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ABS TRACT

U\fpinoza‘s ghcory of truth, like the epistemology f;om-which
it'cmcrges,fig not an éasyroné for us to grésp, *4ust when Qe feel we
have c¢nough evidence before us to ascribe a gi?en theory to him, we
can locate other, sccmingl? contradictory statements, whiéh seem to
point us in the‘airection of other theories. Né} is our task made 

vasier by turning to commentarieés on Spinoza's cpistemology. We are
S .

) B . ' o i : 1
told by some that Spinaza adheres to a Correspondence Theory of Truth,

while:others will claim that in fact he adheres to either a Coherence
Theory, or at least to a modified form thereof. One contemporary
writer, however, suggests that in fact he adheres to both Coherence "

. .3 S . A :
and Correspondence Theories,” and it is this position which will serve

n

as a starting point for this thesis.

I say a ”starting'point” since I wish to postulate'that

\

Spinoza adheres to three, rather than to two, theories of truth.

-

Nor does it appear to me that he is conscious of tension between these

3

different truth theories, and this, 1 will suggest, is because he

correlates them with the different levels of knowledge which he

1Harry Wolfson, The Philosdphy of Spinoza, 2 vols. (New York: Schoken
Books, 1969), 2:103; James Martineau, A Study of Spinoza, (London:
Macmillan and Co., 1882), pp. 1l0O-111. ’ v ’

gHarold Joachim, AAStudy.of the Ethics of Spinoza, (New York: Russell
and Russell, 1964), p. 149; Stuart Hampshire, Spingza, (London: Penguin
Books, 1962), pp. 101-102. : _ ; B

3Thomas Mark, Spinoza's Theoiy of Truth, (New York and London:
Columbia University Press, 1972), pp. 53-5%4.




postulates. By doing so he makes the truth theory to which we ddhere
a matter of@bur epistemological "development's  from most primitive to
: o

most perfect. This theésis is an attempt to work through these ﬁ?yf& N
: P O
t 4 -

positions. It is~hoped that in our attempt to make clear exac, 3o v&%}dﬁ‘s,
; . . > Vo .

’

the positions-are, we may come to understand in what manner Spinoza
thought that these Belicfs could not only co-exist, but could be
. . L

successfully interwoven to form one coherent theory.

4&‘

P
(e
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ctandard theory
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to. Johin Locke o
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distingtion
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cX1lstence 1In

truth, when

CHAPTER 1

COREES PONDENC B OTHEORY

pondence Theory, which has been redferred to as "the

ot truth in the middle age

i
our investigation of whin

-«

.':,"l, attords us a pood

\ truth theory Spinoza adhered

qve the following in his discussion ol truthz

1

corruth o at owell as knowledse maw woll come under the

af verbal and realy that

Loare joined according to

be ing only verbal truth,
the arrccement or disagrees

ideas they stand torg without resgarding whether our

ch as really have, or are
nature. But then 1t 48
these ideas are joined

L]

capable ot having, an
that they contain real

as our ideas agree; and when

our ideas are such as we know arve capable of having an existence
1 ,

in nature:

that such ha

Jhich in substances we cannot know, bhut@by knowing
X )

ve existed.”

.

What Locke refers ro here as 'real truth' coyld still be

acceptable as a definition for many modern Correspondence Theorists.

Whyvte, for exampl
something is true

r IIB -
and a ract. Fo

other than what |

which makes what

e, definces it in the following manner: '"'To say that

is to sav that there is

r both these philosophers

a correspondence between 1t

there must be something

s said or thought: something which exists in nature,

is said or thought true.

lHarr_v Wolfson, The Philosophvy of Spino

.

1f we accept these two

za, 2:98.

’7 1 1
2 Jjohn Locke, An Lssav Concerning Human

Understanding, 2 vols.,

collatud by A. Fraser, (New York: Dover P

pp. 248-249.

¥

ublications Inc., 1959), 2z

3a. Whyte, Truth, (New vYork: Anchor Books, 1970), p. 98.

1



v

understanding which Spinoza here

bSpinOza, Ethics 11, Prop. 7, p. 83.

’Spinoza, 0.1.U., p. 33.

b}

“Ibid. .

L.)

1

Lot ot o 1 S I S O T P ST S TN Cortrespondens o Thoory o o
]
Proed b Sopinnos b e cr odicarrees with o them?
. 1 . *

Avcondi to Axavom b Frhron T, YA true idea must apree with
rhat ol whio b the o bl Too bt s e musr Yo a1 benpects
ot spend ro ot correl ite o the wer Lot realicoyl Frarther, when
Gy Prve have rhe foarroct order ' we Canosay that Uthe order oand

”h
ontrec t son ob o leag e same as thie order and o oniteer e o f thiangrs.,
;
e whon our moande "ret oo Narure™' in ot way, that we can
approciate that it is .
oo hetore all b s necessary for o ue to deduce our ideas
fror pl eal thanea--that s trom real ontit jee , proceeding, as
raroaso ey avcerding 1o the sorion Of catioe: ,oftrom one real
cntaty e another real ettty never patying to universals and
abstractione tor the purpose ot e ither deducing sorie real entity
froms them or deduct tne ther trom real cntities,”
4 . R . . .
Boenedict de Spincza, Ethics preceded b On the Improvement of the
anding, cd.Jo Gutmann (New York: Hatner Pross, L“74), p. 14,
Un rhe Improvere nt of o, Inderstanding will be hereafter cited as
Spinoza, C.1.U. The Ethics will bhe ited hereafter as Spinoza, Ethics)
5
We will oxamine this notion of 1 'correct order' of knowing to
vorrespond to our existent order in pature further in Chiapter 3. At
the moment it 1s sufficient if we remember that a “nowledge of this
order must be a knowloedge of “laws inscribed (so to speak) in those
things as in their true codes, accoerding to which all particular things
take place and are arranzed.” (Spinoza, O.1.1., p. 3%) & collection
of vmpirical data about Nature then, is not sufficient for the sort of

refers to.
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Spincza, Ethics 11, Prop. 2%, p. lOs.

IlSpinozn, C.1.U., p. 7.
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are constituted exists in God in so far as He possesses the ideas of

wl6

all fhings.
Given the problems which arise with this level of knowledge,

we may ask whether Spinoza wiil ever allow that the relation of
N :
Correspondence between an idea and an external object could be guaran-
teed. Furthe;, given the views which ha?e been-expressed on causality,
can we sa; that an idea corresponds fé an object just to that extent to
~which there is'a causal relationship? Let us recall Def. 1 of Ethics I11:
"adequate cause' 1is one whose ”effect'can be cleérly and distinctiy
perceived by means of the cause' and an-''inadequate or paftial cause"
. " 17
is one ''whose Fffect cannot be understood by means of the cause alone.”
The relation of Correspondence to external objects can be
guaranteed nbcn, but only in those cases where the cause Iis ”adequate”,’
and as we héva already seen, in the case of first kind of ¥howledge the
cause cannot be adequate. It cannot be adequate both becéuse it is caused
externally, and becausc it is knowledge of individual objects. It is
e .
then, not the extent to which there is a causal relationship which
guaranégcs adequacy, but rather the origin of the cause. Externally
caused £n0wledge of individual objects could not, according to Spinoza,
bcﬂbthcrwisc than inadequate. For hirm it is thg Correspondence Theory of
Truth itself which wcakens its claim to being the highest degree of truth

and knowledge. It is only when we move to the sccond and third kinds of

knowledge, where we deal with "internally caused" knowledge; knowledge

16Spinoza, Ethics 1I, Prop. 30, p. l06.

l7Spinoza, Ethics 1I, Def. I, p. 128.



" o ' 7
W :
of "those things which are common to everything, and which are equally

. 18 : .
in the part and in the whole." that our knowledge can be "adequate"

¥

and that the corre5pondenc§ of an idea to an object can be guaranteed.

How can we summarize the attitude of Correspondence Theory.

which Spinoza has so far revealed? While we do gain k;owlédge from the

external world, while wéddo "compare'" our ideas with external 6bjects,
. <

the knowledge that we obtain in thié way 1s "partial' and “confusing'.
‘Not ohlyis'it inadequate epistemologicaliy, since it is ”externally
cauéed”, it is&also inadequate ontologically since it is of *individual

. X - )
‘things''.
A question which méy arise at this interval is why Spinoza
would choose to call this sort of kqowing "knowledge''? Why doe; he
not céll it sense-experience? Given what he has so far stated about
its inadequacy, why not make a distinction between ”knowiedge” and

19 I think the answer to

"belief'" similar to that which Plato makes.
this lies in his claim about the "double-aspect' of substance, and for-
- an explanation of this let us return to the proof he gives that the
"order and connection of things' is the same as the "order and connection
of ideas."

i 2 .
Since God's power of thought is equal to his power of action

"whatcver follows formally from the infinite nature of God, follows

from the idea of God (idea Dei) in the same order and in the same

18Spinoza, Ethics I1, Prop. 38," p. 109.

19Plato, The Republic, Tr. by F. Cornford, (London: Oxford
University Press, l968), p. 186,



' 20
connection objectively in God." Further,

everything which can be perceived by the infinite intellect
as constituting the essence of substance pertains ertirely
to the one sole substance only, and consequently that sub-
stance thinking and substance extended are one and the same
substance, which is now comprehended under this attribute
and now under that. Thus, also, a mode of extension and
the idea of that mode are one and the same thing expressed
in two different ways . . . . For exémple, the circle
existing in Nature and the idea that is in God of an
existing circle are one and the same thing which is mani-~ o
fested through different attributes.

It would se then that it is the ontological underpinnings

hg

a

of Spinoza's epistemology which m;kes it necessary for him to call the
first sort of knowledge ”knowledgeth;ather than '"'sense experien;e”
or ”belief;. Given his claim that ghought and extension are two ;
attributes of one substance, heﬁmust accept aJCorreséOﬁdence Theory
of Truth. T'e first kind of KnoWlédge is indéed-knOwledge, knowledée
wh;ch is inadequate only because of both how it is caused, and wh;t

its content is. : -

While our discussion of the inédequac? of thé firgt‘kind of
knowledge is almost complete, we have not yet discusséd the relatioﬁ;
ship of the ''adequacy" of knowledge tb»the ”acﬁivity” of- the miné. "Out
mind acts at éimes and at times suffers™ he rtells Qé, "in so far as
it has adequate ideas, it necessarily acts; and iﬁ_so far as ?t-has

inadequate ideas, it necessarily suffers.”22 _For Spinoza then, there

is a correlation between the activity of the mind and the adequacy of

2OSpinoza, Ethics I1, Prop. 7, p-. 83.

21Spinoza, Ethics 11, Prop. 7, p. 84.

225pinoza, Ethics III, Prop. 1, p. 129.
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an idea; ''the actions of the mind follow from adequate ideas alone."
Whilé any action of the mind can be explained by adcduate ideas,
passive states are "not rciated to the mind, unless in so far as it
possesseg somgghing which involves'ncgation, in other words, unless in

so far as it is considered part of Nature which by itself and without
‘ o 24
the other parts cannot be clearly and distinctly perceived."”

This accords well with what $Spinoza has so far told us. The

. Pl N ’ .
state of passivity, as so far describéﬂ, must be operative at the . first -

level of knowledge, as it is at this level that‘things are represented

in "a mutilated and confused manner and without order to the intellect.”25

The same factors which were brought out in Prop. 29 of Ethicg-II are

here reiterated. Passivity is associated with the possession of

knowledge of individuals, which of necessity is incomplete or '"fragmentary."
It seems fair to claim at this juncture that Spinoza is

committed to a Correspondenceé Theory of Truth. What becomes problematic
about our acceptance that Spiﬁoza does indeed so commit himself, is that
[ ! ‘. o ~

we must also account for his adherance t¢ both coherance, and to what

I shall here call ‘'clarity', theories of truth. How then can we
@ /

/

. . . P /o .
characterize his stance?  Is he simultaneously committed to theories

which contradict each other? Does his position, in;fact) collapse into
it ,

incoherance? 1 believ\\that he thought- not, and it is a part of my

position that he believed rather that the various tEeories which he

23Spinoza, Ethics 1I, Prop. 3, p. 134. $\x\‘

AN
241pid. )
2

5Spinoza, Ethics II, Prop. 40, ﬁ. 112, °
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held and "expounded wire genuinely compatable; a belief which I shall
. T 2 ' n
attempt to delincate in the ‘following chapters.

.

' If we now have enough informat ion before us to see how Spinoza's
: °

adherance to Correspondence Theory must be discussed within a larger

v

epistemofogical and metaphySical framework; we still have the problem.

mtntlontd earlLer of characterlzlng the rclatlonshlp of CorrLSpondence

Theory to Coherancc Thtory in his work. I suggtst that he sees them ag

occupying a relaﬁlonshlp somewhate similar to that of a parent and Chlld

3

The child (Correspondence, lst level of know%edge) interacts vigorously
witﬁ his'envitonmgnt'and soaks up impressions thereof; The information
which the child receivés is often tonfused, however, and while Qe may
respect hls perceptlong of the world, we will not go to him for an

explanation of his environment, as we .do not assume ‘he w111/§e able to
.give one. 'His parent, on the othef‘héqd, has spent more time reasoning
. =y N
about his situation. He then, spends - timé~correcting the child;
. . . N ~
explaining to him the mistaken coriclusions he hég\{eached by his too
, . _ T .

hasty acceptance of information "arising from mere experience--that- is,

from experiepce not yet classified by the intellect.'

%6Spinoza, Q.I.U., p. 7.

)



CHAPTER 2 S

COHERENCE THEORY

Coherence Theory was defined in‘the”follow}ng manner by \

<

Leibniz: ; %

Let us now sec¢ by what criteria we may know which phenomena

> are real ... . . We conclude it from the phenomenon itself
if it is vivid, complex, and internally coherent . . . . A
phenomenon will be coherent when it consists of many pheno-
mena, for which a reason can be given either within themselves
or by some sufficiently simple hypothesis common to them; next
it is coherent. if it conforms to the customary nature of other
bhcnomcha which have repeatedly occured to us, .so that its
"parts have the same position, order, and outceme in relation
‘to the phenomenon which similar phenomena have had . . . . But
certainly a most valid criterion is consensus with the whole
sequence of life, espec1a11v if many others affirm the same
thing to be coherent with their phenomena also . . . . Yet
the most powerful criterion of the reality of phenomena,
sufficient even by itself, is success in predicting future
phenomena from the past and present ones, whether that prediction.
is based upon a reason, upon a hypothesis that was previously
successful, or upon the customary consistency of things as
observed previously . . . .l - N

" Even as Locke's definition of Correspondence was felt to be

0

compatable with that of Whyte, 'so too.if we compare Leibniz's and Whyte's

«

definitions of Coherence Theory, we do not find disagreement between

them. For Whyte, to say that what is said is true or false;

. . . is to say that it coheres or fails to cohere with a system
of other things which are said, that it is a member of a system

lGottfried Leibniz, "On the Method of Distiﬁgu?shing Reakb Ffom

Imaginary Phenomena,'y G.W. Leibniz: Philosophical Papers and Letters,
trans. and ed. L. Loemker, (Dordrecht: Reidel. Publishing Co., 1956)
pPP- ‘ . S

©
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\\

\ .
whose elements are related-toleath other by tles of logical
impl ication as the clements 1n a system of pure mathematics
aare - related . . . the metaphysical supporters of Coherence
. . . insist that notthg can g{operlﬁ be called true unless it
fits into the one comprehensch,accounr of the universe or
reality, .which itself forms a cohcrent system. In eltber case,
nothing can be knowh to be true unless it is known to cohere
with every other clement of the system.2 :

Of commentators on Spinoza rdore seem to attribute a. belief
. | . ~
® . . H
.

’ . - !
in Coherénce'Theory‘to him thar a belief in Correspondence Theory.
. . ’ « -
‘Joachim, for example, in speaking of "true ideas'" in Spinoza's work,
o . . '
-says that a true idea, for Spinoza, ". . . is true because it is inwardly
real, complete, coherent, adequate, not because it 'agrées with' somethin;
o P 3 . . ) T : ' ‘ L den Be i
outside of it." By his rejection here of the truth of an idea eing
* S

o

reliant upon its agreement with %pmething external Joachim has specifi-
. - ‘ ¢ ) . . :
cally rejected Corresposdence Theory as a possible interpretation.of

Spinoza's work.  Rather than give us a satisfactory explanation of
; “ . ' .

statements which are at variance with the theory that he wishes.to"

3

espouse, however, he refers to these as "lapses", sayingy 'We must bear

Spinoza's general position in mind and interpret occasional obscurities

and lapses simply as lapses: as survivals from his earlier mental
history . . .”4

While Hampshire too, will characterize Spinoza's system as

involving Coherence Theory; his claim is more modest.

ZA.R. Whyte, Truth, p. 110.

3u. Joachim, A Study of . . ., p. 149.

“Joachim, Ibid., p. l54.



. . . withinSpinoza's system it is essential, in the sense
that he could not have maintained his main metaphysical

premises-the Universe as one substance revealed to us in the
Lwo attributes of Thought and Extension--without at the same
time maintaining some form of the Coherence Theory of Truth.

. . . X
« Given tvmt the conn¢g¢tion which Hampshire claims to be a nccessary -one;
9 . - /’J i
namely that betweell Spinoza's Coherence Theory and its underlying

P

~

ﬁetaphysical premises, 1is of obvious importance in any enquiry into his
cfo“SSion of Coherence Theory, it can scrve as a starting point for

us in‘this area of our/inVCStigation.

At the beginning of Part II of his Ethics Spinoza applies

hjs theory of attributes and modes to the realm of <hought, and we are
shown the relationshib between "finite modes" of thought and the
“infinite mode' of thought. A finite mod; of ghought is a "particular
“idea" whichbis abbut an ”individual thing'". 'The idea of any individual
thing actually existing is an individual'!s mode of thqught, and is
distinct from other modes of thought.;6 OWhile‘finite thoughts“are

- .

experienced by finite beings (individual humans), infinite thought is

an 'attribute' of the infinite Being; or God.. Further, as God is '"'one
only', it will follow that the ''idea' of God must also be single. "The

idea of God, from which infinite numbers of things follow in infinite

o

Still, "individual thoughts, or this and that

thought, are modes which express the nature of God.”8 We can say

' 7
ways, can be one only."

of .thought generally, in fact, that it is 'one of the infinite attributes

5Stuart Hampshire, Spinoza, (London: Penguin Books, 19§§2 p. 101.
6spinoza, Ethics 11, Prop. 9, p. 86. -

7Spinoza, Ethics II, Prop. 4, p. 82, '

81bid., Prop. 1, p. 80.



of (;ml."g Indced, since God has a knowledge of everything which
procceds from his own cssence, it must be the case that "in God
there necessarily exists the idea of his essence and of all things
. . . ' 10
which necessarily follow from his ¢ssence.”
Given that Spinoza develops parts of his epistemological
prograﬁ from mctaphysiggl premises prcvioﬁsly‘fonnulated, it is
incvitable that the same problems which occufcd in his metaphysics
will recur in his epistemology. 1In Ethics I, for examplc, Spinoza
failed in his attempt to show how finite things could follow from an
infinite God which was yet one, failed even to meet the requirements
of his own argument} for "An individual thing, or a thing which is
finite and which has a determinate existence, caﬁnot exist nor be
determined to action unless it be determined to existence and action

by another cause which is also finite and has a determinate exis-

14

tence « . . . Just as Spinoza could not derive individual or finite

R
EY

tHings from the one substance in Ethics I, so.can he here not derive
finite modes of thought from the 'one idea'", or the ”infinité thought"
which is an attribute of God. ' °

- For Spinoza particular ideas are not to be distinguished
from God (ébccifically, from his infinite intellect). We are reduced
to "one idea', and it jmust be true; "All ideas, in so far as they are

2
related to God are trug.' This certainly accords well with Whyte's

Ibid. ¢
/
Ibid., prop. 32, p. 107. v

9
10

llEthic's 1, prop. 28, p. 64.
121yi4., prop. 32, p. 107. AY

B

A

-



detinition that "o o L porhing can properly be called true unless it
Wy I I

fits into the one comprehensive account ot the universe or reality';

-

and 1 think that our investigation has now left us in a position to
agree with Hampshire that . . . a peculiar torm of the Coherence: Theory
of Truth is a logically ncecessary part of Spinpza's system, and of any

. . ‘ 13 .
metaphysical monism or One-Substance doctrine. What we wish to be
careful to maintain is that, while it is a logically necessary part of

Spinoza's truth system, it is only a part; we do not, with Joachim,

view the other theories developed by him as "lapses'.

i

Returning to Spincza's position that the "one idea' 1is
"true', we might ask how h¢ will be able to account for falsity. The
explanation thaF he gives us is that it is an instance of "incompleteness"
or "inadequacy'. He says:

Therefore, when we say that the human mind perceives this of

that thing, we say nothing e¢lse than that God has this or that
tdea, not indeed in soMfar as He is infinite, but . . . in so

far as He forms the essence of the human mind; and when we say
that God has this or that idea, not merely in so far as He forms
the nature of the human mind, but in so far as He has at the same
time with the human mind the idea also of another thing, then

we say that the human mind perceives the thing partially or
adequately.la '

"% We can say that '"inadequate perception' or "error'" reduces to
being an instance of an incomplete idea, and that this incomblete idea
is only completed in the ”infinite”'intclligence of God. Thus, falsity
cannot be accounted for in positive terms; for 'this mode of thought

cannot be in God.”15 All ideas which refer to God must be true,

3Hampshire, Spinoza, p. 102.
lZ‘Spinoza, Ethics II, Prop. 11, p. 88.

L51bid., Prop. 33, p. 107.
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and it has already been shown that nothing can "be' outside of God.
So o an Spinoza's schema then there i quite Literally no place tor false
ideas.

This position in regard to talsity, however, would seem to have
quite drastic consequences on the possibility ot truth for the individual.
It 2 true itdea is a complete idea, can anyone besides God have a true
idea? "Inadequate ideas', we remember, "arise in us only because we

, TR . L C
are parts of a thinking being , but since we are finite, since our
thoughts can only be parts of the "one idea", we would seem to be doomed
to inadequacy of idea. As a "finite mode’’, man must be barred, by
definition, from possessing adequate knowledge, being rather a seat of
inadequacy and confusion. ". . . no ideas, therefore, are inadequate

. o 2,
or confused unless in so far as they are related to the individual mnd

17
of some person.'

Man's finite nature is not- always a disadvantage however.
When something is "common to everything'' and is present "equally in
. ) w18 ) .
the part and in the whole , then this must be equally well understood
by both God and man. Furthermore, it must be equally well understood
by all men, since all men must possess it. Thus, there are those ideas
which . . . must be adequately, that is to say, clearly and distinctly

1
perceived by all."” 9 These ideas, or notions, are called "common' by

. Ll
Spinoza, and are said to form '"the foundations of our reasoning." .

léspinoza, 0.1.U., p. 25.

175 pinoza, Ethics 1I, Prop. 38, p. 109.

181pig..

191bid., Prop. 40, p. 110.

201bid. -
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Thye “common™ sort ot knowledpee constatutes the "oecond kind"
ot bnowledge s

From our possessing common notiong and adequate tdeas of the
propertiea ot things (Coroly Props o) Prop. 39, with Corol.
and Prop. 400 pro 2). Thos T oshall call reason and knowledge
1

ot the oecond kind.,
Whale knowlodee ot the second Fand must be true, as "Fnowlodee ot the

. . R ) )
sccond and third kinds s necessarily true <, it lacks the "portection'
-

of truth which is characteristic of the third kind:

’

it lacks it both
because of how the knowledege 1s obtained and of what the knowledge is

about., At the sccond level we come to know throurh reason, rather than

through intuition, and what we come to know 1s "only 4 property, never an

23

cssence’ ot that which is known. We cannot know :'Egt'n(" <« at this level

just because we are dealing with c¢dmmon notions, and

e

that which s common

does not pertain to the essence of B, nor docs it form the essence of

24
any other individual things.”'

Having lookcd at a few instances of what the sccond kind of

knowledge cannot be, what sort of examples docs Spinoza offer us of
<

what it can be. As he gives only a few examples of the sort of
"deduction'” that he is thinking of, let us consider them in turn.

We deduce one thing from another as follows: when we clearly
perce lve that we feel a certain body and no other, we thence
clearly infer that the mind is united to the body, and that
their union' is the cause of the given sensation; but we cannot
thence absolutely understand the nature of the sensation and
the vision. Or, after 1 have become acquainted with the

-~

2l1bid.
221bid., Prop. &4l, p. 113.
23spinoza, 0.1.U., footnote 6, p. 8.

245pin0za, Ethics 11, Prop. 37, p. 1l08.
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"
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Prop., we shall be able to utilize this notion in solving new problems

.that we comé into contact with. Indeed, ir is "commom' just inasmuch
9 ‘

as we can apply it to fresh problems in this manner.
Having considered these few examples of what the second kind

of knowledgé is, let us compare the first and the second kinds of

knowledge upon the basis of our"analysié to this point. The first
@ « ' v .
kind, of knowledge was inferjor.on two grounds. It was inferior episte-

mologically, because of its origin: that is, because it was "'externally"

caused. The second kind of knowledge, by contrast, is '"internally" N

. . 0 )

. )
caused; vet it too suffers from an eristemological defect. 1In this case

reasoning simplv lacks the perfection of an "intyitive' grasping of
"J ) N . " s, N
knowledge. ° & . : :

The second soupce of inferiority of the first kind of knowledge

was ontological and was based on the fact that this sort of knowledge -

was a knbwledge of "individual things'. The second kind of knowledge
does not share this defect, being rather a knowledge of 'common notions'.

Again, however, there is a certain inadequacy, based on the fact that

what .can be k“owl a thlS 1@‘/@1 are ropertilies Iathel tha“ essences
P p
Of thlngs.

‘AjIn Summary,vthe knowledge gained at the second level is that
L 4

sort of knowing wherein “we- can see a Coherence theory of:-truth operative.

Knowledge obtained at this level is true: true because it is "internally
e

*- S . : .
caused', true because it is based on 'reasoning', and true because it
is either knowledge of ''common notions" or '"adequate ideas'' of the

"properties of things”.i It lacks those qualities of fragmentedness

v

[



-

and incompleteness which were evident at ‘the first level; but it still )

does not exhibit those qualities of perfection-which are only~found at
the third level. - .

What of the activity of the mind at thié level? For Spinoza,
we remember, there is a correlation between the activity of the mind and
the édequacilof knowledge. Tﬂ%éfi;st‘leVel of knowledge was one of
passivity, reflecting a stéte‘of being 'acted upon’ rather than of

'acting'. . . . the passive states depend upon those ideas alome
. e

. 29 '
which are inadequate." The second kind of- knoyledge, however, deals

with ideas which are '"adequate', sO it must be active; as '". . .'in so far
. C Y . . . .30 .
as it (our mind) has adequate ideas, it necessarily acts. At this
. T
.
level of knowledge we are in control of our knowing:  in control both

because the cause of our knowledge is now ourselves (voluntary;cognition)
, ; .

v o

fod . . N . . .
rather than our ervironmment (passive perception) and because the objects
of our knowing are general notions and .adequate ideas, rather than
indivjdual objects.

We concluded the ldst chapter by a consideration of the relation-

_ship between Correspondence and Coherence Thebries; we chéractgrized Coher-
ence Theory as ”reaSOﬂ”;lOCCUpying a’relationship to Correspondence similar
to that of a parent to a child. Iﬁ'this‘chapter wé have séen the role .
of the pérent ' fleshed out' in our discussion of Coherence  Theory,

and of it%g@lationship to the second level of knowledge. As we have

seen, however, the second level, while gnéh/éuperior7to the first, also
’ f

v
v

@
29Spinoza, Ethics 111, Prop. 3, p.- 134.
o

- BOIbid.., Prop. 1, p. 129. ’ -

L -
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suffers deficiencies when compared to the third. If we can imagine
n

ourselves as ascending to different 'levels' in our knowledge, then

the second is an intermediate and a necessary step to the third;
nor would Spinoza object to this analogy. ''The effort or the desire

to know things by the third kind of knowledge cannot arise from the

N ’ . s : ‘ 31
first kind, but may arise from the second* kind of knowledge." We

must. now turn to what Spinoza takes to be an epistemological 'pinnaclef:

knowledge of the third kind.

o

3lEthics 1, Prop. 28, p. 270.

o




CHAPTER 3 ' .
CLARITY AND DISTINCTNESS

Why, the reader may ask, are we dfscussing 'elarity and

e . ! . ©
o

' ) .
©distinctness’ along with Correspondence and Coherency Theories? 1
answer by claiming that to complete our consideration of the epistemo-~

logical triad ahich Spinoza constructs, it is necessary to give consider-
o

ation to a 'clarity and - distinctness' theory as a distinctive theory.

Certainly the use of such a theory in Spinoza demands discussion, and
this discussion, in turn, demands an.elucidation of Descartes' use,
. - o . g

n . . ]
~influential as this must have been on Spinoza's work. Leibniz is also

of interest-to us since we can perceive the influence of both Descartes

}" o

———————and Spinezar—tht former; inhis defimition of truth and clarity, the

- \
latter in his discussion of intuﬁtibn.

¢ feel that th1s may mnot be adequately dlscussed under

headings of either Correspondence or Coherence Truth Theories. Neither

a theory whicb is espdusing a correspondence between ''belief and. fact"

. "

nor ‘on® which is rellant upon our bellefs formlng a coherent system. is
N o - . i
adequate for a dlscu351on of’Descartes"usage of "clear and distinct'.

o ’ <
Rather, clawity and d}stinctness become separate criteria of truth for

o o

him; what is perceiVed'”clearly-and distinctly' is true. "While I wish
to address. myself crltlcally to this criterion in tbe next chapter I

hope here to prov1de $ome textual ev1dence for the existence of the -

theory. . ‘ o

23 »



I. Descartes and Leibniz : e

Descartes says the following about 'clear and distinct™

perception; .

{.f N .
There are even a number of "“people who throughout all their llves
perceive nothing so correctly as to be capable of judging it
properly. For the knowledge upon which a certain and incontro-

vértable judgeme;g,can be formed, should not alone be ¢léar but
I

o

also distinct. term that clear which is present and apparent

‘to an attentive ind, in the same way as we assert that we see
obJects clearly when, being present to the regarding eye, -they
opgrate upon it with sufficient strength. But the distinct is
that, whiche is so precise and differefit from all other objects g
that it contains within 1tself nothing but what is clear . . . '

When, for -instance, a severe pain is felt, the perception
of this pain may be very clear, and yet-for all that not distinct,
because it is usually confused by the sufferers with the obscure
judgement that they form upon its nature, assuming as they do that
something exists in the part affected, similar to the sensation
of pain of”which ‘they® are alone clearly conscious. In this way
perception may be cl@ar withput being distinct, and cannot be
distinct without also being clear. \

N o

To call something clear‘for Descartes_is.to.make gclaim about
either an observer or a perceiver: "1 term that clear which -is pre sent
and apparent to anéattentlye mind."” ~Thé‘example hewgives us 1is of
perceiving an intense or sharp pain. 1 could s;y thatMI was experiencing
and perceiving a sharp pain under the following so{t oflqircumétances.

I ﬁight have burned my left hand-é few minutes ago, and-now be suffering
from the bﬁrn.  Whattis clé;r to me is gﬁat I aé involved in pain. While

.the sensation of the pain is clear, however, it is not distinct. The

. : o
pain I experience can become obscuréd by '"judgements' that 1 formulate

1R Descartes Principles of Philosophy, The Phllosqphical Works of
Descartes trans. and ed. E. Haldane and G. Ross, 2 Vols. (Cambridge:
At the University Press, 1970), 1:237.
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. - . .
about the nature of it. I can, for example, assume that ''something

7N )
exists' in my burned hand which is somehow.related to, or silea? to
o y : > il ’

/
J

the pain which I am consdious of.
wﬁat,of the distinct then? For us to say that sémethiﬁg is

Qistinct to us the cbnditions for cla;ity musg first of all be met, as

perception '". . . cannot be distinct without also being clggr.”

There 1is anbadditioﬁal“factor with distinctness; a factor which will

allow usg~to individuate objects. ". . . tﬁe di§§inct is that which is

so precise and different from all.éther dgjects that it cpﬁtains:

within itself nothiﬁg but what is clear." 1In other words for an object

L4

to be perceived distinctly it will possess qualities which allow one to
distinguish it ffom all other objects. '"We can conclude that two

substancés are really distinct one frpm the other from the sole fact o

2

that we can conceive the one clearly and .distinctly without the other."

While '""distipctness” précIudes false judgements, ''clarity"

«

does not. ". . . the perception of this pain may be very clear, and

yet for all that not distinct, because it usually is confused by the

<

sufferers with the obscure judgement that they‘iorm upon its- nature.' °

What .is it about "'distinctness', we may ask, which removes the ssibility
3 y bl po

of false judgement from it? The difference would seem to be based on the
fact that '"cleaz' perceptions can be based on sense-perceptions, while

"distinct'" perceptions must be based on reason: For Descartes the
f . .

information received by our senses must be able to undergo 'the scrutiny

.

21bid., p. 243.
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of reason before accepted as truth: since, "it would :be unworthy of
a philosopher to accept anything as true which he has not .ascertained

. o )
to be such, and to trust more to the senses, that is to judgements

formed without consideration in childhood, than to the reasoning of

3 '
maturity."
o

n

One reason that we can be confused about perceiving with

clarity, is that certain things which mayfbe clearly perceived when

"considered as sensation or thought, are not sélperceiveq when we wish
to attribute existence to them. Sensations félt when experiencing
pain, or tﬁe sensations aroused By observing gniversals such as.coloﬁr,

fall into this category.

.. . we ought to observe that” we ‘have a clear or distinct know-
ledge of pain, colour, and other things of the sort when we
consider them simply as 'sensations or thoughts. But when we
desire to judge of such matters .as existing outside of our mind,
we can in no wise conceive what sort of things they are.’- '

<

Id

Although sensations are a source of error, we need not

reject the external world as a source of knowledge:

I distinguish all the objects of our "knowledge either into things
or the, affections of things, or as eternal truths having no
existence outside our thought . . . I do not, however, observe
more than two ultimate classes of real things--the one is
intellectual things, or those of the intelligence, that is,
pertaining to the mind or to thinking substance, the other is
material things, or that pertaining to extended substance,

i.e. to body . . . to extended substance pertain magnitude or’
oxtension in length, breadth and depth, figure, movement, and
such like. o : ' S : - \

31bid., p. 253.

41bid., p. 248.
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Our clear perceptions of the external world, then, must be
perceptions of such things as size and sitwation. Just because we are
dealing with the external world, however, we are liable to impressions
from sensations; and these will make our judgement prome to falsity.
This is why we need the "distinct' qualities which we can gain through
reason. When our perceptions are both clear and distinct we are
assured of truth. ". . . all things which I perceive very clearly and

o i "
very distinctly are true."

Leibniz follows Descartes very closely in the distinction he
makes between clear and distinct.

, N 1
Knowledge is clear, therefore, when it makes it possible for me
to recognize  the tHing represented. .Clear kncwledge, in turn,
ig either confused or distinct. It is confused when I cannot
enumerate one by one the marks which are sufficient to.distinguish
the thing from others . . . . Thus we know colors, odors, flavors,

and other particular objects of the senses clearly enough and
_discern them from each other but only by-the simple evidence of

the senses and not by marks that can be expressed . . . . A
distinct concept, however, is .the kind of notion which assayers
have of gold; are namely, which enables them to-distinguish gold
from all other bodies by sufficient marks and observations.

Even more .interesting for us, as readers of Spinoza however, are his
remarks on intuition:

‘When a concept is very complex, we certainly cannot "think
simultaneopsly of all the concepts which compose it.. But when
this is possible, or at least insofar as it is possible, 1
call the knowledge intuitive. There is no other knowledge than
intuitive of a distinct primitive concept, while for the most
part we have onlyjsymbolic thought of composites.' This already
shows that we do not perceive the ideas even of those things
which we know distinc¢tly, -except insofar as we use intuitive
hought.7 ' ) ’

cottfried Leibniz, "Meditations on Knowledge, Truth and Ideas", o
..W. Leibniz: Philosophical Fapers and»Letters, trans. and ed. L. Loemker
(Dordrecht: Reidel Publishing Co., 1956), pp. 291-292.

71bid., p. 292.
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By the end of this chapter, the influcence of Spinoza on this remark
should hopefully be evident.
'Clear and distinct' perceptions, then, can relate both to
+ the external world of objects and to the internal world of ideas: they

must relate to the latter. What we perceive clearly must be subjected

. . I3 - 4 -
to the rigorous scrutiny of reason, and this is brought out as a require-
ment of "distinctly'. We can also perceive clearly and distinctly .

splely within the realm of ideas; reason is, after. all, paramount.

II. pinoza

How do these notions of clarity and distinctness fit within

o

Spinoza's schema? We have seen how he develops the first 'levels' of

his epistemological structure. The first kind of knowledge was an .

" inadequate one. This was the level where sense impressions crowded
in upon passive observers and where Correspondence Theory was operative.
The second kind of knowledge was adequate, but not yet perfect. While
it was the level of Coherence, and the level where reason was operative,
‘it was limited by virtue of the ébstract material with which it dealg,

o
as well as_by the process (namely reason) through which it was arrived
at. We must now consider the most perfect kind of knowing.
"Ideas which are clear and distinct' Spinoza says, ''can

Lt

. 8 } . . .
never -be false'" , thereby echoing Descartes' criterion for truth which

«

SSpinoza, 0.1.U., p. 21.
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we have just considerced.  They can never be false just because such ideas

must either be very simple themselves or be “"compounds' from such ideas:

", . . ideas of things.clearly and distinctly conceived are cither very

simple themselves, or are compounded from very simple ideas--that is, are

deduced therefrom.'" Confused ideas, on the other hand, 'cannot be clear
C "9 . . ‘ ) . '

and distinct. Confusion always arises from the mind having 'only

partial knowledge', and not."distinguishing' between what is known and

what ij}not known; but it also arises from a directing of attention

"promiscuously to all parts of an object at once without making  °

. , . 10 . . .
distinctions."": So in order to avoid confusion and to have "clear

and distinct ideas" we should break up our complex thoughts into their

simplest elements.

. . . if the idca be of something very simpleg it must necessarily

be clear and distinct. For®if a very simple object cannot be

known in part; it must either be known altogether or not at all.
Secondly, it follows that if a complex object be divided by
thought into a number of simple component parts, and if each part

be regarded separately, all confusion will disappear. Thirdly,

it follows that fiction cannot' be simple, but is made up of the
blending of several confused ideas of diverse objects or actions
existent in nature, or rather is composed of attention directed 11

to all such ideas at once, and unaccompanied by any mental assent.

In Chapter LI, we recall, when we consideéred falsity, we found

© - . . y . Co.
it to be an instance of "incompleteness'; we raised the issue of whether

man, as a "finite mode', could indeed know anything. '"'Common notions'
and abstract thought were found to provide us with kpowledge at this
level. The procedure brought out in the above quote, however, 1is not

one of abstract reasoning. It is rather a directive for us to 'focus'

91bid.
10114,
1l1pid.
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our thoughts. Contusion and c¢rror, we are told, are the result of a

"promiscuous" focusing of our attention. What we must learn to do

instead is to 'divide' complex ideas into their simple elcménts, and
once we have a clear and distincet perception of each of these, then we
can reconstruct them, this time gaining an understanding of the whole.

- i ! )

This prescription for division is already familiar to us from

Descartes, who advocated division of difficulties "into as many parts
as possible and as scemed requisite in order that it might be resolved

‘ 1
in the best manner possible." An example given-here by Spinoza
allows us to appreciate the utilization he makes of Descartes' suggestion.

nl3

Some people, he says, imagine "dieties in woods or statues. If we

were to have such a clear idea of either deities or of trees as to be

o . .
aware of their distdnctiveness however, we would realize the error of

<3
> .

In the suggestion of Spinoia's that we 'break-down' our
complex ideas into simple ones, we seem to have a téking up of Descartes'
methodological éuggestions. Is thefe, in fact, something more in
Spinoza's reason;ng? The third step in Descartes' method was one of
carrying on reflections in ''due order'. We should start with the simplest
objects of knowledge and work our way up:to knowledge of a mOre‘complexv
order. This is done, he says; ''in order to risé little by little, or

by sdegrees, to knowledge of the most complex, assuming an order, even if

1ZR. Descartes,-On the Method, The Philosophical Works, p. 92.

138, spinoza, 0.I.U.. p. 23.

.
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a ficticious one, among those which do not tollow a natural sequence

14 .
relatively to one another. ™ We proceed, he says, like geometricians,

along "chains of rcasoning". What Descartes presents us with then is
a procedure, a method.
Let us turn back to Spinoza. He says:

Lastly, they (mistakes) arise from a want of understanding of the
.primary clements of Nature as a whole; whence we proceed without
due order, and confound Nature with abstract rules, which, although
thev be true cnough in their sphere, yet, whoen misapplied, confound
themselves, and pervert the order of Nature. However, if we
proceed with as little abstraction as possible, and begin with
primary ellments--that is, from the source and origin of Nature,

as far back as we can rgach-—wa need not fear deceptions of thls
kind. As far. .as the knowledge of the origin of Nature is concerned,
there is no dangbr of confounding it with abstractions . . . .

- « - since the first principle of Nature cannof (as we shall
sece hgrgafter) be conceived”abstractly or universally, and-cannot
extend further in the understanding than it does in reality, and
has no likeness to mutable rhings, no confusion need be feared
in respect to the idea of it, prowided (as before shown) that we

" possess avstandard oftrutht. This is, in fact, a being single
and infinite; in other words, it is th sum total of being,
beyond which there is no being.15

.

Nat only falsity may be dealt with b& such. a procedure Spinoza

claims, but also doubt; and herc he opposes his method to the scepticism

of Descartes;

Hehce we cannot cast doubt on true idwas by the supposition that
there is a doubtful Deity who leads us astray even in what is
most certain., We can only hold such an hypothesis so long as

we have no cleaf and distinct ideas--in other words, until we
reflect on .the knowledge which we have of the first principle of
all things, and find that which teaches us that God is not a
deceiver, and until we khow this With the same certainty as we -
know from reflecting on the nature of a triangle that its three
angles are equal to two right angles. But if we have a knowledge

!

1aR. Descartes, On the Method, p. 92. ’ ) !

15

B. Spinoza, 0.I.U., p. 26,



of Cod cqual to that which we have of oty tangle, ol doubt i
roemoved, I fhe s.ame way as we can o rrive st the vaid hnowledpe
ot a troaangle, though not absolutely sure that there s ot some
grch decetver leading ustastray, so can o we come taood Like
knowledge ot God under the Dike condition, and when we have
dttained to it, it ois sutticient, as 1 have said betore, to
Fomove cvery doubt owhich we can possess concerning clear and
distinet ideas. Thus, it oman procecded without invest igations
in due order, inquiring tipet into those things which should
first be inquired into, never passing over ol link in the chain
of ascociation, and with knowledge how to detine his questions
belore seeking to answer them, he will pever have any ideas but
such as are very certaing or, in other words, clear and distinetg
for doubt is onlv a suspension of the spririt concerning some
Affirmartion or negat ion which it would pronounce upon unhe s i*-
tatingly it it were not in ignorance of something, without which
the knowledge of the matter at hand must needs be imperfect. We
may, therctore, conclude that doubt alwavs proceeds trom want of

due order 1In invcstigation.lb :

From these two passages, it would scem evident that Spinoza,
unlike Descartes, is not 8imply dirccting us to a method. As In segtions

of his work considered in carlier chapters, it would appear here too that

his metaphysical assumptions have directed the way in which his epistemo-
logy would go. His claim is not simply that a method of division and

a procedure which starts from sim le ¢lements and which works to more
p P

complex ones is a si.porior method, but rather that this method 1is the

most faithful mirror of reality. There is a certain order 1in nature,

and we must .look for a method which allows us to trace this true order.

’

" r— ’ . .
Further, .once we have discovered this order, and we conduct our e

investigation accordingly, that is, according to this correct order,
N R

beginning with the "first principle' then the ideas that we exper:.nce

will necessarily be 'clear and distinct' ones.

161514., pp. 27-28. o oo

:,
W
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There is yet another factor present at this levé{<)Aamely,
‘ - N

O . -

thag at. this level of’knowledgé we follo& the 'order of nature’', and.
begig our iQYestigatiqn with the ;fi;st principle’'. Because df'this,
_ what we come to know at this level 'is 'necessarily' true consisting,
as it does,. only of clea£ and distinct ideas. 1If our mind does not
follow this correct order,‘h0wevér, we will not be able to achieve
this level of knowledge, of‘absglute certainty. Thus, the .!'true -

method' directs us to the correct 'order' of our knowing. '"'True

0

method does not consist in seeking for the signs of truth after the

acquisition of the idea, but that the true method teaches us the order

in which we should seek for truth itself.”lg'

Thus, if we truly understand the nature of the human mind,
we know with certainty and through intuition that the mind is in fact
united with the body. We can contrast this with the second level of

e .

knowledge where our knowledge of the union of the body and the mind was
based on our 'feeling' a certain body and was therefore inadequaté.
o
Similarly, it is only when we sufficiently understand the nature of numbers
s

that we will be able to perform the operations of addition or subtraction.

5 -

When we grasp the 'essence' of something in this maﬁner,
then we will be able to deduce all of its 'properties' from this

esscnce. "A conception Qr definition of a thing should be such that all th

. v 20
properties of that thing . . . can be deduced from it." If we hope

to understand essences by first understanding properties however, we

19+, 5 ‘ '
Ibid., p. 13. : . i

201bid., p. 32. . .
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. -
o

e
will be disillusioned, since “the properties of things are not under~
stood so long as their essences are unknown. If the latter be passed

over there is necessarily a perversion of the succession of ideas which
~ 3

should refléct the succession of Nature, and we go far astray from our
2 .

object." 1 The knowledge of essences, ghen) makes of our knowing a

sort of geometry. From the 'foundations' which this knewledge provides

we can derive the rest of our knowledge.

Let us attempt a summary of this sort of knowledge, contras-
o ;

ting it with the first and second kinds. The epistemological inferiority
. of the first kind of knowledge was due to its being "externally causéd”,
while that of the second was due to it being a process of ''reason'.

The third by contrast is a knowing by 'intuition’, which is that procéss

sof knowing which Spinoza considers to be the mosf‘ﬁg;fect- //—’Q\\\\\_///~—_

B There was also an ontological inferiority at both the first
and second level: to the first level because it was a knowledge of
tindividual things', and.to the second level because it was a knowledge
of 'abstractions', and of 'properties’. This level, on the other hand,
deals with 'essences' and with ' proximate causes', and from a knowledge
of essences we can derive a knowledge of properties. This level is

’//, also the one where our thoughts follow the correct order, ;reflecting'

J/ the order of nature for only then do we Have clear and distinct ’ » )

thoughts.

%

2l1pig.



_ The object aimed at is the acquisition of clear and distinct

¢ ideas, such as are pfoduted by the pure’ intellect, afndonot by
chance ﬁgysical motions. In order that all ideas may b¥ reduced
to unity, we shall endeavor.so to associate and arrange “them

( that our mind may, as far as possible, reflect subjectively

the reality of Nature, both as a whole and as parts.22

°

i Since this level of knowledge i€ considered to be ‘the most
. ) (‘0

perfect, both in epistemological and metaphysical terms, we can assume a

- v

]

that the mind will be very active. Passiyity was a charactebistic

o :
primarily of the first level, and was a characteristic of imperfect

knowledge, inasmuch as the mind was operated upon, rather than- °
: ) o - © ’ g
We are not surprised, then, to find the following;

o . - *

°
operating upon.
The ideas which we form &s clear and distinct seem so to follow _
from the sole necessity of our nature, that they appear to’ depend
absolutely on its sole power; with confused ideas the contrary

- . [=]
is the case. They are often formed against our wille 23

)

This, then, is the peak of¢our epistemological. possibflities.

We are here fuliy in command of our thought; that is our thought.

] 2 ©

< < i
originates with us rather than being caused by the environment. Further,

¢ o

a ; - . ° - . i 3
we have an intuitive grasp of our knowledge, rather.than having to work

o
<, “
through proceéses of reasoning. We can have this intuitive grasp because

o . . N (7
of the order.of our knowledge. Reflecting the order cf nature, ouyr

[~

ideas start with the idea of a first principle:
! o - :

e order of our perceptioms and fhe manner in which <

e arranged and united, it 'is necessary that, .as

s passible and rational,.we should inquire whether

As regards t
.should
soon it

there be any being (and, if so, what being) that is'ghq cause *
s of all_ thkimgsy so that its essence, represented in thought, - @
- l=] o ’ - ° o <
221bid., p. 31. _ A . ©
231pid., p. 36. g 5 o
. o o
o =4 B a
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ay be the cause of all our ideas
‘the utmost possible extent reflect Nature. For it will possess,
subjectively, Nature's essence, order, and union.g4 ' : '

Once we have achieved this reflection of Nature's order our knowledge wil

also have the proper order: namely, going fggm an understanding of
essences and proximate causes to an understanding of properties. Not
only will our knowledge follow & certain order, it will have a certain
o . ' °

formg that of being simple or ”spec%glized”; as ". . . the-best basis

- . - : . . Q
for drawing a conclusion is a particular affirmative essence. The more

4 -
specialized the idea is, the more it is distinct, and therefore clear.m?>

+

4 . ., . . o A
At this level our ideas, '"negessarily' true, are all '"clear and distinct"

ones.

This, then, is Spinoza's apex of knowlédge. Thé pursﬁitlof
< N

this jdeal is not simply aosign of wisdom but also of virtue. '"The
o '
highest effort of the mind and its highest virtue is to,understand

things by the third kind of knowl%dge”;‘s%nce this sort of knowing

moves '"from an adequate idea of certain attributes of God to an adequate

<

knowledge of the essence of things . . . and the more we undersfand

things in this manner . . . the more we understand God." While this-

. 4 !
t;pe of knowledge is a potentiality for the 'highestgood! which is

o o

27 - ‘ . o , :
'common to all' |, Spinocza does admit that its attainment is rare:

2

"If the way . . . seem very difficult, it can nevertheless be found.

o

It must indeed be difficult since it is so seldom discovered. . - But

128

Ta

all noble things are as difficult as they are rare.

241b14d., p. 33.

251bid.
26Spinoza, Ethics V, Prop. 25, p. 269..
27Spinoza, Ethics IV, Prop. 36, p. 213.
28Spinoza; Ethics V, Prop. 42, p. 280.

=
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4

SPINOZA'S MISTAKE

We have now completed our undertaking of examining the
- &
epistemological structure which Spinoza has constructed. It was sugges-

ted at the beginning of this thesis that Spinoza was adhering to three

truth theories rather than to one, and that these different theories

were evidenced at the different levels of knowledge which he postulates.

o [ o

" In Chapter One we examined his first level of knowledge and found

<

Cor;esp%ndence Theory to be'opzrative. In Chapter Two Coherence Theory

was shown to function at the second level and in Chapter Three a Theory

<
e . o

of clarity and distinction was developed in order to explain the theory
which was operative at the thirg levez. While the previous chapters
have addressed themselves to‘én exposition of these theories, thé aim of
this‘finalfchapte; will be one. of critical assessment rather than‘of

. explanation.

In developing his epistemology Spinoza constructs for us

LS

a ladder like st;ucture, hThere afe, in consequenge, fdegrees' of
truth in his theory. The first kind of knowledge, imperfect as it is,
is claséified as knéwledge and not as belief. Truth at this leQel is

'imp;rféct, fractured apd ﬁpartial:. With_the second kind of knowledge
wé no longef suffer from our knowledge béingyénly partial;‘indeed,.

the knowledge at this level is.one of 'common notions". YAlthough it

is adequate; this knowing is still not perfect. TIt-is abstract in

38 s
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nature and is derived through reason; these two features militate

.against its perfectién. -Witﬁ the third kind of kndwledge we achieve

=

per fection: perfection both in coritent and in process. We know
through 2 process of intuition, and what we know are "essences' or
"proximate causes'. Further, at this level the "order'" of our knowing

is correct; that is, we duplicate in our thinking «that order which exists

«

in nature, beginning with a "first principle". !

What can we say about this development of a hierarchy of

knowledge? 1t seems that we must characterize the model as wroag,

; .

m

since ". . . what is only half true is untrue. Truth cannot tolerate
o 1 : B R
a more or less." We cannot speak of a statement being 'more' or ‘'less’

- true; it must be either true or false. The same is surely true of

factual khdowledge. I cannot 'more' or 'less' know, rather I know or I

do not know.2 'I may think, I may believe, but I do not know.

Why doeéHSpinoza make. a mistake such as this? 1 answer:
He blurs a distinct?on between percept ion and truth or kﬁowleage b&
applying the 'more or 'less' model to knowledgé and truth which really
applies to examples chosen ffom perpgption. Let us consider ‘the
following~exéﬁple of perception, dealing with visdion. I can say

legitimately the following sentences:
4 ’ ‘ .
"1 can see the cup very well."

"I can see the eup, but not very well."

lG.'Frege, *The Thought: A Logical Inquiry', Philosophical Logic,
ed. A: Strawson (London: Oxford University Press, 1967), p. 19.

2ye may ‘contrast this with knowledge of people, however, where
we can speak of knowledge by acquaintance, "1 know her slightly", or
with knowledge of a skill, "I know how to type fairly well." -

a



"I can barely see :the cup.”
The first sentence tells us that those conditionsvchat are requisite for
the clear perception of an pb}ect have all been met, and we can see the
cup as well as poséible. In the sgcoﬁd sentence we leafn ;hat while our
observer can seevthe cup, coqditions arevsuch that he cannot seevit
very well. (He might, for example, not ge able to make out details of
a design on the side of the cup.) In the third exampie, we are iﬁformed
that while our observer can still seevthe cup, be can barely do so.
(We can envision a twiiif'room, whgrein we can only perceive shapes.)
We can make é simila% example of hearing:
"I can hear the record very well."
" "I can hear ;he‘record but not very wéll."
Eb ~ . "I can barely hear the record."
The first example again reférs us to a’'close to ideal situation, in which
I can hear the reéord as well‘as is possible. TIn the second instance I
can hear the record, bﬁt not‘satigfactoril&. 1 have to strain to hear,
and 1 fear I h;ve missed some parts of the music. In the third case 1
can barely hear the record, since only a faint §ound is discernable.

We can see that this sort of dist inct ion qf more or less
applies to perception; but how does it fare if our example is knéwledge
or truth? | |
i(i)“a. "I know that the cat is on the mat very well/perfectly.h3

| -“I';now that the cat is on the mat, but not very wellfﬁot

peffectly.” : S

When I say "I know that 'x! very well, I mean ”df course I know that
" e
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"1 barely'know that the cat is on the mat."

[

b. "It is absolutely true that the cat is on the mat."

"It is not absolutely true that the cat is on the mat."
"It is barely true that the cat is on the mat.,"

o

n

All of these sentences are implausible: implausible because "knowledge'
and 'truth' cannot function in the same manner as perCeptiJﬁ words such as
"see" or '"hear'. While we have seen that the latter dre open to a receiving.

of degrees, the former must be understood in an absolute manner.
¢ ' :

(ii) "I know x." . "x is.true."

"I do not know x." ' ""x is not true."

With Spinoza, however, we are committed to the examples of (i). At

the first level of knowledge we can say '"'I barely know that x"

: i
(inadequately) or "It is barely true that x".* At the second level
we can say "I know that x, but not very well" (imperfectly) or "It

is true that x; but not absolutely true', and at the third level we

can say "I . know x perfectly'" or "x is absolutely true."
S

Why, we may ask, does Spinoza commit himself to a system of

epistemology wherein truth and knowledge may'be_expressed in degrees?
[e]

It seems most plausible to me to say that his metaphysical stance is .
what commits him to this error. In chapter two we brought up the
‘inability of Spinoza to explain falsity within the framework which

he had created. We must now reintroduce this subject inc.our effort
° B . . (=3 ’

to explain the inadequacy of his epistemology as a whole.

-}

Although. finite beings,. such as man, can experience finite
R , )

modes .0f thought, "infinite' thought is an attribute of the infinite
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c

4

"Bein or God. Since God is® only one, his ''idea", too, must be single.
g, y . , ) g

Further, "All ideas, insofar as tiey are related to God are

°

%3ue.”5 (\
Since ideas which refer to God.must be trﬁe, and nothing can ”pe"
outsidelof God, tbere’is no ”pla&e for false ideas." Given this

" metaphysical stance, it is obvious that Spinb;; must deQelop éome form

of explanation for falsity, and the. one that he gives us.is one of

©

”inadequacy”; As our interest here is in an explanation of truth
o »
rather than falsity, however, we willﬁﬁot‘attanbt an é?alyéis df this
substitution of an 'inadequacy' theory for an explanation of fa1§ity,
Eut will rather concern oursel?es with the role this pléys'in %is “
explanation of truth. -
Error, we recall, reducés to being an instance of an
”incompléte idea''. Once our knowledge 1is ”completé” rather than
Mfractured”, we will understaﬁﬁ, and our knowledge will then be
”adeqUaté”. The whole first kind of knowledge, we could'say, can .
be seen aé a case of ”p;;tialﬂ knowledge, partial knowledge which’ °
. ‘
can only be complpted&at a higher level. With the second kind of
knéwledge we advance to the adeguacy'of common notions, and with the
third kind of knowledge we achieQé the perfection of intuitivc
knowledge, a knowledge“of essenées. .

We can see how, by this graduated procesgs ,of knowing,

Spinoza can accomodate the metaphysical structure which he has

.

o
- " N
a © . 2

4Spinoza, Ethics 11, Prop. 9, p. 86. .

°Ibid., Prop. 32, p. 107.
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postulated. Error and falsity do not need to be dealt with since they
are o;ly problems which arise due to the inadequacy of knowledge at
the first level. The uni?erse is a single and coherent whole which
moves according to discernible laws; problems of knowing occur wﬁeh
iqﬂividuals fail to perceive those fﬁnéamental.patterns and laws--when
they fail to understand t;e universe as a whole. If our knowledge

is based on .our perceptions of indiyidual objects, perceptions wh%ch
have beeg externall§ caused, it is by ﬁature inadequate andApartial;
when we know iA this manner, we fail to perceive the pattern ﬁf the

k<l

whole. It is only when our knowledge has as its basis, or "foundation",

o
1

the correct stérting place, namely‘that'of the ”firét principled', or
'"cause" thét our knowledge can be absolutely adequate. When our
knowing does proceed in this correct ﬁanner, then truly "the order
and connection of ideas is the same as the order and connection of

6 o .
things."

It is interesting to notice how the notions of adequacf of
knowledge and activity‘of the individual are equated in this epigtemology.
At the first level of knowledge when our knowing is inadequate apd when
our criterion of truth is one of correspondence, we'are‘paésive. Sense
berceptions of the external world crowd in upon us, and we are
powerless tg sort them out. Thus, "the passive states are not related’

"to the mind, unless insofar as it possesses something which involves

negation; in other words, unless insofar as it is considered as a part

6
Ibid., Prop, 7, p. 83.
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of Nature which by itself/and without the other parts cannot be
cléarly and distinctly perceived."” When our mind is passive it
receives isolated and unrelated fragments or impressions: Iimpressions
which it does not act upon to weave into a coherent whole.

Actions of the mind, on the other hand, "arise from adequate
ideas alonc”S; the second and third levels of knowledge are these

levels wherein this activity Qf the mind is achieved. Spinoza speaks
most often of the‘attivity of the second and third levels of knowledge
together, as being those levels wherein the mind is active; but. just
as the third level of knowledge is superior to the second both in

the -the br0cess of knowing and tﬁe content of the knongdge, so too
must it be theomdre active. The second level of knowledge, while

"adequate', is not yet 'perfect” for Spinoza writes: 'the more

perfection a thing possesses, the more it acts and the less it suffers;

9

f

T~
and conversely the more it acts, the more perfect it is."
Along wi;h'the greater perfection of this third level of

knowledge goes a greater "power', the power of controlling those

o

emotions which tend to 'control!' us at the first level of knowledge.

o From all this we can easily conceive what is the power which
. clear and distinct knowledge, and especially that third level
of:knowledge . . . whose foundation is the knowledge itsel f
of God possesses over the emotions--the power, namely by
wh.-h it is able, insofar as they are passions, if not actually

'7Spinmza, Ethics 111, Prop. 3, p. 134.
81bid.

9Spinoza, Ethi¢s V, Prop. 40, p. 278.
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to destroy them . . . at
the smallest part of the

east to make “them constitute
nd 10 ’

v Let us briefly review this scale. At the first level of

knowledge Spinoza is committed to. the statement "1 barely know that

x'". The reason why I '"barely know that x" is that I am a passive

v

observer of the world, an observer who receives many unrelated and

externally caused perceptions from the world around me. While order
is present in the universe, I, in my helpless state, do not perceive
it. A correspondence theory of truth is operative at this level: a
correspondence of an individﬁal idea and an individual external object;
but we are iimited to knowing these individual ideas and objects (whose
very individual ity makes them inferior epistemologically). ‘'There fore
at this level.we say '"'It is barely true that x."

-Atvtﬁe second level of knowledge we can say, "I know that X,

>

but not very well/not perfectly." While our mind has become active
§ “

-at this level, there are still inadequacies to our knowledge. . 1t is

of "common notions'" and of "adequate ideas of the properties of things."ll

This is the level of a Coherence Theory of Truth, in which our "common"
notions allow us to appreciate how our knowledge must indeed cohere
into one system. ''That which is common" however, '"'does not perceive

12 . .
the essence.'" , nor does it reveal the true "order'" of the universe.

1OIbid., Prop. 20, p. 267.

1l inoza, Ethics 1I, Prop. 40, p. 112.

121p3d., Prop. 37, p. 109.
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“Thus, we caA‘also say at this level: "It is true that x, but not
absolutely true." We are liéitcd,hcrc both by the "abstractness"
of the material with which we deal and By the process of reasoning
which we are utilizing.

At the third‘level we can say, "1 know very well/perfectly. "
At this level of knowledge, wherein our mind is at its most active, our
criterion for truth is that it be "clear and distinct'. Since it ié
clear and distinct it will either be of simple ideas, or combinations
of simple ideas. These simple ideas or their combinations, however,
are also our most profound ones. We gain them through a process of

i

intuition, and they reveal to us '"essences'" and 'proximate ceuset'y

F "
» vh

Even more important, however, is that they have the correct '

Moving from a first "principle" or 'cause' our minds observe that
same order which is present in the universég%/wﬁile dealing with the
external wofld,ieven,as the first level did,we afu immune to error:
immune just because we are dealing with the whole of the Qﬁ%&erse in
its correct sequence as it has been intuitively perceived, rather
than struggling with individual aspects of it which are presented to
us in a haphazard manner. This level also lacks the probléms of the
second level, as we do not deal with abstractions; but rather with
"inmost essences' which "must be sought solély from‘fixéd and»eternal
things, and from the laws, inscribed (so-to speak) in those things

as in their true codes, according to which all particular things take
w13

place and are arranged. At this level we can say "x is absolutely

13Spin02a, 0.1.U., p. 34.
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laying it down as true."

We can make use of Frege's distinction to yield yet a further
distinctions: namef& one betweeﬁ and act and an achievement. An act
can be understood as assertiflg a claim; an achievement can be under-

0 ) . . N .
stood as knowledge as to what the content of the claim is. While an

act,‘being:based on perception, can be expressed in 'degree', an
achievement, or kn0wle3ge of a fact, cannot be. For example, I may
assert to my listener that ''the cat is on the mat.'" If thére is an

. rror iﬁ my claim does it reside in my act of asserFing to you where
-2 cat is, or does it rather reside in the achievement of making
-lear to you what it is that 1 am assertingL I claim that it is in

-he act of assertingethat 1 go wrong. It is in my juﬁgement or in my

judging or assert%ng that the cat is on the mat that I am in error,
not in the achievement of mind or speech which makes it péssible to
‘know the contént of the judgement ér the assertion. In terms of
clarity, we could say that it Qas4in believing it to be clear that
"x' that I made my mistake, not.in'beihé ;learlthat 'x'.

’Thcre‘is yet another ingredieat iﬂ his conflation, however,
and théf is an activity of the mind. At the third-Lgvel of knowledge,

when the mind is most active, activity, clarity and truth merge.

. ' B o
Action thus becomes one with knowledge for Spingza, and a differentia-

rion between an act, and contefit or achievement, is simply not possible

for him to make. My act of judging and asserting 'x' has become one

¥ b L - . N 1 . 1
with the knowledge of 'x', and to know is to take it to be true. 3

-

15G. Frege, "The Thought . . .", p. 21.

2
léspinoza, Ethics 11, Prop. 49, pp. 119-120.
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Error“’and correctness, however, reside only in acts, action

<
&

and activity. One may be wrong in asserting something though it be

pérfectly clear and I know what the contenf of the assertion is. What
/ . . :
sort of consequence does this have for Spinoza? Let us consider the

following example. A has told B that John .is in Banff. B says to

C: '"John is in Banff.! Now since A, B, and C are all acquainted withe

"both the person John and the place Banff, it seems plausiblg to say

<

that when ‘B made the above statement to C,-C had a "dlear and distinct"

idea of what is being asserted. Unknown to B however,”A has made a .

false statement. John is in JaSper'rather than in- Banff. Theiasse;‘

o

>
tion of whose content C has the clear and distinct idea,, then, is

'

mistaken. In a diagnosis of this example, we see that it is A's-act

of -asserting that is the seat of the error. Correspondingly, it is

el

in believing A's act of asserting that B goes wrong. What we .cannot

find fault “with is the content of A's claim; which was both clear
o .

~and distinct.
Let us consider another example. A says to B that the
o] L .
transmission of his car has seized. B does not drive, nor does he

have any knowledge of the mechanism of automobiles. C was standing

]

further away from A than B was and did not hear what A said. So he
asks B to repcat it for him. .Now the fact that B does not -understand

the content of what A has said does not prevent him from mak ing an
assertion which will make clear what A has said to-C. From this’
. ’ ' . . i . ‘
example. we see that the claim is grue even thoufh made by someone who
x : . - Reli e 5
. . . e ¥ v
did not poskess the cl=ar and distinct id§a that formed its content.

St
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o - (, - - o o o .
Examples such as these must have ,serious consequences for a
- ' L .. o L . ° [ . e
theory which"accepts clarity and distipctness és synéhomous with
: T ¢ i . 3 - o
truth.” We have seen that on the one hand an’ adea may be both clear

" o

< G N

. o " Pl va
any dlstlnct and - yet there may be falsity in assertlng it, On the . ©
Lo i " o i B
other hand a clalm may be true when made by someone;who does th e

. S} >

o

possess the clear and GlSthCt 1dea tha& f8rms’ Tt g” content.; If,ofrom
Y "‘ Q ¢ <
cexamples such . as these, e deny Splnoza s claim that ciarlty and
o R L
distinctness are lﬁdeed the truthQ what woufd we rafher sav akn

2 . ° o <

- Q v <
qULSLtes for achlevements “of mlﬂd orQSpeech than as belng the truth

It would Seem. most plau51ble to, descrlbe them rather as berng prcreg

. o o a ° 0 < N .
o - a B :
Even as conditions of obscuritygmilitate against -thesé achievementg,
T ) . ’ A ° o
o - .9 R ~ . PR . »
so too must cepnditions ofaclanity and distinttness,militate for them.
. B o 3 ro
. . : o

Thus, we spgak of “makihé something clear”)‘and uﬂde;stgﬁd:by this
. . . E A . oo - T o ©

that we make more comprehegy
. plong:
ey

sometthg whlch wa§ obscure’ Unfor-

< : : - :
tunately, ‘as we have a Splnoza goes beyond this claunqr

o

c o

< -3
which we would allo - °
: . < o . Y .
7 We have*aﬂ;e T~ entioned the distinctijon which we feel o
P 1‘) ° 0 ‘ : . . ES

- - o2
that Spinoza is.not making here (shat between ‘content' and “act' or
" B o

o < H e

"achjevement!' and "act"); now e may ask why he fails to do so. The

5 . g B °

o] < © N . . Lo
answer to .this would seem to be relatestQ‘the,dlagn051s:whleh we

attempted on the system of ''degrees" of truth whieh‘Spinqza creates.

a - ©

We can see, that is, how Spinaza makes ‘degrees' of clarity correspond

to 'degrees' of truth. _Thé first level of knowlégge is dbscure, not
clear at-all, while the second level must-be clear ‘and the third

= . c

°

level must be perfectly clear.

¢ © Just as our, earlier d1agnos15 of Spinoza's eplstemology

&
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made hiss metaphysics responsible for the error he made ih regards

to 'degrees' of truth; so too do we hold it responsible for his®

o .
wherein that '
a o«
. .

. which is most clear and distinct must also be the 'most' true.

o postulation of degrees of c¢larity and distinctness,

(ye'haye already °seen how the monism which Spinoza postulates leaves

- , s
. : N N

no.room for error and leads to his devélopment of dn epistemology g

) . N - < < z .

[>]

¢« which claims ‘both degrees of- truth 'and degrees of activity of the mind;

e . B o

now we see how it leads to degrees of clarity and digstinctpness. The

)

consequent lack of distinction between '‘content' and ''assertion" or

~"act'" and "achkievément' cannot be a’surprising one for us.
. L ca i

-.Q
o - . s

o With this we come to the end of guriinvestigatioﬁu We
.o Q .
started with a query as to what truth theory Spinoza adheres to;

our investigation showed that in fact there are three: three

o . 9

different truth theories which are accommodated at three diffe rent

° —

levels®of knowledge. While‘the unenlighterfed man remains bound at

the first level of knéwledge, with only the inadequacieé of the

Correspondence Theory of Truth to aid him; the°more enlightened man

“ progresses to the sécond fevel of knowledge where he employs the

°
° o

Coherence Theory as his standard of truth. Finally, some few
individuals can achiewve the perfection of the third level of knowledge:

that level where clarity and distinctness are employed as a criterion

©
<

of truth.,

N Having seen that Spinoza commits himself to a hierarchy of

a

knowledge and degrees of truth we attempted to ascertain why he would

so commit himself. Our response to that question was to turn an
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accusing finger at his meéaphysics and at his ontologigal commitment

to monism, whichvso stricgly limited the develoﬁment of his epistemology.
Other writers have pointed 6ut to us some of,the fatal flaws in

Spinoza}s metaphysics. We mu;t'here commit ourselves to a view that

the same bell whicﬁ tolls the knell for his metaphysiés must alsQ

3

sound it for his épistemology.
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