acquisition and self-aggrandizement prevalent in society, then any
intellectual map that is to be an adequate response to this question must show
a path leading to this “better way” of increased happiness, fulfillment, etc. But
for such a map to be usetul as a guide 1t must make detailed and explicit contact
with where one is at right now; that is to say, with one’s present emotional reality.

Part of the intellectual map we are in the process of constructing includes
the principle that nothing could have been otherwise. But this general principle

remains useless until the individual applies it to his daily personal life. This

process of applying a metaphysical principle to concrete daily life, whereby the
later 1s transformed and the former more deeply understood, is the process of
locating oneself on the map and using the map as a guide. If, as we follow the
map, we find that the new terrain we experience is as described by the map, then
we gain both greater trust in, and better understanding of, the map itself, as well
as a “better way” of living our lives. We now proceed with a further elaboration

of Spinoza’s “map.”

MIND AND BODY

So, what are we? We know thus far that whatever we are, we are a part of a larger
Whole. But this by itself is not sufficient to distinguish the part of God that is a
human being from any other part of God. We need a more detailed account of
what it is to be a specifically human portion of the being of God. We all believe
that we have a physical component (our body) and a psychological component
(our mind). What is the relation between the two? Historically, there have been

three major responses to this question.
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1. There exists only the physical; what we call “mind” i1s simply the
)4 phy ply

product of material processes occurring in the brain, and should those

processes cease, our mind would also cease to exist. This point of view

il

we will call “materialism.”

2. There exists only the mental. That which appears to be physical,
including our bodies, is simply an illusion created by a (not necessarily

human) Mind or Spirit. We will call this view “Idealism.”

3. There exists both the mental and the physical; the mental cannot be
“reduced to” the physical and the physical is not an illusion created by
the mental. It is this third position that Spinoza adopts, although, there

are tendencies in his system toward Idealism.

Now it 1s interesting to note that Spinoza never gives any argument, or reason,
for believing the third response rather than first. He assumes from the beginning
that mind and matter are distinct kinds of substance, neither reducible to the
other. Perhaps he didn’t feel the need to give a reason for this because the people
he was writing for already believed it. Today also, the great majority of people
believe the third response, and not the first. Nevertheless, materialism has become
intellectually tashionable, and our universities are overwhelmingly dominated by
people who sincerely believe that their mind is solely a product of their neurons,
that their consciousness will be totally extinguished when their body dies, and
that anyone who believes otherwise has fallen prey to religious superstition. We,
therefore, discuss briefly, and offer several considerations, why Materialism should

be rejected.

Some considerations against materialism

[ say “considerations” rather than “proofs,” because, as history shows, any belief system
may be clung to no matter what the evidence to the contrary may be; to those who
are deeply wedded to materialism and whose whole life would be thrown in disarray
should they come to believe in the existence of spirit, what [ have to say here will not
be convincing (for there is nothing that could convince such people). The following
considerations, therefore, are addressed to those intellectuals who feel in their hearts and
suspect in their minds that perhaps we are more than just bodies, and yet are hesitant
to explore tor themselves a non-materialistic tramework because they fear ridicule from

their friends and colleagues.
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1. One consideration is a kind of argument tfrom authority: many, it
not most, of the creative geniuses of our culture—poets, novelists,
artists, musicians, scientists and philosophers—have expressed strong
beliefs in a spiritual dimension to reality. Of course, this is merely a
consideration, not an argument, but is it not odd that our intelligentsia
at best ignores, and at worst treats with scorn and ridicule, a worldview
espoused by so many of our culture’s acknowledged creative geniuses?

Are these geniuses all soft-headed, mushy-brained, tuzzy thinkers?
When Einstein wrote in 1936 that

...everyone who is seriously engaged in the pursuit
of science becomes convinced that the laws of nature
manifest the existence ot a spirit vastly superior to
that of man, and one in the face of which we with our

modest powers must feel humble. (M. Jammer, Einstein

and Religion: Physics and Theology, 1999). ..

was he being soft-headed, uncritical? Why is it that almost without
exception the great creative scientists of this century (Einstein,
Schroedinger, deBroglie, Heisenberg, Pauli, Godel, Eddington, Bohm,
Wigner, Margenau, etc.) ascribed to a spiritual worldview? And why is

it that this fact is systematically ignﬂred by most intellectuals?

2. A second consideration, which in my opinion is direct evidence for the
survival of consciousness after the death of the body; is the phenomenon
of the near-death experience (NDE). There 1s a growing body of data,
collected by respectable physicians and psychologists, subjected to
appropriate statistical analysis, that appear to rule out every attempt
to explain (or explain away) the NDE and other such phenomena in
physiological and/or psychological terms. To my knowledge, there
is not a single researcher in the field who, as a result of his research,
is not inclined to take the NDE at face value—that is, people really

do leave their bodies during such experiences. One would think that

intellectuals would undertake a serious study of this phenomenon,
because the i1ssue—whether consciousness can exist outside the bo dy—
1S SO impmrtant and so highly relevant for assessing lite’s meaning. And

yet, like the bishop who refused to look through Galileo’s telescope
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(because he “knew” there could be no such thing as Moons circling
Jupiter), the intellectuals of our time generally refuse to look at what
is at the very least strong prémaﬁcfﬁ evidence for the existence of

consciousness independent of the body.

The third consideration involves the intuition that there are no rational

orounds for suicide. A person who takes, or attempts to take, his own

lite, by that act demonstrates that his mind was unbalanced at the
time. [t does not matter what “reasons” he gives for committing suicide,
because the reasons are themselves the product of an unbalanced mind.
[ believe this would be the attitude of all psychiatrists and therapists.
[ cannot imagine any circumstances under which a psychiatrist might
say to a suicidal client, “Yes, you have good reasons to kill yourself. 1
agree that that’s the rational thing to do.” Now if the intuition that
suicidal behavior is a symptom of mental imbalance is accepted, then
[ want to apply this intuition to collective behavior. For example,
when the tragedy of mass suicide involving the followers of Jim Jones
occurred in Guyana, no one argued that they had good reasons to kill
themselves. On the contrary, everyone agreed that the fact of mass
suicide was sutficient evidence for the claim that Jones and his followers

WCIC pSyCthDgiCﬂ“}f UHbEllHHCEd.

Cannot the same argument be advanced for Western civilization as a
whole? For Western civilization is now actively contemplating suicide
in two ways: (1) through global nuclear war and (2) through irreversible
pollution and destruction of the environment upon which our existence
depends. Butisn't this insane? Suppose an anthropologist from another
planet visits Earth after we selt-destruct by means of nuclear war. What
will he think? Will he think that we had “good reasons” to destroy
ourselves, or will he automatically take the fact that we destroyed
ourselves as proot that we had collectively gone insane? Would he not
ask, “What did these poor deluded people believe, what did they value,
how did they live their lives, how did they become so psychologically

unbalanced [hﬂt tl’ll’:‘y CC!UIC[ SCC No ﬂltﬁl‘l’lﬂti\’t‘ Lo SEIf—-dES[I‘UCtiDI’l?”

| suggest that the materialist beliefs and values of our culture are leading

directly to self-destruction and that these beliefs and values therefore
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may pm__:rerly be called insane. As men and women Gfgﬂﬂd consclence,
we should not participate In a thnught structure that is leading toward

the annihilation of life on Earth, but instead explore, intellectually and

personally, with our hearts and our minds, alternative thought-systems
such as Plato’s and Spinoza’s, which provide metaphysical grounds
for tostering, in ourselves and in others, life-supporting values and
qualities such as cooperation, compassion, true generosity, genuine
acceptance and appreciation of those who are ditterent from us, and

Universal Love.

4. For our final consideration, we will present a version of an argument
first given by William James in his essay “On Human Immortality.”
This argument is among the masterpieces of philosophical reasoning,
for it grants the materialist just about everything and yet demonstrates
that there can be no compelling reasons tor believing that spirit
does not exist. Now the materialist believes that human beings are
nothing over and above a physical body, which includes the brain,
and hence, everything about us must be explicable solely in terms of
the body. In particular, those aspects of ourselves we are in the habit
of calling “mental” or “psychological"—e.g., thoughts, consciousness,
awareness, etc.—must be pmduced by the bﬂdy (since otherwise they
would have a reality independent of the body, which is contrary to
materialism). Since in this view the mind itselt is produced by the body,
specifically the nervous system, there can be nothing in the mind that

N

is independent of our body, and our mind is thus a function of our

body. To say that the mind is a function of the body means that there
can be nothing in our mind that does not correlate with something
or other in our body. Now although we have presented above some
empirical reasons for thinking that this is false—i.e., people, in the
near-death experience report a continuation of conscious experience
cven when the brain is not functioning, let us here assume that it is
true. That is, let us assume a complete tunctional dependence of the
mind on the body—that there is no thought, no perception, no feeling
however subtle, that does not depend on the functioning ot the brain.
William James grants this, and then shows that this still cannot prove
that materialism is true. What James says, in ettect, is from the ftact (if

it be a fact) that our conscious experience is totally dependent upon our
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Nnervous SYSEEI’H, it dG'ES not fﬂ”DW th:’it our CGHSCiDLlSIlESS iS P}‘”ﬂdﬂfﬁd

by OuUur Nervous system.

Consider, for example, a television set. Everyone will agree that the
picture that appears on the screen is a function of the inner workings
of the set. Every detail of color, shading, motion, etc., corresponds to
something happening in the mechanism of the set, and nothing can
appear on the screen that does not correspond to something in the
mechanism. But yet we know that the picture itself does not originate
in the mechanism of the set; it originates in the TV studio and is
transmitted in the form of electromagnetic radiation to the antenna
of our television set. The set itself is simply a receiver: it transforms
the electromagnetic signals (which signals exist independently of any
TV set) into the form of sound and light that we experience when we
watch TV. The TV set does not generate or produce the signal (or
information); it merely transtforms (“transmits” is James’ term) it from
one form (electromagnetic) into another (visible picture). Thus it does
not follow from the fact that there is a one-to-one correspondence
between the picture and the mechanism of the set that the picture is

pI'DClUCE‘d b}" thE I’I‘lEChHHiSITl.

Analogously, from the fact that our conscious experience is, or may be,
a total function of the nervous system, so that nothing can belong to
the former that does not have some counterpart in the latter, it does
not follow that our consciousness is produced by, or originates in,
the nervous system. It could be that our body 1s simply a mechanism
that receives a consciousness that exists independent of the body and
transtforms it into the form we experience as “our own.” The most
neurophysiology can demonstrate is the wondrous details of the
correlation between conscious experience and the brain. It cannot
decide the issue between whether the brain produces conscious
experience or whether the brain merely transtforms consciousness
from one form into another. Thus, neurophysiology is neutral with
respect to this issue, and there are no scientific reasons tor preferring a
materialistic point of view over a non-materialist point of view. Once
the reader sees that materialism 1s a non sequitur, that it does not and

cannot ever follow from the facts of neurophysiology, he is then free
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to examine other philc:-sc:phical perspectivﬁs cmncerning the nature of

the mind and its relation to the lmdy.

The relationship between mind and body

We now return to Spinoza’s account of the mind and its relation to the body.
Given that mind and body are distinct in kind— so that neither is reducible
to, or explicable in terms of, the other, what is the relationship between them?
Spinoza’s response to this question is greatly different from what the majority ot
people believe. Most people believe that the mind and body interact with each
other, that one can attect the other. It seems very obvious that a desire (which is in
the mind) can cause the body to move; e.g., the desire to, say, take a walk causes
the body to walk, or that harmonious sound waves striking the ear can cause the
mind to experience beauty. Nothing seems more obvious than that the mind can
aftect the body and vice versa. Nevertheless, Spinoza denies that any interaction
can occut, and the basis for his denial is very straighttorward.

The common view, which Spinoza rejects, asserts

1. Mind and Body are distinct in kind, and
2. Mind and Body can interact with one another.

[t is easy to see that these two statements are inconsistent; that is, they cannot
both be true. For if we assume that mind and body are distinct in kind, then they
have nothing in common (for if they shared anything in common, they would
not be distinct in kind). But if they have nothing in common, then they cannot
possibly interact with one another. In other words, what it means to say that two
things can interact is that something from one atfects the other, and therefore,
that the two things must have in common the means by which they interact. But

IF [}]E}f Sl’lﬂ[’ﬁ iﬂ common the means 1’}}! Wthh [}]E}f iﬂ[ETHCt, th{i‘ﬂ thﬁy cannot bﬁ‘

distinct in kind. For example, when we perceive an external object, our body and
the object interact—the same light that is reflected by the object enters our body
through our eyes, and so that light is something that our body has in common
with the external body. Our body and (any) external body are similar in kind;
they are both made up of matter and it 1s because of this that one can attect the
other. But consciousness, or mind, we are supposing, is not made up of matter;
it is distinct from matter and theretore has nothing in common with matter, and

thus cannot interact with matter.
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[ do not wish to belabor the point, but so habituated are we to imagining that
(1) and (2) above are both true that the illogic of this position is apt to be ditficult
to see through. Let us consider two physical objects, A and B, and let us suppose
that A and B interact with each other. There must then be some means by which
A and B interact—e.g., they could interact through physical contact, gravitational
attraction, electrical force, etc. When this is analyzed according to physics, it is
apparent that every interaction between any two physical objects involves an
exchange of energy, which energy is also physical, between the two objects. It is
because A and B are both physical objects that they both have energy and have i»
common the energy that they exchange in order to interact. That is, the very same
energy that, say, leaves A, is absorbed by B. But B is able to absorb this energy;
and hence to be affected by A, only because B is of the same nature as A—that is
to say, both are physical objects and energy is a defining characteristic ot what it
1s to be a physical object.

[t we now suppose that A is physical and B i1s not physical, then how is it
bossible for A to affect B? For since B is not a physical object, it is not characterized

by physical energy (if it were so characterized, it would be physical in nature), and

hence is not capable of being attected by A. Conversely B cannot affect A, since
the only means by which A can be affected is by absorbing or “feeling” some
physical influence; but it B could produce something physical that could then
atfect A, then B would itselt have to be physical. Thus, summarizing, if two things
have nothing in common, they cannot interact because in order to interact they
would have to have in common the means by which they interact.

According to Spinoza, mind and body are distinct in kind, which means they
have nothing in common, which in turn means they cannot interact with one
another. How, then, can we explain the fact that mind and body appear to affect
one another? For it certainly does seem to be the case that I can move my body
simply by willing my body to move and that it 1s the mental willing that causes
the physical motion of the body. If there is no causal connection between mind
and body, then what is the explanation tor the observed correlation between them?

Spinoza holds that this observed correlation is to be explained in terms of a deeper

underlying reality, namely God. The physical and the mental are qualitatively
distinct aspects— “Attributes,” in Spinoza’s terminology—of God. Because they
are qualitatively distinct, there can be no interaction between them; because they
are aspects of the same God, there will be correlations between them.

[ wish to present an analogy that [ believe will assist the imagination in

picturing what Spinoza has in mind. The analogy is meant to appeal to the
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imagination, and hence must not be taken literally. Let us imagine that God is
standing in front of a large number of mirrors. Imagine, tfurther, that each mirror
s difterently curved, so that God is reflected completely in each mirror, but since
the mirrors are all different, the reflected images of God will all be different from
one another. It is clear, in this analogy, that there can be no interaction between
the different images of God, yet there will certainly be correlations between the
images since the ditferent images are reflections ot the same God. Now, one of
these complete reflections of God is the entire physical universe, the “body” of
God. Spinoza calls this the Attribute of Extension. Our body is a part of this
Attribute. Another is the entire mental universe, the “mind” of God, which
Spinoza calls the Attribute of Thought. Our mind is a part of this Attribute.
The relation between the mind and the body is simply that they are different
reflections of one and the same part of God. The human mind is a part of God
reflected in the mirror of Thought; the human body is the very same part of God,
but reflected in the mirror of Extension.

A note on terminology: The most basic distinction in Spinoza’s metaphysical
“map” is between independent being and dependent being. Spinoza uses the term
“substance” or “God” when referring to the former, and “mode” or “modification”
when referring to the latter. Any dependent being, such as a physical object or

a finite mind, depends on independent being; that is, it is included in the larger

whole that is God. So by referring to a given object as a mode ot God, Spinoza
explicitly reminds us of the dependency of that object on God. An Attribute of
God is a complete reflection of God; the Being of God expresses itselt, or manifests
itself, in an infinite number of qualitatively distinct dimensions, each one of which
is called an Attribute of God. We humans are aware of only two: the physical
(Extension) and the mental (Thought). Thus, in Spinoza’s terminology, the
human being 1s a mode of God. The human body is that mode of God expressed
in the Attribute of Extension: the human mind 1s the same mode of God, but
expressed, or manitested, in the Attribute of Thought.

Let us now examine several consequences of our analogy. As we have already
indicated, the reason why the mind cannot atfect the body and vice versa is that
the mind and the body are different mirror images of the same part, or mode, of
God. An image that appears in one mirror cannot affect an image that appears
in another mirror. The reason why mind and body are correlated with each other
is because they are both images of the same mode of God. This “correlation” is a
very general feature ot Spinoza’s system and 1s not limited only to human bodies

and human minds. Every physical object must have some counterpart in the
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Attribute of Thought, because a physical object 7sa mode of God reflected in, or
manitested in, the physical dimension; that same mode of God is also reflected
in, or manifested in, the mental dimension. Thus, if we consider a given physical
thing—whether it be a table, a rock, a star, or a magnetic field—that thing must
have a counterpart, or correlate in the Attribute of Thought. Spinoza refers to this
correlate as the mind of the thing, or the idea of the thing. This is why Spinoza
is often regarded as a pantheist: there is nothing in the physical world that is not
assoclated with mind or consciousness.

This is a feature of Spinoza’s system that may be dithcult for some people to
accept, for our anthropomorphic tendencies make us uneasy with the notion that
intelligence can manifest itself in nonhuman forms. But it is a consequence of our
model that in the same way that there exist physical objects, or bodies, that are

not human, so also are there mental objects, or minds, that are not human. It s,

on this view, as absurd to believe that the human mind is the only kind of mind
there 1s as it is to believe that the human body is the only kind of body there is.
Moreover, since the human body is a part of a larger physical ecosystem (Earth),
which is part of a still larger ecosystem (the solar system), etc., and this process of
inclusion continues until we reach the physical universe as a whole, or the Body of
God—so also, the human mind is a part of a larger mental ecosystem (the “mind”
ot Earth), which is a part ot a still larger mental structure, etc., and this process of
inclusion continues until we reach the mental universe as a whole, or the Mind of
God. The human mind is thus a part of a larger mental reality, and our salvation
or liberation consists in experiencing our connection with this larger reality.
Now, because each “mirror,” or Attribute, is a self-contained whole, the
manifestation of God in one mirror (say, Extension) can neither influence nor be
influenced by God’s appearance in any other mirror (say, Thought). So when we
are considering the events occurring in a given mirror, we can explain those events
only in terms of the given mirror. Each mirror is explanatorily complete and selt-
sutficient; the human body must be explained only in physical terms and the human
mind must be explained on/y in mental terms. Thus every activity of the body—
and this includes so-called purposive activity—has its cause and explanation solely
within the physical world; and similarly, every activity of the mind has its cause and
explanation solely within the mental world. Nevertheless, although mind and body
do not interact with one another, there are structural correlations between them
that are due to their being ditferent images of the same mode ot God, Itis therefore
possible to infer some things about one trom knowing about the other. We have

already given two examples of this: (1) from the fact that there are physical bodies
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that are nonhuman we infer that there are mental bodies, (or minds, or spirits)
that are nonhuman; and (2) from the fact that the human body is a part of a larger
physical system we infer that the human mind is a part of a larger mental system.

A third example is: (3) from the fact that the human body is composite to a high
degree—Dbeing constituted by bodies (e.g., cells), which are themselves constituted by
bodies (molecules), etc.—we infer that the human mind is also composite to a high
degree, being constituted by thoughts that are in turn constituted by other thoughts,
etc. Since our awareness does not extend to most of these thoughts, any more than it
extends to most of the physical structures that constitute our body, it is appropriate
to say that we are generally unconscious of most of the mental structures (thoughts,
ideas, feelings, etc.) that collectively constitute our mind.

Finally, (4) from the fact that our body contains within itself other bodies—
bacteria, viruses, chemicals—that do not have the same nature as the human body;,
and that some of these other bodies are harmful and some are beneficial, it follows
that the human mind contains within itself other mental objects that do not have
the same nature as our own mind, some of which may be harmtul to us, others of
which may be beneficial. These are some of the things about the nature of our mind
that may be inferred from our knowledge of the nature of our bodies together with
the general structural parallelism that holds between mind and body.

However, the similarities between the mental and the physical are structural
only, for the Attributes of Thought and Extension are qualitatively distinct and
have nothing in common. Awarenessis a characteristic only of minds; extension in
space and duration in time are characteristic only of material objects. The mind
can, and does, experience spatial and temporal relations as long as it is associated
with a body, but when it withdraws from the physical into itself, it experiences
its own nature, 1.e., consclousness per se, and this nature has nothing to do with
time. For the Attribute of Thought is the Mind of God and contains within itself
an awareness first of its own nature and second of the natures of all the other
Attributes or ways in which the Being of God manifests itselt. Space and Time
pertain only to Extension, not to Thought or to any ot the other dimensions in
which the Divine Nature express itself. The Mind of God is eternal, that is to
say, outside of time; and since the human mind is a portion of—a mode of—
the Divine Mind, it follows that the human mind, in its essential nature, is
also eternal. The human mind, however, has so thoroughly identified with the
experiences of its body that it has forgotten its own essential nature and is unable
to concelve of the possibility of conscious experience outside of time. Indeed, even

God herself is pictured as existing in Time. It will be usetul, therefore, to “stretch
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our minds~ on this point, so that we become more open to the idea of (or at least

the possibility of) non-temporal conscious experience.

SPACE, TIME, AND ETERNITY

[n medieval days, a philosopher who wished to show that his ideas were
intellectually respectable had to show that they were in agreement with the Bible.
Today, agreement with science has replaced agreement with the Bible as the
mark of intellectual respectability. And I think this indicates progress, because

science does not limit itself only to what can be imagined, or pictured, but strives

to attain an understanding of the common properties of things even when that
understanding, as physics clearly shows, involves using concepts that cannot be
pictured by the mind. We have already appealed to the authority of physics when
we showed that holism is the only metaphysics in harmony with physics. We shall
now appeal to physics to show that space and time, as we experience it, are not
fundamental categories, even of Extension. That is to say, if we pose the question,

1s there anything “bﬂymnd” space and time, physics answers “yes.

The expanding universe and the limits of the imagination

Most of us are perhaps familiar with some of the ideas we wish to discuss. We
have all heard about black holes and the expanding universe, but the philosophical
significance of these concepts has not been fully appreciated. Let us first consider
the fact that the universe is expanding; the galaxies are receding from one
another. At earlier times, the universe was smaller than it 1s now, and because
the rate of expansion is known, it is possible to determine the time at which the
entire universe was contained within an infinitesimally small volume. This 1s the
moment at which the “big bang” occurred. Although the tact that the universe
1s expanding is familiar to most people, what is not familiar is the fact that it is
impossible to imagine, or picture, this process.

For the mind invariably pictures the material of the universe expanding into
a pre-existent space, but this picture is false because space does not “pre-exist.”
There is no space external to the universe 7zt0 which the universe expands, and yet
the mind cannot visualize the galaxies flying away from one another without also
(tfalsely) visualizing a space into which the galaxies are iying. An oft-used analogy

invites the reader to picture the expanding universe analogously to an expanding
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balloon. The galaxies are analogous to dots placed on the surtace of the balloon;
as the balloon is blown up, the dots will appear to recede from one another. In this
example, it is clear that the space between the dots on the surtace of the balloon
does not pre-exist, but rather comes into existence as the balloon is blown up. That
is, if we consider a Time at which the distance between dots is, say, one centimeter,
and a later time at which the distance between dots is two centimeters, and then
if we ask where does this extra one-centimeter distance come from, it is clear that
it does not pre-exist on the surtace ot the balloon, but comes into existence as the
balloon is blown up. The increased distance between dots on the two-dimensional
surface of the balloon comes into existence because the balloon is expanding into
a three-dimensional space. Analogously, the increased distance between galaxies
in three-dimensional space comes into existence because the universe is expanding
into a higher dimensional space. Just as an expanding two-dimensional spherical
surface requiresa third dimension into which it can expand, so also an expanding
three-dimensional space (or tour-dimensional space-time) requires a tourth (hitth)
dimension into which it can expand.

The expansion of the three-dimensional universe into a higher dimension
illustrates two points: (1) the ordinary three-dimensional space of human sense
experience cannot be all there is—there must be “something” beyond ordinary
space; and (2) this “something more” cannot be imagined, since the human mind’s
ability to form images is based upon its association with the body’s experiences
in three-dimensional space. But as mathematics and physics show, the mind’s
inability to form images of higher dimensional spaces does not mean that such
spaces cannot be understood. Ordinary three-dimensional space (and time also)
must then be conceived as lying on the “surface” of a higher dimensional space.

These same physical facts (the expansion of the universe) also indicate that
time, like three-dimensional space, cannot be the most fundamental level of
physical reality. For time, like space, does not exist prior to the big bang, but
comes into existence with the big bang. The human mind incorrectly imagines
that the big bang occurred at some moment » time. But this picture talsely
represents time as pre-existing prior to the big bang, whereas, according to physics,

time, like space, originates in the same process that generates the big bang itself.

The emanation of the spatio-temporal order from its eternal source
Let us carry our analysis further. The principle of sutficient reason asserts that
there 1s a cause or reason for everything that happens. The big bang 1S certaln ly a

happening so there must be a cause or reason for it. But this cause or reason cannot



1. Metaphysics 63

be something that is “in” time (or space), because time itself comes into existence
with the big bang. Theretore, the cause of the big bang must be something that
exists outside of time. [t we agree to use the word “eternal” to refer to anything
that exists outside of time (and this is Spinoza’s usage) it is clear that the entire
physical universe as we experience it—the world of things in space and time—
depends for its existence on causes that are eternal. Furthermore, since the cause
of the big bang is eternal, i.e. it is not a temporal process that begins to exist or
ceases to exist in time, it follows that this cause exists “now,” and not only at the
moment, so to speak, of the big bang. Theretore, the spatio-temporal universe
must be continuously emanating from its eternal cause,

We will now develop a model in terms of which this process of continuous
emanation may be better understood. This model will also assist us in
understanding the possibility of Attributes other than Thought and Extension. |
should add that the model to be developed here is not, as yet, required by today’s
physics, but it is strongly suggested by 1t. We begin with the concept of a black
hole. Imagine, if you will, a sheet of paper in which a hole has been punched.

Although the hole can be located by an imaginary two-dimensional being residing

in the paper and its size can be measured, the hole itself is quite literally a place
where the paper is not. Similarly, although a black hole can be located in space
and time, and its size and mass determined, the hole itself 1s literally a “place”
where space and time are not. Now imagine two identical holes at opposite ends
of a sheet of paper. If we are allowed to curve the paper, it will be possible to
curve it so that the two holes coincide with one another. A two-dimensional space
traveler could then cover the distance between the holes in an instant, by going
through one hole and emerging from the other, rather than by traveling in the
plane of the paper. Similarly, it 1s possible for two black holes to be connected,
even though they are very far apart in space and time. A three-dimensional space
traveler could cross that huge distance in an instant, simply by entering one black
hole and emerging from the other hole with which it is connected.

This example again shows that space and time cannot be ultimate features of
the world, even though we cannot imagine a world that is not “in” space and time.
For it is theoretically possible to enter a black hole here and now and instantly
re-emerge millions of light-years away, and millions of years in the past or future,
thus bypassing the usual spatial-temporal connections. By “theoretically possible”
[ mean that physics provides us with the conceptual apparatus tor understanding
(but not for zmagining) how this could actually happen. The fact that ordinary

space-time connections can be bypassed, that under certain conditions one can
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oet from here to there without traversing the three-dimensional space in between,

means that there exists non—spatial-temporal connections between things (such

connections are called “topological,” in the language of mathematics).
According to prevailing physical theory, the entire world of three-dimensional

space and time, together with the matter/energy that “fills” space-time, emerged

from a “singularity,” or black hole, at the moment of the big bang. One model

of the universe holds that this process of expansion will continue until some
maximum size 1s reached, after which the universe will undergo a process of
contraction until it collapses back into a black hole, whereupon it will re-emerge,
expand again to some maximum size, contract and collapse, etc., this process
of expansion and contraction continuing forever. Let us call this model the

Oscillating Universe Mode. The picture looks something like this:

Time t t t

[t should be obvious, however, that there 1s something wrong with this

way of picturing an Dscillating universe. For on the one hand we are picturing

(imagining) these oscillations as occurring in tzme, with successive universes
undergoing their cycles of expansion and contraction one after the other. But on
the other hand, physics tells us that this picture is incorrect, because time does
not exist within a black hole, and hence it is incorrect to picture these cycles of
expansion and contraction as occurring in time. T'ime (and space) exist within a
cycle, but not across the hole that connects one cycle with another; thus, one may
correctly say that t, 1s later than €, but not that t, 1s later than t,. The oscillations
themselves occur in a higher dimensional space. Although this process cannot be
pictured, a representation which depicts these universes as happening all at once
is more accurate than the above representation which depicts them as happening

“one after the other” in time.
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Our model, theretore, depicts physical reality as consisting ot an infinite
number of spatio-temporal worlds, all of which exist simultaneously in a higher
dimensional space. [ wish to suggest that this concept of parallel worlds be thought
of as an analogy tor better understanding the infinite number of Attributes, or ways

in which God expresses himself. The analogy must not be taken literally, since

all the (infinitely many) parallel worlds in our model exist within the Attribute
ot Extension. Nevertheless, our model is usetul for showing how a given thing
can simultaneously express itselt in infinitely many ways. For just as in our model
Extension expresses itself in terms of infinitely many simultaneously existing
three-dimensional worlds, of which our world is but one, so also God expresses
himself in terms of infinitely many simultaneously existing Attributes of which
Extension is but one.

To develop our model still turther, recall that we said earlier that a given black
hole must be topologically connected (this means simply that the connection is not
spatial-temporal) with another black hole. The two connected black holes must
have identical physical characteristics (size, mass, rotation), since they are actually
one and the same hole, even though there may be a large spatial and temporal
separation between them. According to our model, the three-dimensional universe
initially exploded out of a black hole and will eventually implode into a black
hole. Since these two holes or singularities have identical physical characteristics

(because the overall mass/energy and rotation of the universe remain constant), it

1s possible to 1dentity the two holes. Thus, even though there appears to be a large
temporal separation between the big bang and the final collapse, the black holes

out of which and into which these two events occur are not two distinct holes,

but one hole. But if the beginning of space and time (the big bang) is the same
“point” as the end of space and time (the final collapse) then what is the status—
the metaphysical status—of all activity that seems to be happening in between?
The logic here seems as paradoxical as it is straighttforward; it what appears to
be two distinct points are really one and the same point, then there can be nothing
“in between” them, and whatever appears to be “in between”—the entire spatial-
temporal world—has the status, metaphysically speaking, of an illusion. If the
black holes marking the beginning and end of the spatial-temporal universe are
not fwo holes, but one and the same hole, then the entire spatial-temporal world
must be conceived as existing within, inside of, this hole. Thus, the entire world of

space, time, and things in space and time is contained within an eternal object—

that is, an object that is itselt outside of space and time, and hence 1s continuously

present to all spatial-temporal events that occur within it.
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This 1s perhaps what Plato meant when he said that time is the moving image
of eternity. Indeed, Plato, in his famous allegory of the cave, explicitly compares
the three-dimensional spatial and temporal world to shadows that appear on the
wall of a cave. Just as a shadow is a two-dimensional image of a three-dimensional
reality, so the entire spatial-temporal world is a 3 + 1 dimensional image of a
higher, eternal reality that is continuously present. This last point is important.
The object must be continuously present in order to cast a shadow. So also, the
eternal object—the black hole out of which and into which our world emerges and
merges—must be continuously present in order that our world continue to exist.
We must resist the notion of an “absentee Creator.” For the cause of our world
is not some Big Event that happened long ago and now no longer exists. Once
it is understood that the cause is eternal—outside of space and time—then it is
obvious that this cause must be continuously present and that our spatial-temporal

world cm]timmusly emanates from its eternal source.



THE MIND

THE GENERAL NATURE
OF SENSE EXPERIENCE

‘ >< [ c indicated before that one of the reasons why We are not ::E:nscinusly

aware of our connection with the whole of Nature has to do with sense
experience, which presents to our awareness a world of seemingly separated and
disconnected objects. Philosophers over the ages have been divided about whether

our senses are like “windows” through which we experience reality directly, or

whether they are more like “chains” which constrain the mind to experience a
fragmented and truncated distortion of reality. Although common opinion holds
the tormer, that our senses allow us to experience the world more or less as it is,
the mystical philosophers such as Plato and Spinoza hold the latter view—that our
senses represent to the mind a highly confused and inadequate image of realiry.

Plato compares the world as it appears to our senses to mere shadows of “real”
things, and says we are under the systematic illusion that the shadows are the only
reality. In Plato’s metaphor, our senses make it appear as if all we are is a body,
since the consciousness that experiences through the body is not an “object” that
can be perceived by the senses.

Thus, it seems to us as we though we are only a body. The mind, although
independent of the body and eternal in its own nature, has so thoroughly
associated itselt with that portion of Extension that is its body that it has forgotten
its own nature and 1s convinced that it zs its body. For Plato, our happiness
consists in ‘remembering”’ that we are not a material shadow, but a portion of a
soul that has temporarily lost itselt in a material form. It is much the same tor
Spinoza, except that his language is less poetic than Plato’s. For Spinoza, our
happiness, or Blessedness, consists in identifying with the Attribute of Thought
and experiencing ourselves as such—that is, as a “portion” of consciousness that
together with all other portions (some human, most not) collectively constitute the
Mind of God—rather than identitying ourselves with, and experiencing ourselves
as, that mode of Extension that we call our body.

Since sense experience is a major factor in creating and sustaining the illusion
that our mind exists in isolation and separateness from other minds, and since this

illusion of separateness engenders many emotions, such as fear, anxiety, and envy,



