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Spinoza and the Stoics

For many years, philosophers and other scholars have commented on
the remarkable similarity between Spinoza and the Stoics, with some
even going so far as to speak of ‘Spinoza the Stoic’. Until now, however,
no one has systematically examined the relationship between the two
systems. In Spinoza and the Stoics Jon Miller takes on this task, showing
how key elements of Spinoza’s metaphysics, epistemology, philosophi-
cal psychology, and ethics relate to their Stoic counterparts. Drawing on
a wide range of secondary literature including the most up-to-date
scholarship and a close examination of the textual evidence, Jon Miller
not only reveals the sense in which Spinoza was, and was not, a Stoic, but
also offers new insights into how each system should be understood in
itself. His book will be of great interest to scholars and students of
ancient philosophy, early modern philosophy, Spinoza, and the philo-
sophy of the Stoics.

Jon Miller is Associate Professor of Philosophy at Queen’s University,
Ontario. His many publications include Hellenistic and Early Modern
Philosophy (Cambridge, 2003), Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics: A
Critical Guide (Cambridge, 2011), and The Reception of Aristotle’s
Ethics (Cambridge, 2012).



Acknowledgements

Research and writing can bring me great pleasure. The greatest ones may
be those associated with the learning and discovery. Close behind, how-
ever, are those connected to all the interactions that I am able to have with
fellow citizens in the republic of letters. Because this particular venture
has been years in the making, I am not able to remember everybody who
has contributed to it in some way. For those who I am omitting, I must ask
their forbearance.

As I think about whom to acknowledge, I must start with Brad Inwood,
Calvin Normore, and Phillip Mitsis. Brad’s skills as a philosopher and
scholar are only surpassed by his skills as a teacher; I consider myself
fortunate to have spent so much time learning from him. Calvin may not
be as organized as Brad, but when I was able to attract his attention, I was
sure that there were not many people on the planet (and maybe in the
universe(s)) who could provide better guidance. Phillip is one of the rare
few (in my experience, at least) who can take philosophy and scholarship
seriously, while also keeping it in perspective. As an added bonus, all three
men make what we’re doing fun.

Besides those three, there are many others to whom I find myself in the
right kind of debt. High on this list would be the friendly folk from the
Nordic countries, especially Lilli Alanen, Eyjolfur K. Emilsson and Olli
Koistinen. Equally high would be the equally friendly (if occasionally
quirky) folk from the land of the early moderns, especially John Carriero,
Alan Gabbey, André Gombay, Fabrizio Mondadori, and Steve Nadler.

Beyond the aforementioned, I have benefitted enormously from discus-
sions and correspondence with Hans Blom, Deborah Brown, Ed Curley,
Michael Della Rocca, Aaron Garrett, Don Garrett, Louis-Philippe
Hodgson, Terry Irwin, Susan James, Charlie Jarrett, Richard Kraut,
Henrik Lagerlund, Mike LeBuffe, Tony Long, Frédéric Manzini, Stephen
Menn, Don Rutherford, Chris Shields, Justin Steinberg, Valterri Viljanen,
and Catherine Wilson. Here at my university, I want and need to thank my
colleagues Rahul Kumar and Steve Leighton, as well as my students in
various classes (especially Torin Doppelt, Elyse Platt, and Erich Schaeffer).

vii



viii Acknowledgements

Hilary Gaskin of Cambridge University Press has been an excellent
editor, at times patient, at other times prodding, depending on what the
circumstances required. Her assistants Anna Lowe and Rosemary
Crawley always provided timely and helpful advice. The excellence of
Gaskin and her team shows, inter alia, in their choice of anonymous
referees to vet my manuscript. The reports which they produced were
thorough, critical, tough — and extremely helpful. I am greatly obliged to
them for their hard work.

Financial assistance of various kinds was provided by Queen’s
University and SSHRC at different stages during the work on this manu-
script. I am grateful for their support.

Finally, I come to my immediate family. Our three finite modes
Magnolia, Gus, and Poppy are endless sources of infinite joy for me. I
only hope that I have been able to give them some knowledge, however
inadequate, of how much they mean to me. The same is true for my wife,
Sabra.

Many thanks, to all.

Now I must offer a different kind of acknowledgement. While the great
majority of this volume is new, I have occasionally incorporated ideas and
passages from previously printed publications. I am pleased to acknowl-
edge those instances here:

* Chapter 1 has drawn upon material from Jon Miller, ‘Spinoza and the
Stoics on substance monism’: 99-117, in The Cambridge Companion to
Spinoza’s Ethics, edited by Olli Koistinen, © Cambridge University
Press 2009. Reprinted with permission.

* Chapter 4 has drawn upon material from Jon Miller, ‘Spinoza’s axiol-
ogy’y, Oxford Studies in Early Modern Philosophy, edited by Daniel
Garber and Steven Nadler, vol. II: 149-172.

» Chapter 5 has drawn upon material originally published as “A distinc-
tion regarding happiness in ancient philosophy’, in Social Research: An
International Quarterly of the Social Sciences, Volume 77, Number 2
(Summer, 2010): 595-624. Used with permission of Social Research
<WWW.SOCres.org>.

» Chapter 5 has also drawn upon some material published as *Spinoza on
the life according to nature’, in Essays on Spinoza’s Ethical Theory,
edited by Andrew Youpa and Matthew Kisner, Oxford University
Press 2014.

Finally, the epigraphs for Chapters 1-5 are drawn from either Long and

Sedley (1987) or Curley’s translation of Spinoza (Spinoza (1985)). The

Long and Sedley epigraphs are reproduced with permission of Cambridge

University Press. The Spinoza ones are reproduced with permission of

Princeton University Press.



Abbreviations

Standard abbreviations are used when referring to passages in Spinoza’s
Ethics. A Roman numeral refers to the part number, ‘D’ for ‘Definition’,
‘A’ for ‘Axiom’, ‘P’ plus an Arabic numeral for a Proposition, ‘Cor’
for ‘Corollary’ (with an Arabic numeral where required), ‘Dem’ for
‘Demonstration’ (with an Arabic numeral where required), ‘S’ for
‘Scholium” (with an Arabic numeral where required), ‘App’ for Appendix,
and so on. For example, ‘IIP7’ refers to Proposition 7 of Part II, and
‘TIIP40Cor2Sch’ refers to the Scholium of the second Corollary to

Proposition 40 of Part III.

Acad. Cicero, Academica

Aet. mundi Philo, On the Eternity of the World

AM Sextus Empiricus, Against the Mathematicians

A-T Oeuwvres de Descartes, Charles Adam and Paul Tannery
(1897-1913)

CSM The Philosophical Writings of Descartes, vols. I-11
(Descartes 1984-91)

CSMK The Philosophical Writings of Descartes, vol. II1
(Descartes 1991)

Curley The Collected Works of Spinoza, vol. 1 (1985)

De ben. Seneca, On Benefits

De comm. not. Plutarch, On Common Opinions Against the Stoics

De fin. Cicero, On Ends

De mix. Alexander of Aphrodisias, On mixture

De off. Cicero, On Duties

DK Diels and Kranz, Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker
(1903-)

DL Diogenes Laertius’ Lives of Eminent Philosophers

Ecl. Stobaeus, Eclogues

G Benedict de Spinoza Opera, ed. Carl Gebhardt, 1925

I-G Inwood and Gerson (1997)



X List of abbreviations

L-S

In Ar. An. Pr.
In Ar. Top.
ND

NE

Noct. Att.
PH

PHP

Stoic. Rep.
SVF

TD
TdIE
TP
TTP

Long and Sedley (1987)

Alexander of Aphrodisias, On Aristotle’s Prior Analytics
Alexander of Aphrodisias, On Aristotle’s Topics
Cicero, On the Nature of the Gods

Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics

Gellius, Artic Nights

Sextus Empiricus, Qutlines of Pyrrhonism

Galen, On the Opinions of Hippocrates and Plato
Plutarch, On Stoic Self-Contradictions

Stoicorum Veterum Fragmenta, ed. Hans von Arnim,
1903-5

Cicero, Tusculan Disputations

Spinoza, Treatise on the Emendation of the Intellect
Spinoza, Tractatus Politicus

Spinoza, Theological-Political Treatise



Contents

Acknowledgements
List of abbreviations

Introduction

1 The apparent similarities between Spinozism

and Stoicism

Why study Spinoza and the Stoics?

Methodological notes

Overview of the chapters

What is not covered in this book

Historical background: Stoicism in Spinoza’s day and what
he knew of it

[« N SRV )

Monism

1.1 Monism in general

1.2 Stoic and Spinozistic monisms
1.3 Arguments for monism

1.4 Conclusion: teleology

Phantasia and ideas

2.1 Externalism versus internalism
2.2 Typology

2.3 Contextualizing impressions/ideas
2.4 Conclusion

Conatus and otkeiosis

3.1 Oikeiosis, not horme

3.2 Self-preservation

3.3 From self-preservation to . ..?

3.4 Conclusion

Appendix: on the (in)coherency of Spinozism

Value

4.1 Value theory

4.2 Three categories of value

4.3 On the normativity of the good
4.4 Relativism versus absolutism

vii

——
Ul = 00 O W

16

24
26
29
47
53

61
62
74
85
98

100
101
103
119
137
137

144
145
147
150
156



Contents

4.5 The factualness of values
4.6 Conclusion: what counts as good

Happiness

5.1 The language of happiness

5.2 The form and content of happiness

5.3 Eudaimonic form and content in Stoicism
5.4 Cartesian innovations

5.5 Spinoza’s eudaimonic form

5.6 Spinoza's eudaimonic content

5.7 Conclusion: life according to nature

Conclusion: Spinoza and the Stoics?
Bibliography

Index of names
General index

164
167

170
173
182
183
187
189
195
202

207
211

231
236



Introduction

From his day to ours, commentators have talked about the remarkable
similarities between Spinoza and the Stoics. Possibly writing while
Spinoza was still alive, Leibniz branded him a leader of a ‘sect of new
Stoics” which held that ‘things act because of [the universe’s] power and
not due to a rational choice’.! Much later in his life he said,

Certain ancient and more recent thinkers have asserted ... that God is a spirit
diffuse throughout the whole universe, which animates organic bodies wherever it
meets them, just as the wind produces music in organ pipes. The Stoics were
probably not averse to this opinion ... In another way Spinoza tends towards the
same view.?

This particular commonality also impressed Pierre Bayle, who attached
even more importance to it than Leibniz. Bayle said in his Dictionary,
“The doctrine of the world-soul, which was ... the principal part of the
system of the Stoics, is at bottom the same as Spinoza’s.””

Around the same time, the Lutheran theologian—philosopher Johann
Franz Buddeus (1667-1729) wrote a dissertation called ‘Spinozism
before Spinoza’.* In this treatise and elsewhere, he closely linked
Spinozism with Stoicism. For him as for Leibniz and Bayle, what makes
the two systems so similar is that both make God immanent in the world.”
The same is true for Giambattista Vico. In the third edition of his New
Science, he said that because they made ‘God an infinite mind, subject to
fate, in an infinite body’, the Stoics were ‘the Spinozists of their day’.6

During the nineteenth century Hegel argued that, although they
belonged to different dialectical stages in the ‘progress of Philosophy’,

The excerpt comes from an untitled paper thought to be written by Leibniz between 1677
and 1680 (trans. Arlew and Garber, in Leibniz (1989), 281 ff.).

Leibniz to Hansch, 25 July 1707 (trans. Loemker, in Leibniz (1969), 594).

Bayle (1740), article on Spinoza, entry ‘A’ (my translation). * Buddeus (1701).

For more on Buddeus’ interpretation of the Stoics as proto-Spinozists, see the excellent
discussion in Brooke (2012), 141 ff.

° Vico (1948), §335 (p. 87).

wow N



2 Introduction

Stoics and Spinoza should be seen as contributing in their own ways
to the articulation of an idealistic metaphysics, one which dogmatically
asserts what he called the metaphysics of the understanding.” A
few generations later, Wilhelm Dilthey expressed an analogous thesis,
holding that ‘rigorous Stoicism’ and Spinozism marked successive
phases in the unfolding of “objective idealism’, one of the three principle
types of worldview that have been articulated through the course of
history.®

In our own day, many commentators have argued that Spinozism
matched or even surpassed the Stoicism of the ancient Stoics in all respects:
metaphysically/physically, methodologically/logically, and normatively/
ethically. Thus Susan James has published an article called ‘Spinoza
the Stoic’® while Amélie Oksenberg Rorty asserts, without argument,
that Spinoza’s ‘indebtedness to ancient Stoicism is apparent’.'’ Even
those who are more cautious see profound connections between
Spinoza and the Stoics. For example, even as he acknowledges other
‘influences’, Andreas Graeser says that Stoicism plays ‘a special role’ in
the formulation of Spinoza’s thought.'' Similarly, A. A. Long writes,
‘Spinoza’s striking affinity to Stoicism coexists with striking differences
between them.’'?

Augustine often marvelled on the congruence of Plato’s views with
those of his devoted follower Plotinus. At one point he went so far as to
write, ‘one might think them contemporaries if the length of time between
them did not compel us to say that in Plotinus Plato was reborn’.'? For all
differences between the two cases, it seems that much the same could be
said of Spinoza and the Stoics. Or could it?'*

7 Hegel (1896), vol. 111, 358-9.

8 Dilthey (1924), 402 (my translation). See also Dilthey (1957), ch. 5.

Y James (1993).

10 Rorty (1996), 338. To be fair to Rorty, she surely could muster an argument if pressed.
My point is rather that she does not feel the need to advance one, since she takes
Spinoza’s borrowings from the Stoics to be totally obvious.

Graeser (1991), 336 (my translation).

2 Long (2003), 10. Bidney (1962), Matheron (1994), and Lloyd (2008), 200-14, are
others who see Spinoza as arguing for Stoical ideas without identifying him as a Stoic.
Contra academicos 111.18.41.

As is appropriate for a philosophical work, I will deal with apparent similarities in the
ideas and arguments put forward by Spinoza and the Stoics. For what it is worth,
however, I would note that Spinoza was also said to have a Stoic personality in what is
regarded as the earliest known biography of Spinoza, that by Johannes Colerus. Towards
the end of his book, where he is describing how Spinoza endured his last days, Colerus
says that Spinoza ‘always exprest, in all his sufferings, a truly Szoical constancy’ (Colerus
(1706), 87).



Apparent similarities between Spinozism and Stoicism 3

1 The apparent similarities between Spinozism
and Stoicism

To decide the answer to that question, at least provisionally, let me offer a
survey of many core philosophical beliefs held by Spinoza and the Stoics.
Both identified God and Nature, taking God/Nature to be eternal and the
immanent cause of all things.'” They contended that God/Nature is
the only true substance, relegating all other members of the universe to
the status of non-substances.'® They held that all beings belong to a
causal network in which causes are necessarily connected to their effects.
In Stoicism, ‘nothing exists in the world or happens causelessly’;'” in
Spinozism,'® ‘nothing exists from whose nature some effect does not
follow’.'® They both based this causal network on God/Nature. As the
Stoics argued, ‘the world would be wrenched apart and divided, and no
longer remain a unity, for ever governed in accordance with a single order
and management, if an uncaused motion were introduced’.?® In
Spinoza’s words, ‘In nature there is nothing contingent, but all things
have been determined from the necessity of the divine nature to exist and
produce an effect in a certain way.”*!

Regarding the relation of human beings to God/Nature and the eternal
exceptionless causal series which it instantiates, Stoics and Spinoza both
stressed that we are just as much a part of, and governed by, the world-
system as all other discrete individuals. Stoics were reported to hold that
‘Our natures are parts of the nature of the universe’,?* while Spinoza flatly
stated, ‘It is impossible that a man should not be a part of Nature. *23 Free
will in the sense of choosing between two (or more) equally available
options is ruled out by the causal series: ‘for they [the Stoics] deny that
man has the freedom to choose between opposite actions’,* and “The
will cannot be called a free cause, but only a necessary one.’* The ideal
human condition is found by melding with the determinations of God/
Nature. For Stoics,

15 For Stoics, see ND 1.39 and AM IX.75-6. For Spinoza, IP15 and IP18. I will address the
difference between ‘Nature’ and ‘nature’ on p. 28.

!¢ For Stoics, see DL VII.148. For Spinoza, IP16.

7" Alexander of Aphrodisias, De fato 192 (L-S 55N2).

Here and throughout I use ‘Spinozism’ (and its cognates) because it is the only

unstrained pairing of ‘Stoicism’. It should be understood, however, that ‘Spinozism’

refers to Spinoza’s own thought and not that of his followers. In this respect, Spinozism

differs from Cartesianism, which can invoke the ideas of Descartes’ followers as much as

it does the thought of Descartes himself.

9 1P36. 2° Alexander of Aphrodisias, De fato 192 (L-S 55N2). ' IP29.

DL VIL88 (I-G 191). ** IVP4,

Alexander of Aphrodisias, De fato 181 (L-S 62G1). *° IP32.

¥}
]

[N}
-



4 Introduction

[T]he goal [of life] becomes ‘to live consistently with nature’, i.e., according to
one’s own nature and that of the universe ... And this itself is the virtue of
the happy man and a smooth flow of life, whenever all things are done according
to the harmony of the daimon in each of us with the will of the administrator of the
universe.>®

On Spinoza’s view, ‘perfect’ human nature consists in ‘the knowledge of
the union that the mind has with the whole of Nature’.*’

The list of overlapping commitments goes on and on. For example, the
main features of each party’s philosophical psychology are practically
identical. Pace Plato, the mind has no parts but rather is comprised of a
single entity with diverse powers.”® The single entity comprising the
mind, both parties agree, is reason.?’ Because they think of the matter
of the mind as constituted by reason, Spinoza and the Stoics explained all
mental conflicts as conflicts internal to reason and nothing else.?® To cite
a different example, this time from the moral domain, both parties
defined virtue in terms of utility or benefit, so that some good is a virtue
only in the case that it is necessarily useful or beneficial to its possessor.”’
Now, they thought that a good could be useful or beneficial to its pos-
sessor only insofar as it agrees with its possessor’s nature.’> Since our
natures are essentially rational, they concluded that reason is the greatest
virtue.>? Or, to be more precise, reason is the only virtue.>*

Even apparent differences of opinion seem to mask comity on a more
basic level. For instance, Spinoza singled out the Stoics for criticism in the
Preface to Part V of the Ethics: “The mind does not have an absolute
dominion over [the passions]. Nevertheless, the Stoics thought that they
depend entirely on our will, and that we can command them absolutely.”>”
Now, even if Spinoza correctly read the Stoic position on whether and to

26 DL VIL88 (I-G 191-2). Cf. Epictetus: ‘ [The philosopher] should bring his own will into
harmony with what happens, so that neither anything that happens happens against our
will, nor anything that fails to happen fails to happen when we wish it to happen” (11.14.7,
trans. Oldfather; Epictetus (1928)).

> TdIE §13. Cf. IVApp32.

For Stoics, see Aetius 4.21 or Galen, PHP, V.6.37. Note that I am ignoring those Stoic

dissidents, such as Posidonius, who partitioned the soul. An argument is required to

clarify Spinoza’s psychological monism but I think it is shown well-enough by IVP36Sch.

2% For Stoics, see Stobaeus I1.88 ff. For Spinoza, see VPref (at G II, 280: 22).

For Stoics, see Plutarch, On Moral Virtue, 446 ff., together with discussion by Graver

(2007), 69. For Spinoza, see his definition of ‘vacillation of mind’ in IIIP17Sch.

! For Stoics, Sextus Empiricus, AM 11.22 ff. For Spinoza, IVP18Sch (at G II, 222: 24-5).

*2' For Stoics, DL VIL.101-2. For Spinoza, IVP31 and IVP31Cor.

3 For Stoics, Seneca, Ep. 76.10. For Spinoza, IVApp4.

3* For Stoics, Stobaeus I1.77 or, more poetically, Epictetus, Discourses IV.8.12. For
Spinoza, IVP26.

> GII,277: 20 ff.
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what extent we can control our emotions, ° and even if there is a genuine
difference here between his views and those of the Stoics,”’ the importance
of the whole business becomes nugatory when other elements in each
party’s theory of emotions are factored in. Both Spinoza and the Stoics
took the emotions to be cognitive — they thought that emotions have
propositional contents which are believed or endorsed as true by those
having the emotions.’® However, the propositional content found in emo-
tions is not actually veridical, for the states of affairs that they represent are
not accurate.>® And this leads to a problem. Given that emotions are false
beliefs, they prevent us from reaching our ultimate objective of becoming
fully rational beings.*® Here we learn why both Spinoza and the Stoics
regarded most*' emotions as moral hazards that ought to be extirpated.
Fortunately, the very feature of emotions that makes them morally repug-
nant also provides the means by which we may correct them. Once their
falsity is recognized, Spinoza and the Stoics thought the emotions them-
selves would dissipate, leaving us more rational than before.**

So far I have spoken of places where Spinoza and the Stoics agree on
major issues. But the remarkable similarity of the two systems is perhaps
even better demonstrated by the many smaller points of convergence.
These are present in many areas of the systems but since I have just been
talking about the theory of emotions, let me cite a pair of examples from
there. While Spinoza and the Stoics argue for the extirpation of negative
emotions, they simultaneously identified a small set of positive emotions
that could be part of the ideal life.*® The Stoics called these ‘good feelings’

w

o Long (2003), n. 14, argues that Spinoza conflates two Stoic theses: (1) passions are

judgments of the rational mind; and (2) the will is free, at least in principle, from

antecedent causation.

Stoics were well-aware of the difficulty of controlling emotions (see Graver (2007), ch. 3

for discussion). For his part, Spinoza offered an argument only a few pages after the

passage of VPref that I just quoted, to the effect that any passion whatsoever can be

controlled by the mind (see VP34 together with the discussion in Pereboom (1994),

611-15),

3% For Stoics, see Galen, PHP, IV.3.2 and V.2.49 ff. (SVF 1.209 and I1.841). For Spinoza,
see especially the analysis on the origins of the passions in Erhics 111, where they are shown
to be ideas (especially IIIP9 and P11).

39 For Stoics, see Stobaeus I1.88 ff. (SVF 3.378 and I11.389). For Spinoza, I1IP3.

*0 For Stoics, see Galen, PHP, IV.2.9-18 (SVF 3.462). For Spinoza, IVAppIV-V.

#1' The need for this qualification is given in the next paragraph.

For Stoics, see Epictetus, Enchiridion, 5. For Spinoza, VP3.

So Martha Nussbaum is mistaken when she writes, ‘The Stoics and Spinoza dislike the

emotions intensely’ (Nussbaum (2000), 73). Stoics and Spinoza dislike emotions which

interfere with our ability to lead a life according to nature. They like all emotions which
augment the life according to nature. Nussbaum explores Spinoza’s views more fully in

Nussbaum (2001), 500-10.

37

43



6 Introduction

(eupatheiai); Spinoza labelled them ‘active affects’.** Additionally, Spinoza
and the Stoics held similar views on specific emotions. To offer but one
example,*® Seneca wrote, ‘[H]ope and fear, dissimilar as they are, keep step
together ... [T]he chief cause of both these ills is that we do not adapt
ourselves to the present, but send our thoughts a long way ahead.’*°
Echoing this thesis almost verbatim, Spinoza argued that there is no hope
without fear and neither will have any part in the healthy mind for they
burden it with inconstancy.*’

There is a passage in Spinoza that has understandably been called
‘transparently and profoundly Stoic’.*® To finish making the case for
his Stoicalness, I can do no better than to quote it at length:

Human power is very limited and infinitely surpassed by the power of external
causes. So we do not have an absolute power to adapt things outside us to our use.
Nevertheless, we shall bear calmly those things which happen to us contrary to
what the principle of our advantage demands, if we are conscious that we have
done our duty, that the power we have could not have extended itself to the point
where we could have avoided those things, and that we are a part of the whole of
nature, whose order we follow. If we understand this clearly and distinctly, that
part of us which is defined by understanding, i.e. the better part of us, will be
entirely satisfied with this and will strive to persevere in that satisfaction. For
insofar as we understand, we can want nothing except what is necessary, nor
absolutely be satisfied with anything except what is true. Hence, insofar as we
understand these things rightly, the striving of the better part of us agrees with the
order of the whole of nature.**

2 Why study Spinoza and the Stoics?

As that survey suggests, there is much to be said for the scholarly tradition
linking Spinoza and the Stoics. This makes all the more conspicuous the
one thing that cannot be found in it: namely, there is not a single pub-
lished book-length study that takes into account all of the main parts of

** For Stoics, see DL V.116 and Plutarch, Sroic. Rep. 1037f-38a, together with Graver
(2007), 51-3. In Spinoza, the transition to active affects begins at the end of the
Scholium to ITIP57.

%5 Others include anger (orgé, ira; compare Stobaeus Ecl. 11.91.10 (SVF II1.395) and
Seneca De ira 1.12.2-5 with IIIP40Cor2Sch), hatred (misos, odium; compare Cicero
TD1IV.21 and DL VII.113 with IIIP13Sc), and distress or grief (lupé, tristitia), which
both parties omit from the mental life of the wise person (compare DL VIL.116 with
I11P59).

46 Ep. V.7-8 (trans. Gummere in Seneca (1925)). *7 IIIP50 and IIIDefAffXIITexp.

“8 Long (2003), 14. Others who have singled out this passage include Matheron (1994) and
Rutherford (1999), 457.

4 IVApp32.



Why study Spinoza and the Stoics? 7

the two systems.’” For at least three reasons — one comparatively small
and two larger — this gap in the scholarly literature is problematic. The
small reason is that we cannot be sure how deep apparent similarities of
the sort that I have just enumerated really run without the prolonged and
meticulous study only possible in a monograph. A reply to this is that it is
not clear whether we should attach any philosophical significance to
whether those apparent similarities are real. As a matter of history, one
might want to know whether Spinoza was truly a Stoic but what does that
teach us about his system or that of the Stoics?

This leads me to the other reasons for my undertaking. I believe that
much can be learned about the two systems, as well as larger philoso-
phical issues, by methodically aligning Spinoza’s views to those of the
Stoics. Certain features of Spinoza’s system are best discernible
against the backdrop of Stoicism. In particular, we can see Spinoza’s
conceptions of value and happiness, and see them in a new way, by
contrasting him to the Stoics. This emerges especially in Chapters 4-5
below.

The last reason for the importance of this project takes us beyond just
Spinoza and the Stoics. Spinoza is a transitional figure who also retains
important linkages to his ancient predecessors. Just which core commit-
ments of the ancient Stoics can be maintained by Spinoza, and which
ones must be dropped, and why they must be dropped — answers to these
questions would illuminate not just Spinoza or the Stoics but also what is
happening more broadly in early modern philosophy.

With the present volume, I aim to fill the gap in the scholarly literature
that I just mentioned. By the end of my book, I hope to have provided
convincing point-by-point comparisons of Spinoza’s and the Stoics’ views
on major issues in metaphysics, epistemology, philosophical psychology,
and ethics (both meta-ethics and normative ethics). To be sure, the
ground that I cover will only be partially turned and much other terrain
will be completely untouched. Nevertheless, I aspire to put us in a much
better position to decide the exact extent of the similarities — and differ-
ences — between Spinoza and the Stoics.

% There is one — but so far as I am aware, only one — published monograph on Spinoza

and the Stoics (see DeBrabander (2007)). While I shall have more to say about
DeBrabander in the main part of my book, here I will just note that the scope of his
project is much smaller than mine, for he focuses on ethics and political philosophy,
completely ignoring metaphysics, epistemology, and philosophical psychology.
Besides DeBrabander, I have found one unpublished book-length manuscript on
Spinoza and the Stoics (Heller (1932)).



