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Abstract
This essay examines the question of whether and how philosophical thinking is 
equipped to countenance in a meaningful way what for Spinoza is nature’s brutally 
manifest indifference to whether one likes it or not. Nature’s indifference to human 
pleasure, as well as its uniquely unsettling challenge for conceptualization, must 
be investigated if nature is to be a meaningful category for environmental ethics. 
In search of a way to conceptualize nature as it is, I take up an explication of 
key passages from Spinoza’s Ethics, and thereby maintain that earthquakes are 
“lovable.” I hold this position to be true for two reasons. In brief, earthquakes are 
ontologically contiguous with the same power and force whereby all entities are 
maintained; secondly, love, understood intellectually and through a Spinozistic 
lens, is that modality of relating which understands power primordially and is able 
to act ethically without belaboring judgments of pleasure or pain, or even holding 
nature at a distance in order to revere it as something to save.

Keywords: Spinoza; the Ethics, Deus sive Natura; environmental ethics; 
critical theory; climate change; (critiques of) deep ecology

“[…]why are there so many imperfections in Nature? why are things corrupt 
to the point where they stink? So ugly that they produce nausea?[…]”

(Spinoza, Ethics, Appendix to Part I)

I.   Introduction
Recent scholarship has questioned whether moralizing nature or in various 
ways characterizing it with transcendent qualities, is suited for the demands 
of theorizing difference, social justice, and political economies.1 The 
inadequacy of such theories is perceived to lie in the ways in which they, 
albeit in vastly diverse ways, tend to grant nature a kind of otherness. In 
doing so, they often assume that nature is something we must try not to 
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touch, or that it must be preserved, that it must be saved, that it is something 
towards which we must in some sense return, or with which we must 
reunite. In a word, transcendent thinking about nature hinges on asserting 
that it is some “thing” distinct from the “unnatural.”2  In its prime, deep 
ecology became an example of the kind of thinking that pursued a theory 
of immanence in order to resolve these dualistic ontologies.3 While this 
turn towards immanence did provide an important resistance to forms of 
domination that famously rendered nature a machine for man to manipulate, 
or set it on a pedestal as a virgin to be either adored or plundered,4 this 
version of a theory of immanence still retains, to my mind, vestiges of 
emotive, soteriological motivations that avoid the true consequences of 
immanent logic. 

The question that emerges today is whether either appeal can be 
meaningful as nature reveals itself on an increasingly unpleasant scale.5 
Ethical dispositions based in asserting nature’s alterity, such as reverence, 
preservation, care, or friendship have informed many attempts to create 
discourse about sustainability,6 but these concepts seem blighted under the 
glare of the increase in meteorological extremes and natural disaster. They 
seem blighted because, while a general definition of, say, friendship might 
include: two or more beings bearing a mutual comportment of care for one 
another, it is not evident that nature’s erosion, flooding, or drought cares 
about the humans who experience these things. On the other hand, if we 
forego appealing to the virtues extolled by understanding nature as in some 
sense transcendent, that is, in a relationship with us as an other, we find that 
even the apparent alternative of immanence—loosely defined as: nature 
understood to be a nexus within which humans are intimately bound and 
interdependent—risks waiting for a positive feedback-loop from a sense 
of oneness, when opposite sorts of manifestations abound. Examples of 
these negative manifestations could be any number of diseases that move 
through species, such as those that begin in animals’ food sources, and 
move through to the human consumers of these animals. Oneness is a 
viable way of describing this connectivity, but in a case of disease outbreak, 
the experience of the connection to the disease-carriers alone offends what 
uncritical appeals to immanence seek when they assert a feeling of oneness 
with nature.

What follows is only a brief exploration of this rather large question. 
I want to explore whether and how philosophical thinking is equipped to 
countenance in a meaningful way nature’s brutally manifest indifference 
to whether one likes it or not. This requires attention to a second issue: 
nature itself as both an ontological and epistemological category seems 
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impossible. It is, like Blanchot’s disaster that cannot and yet must be 
written, or Anselm’s concept that proves its divinity by shattering our finite 
conceptual capacity, impossible to grasp (Blanchot, 1986; Saint Anselm, 
1078).7 These two features, namely, its indifference to human pleasure and 
its uniquely unsettling inability to be conceptualized, must be investigated 
if nature is to be a meaningful category for environmental ethics. My 
argument does not intend to be strictly a “climate-change” argument. 
By this I mean that the claims do not hinge on an agreement or longer 
discussion about what exactly climate-change means or how it is caused. 
My interpretation of passages from  Spinoza’s Ethics, I hope to show, 
stands on its own regardless of that discussion. And yet, I do suggest that it 
is precisely its most unpleasant activity that has increasingly become what 
we talk about when we talk about nature. 

To support these contentions, I begin by shoring up the complexities 
involved in attempting to define “nature,” showing its particularly difficult 
place in philosophical method. I then attempt to read portions of the Ethics 
so as to maintain that Spinoza allows us to conceptualize the essence of 
nature without recoiling from its omnipresent indistinction. I then explore 
that very concept of nature, in order to demonstrate that earthquakes, as 
examples of the unpleasant face of nature, are “lovable,” a term to be 
radically revisited if it is to be useful for ethical theorizing. As modes of 
natural action, earthquakes are ontologically contiguous with the same 
power and force whereby all entities receive their being and are maintained 
in it, and love, understood intellectually and through a Spinozistic lens, is 
that modality of relating which understands power primordially and is able 
to act ethically without belaboring judgments of pleasure or pain, or even 
holding nature at a distance in order to revere it as something to save. 

II. Defining Nature 
“But, Socrates, I do not know how to say what I mean. For whatever 
statement we advance, somehow or other it moves about and won’t stay 
where we put it.” 

(Plato, Euthyphro, 11b)

A primary difficulty in any philosophizing about nature, but especially in 
the search for a sustainable environmental ethics, is always how to describe 
and delimit the being, or nature, of this particular being: Nature.  In fact, the 
formulation of the task already announces a kind of hermeneutical dilemma: 
we are seeking the nature of nature. Something about this particular object 
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of study strikes us as unlike all others. Neither is the uncanny resemblance 
the object bears to the criteria of the investigation relieved by substituting 
“essence” in place of “nature.”  In search of this essence of nature, one 
would simply be compelled to list the kinds of things they see when they 
look at “it,” saying, “it is the collection of exemplars of what is natural, 
namely, those birch trees over there, and squirrels and wind and the grass 
and such,” but this list of examples must end at some point. It must end, we 
assume, because in order for a definition to be possible, the object being 
defined must exclude what is different from it, so that it might stand in 
relief, able to be seen and identified. If this effort is to continue, the next 
step would be to ask, what then is un-natural? Buildings? Neon signs? Or 
whom? Humans? It would be strange to say that nature is everything but 
humans and what humans produce. Strange, for we are animated, i.e., we are 
(to controversial and varying degrees) “animal.” Stranger still, our bodies 
are in large part comprised of natural elements; we are mostly water, we use 
and exchange air; further still, we are “dirt,” or at least, our physical body 
is capable of decomposing altogether. Not only that, but perhaps the birch 
tree I am now seeing was selected, bought, transported, and landscaped all 
by human design and labor. It has much in common, on this view, to the 
building next to it. 

It is well-known that when Socrates demands the “essential aspect”8 
or “form”9 of the object which Euthyphro is under pressure to define, 
Euthyphro is at least able to dialogically discover what this aspect is 
not. He can (assisted by Socrates) identify what will not function as the 
“model”10 they could use to recognize the finite exemplars of piety. But 
even the epistemological achievement of identifying the non-essence of 
piety, however minimal, is unattainable for the one seeking the “model” of 
what is natural. It is occluded by the omnipresence of nature as it saturates 
the processes, be they social, aesthetic or productive, through which even 
trees can be brought into being or through which they can be conceived 
and experienced. The well-known Heraclitian observation from fragment 
39-b123 that nature “likes to hide”11 succinctly expresses one face of this 
problem. The true difficulty, however, seems not to be nature’s evasive 
retreats, but rather, that nature refuses to hide when we try to show that 
something exists which is not it. One might attempt to solve the problem 
by creating a litany of ever-more unnatural things such as the neon signs 
mentioned above. One might insist that her phone and her computer are 
very unnatural, thus allowing the natural, and thereby nature, to stand 
out. And yet, even the components of these cold, processed objects are 
reducible to various elements of metals, chemical bonds, conduits of 
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electricity, paints, dyes, minerals such as copper or lead, and other things 
that underwent a long process of manufacturing, refining and design, but 
did not appear on this earth ex nihilo. We (natural beings) developed them 
from what already existed (naturally). The problem remains. Nature now 
seems more overwhelming than hard-to-find. It is everywhere; indeed, it 
abhors a vacuum. Nothing is empty. Nothing is not nature. 

In Against Nature: The Concept of Nature in Critical Theory (1996), 
Steven Vogel has expressed this totalizing reach of the category of the 
“natural” in another context, showing the way in which nature presents 
a difficulty for the concept of reification in dialectical materialism. In 
his critical analysis of Lukács’ attempt to hold a distinction between the 
natural and the social in the context of a critique of immediacy, Vogel has 
very clearly laid bare the general argument for nature being but a social 
construct, and thus nothing ontologically distinct in itself.

The objects ‘naturally’ surrounding us have social roles 
and meanings, they are literally ‘social constructs,’ 
built by human labor; the ‘natural environment’ is never 
encountered independently of its social context; and the 
‘nature’ revealed by natural science cannot be separated 
from the socially organized practices through which such 
a science operates- these are, then, the [...] senses in which 
‘nature is a social category.’ These [...] senses can be seen 
as stages in an argument in which the desire for nature as 
an ultimate immediacy on which our practices are founded 
is shown to be systematically frustrated. The conclusion is 
a hard one to accept. Mediations, we believe, must come to 
an end somewhere, and ‘nature’ is the name we give to that 
somewhere (Vogel, 1996; p. 38). 

While we will not approach the reasons for his critical interpretation of these 
themes in Lukácsian theory, two insights that are relevant to the present 
concern about defining nature are apparent. One, Vogel’s problematization 
of the object-status for nature further illuminates the difficulty laid out above. 
This is apparent in Vogel’s observation that there is no “end” or “limit” to 
our linkage from one object to another; there is no end that could mark 
the other side beyond the boundary between the natural and the unnatural. 
Secondly, the assertion that the argument’s conclusion is “hard to accept” is 
of no small consequence. It is hard to accept because if nature is something 
meaningful for us as humans, it has been due to our desire to establish 
it as a that-without-which, a foundation, a limit, or an origin. We have 
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attempted—as Euthyphro must, though fated to fail—to establish “nature 
itself’ as that model without which we would not recognize exemplars of 
the natural. Such exemplars may grant meaning to questions of human life 
and action, but they are dissolved in human action and production, insofar 
as they erase every distinction between what nature is and what it is not. 

From these perspectives, nature is not just everywhere refusing to be 
defined, but it is never done doing so. Nature resists definition, and thereby 
resists being grasped by philosophical method insofar as this method relies 
on concepts under which it might subsume the thingly quality of the object 
under scrutiny. As an alternative, one might relinquish the commitment 
to conceiving the thing, and attend rather to the way in which a natural 
entity, even the purchased and landscaped birch tree, contains within itself 
its own principle of acting, i.e., of generation and flourishing. When one 
conceptualizes the tree through this quasi-Aristotelian lens, one cannot 
help but observe its origin and end in relation to the seed, the flourishing, 
the decomposition, and the rich relation to seed again. Thus the essence 
of nature may be better conceived through this active context, that is, 
through thinking it as an event, as suggested perhaps by Aristotle’s ta 
physica: “moving” or “changing” things, beings that manifest, and retreat 
again.12 But even if it can, even if bearing witness to nature’s character 
as event falls within the realm of the possible, the question of its efficacy 
in developing an ethics remains. If I admit the unique being of the tree 
as distinctly different from that of the computer, then I might potentially 
have an understanding of this individuated nature, i.e., this tree, but I have 
no means by which I might know how to relate to it. I only know that it 
has its principle of growth within itself. Such criteria for being “natural,” 
if considered too simply, would also exclude other likely candidates for 
being “natural,” such as stone, soil, or water. I may have knowledge of 
things that grow and reproduce, but not necessarily of nature, and not at 
all of my environment. This is because a knowledge of trees is not the 
same as a knowledge of what surrounds me, especially if my surroundings 
are comprised more of inert material than things that grow. Hence, even 
this more active, less thingly understanding of nature falls short of being a 
satisfactory definition.

In a nuanced and sustained evaluation of the possibility of being 
ecological without a robust or transcendent notion of nature or environment, 
Timothy Morton has observed a similar difficulty. Without wanting to 
risk a reduction of his far-reaching analysis of environmental aesthetics, 
we may observe that our presently thwarted attempt to define nature is 
illuminated as such by Morton’s insight in Ecology Without Nature; 
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Rethinking Environmental Aesthetics (2007). In this text, Morton suggests 
that the very assertion of nature as other, as thing, or as different, enables 
an important (and presumably unethical) distance from it.

The environment was born at exactly the moment when it 
became a problem. The word environment still haunts us, 
because in a society that took care of its surroundings in a 
more comprehensive sense, our idea of environment would 
have withered away. The very word environmentalism is 
evidence of wishful thinking. Society would be so involved 
in taking care of ‘it’ that it would no longer be a case of 
some ‘thing’ that surrounds us, that environs us and differs 
from us. Humans may yet return the idea of the ‘thing’ 
to its older sense of meeting place. In a society that fully 
acknowledged that we were always already involved in 
our world, there would be no need to point it out (Morton, 
2007; p. 141).  

That we are “already always involved” in nature—in the environment—
announces the difficulty in defining what nature is, but more importantly, 
there is a danger that the use of the term indicates in itself the problem 
of distance. The distance created by the very act of identifying what 
surrounds us as our “environs” and which thereby can be pointed out as 
other, might raise the question of the extent to which even well-intended 
environmental policy has been overly “othered,” and even soteriological 
in its attempt to save, mourn, or redeem something radically unlike itself. 
For several reasons, it has become clear that the task of knowing, i.e., of 
conceptualizing and defining nature qua nature, is an exceedingly complex 
one. Nature takes no singular shape; it has no easily-apprehended quality, 
nor does it have any opposite such that it could be called into relief and 
therefore known. It exists in no place, while it simultaneously saturates the 
whole.

III. Being Present to Indifference: Spinoza’s  
Dislocation of Deus sive Natura

No degree of philosophical complexity will grant us a pass on having to 
know what nature is, or at least having to renew and redesign our discourse 
about our intensifying environs. If nature is to be an object of discourse 
at all, our advances thus far suggest that its essence may have to be 
understood through capacity, movement or action, rather than whatness. 
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The understanding that defines accordingly will need to be already involved 
in its concept; it will also be an event and will remain moving, immanent 
to what it understands. With this possibility in view, let us begin again, this 
time with a rather simple etymological perspective. We can read in the Latin 
term for “nature” a particular kind of action that holds more promise than 
the evasive thingliness of an object. The Latin noun we seek is natura.13 
The infinitive verb form extends the reach of natura; naturare says “to 
birth” but not quite to give birth. Rather, birthing is happening. One is not 
pushing out one other, once and for all; no giving is connoted, such as that 
in donare, “to give; to donate.” There is no transference of being from one 
to the other, in one moment. Spinoza saw that Cartesian metaphysics knew 
the difference between these two forms of causation, calling attention on 
one hand to things from which the cause can be taken away while the effect 
will still endure.14 As an example of this mode of causation, consider that 
a foal can and probably will outlive the mare. But, Descartes observed 
(though he restricted his observation), there is on the other hand a kind of 
causation that is quite different. Finite beings, he argued, cannot account 
for the entirety of their kind existing in time according to any one of their 
own kind. The existence of all the effects taken together requires some 
cause greater in power than any one of themselves taken individually. This 
mode of causation reflects what is said in the infinitive verb, naturare, to 
birth. This mode of causation is birthing all the time, such that effects are 
always being effected. 

Natura, as “birthing,” is also properly understood as a translation into 
Latin of what for the Greeks was preeminently expressed as physis. Physis 
says, “that which makes itself manifest naturally” or more simply, the verb 
form phuo says “to grow.”15 Nature as physis, is always on the go and never 
the same. As such, its essence may be conceptualized without relying on 
a limit to its entity. Spinoza’s efforts to lay bare the implications of single 
substance monism under the aspect of immanence also demonstrate this 
possibility for conceptualization. In the first part of the Ethics, “Of God,” 
the grounding of the project begins with defining not only being, but also by 
expressing the way in which definition reflects rules for conceptualization 
and perception. “By cause of itself,” begins Definition 1; 16 this is the first 
alternative we are offered for the promised object of explication, namely 
God (EId1). A second follows immediately: “or that whose nature cannot 
be conceived except as existing” (EId1). Here, we are shown a limit, via 
the phrase “cannot be conceived,” to what we are able to think about this 
being. In Definitions 2, 3 and 4, we find similar juxtapositions of what 
is being thought with the nature and possibilities of thinking itself. An 
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example in Definition 3 reads: “By substance I understand what is in itself 
and is conceived through itself, that is, that whose concept does not require 
the concept of another thing from which it must be formed” (EId3). Now, 
God, cause-of-itself, or substance, refuses to take the place of the “end” of 
a linkage of objects who share a causal story in time, nor is it the boundary 
we may have hoped to reach which would have made nature’s essence 
known by virtue of its not being something else. It (God, or substance), 
requires no other concept in order for us to grasp what it is, or better, what it 
does. This God is “a being absolutely infinite” (EId6), but its limitlessness 
(a direct rendering of the term “infinite”) does not indicate that it is nothing, 
or somehow imperceivable. It is a substance (EId6); unlike all other entities 
which come under our conceptualization, this one, this infinite substance, 
“involves no negation” (EId6). There is no sense in which we must say 
what it is not, or make it an other, in order to hold it in view for our 
understanding.

Grasping this being, is for Spinoza a task of the first order. That 
this be accomplished first signifies its primacy epistemologically and 
ontologically. It does so not only because Spinoza maintains that “the order 
and connection of things is the same as the order and connection of ideas” 
(EIIp7), but also for the same reason why this conceptualization of an 
active totality indicates that the text of the Ethics does not attempt to derive 
an ought from an is.17 Being and knowing simply are identified; one cannot 
conclude from her concept that she ought to act this or that way, but that she 
is this or that way. For Spinoza, ethics are not an act of habituating the free 
will (indeed he denies such a will),18 but they are a matter of empowering 
the intellect to attend to the necessary connections in which the thinking 
individual finds herself. With this end in view, the text of the Ethics opens 
not with an arbitrary, disputational, or aesthetic choice, but upon the unity 
of thinking and being, during the exposition of the absolute substance from 
which everything else takes its being and through which everything else 
can be known.

This primary grasp of God, cause-of-itself, or substance, thus 
unfolds toward an understanding of the consequences of immanence, or, 
omnipresence. It is not until EIp5 that we encounter the term “Nature,” 
however, and the implications of the relationship of this term to God are 
not immediately obvious. The careful progression indicates that nature 
is no mere addition to a list of equally apt names for a single concept. 
Reflecting a consistency with the consequences of the definition of 
substance, Proposition 5 simply claims, “In Nature there cannot be two 
or more substances of the same nature or attribute” (EIp5). In Proposition 
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6, a second and third appearance are observed: “In Nature there cannot be 
two substances of the same attribute [...] which have something in common 
with each other. [...] For in Nature there is nothing except substances and 
their affections[.]” (EIp6). In this moment, the text resists an uncritical or 
unqualified identification of God with the natural world that has attracted 
much ecological thought. The resistance can be found in the sense that here, 
“Nature” is deployed in a propaedeutic service. The reader of this passage 
must conceptualize not only nature, but the necessary ways in which what 
follows logically from these claims about nature cannot be otherwise. If 
only substance (what is independent or self-caused) and what is dependent 
on that substance, exist, then we must ask what follows from this order of 
dependence. The question of nature then, in its first appearance in the Ethics, 
assists conceptualization by preparing it to grasp both finite (dependent) 
beings—what might be considered individual natural entities—and the 
only subsisting actual being through which these finite natural beings have 
their being and through which they must be conceived. In short, nature 
appears on the scene as another way to say the being of God, but moreover, 
it serves to transport our thinking towards the ways in which we must 
conceive the effects of this being. This is confirmed in the Appendix, where 
Spinoza writes that, “For if God had decreed, concerning Nature and its 
order, something other than what he did decree, that is, had willed and 
conceived something else concerning Nature, he would necessarily have 
had an intellect other than he now has, and a will other than he now has” 
(EIa). 

Immanence is thus not a simple oneness or sense of connection, but 
a kind of loss.  In accepting the logical consequence of independence 
and limitlessness as the essence of substance, and of there being only 
one substance, one concedes that this substance is nowhere to be pointed 
out as if it were not somewhere else. To say it another way, in its being 
immanent, nature is not “located” anywhere. It has no whereabouts; there is 
nothing to see, but there is everything to think. In this sense, nature serves 
as that surrounding which, as Morton’s text suggested, does not need to be 
pointed out. Spinoza makes the point in Proposition 29 and its scholium as 
follows:

[...] So all things have been determined from the necessity 
of the divine nature, not only to exist, but to exist in a 
certain way, and to produce effects in a certain way. There 
is nothing contingent, q.e.d. 
Ip29 Schol: 
Before I proceed further, I wish to explain here-or rather to 
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advise [the reader] - what we must understand by Natura 
naturans and Natura naturata. For from the preceding I 
think it is already established that by Natura naturans we 
must understand what is in itself and is conceived through 
itself, or such attributes of substance as express an eternal 
and infinite essence, that is (by P14C1 and P17C2), God 
insofar as he is considered a free cause. But by Natura 
naturata I understand whatever follows from the necessity 
of God’s nature, or from any of God’s attributes, that is, all 
the modes of God’s attributes insofar as they are considered 
as things which are in God, and can neither be nor be 
conceived without God. 

The whole of nature includes everything, and in a sense, there is yet only 
one thing. The exclusionary problem that stifles Euthyphro, namely, the 
problem of identifying what is not natural such that what is can be known, 
retreats under the alternative of embracing an omnipresent active power 
rather than searching for a singular thing. Under the addition of the present 
participle, -ans, we understand Natura as something clearly causing, 
moving, birthing, and being independent. Its acting is prior, but not in 
time. It is not one of the effects, but it is always presently causing, and 
thus immanent to its effects. Spinoza collapses that causal power which 
must exist in order for anything else to exist into its effects. This reveals 
the proper understanding of what is meant by the “whole.” It is no mere 
kinship or story of origin but a dynamic relation that denies singularity.  
Nor is it even a collected totality of related beings. Spinoza affirms that 
“No definition involves or expresses any certain number of individuals[.]” 
(EIp8s2). Nature is a relation of power that is not ended in terms of finite 
causation. 

Naturing is also able to be understood as “God,” for Spinoza famously 
(though infrequently, and not until Part IV of the Ethics) adds to his 
invocation of Natura the phrase, “that is, God.”19 He writes, “For we have 
shown in the Appendix of Part I, that Nature does nothing on account of an 
end. That eternal and infinite being we call God, or Nature, acts from the 
same necessity of nature from which he exists. [...] As he exists for the sake 
of no end, he also acts for the sake of no end” (EIVpref).  But it is important 
to keep in mind, as I suggested above, that this is not Spinoza’s primary 
objective, nor is this phrase, God or Nature, a simple identity which gives 
us an arbitrary option for approaching the exact same object of thought. 
Nature is invoked as an order, as a demand to conceive of the way in which 
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nature’s actions relate, subsist and operate. This is apparent in noting that 
“Nature” is often accompanied by the phrase “the order of” or “the whole 
of” in the text. For example, “[...] the order of the whole of Nature,” is 
repeatedly invoked in, and is the subject of the scholium to EIIp7. Nature is 
that lawful universe through which we may think the beings we encounter 
in it. It is also God and conceived through God, insofar as it is the whole 
expression of God’s active power as the necessarily existing infinite causal 
power. But these joined terms, God or Nature, are not merely a friendly 
unity or experienced connection or relationship; they are two ways of 
conceptualizing ways of existing. One subsists by the necessity of its own 
power, the other by depending on it.

What has been established thus far claims that in the text of the Ethics, 
the quest to acquire knowledge through definition is shaken loose from 
the requirement that a thing, boundary, difference, or a simple sameness, 
be pointed to. Rather than search in time for this “other” or thing, 
conceptualization must always be occurring. This juncture of being and 
knowing is the only “place” in which nature might be said to be thinkable. 
In his recent and penetrating critique of deep ecology’s appropriation of 
Spinoza’s metaphysics, Eccy de Jonge has expressed a similar contention. 
“First, the true definition of a substance neither involves nor expresses 
anything beyond the nature of the thing defined; […] And yet, Spinoza 
argues, substance is not only a concept but the only ‘real being’, for 
a real being is one whose essence does not depend on anything else for 
its existence (EIp7pf)” (de Jonge, 2004; p. 64). In this possibility for 
conceptualization, there is no invisible, transcendent or benevolent entity 
beyond what is conceived; there is only nature naturing, or if we push our 
translation of nature as “birth,” we might say “birth, birthing.” 

As implied in the early definitions and propositions laid out above, 
this causing power can also be thought of through conceiving its effects. 
Spinoza fleshes out this latter aspect of the disseminating effects of nature’s 
incessant birthing in his description of Natura naturata, by using the past 
participle to indicate that nature has “natured.” He writes, “But by Natura 
naturata I understand whatever follows from the necessity of God’s nature, 
or from any of God’s attributes, that is, all the modes of God’s attributes 
insofar as they are considered as things which are in God, and can neither 
be nor be conceived without God” (EIp29s). Naturata indicates whatever 
exists, in so far as it is an effect of God or Nature’s causal power. The 
extent of this commitment to a dynamic, (not merely numerical) totality is 
reinforced where Spinoza denies distinctions even between human thinking 
and what might be considered natural physically. As evident in the following 
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excerpt from one of Spinoza’s most studied letters, the identification denies 
faculty-specific capacities which had—up to Spinoza’s work—remained 
territorialized in mental or bodily regions. He writes to Henry Oldenburg: 

You see therefore, how and why I think that the human 
body is a part of Nature. But as far as the human mind is 
concerned, I think it is a part of Nature too. For I maintain 
that there is also in Nature an infinite power of thinking, 
which, insofar as it is infinite, contains in itself objectively 
the whole of Nature, and whose thoughts proceed in the 
same way as Nature itself, its object, does.20

The human body is included in nature, and, nature thinks, though it is not 
thereby already concerned. The understanding “proceeds in the same way” 
as the activities of what it understands. Humans’ immersion and involvement 
in nature is radicalized in this instance. Thinking about nature will be no 
separate or distinct activity from nature’s naturing. Admittedly, here we 
are only touching upon a critical and nuanced area of Spinoza’s Ethics. 
But what we have established by looking at the passage above suffices to 
offer support to the contention that immanence is not just a closeness, but a 
commitment to a kind of determinism that does not free an ethical agent to 
care for or save something unlike herself. 

Another passage from Spinoza which expresses the consequences of 
this determinism, is also one that many theoretical attempts at an immanent 
environmental ethics have shied away from. He writes, “[...] all things are 
in God and so depend on him that without him they can neither be nor be 
conceived; and finally, [that] all things have been predetermined by God, 
not from freedom of the will or absolute good pleasure, but from God’s 
absolute nature, or infinite power” (EIa). Taking this “not” in the strongest 
sense, we see the indifference that I earlier characterized as “brutal.” Brute, 
as in factually so. Not from any will, not from any good pleasure, does 
God or Nature birth. Attempting to grasp nature’s being through wondering 
about its “ends,” or the goals or reasons why it does what is does, such 
as free will or pleasure, tempts the ecologically minded. But as Spinoza 
points out in the Appendix to Part I of the Ethics, this is the very prejudice 
he hopes to correct. “All the prejudices I here undertake to expose depend 
on this one: that men commonly suppose that all natural things act, as men 
do, on account of an end; indeed they maintain as certain that God himself 
directs all things to some certain end, for they say that God has made all 
things for man, and man that he might worship God” (EIa). Here, as in 
elsewhere, Spinoza denies that God or Nature acts according to ends. It 
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does not respond to the placation of creatures, and the course of nature’s 
naturing cannot be changed by human desire. 

Nature in this sense, Spinoza teaches, has no intention or goal. 
Immanent, primary, and omnipotent (but unlike the Cartesian God, not 
omnibenevolent), nature natures with power only. Recognizing this 
determined omnipotence liberates our understanding of nature from having 
to ask whether and what purpose it may have had for its actions. Illustrating 
the consequences for those who fail to attend to this determinism, Spinoza 
writes:

But while they sought to show that Nature does nothing 
in vain (i.e., nothing not of use to men), they seem to have 
shown only that Nature and the gods are as mad as men. 
See, I ask you, how the matter has turned out! Among 
so many conveniences in Nature they had to find many 
inconveniences: storms, earthquakes, diseases, and the 
like. These, they maintain, happen because the gods [NS: 
(whom they judge to be of the same nature as themselves)] 
are angry on account of wrongs done to them by men, or on 
account of sins committed in their worship (EIa).

Here, Spinoza exposes the error resulting from the attempt to subsume the 
destructive aspect of non-human being under human modes of conception. 
If our epistemological paradigm includes that there is a divine reason for 
an earthquake or a disease, we fall to the suspicion of punishment, become 
stifled by the passive affect of hope,21 or entertain the dilemma of trying to 
reconcile omnipotence with the notion of free will, i.e., we wonder why 
god didn’t choose to act less destructively. Spinoza anticipates the concerns 
thusly: “For many are accustomed to arguing in this way: if all things have 
followed from the necessity of God’s most perfect nature, why are there so 
many imperfections in Nature? why are things corrupt to the point where 
they stink? so ugly that they produce nausea? why is there confusion, evil, 
and sin?”(EIa). Spinoza answers as follows: “[...]For the perfection of 
things is to be judged solely from their nature and power; things are not 
more or less perfect because they please or offend men’s senses, or because 
they are of use to, or are incompatible with human nature” (EIa). To offer an 
example of how Spinoza’s answer might play out, consider one’s reaction 
to a very strong earthquake; one would estimate the strength of it in such 
a way that confirms it is very perfect. It is not good, just very complete. It 
is not evil, just very thorough, if we assume (as Spinoza does) the literal 
sense of the Latin roots for the word “perfect.” Per adds a thoroughness 
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to facere: “to do,” or, “to make.” This, according to Spinoza, is the proper 
poise when faced with the indifference of nature’s power. This attitude does 
not go “deep,” as the ecological thinker might, but rather it stays its ground 
in the acceptance of the difference between the power of the human and 
that of the natural event.

This notion of perfection as a measure of power brings us closer toward 
understanding the ways in which a Spinozistic ethics does not require 
categories of supposed kinship, concern, or friendship with “nature” as if it 
were either other than us, or somehow connected to us in a way that would 
yield a positive experience of that connection. A relevant example of these 
things not being the case for Spinoza can be found in his perspective on 
animal life, a perspective that no deep ecologist was willing to adopt.22

[...] it is clear that the law against killing animals is based 
more on empty superstition and unmanly compassion than 
sound reason. The rational principle of seeking our own 
advantage teaches us to establish a bond with men, but 
not with the lower animals, or with things whose nature 
is different from human nature. We have the same right 
against them that they have against us. Indeed, because the 
right of each one is defined by his virtue, or power, men 
have a far greater right against the lower animals than they 
have against men (EIVp37s1).

In this passage, ecological ears recoil from the resistance to “unmanly 
compassion” and the notion that we should “seek our own advantage.” The 
phrases fall far afield from the interconnected and reverential or affectionate 
attitudes often assumed by a weak understanding of immanence. On a 
closer look, however, this same passage provides a way to begin thinking 
towards something more effectively ecological. First, consider that unity is 
accounted for in terms of this right, or ius, a justification of action that every 
being, by virtue simply of its being a share in God or Nature, has.23 This 
right is not given; it is not an act in the sense of donare, or an endowment 
which adds being to a being. Rather, it is already immanent in all of the 
effects of nature’s naturing. In so far as the cause has power, the effects 
mirror their cause in also having a degree of power, that is, a right to act. All 
beings have the ius, or “justification” to act. This is not something we have 
to claim. It is simply another face of saying what things are. Animals have a 
ius according to the kind of beings that they are. Indeed it will belong to the 
inclination of some animals to act to destroy others, and possibly to destroy 
humans; “[W]e have the same right against them as they have against us.” 
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Each being is properly understood through its degrees of power 
according to its essence, not its goodness, its being “evil,” or even in a 
difference in sentience. Spinoza illuminates this understanding in the 
preface to Part IV. 

So insofar as we refer all individuals in Nature to this genus, 
compare them to one another, and find that some have more 
being, or reality, than others, we say that some are more 
perfect than others. And insofar as we attribute something 
to them which involves negation, like a limit, an end, lack 
of power, and so on, we call them imperfect, because they 
do not affect our mind as much as those we call perfect, and 
not because something is lacking in them which is theirs, 
or because Nature has sinned. And whatever follows 
from the necessity of nature of the efficient cause happens 
necessarily (EIVpref, emphasis mine). 

Neither blessings nor curses obtain in the natural world. There are only 
varying degrees of power, constantly affecting the fabric of the nexus in 
which we find ourselves and thus manifesting entities and events which 
affect us in varying ways. 

This specific way in which Spinoza claims that we have varying degrees 
of power holds a key for the possibility of an environmental ethics. In so far 
as my power, (taking myself as an example as a being that can have some 
degree of power in se, in itself) comes from myself and strives to act as 
nothing other than what preserves the kind of thing that I am, it is indeed 
empowering as power, and as it evolves, it becomes for Spinoza what he 
describes as “intellectual love” and is inextricably linked to the notion 
of “joy.” While this leap warrants and has elicited a critically important 
body of study, it will suffice for the purposes of the present argument to 
consider why this sort of love plays an important role for being ethical. 
First, Spinoza recognizes the disorienting effects of feeling as if one is 
constantly being affected by events outside of one’s own control. “From 
what has been said it is clear that we are driven about in many ways by 
external causes, and that, like waves on the sea, driven by contrary winds, 
we toss about, not knowing our outcome and fate” (EIIIp59).  The remedy 
is not in hoping or conspiring with a divinity that has a will to assist, but 
rather in understanding that in which one’s true power consists. “When 
the mind considers itself and its power of acting, it rejoices, and does so 
the more, the more distinctly it imagines itself and its power of acting” 
(EIIIp58). This power of acting increases joy. “Joy is an affect by which the 
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body’s power of acting is increased or aided. Sadness, on the other hand, is 
an affect by which the body’s power of acting is diminished or restrained” 
(EIVp41). Joy entails an increase in the body’s power, but there is a risk 
involved the more joy is tied to something external to our body. “Love is a 
joy accompanied by the idea of an external cause” (EIII, D6).  When love 
is a joy accompanied by an external cause, it can be a good, though it can 
become excessive and deploy the imagination, a mode of knowing suspect 
to certain pitfalls if unaided by the intellect. When it is good, it is because it 
provides “a satisfaction in the lover on account of the presence of the thing 
loved, by which the lover’s joy is strengthened or at least encouraged” 
(EIII, D6). Ideally, we are present to that which we love, rather than distant 
from it. Even better, when love can evolve toward something that requires 
no image of external causes of my joy, it evolves to intellectual love. In 
Part V of the Ethics Spinoza writes, “And then [knowledge] begets a love 
toward a thing immutable and eternal which we really fully possess, and 
which therefore cannot be tainted by any of the vices which are in ordinary 
love, but can always be greater and greater[.]”(EVp20dem). 

 Everything brought forth, natured or birthed, en-joys (internalizes 
joy) the necessity of being itself and being active.  Further evidence 
abounds as Spinoza asserts that the act of knowing and the act of existing 
concurrently experience adequacy, and thereby increase the power of the 
one thinking adequately. “When the mind conceives itself and its power of 
acting, it rejoices, (by p53). But the mind necessarily considers itself when 
it conceives a true, or adequate, idea (by IIP43). But the mind conceives 
some adequate ideas (by IIP40S2). Therefore it also rejoices insofar as 
it conceives adequate ideas, that is (by P1), insofar as it acts” (EIIIp59).
To cause or act, is to know and to preserve one’s own essence. I suggest 
that this means that a strong reading of immanence, which allows us to 
accept the logical consequences of God or Nature’s determined necessity, 
does not allow us to be resigned to a false perception of what is entailed 
by “necessity.” Such a false or weak critique of determinism might worry 
that if everything follows from God’s necessity, the ethical agent has no 
power over the course of events. But being present to nature’s necessity 
and indifference correctly is precisely what frees the agent for loving what 
does exist and what does matter, namely, the power of self-preservation. 
And because no self is an independent, separate individual, love of self is 
always also love of my ability to understand what empowers or diminishes 
my being. What is empowering, is loving, that is, being present to the 
effects of nature’s naturing as indifferent manifestations of diverse degrees 
of causal power, rather than appealing to transcendent or dualistic thoughts, 
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such as, reverence, ends, reasons, suspicions, or fears.
Another consequence of the logic of immanence becomes apparent 

when one takes seriously that immanence is not a kind of ethical injunction 
or suggestion, but a fact about what exists. In Part V, Spinoza asserts this 
limit, claiming that “No one can hate God” (EVp18). In his demonstration, 
he argues, “The idea of God which is in us is adequate and perfect (by 
IIp46, p47). So insofar as we consider God, we act (by IIIp3). Consequently 
(by IIIp59), there can be no sadness accompanied by the idea of God[.]” 
(EVp18dem).  Consider “or Nature” in place of God in this passage. 
Insofar we consider, or attempt to conceptualize the order of god’s effects 
at all, we are already acting, or existing. Being and knowing coincide, and 
mutually reinforce one another. The scholium to the same Proposition offers 
poignant instruction in relation to this point: “But, it can be objected, while 
we understand God to be the cause of all things, we thereby consider God 
to be the cause of sadness. To this I reply that insofar as we understand the 
causes of sadness, it ceases to be sadness. And so, insofar as we understand 
God to be the cause of sadness, we rejoice”(EVp18s, my emphasis). Here 
again we see that understanding the true causes of what affects us is related 
to joy, and that joy and love thereby respect the difference in degrees of 
causal power that comprise the diverse expressions of natura naturans. 

 At the end of Part IV, Spinoza asserts that “[...] we are a part of the 
whole of Nature, whose order we follow. If we understand this clearly and 
distinctly, [...] 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 [...] Hence, insofar as we 
understand these things rightly, the better parts of us agrees with the order 
of the whole of Nature” (EIV, D32). Clearly, immanence does entail 
that we are a part of the whole order of Nature, and are dependent on it. 
However, this passage also supports the contention that the complexity in 
the phrase God or Nature, it is not a simple identification which would 
afford us the ability to say “I am God,” or “that tree is God.” In a sense, this 
is not entirely incorrect, but it too easily dismisses the function of the term 
Nature, which is to indicate that we must approach God’s effects differently 
than we do when contemplating God’s essence itself. Nature can indeed 
be known and conceived, both in its sheer power of causing, and in the 
effects of its power. We can continue to see how attention to this aspect of 
the “Nature” component in God or Nature, is relevant to our development 
of a Spinozistic environmental ethics. Immanence grants us an “agreeable” 
(capitalizing on Spinoza’s use of “agree” above) disposition towards 
thinking of our place in the order of nature, that is, thinking of ourselves 
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as without any special place, promise, or role over or beyond other natural 
beings. The key is to adequately conceive of this belonging without being 
tempted to stretch it into an assumption of friendship or kinship with these 
other natural beings. While it is right to say that Spinoza denies humans 
any special dominance over such things as animals or plants, consider his 
assertion that “Apart from men we know no singular thing in Nature whose 
mind we can enjoy, and which we can join to ourselves in friendship, or 
some kind of association” (EIVa). This means that “I,” (the one seeking 
to be ethical) am not nature’s friend. It means natural entities and events 
can destroy me. When I must assert that I love nature, I understand our 
sameness as dependent beings, all having ius or the impetus to act, and 
all having a difference in degrees of power. My ethical stance then opens 
up without setting nature at a distance such that I must save it, worship 
it, socially construct or perform it. I am ethical when I cease to think that 
caring for other kinds of beings requires me to give up my essence and take 
on theirs.24

IV. Conclusion
As exemplars of the destructive force of nature, earthquakes are lovable—
according to our reading of select passages from the Ethics—because they 
are ontologically contiguous with the same power and force whereby all 
entities receive their being and through which all beings are understood, 
and secondly, love, understood through a Spinozistic lens, is that disposition 
of relating which understands power primordially, and is thus able to be 
ethical without belaboring judgments of pleasure or pain, or even holding 
nature at a distance in order to revere it as something to save. This does not 
mean that a natural disaster is not an object properly responded to with the 
emotions that make up the being of being human. But it ought not become 
something inconceivably beyond my paradigms as an ethicist or naturalist. 
It ought to be part of the total-field image of every ecological philosopher, 
as an empowering meditation on how nature is, rather than what it is. 

Another effect of my reading, though it is one I have explored only in 
passing, is a brief exposure of ways in which the general reading of Spinoza 
by some environmental philosophy, including deep ecology, seems to me 
to be weak in that it tends to stop at the notion of immanence and assume 
that this deterministic sense of monism is a good in itself, or, these theories 
over-estimate the positivity perceived in the affects of joy and love, rather 
than attend to their embodied manifestation of increases or decreases of 
power. My position on these points however, is inconsequential to the 
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larger issue in this paper and I do not afford room for a proper analysis 
of these particular readings.25 I simply propose that there is a better sense 
in which Spinozism might give us a way to be environmentally ethical. 
That sense, I have hoped to show, is in his consistency with the logic of 
immanence, as it attends to the reality that nature neither befriends us, nor 
really notices us at all. 

While “Spinozism” certainly merits a more broad investigation than 
just an examination of the Ethics, it has also been suggested that precisely 
this text is able to respond to the complex difficulty in simply knowing 
what nature is. As long as philosophy has been happening, it has tried to 
say the essence of nature, to understand the human’s relationship to it, and 
to raise the question of how we might behave in it. Part I of the Ethics 
contribute to this effort to know what nature is, but this knowing is also 
for Spinoza always an act of existing. Such an understanding of nature 
mobilizes ethical feeling insofar as we cannot expect to be done with 
our answer to the question of what nature is and move on. As soon as we 
think it, we are relating to it, we are increasing it (via the self-empowering 
effect of adequate reasoning), and we are aware of our dependence on it. 
If we leave our concept of nature alone, cease to think it and walk away, 
then nature is redefined and plundered by inadequately thinking beings. 
Climate change, regardless of whether it is an effect of such plundering, is 
underway, and it undermines any notions that imagine nature to be a kind 
of friend. In ways suggested above, such thinking falls short of being able 
to countenance nature’s propensity for disaster. If we reduce our response to 
these changes in nature to modes of waiting, hoping, repenting, or choosing 
to be blissfully ignorant, then we violate our own essence as beings that 
both are nature, and are dependent on it. Within the text of Spinoza’s 
Ethics, we have begun to see how notions of power and of love give us a 
way to maintain ourselves in our essence as such, and thus avoid dualistic 
and transcendent pathologies.
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(Endnotes)
1  A rather long list could be generated here. In a penetrating and thorough work 

that is particularly relevant to the present topic, Hasana Sharp has written that, 
“Although both the radical enlightenment traditions and deep ecology take 
inspiration from Spinozism and often deviate from the letter of Spinoza’s text, 
it is important to guard against moralizing nature as a kind of authoritative 
design to which we ought to conform. Spinoza’s naturalism forecloses appeals 
to either a spiritual of a natural order separate from the connection and order of 
finite things as they are” (Sharp, 2011; p. 4). Another compelling example of 
such critical inquiries into normalizing appeals to nature which informs much 
of my own thought here is: Daston, Lorraine & Vidal, Fernando, (1994); pp. 
7-15. Another excellent example, and one to which I refer in the body of the 
essay is: Vogel, Stephen, (1996). Against Nature: The Concept of Nature in 
Critical Theory. Albany, New York: SUNY Press.

2  Several examples abound. One that stands out might be Lynn White Jr.’s 
essay “The Historical Roots of our Ecological Crisis,” in which he proposes 
that “Possibly we should ponder the greatest radical in Christian history since 
Christ: Saint Francis of Assisi. […] His view of nature and of man rested on a 
unique sort of panpsychism of all things animate and inanimate, designed for 
the glorification of their transcendent Creator[.]” (White Jr., Lynn, 1967, p. 23). 
Although White himself is critical of some forms of transcendence, his view of 
nature as an entity through which a god might be glorified typifies the sorts of 
virtues often extolled by transcendent ethics. 

3  Eccy de Jonge has described the complicated identity of this movement 
succinctly: “Since many philosophers who define themselves as sympathetic 
to deep ecology hold opposing views as to what it is, and yet still use the 
term ‘deep ecology’, we shall use ‘deep ecology’ to refer to a philosophy of 
ecology which is deeper than environmental ethics or normative approaches to 
environmentalism. […] [Arne] Naess argued that shallow ecology focused on 
‘the health and affluence of people in the developed world’, in contrast to deep 
ecology which viewed humanity as inseparable from nature, maintaining a non-
anthropocentric bias. It was the non-anthropocentricity of deep ecology that, 
Naess argued, distinguished it from shallow (or reform) ecology.” (De Jonge, 
2004; p.1).

4 The metaphors allude to such early modern texts as those critically exposed 
by Merchant, (1980). She cites several writings in which Nature takes on a 
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sexualized and oppressed female identity, such as in Francis Bacon’s De 
Dignitate et Augmentis Scientiarum (1623). Her citation of Bacon reads: “For 
you have but to follow and as it were hound nature in her wanderings […]. 
Neither ought a man to make scruple of entering and penetrating into [nature’s] 
holes and corners, when the inquisition of truth is his whole object[.]” (Merchant, 
1980; p. 168).  Thomas Berry, (1987), reflects deep-ecological awareness of 
the contemporary remnants of such logic. He claims that “[…] A deep cultural 
pathology has developed in Western society and has now spread throughout the 
planet. A savage plundering of the entire earth is taking place through industrial 
exploitation.” 

5 To view well-conceived and recent expositions of the data confirming that such 
a change is at hand, see: Pfeiffer, Dale Allen, (2006). See also, McKibben, Bill 
(2010). In this essay, I am not invested in arguing whether such a change is real, 
new, caused, or anything else. I am simply asserting that nature is increasingly 
unpleasant, and that it is changing. Nor am I the first scholar to question what 
this experience means for philosophizing about nature. Timothy Morton has 
intimated that; “Nature as such appears when we lose it, and it’s known as a loss. 
Along with the disorientation of the modern world goes an ineffable sadness. 
[…] Ecological disaster is a warlike experience- the Pentagon is concerned 
about the political consequences of climate disruption. The total destruction of 
nuclear war is upon is, in an ultra-slow-motion version. We look around and see 
what we are losing as a ‘thing’ that is disappearing from our grasp and out from 
under it our feet” (Morton, 2010; p. 133). 

6 In particular relevance to the present essay, consider as an example Arne Naess’ 
suggestion that “Conservation strategies are more eagerly implemented by 
people who love what they are conserving, and who are convinced that what 
they love is intrinsically valuable. Such lovers will not want to hide these 
attitudes and values, rather they will increasingly give voice to them in public” 
(Naess, 2001; p. 188). 

7 Although it would be neither adequate nor entirely wrong to say that the 
disaster about which Blanchot muses could be imagined to be a natural one, 
this beautifully complicated text attends in an intriguing way to the difficulty in 
thinking what is both an origin and an end. He writes, “To think the disaster (if 
this possible, and it is not possible inasmuch as we suspect that the disaster is 
thought) is to no longer have any future in which to think it. […] The disaster 
is not our affair and has no regard for us; it is the heedless unlimited; it cannot 
be measured in terms of failure or as pure and simple loss.” (Blanchot, 1986; p. 
1-2). The text to which I allude regarding Saint Anselm, is his early instantiation 
of the ontological argument for god’s existence in the second and third chapters 
of the Proslogium. Retreived from http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/basis/
anselm-proslogium.asp#CHAPTER%20II.

8 “Essential aspect” translates τό είδος, (6e), in: Fowler, Harold North, (Trns.). 
(1914, 2006). Plato, Volume I., Loeb Classical Library. Cambridge, MA: 
Harvard University Press. 



62

PersPectives: international Postgraduate Journal of PhilosoPhy

9 “Form” translates τό είδος, (6e), in: Hamilton, Edith, and Cairns, Huntington, 
(Trns.). (1961, 1989). Plato: The Collected Dialogues, Bollingen Series. 
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Richard, (Ed.),  and Hardie, R.P., and Gaye, R. K., (Trns.), (1941). New York, 
NY: Random House, and Oxford, England: Oxford University Press. Here I seek 
only a brief reflection on a well-known and rich discussion of the essence of 
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13 Several sources have contributed to scholarship in this area. I am precisely 
interested in exploiting the connotations of “birth” as indicated in the 
etymological explication in the following Oxford English Dictionary entry: 
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nature active force that establishes and maintains the order of the universe, 
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post-classical Latin also the divine and human nature of Christ (6th cent.), the 
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of Cartesian Philosophy. In Shirley, Samuel, (Trns.), (1996). Indianapolis, IN: 
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to its nature, a duration that can be conceived as greater than another duration.” 
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we have been dealing with the nature of essence of extension. The fact that 
it exists such as we conceive it, created by God, we have proved in the last 
Proposition of Part I, and from Prop. 12 Part I, it follows that it is now preserved 
by the same power by which it was created.” (Spinoza, 1660, Shirley, 1996; p. 
55). 

15 This semantic and etymological connection has not been bridged here for 
the first time. The fruits of several studies in this regard have tended towards 
phenomenological support for grasping nature as an acting being, and even a 
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Explication of Heidegger’s Aesthetics. In Current Studies in Phenomenology 
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molly.htm. Scholarship on this point has been prolific. Especially influential 
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Works. Curley, Edwin,(Trns.), (1994). Princeton, NJ: Princeton University 
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19 For an indispensible study of the notion of Deus sive Natura which critically 
analyzes the “sive” and takes the theological history of the concept as a priority 
over the concern with Natura, see: Fraenkel, Carlos, (2006); pp. 169-215. 
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20 Spinoza, Baruch. Ethics (1677). In: A Spinoza Reader: The Ethics and Other 
Works. Curley, Edwin,(Trns.), (1994). Letter 32; IV/170, p. 82.

21 This is itself a complex notion in Spinoza and one which cannot be thoroughly 
unpacked here. In brief, Spinoza defines hope in EIII D12 as: “Hope is an 
inconstant joy, born of the idea of a future or past thing whose outcome we 
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illam de non mactandis brutis magis vana superstitione et muliebri misericordia, 
quam sana ratione fundatam esse. Docet quidem ratio nostrum utile quaerendi 
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and Deval (2008); pp. 230-251. 


