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Schopenhauer dealt intensively with Spinoza throughout his whole life. This includes not only enthusiastic agreement, but also harsh rejection. Spinoza’s peculiar use of words caused some misunderstandings, which are clarified here. In the course of this, it turns out that Schopenhauer’s fundamental view is the same as Spinoza’s, which he does not even acknowledge.


According to Schopenhauer, Spinoza fails to solve the problem of all ethics, and he provides a fix by borrowing some of Spinoza’s own ideas and giving his metaphysics a twist.






»The only Metaphysic which really and immediately supports Ethics, is that one which is itself primarily ethical and constituted out of the material of Ethics. Therefore I had a far greater right to call my Metaphysic Ethics, than Spinoza, with whom the word sounds almost like irony, and whose Ethics might be said to bear the name like lucus a non lucendo and it is only by means of sophistry that he has been able to tack his morality on to a system, from which it would never logically proceed. In general, moreover, he disavows it downright with revolting assurance.«





https://en.wikisource.org/wiki/On_the_Will_in_Nature/Reference_to_Ethics, On the Will in Nature by Arthur Schopenhauer, transl. Mme Karl Hillebrand, p. 374.
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Preface


Spinoza has long since been rediscovered by disciplines such as sociology, psychology, jurisprudence and political science as a fundamental theorist. Rational explanations can be found in him, recited without mystification. With him, theology finally becomes subordinated to philosophy. His critique of prejudice heads in the same direction as Nietzsche’s psychology of unmasking the idols.


Schopenhauer was and still is the favorite philosopher among artists and physicians, anthropologists and biologists. His critique of bribed reason historically stands between Spinoza and Nietzsche. While for Spinoza the theo-teleological base prejudice derives from the human point of view of utility, Schopenhauer reveals the imperfection of the intellect as an instrument born of the will to live. Therefore, the powers of the mind are inherently and also for the most part ideologically biased, which means they focus on personal advantage and benefit at the cost of truth. Both thinkers therefore can be regarded as representatives of a criticism of ideology.


The old question of the meaning of suffering also recurs, along with the search for its possible remedy. Both, Spinoza and Schopenhauer try to develop a post-theological doctrine of salvation, emphasizing knowledge as an indispensable precondition for freedom.


While Schopenhauer seems to fall back behind Spinoza in some ways by evoking metaphysical explanations for phenomena, which might be sufficiently explained by physical causes, he can also be seen as a profound critic of Spinoza’s praise of instrumental reason. Horkheimer and Adorno point out that Spinoza is the pioneer of a “chatty” glorification of the “joy of toughness”,1 which has afterwards been prevailing in Enlightenment and also in its later manifestations up to the present. By reshaping Spinoza’s idea of unity, Schopenhauer provides a foundation for morality with compassion at its root and counterbalances Spinoza’s reduction of ethical motivation to self-interest.


As this book was originally written in German and I’m not a native speaker of English, my translation may be a little awkward at times.


Ortrun Schulz, 2019





1 Max Horkheimer and Theodor W. Adorno, Dialektik der Aufklärung: Philosophische Fragmente, Frankfurt am Main: Fischer TB, 1992, p. 109, 111.




Introduction


The subject of the present philosophical-historical work is to show the presence of Spinozan ideas in Schopenhauer. Schopenhauer himself did not seem to care much for such endeavors, especially since he usually liked to call himself a “self-thinker”. On the other hand, he nonetheless relentlessly invoked important thought leaders and made no secret of his reading. The mere “book-philosopher” reports “what somebody said and what another meant and then what someone else objected to,” and then he begins to “investigate whether Leibniz was at any time or for a while a Spinozist.”2 We will therefore try to transcend the question of the philosophy of books, whether and to what extent Schopenhauer was a Spinozist. Instead, we are mainly concerned with the examination of their arguments, to get to the truth of the matter.


Schopenhauer himself often emphasized the influence of Plato and Kant on his mental education. What would have happened to Spinoza if he had known Kant, he wondered.3 Schopenhauer’s blatant admiration becomes evident in Dresden 1815 when he says that Spinoza’s time was unfavorable, so that the circumstances did not make his genius stand out - “how different he would be today!”


Spinoza is rarely mentioned alone by Schopenhauer, who did not seem to rank him as an independent thinker, but often mentions him together with Bruno or Descartes, sometimes also with Hobbes or Malebranche. Yet there are quite a few statements in Schopenhauer’s writings, in which he expresses his relationship just with Spinoza. He has high esteem for him because he devoted himself to philosophy. Since he did not make money from it and even declined a professorship in favor of the freedom to philosophize, he is assigned a place among the “true” philosophers, to whom no intention, but insight was the highest goal.4


Similarities between the two thinkers are:




	Critique of religion by appeal to reason;


	A unified and immanent world principle;


	Rejection of an end goal of history;


	Design in nature without a designer;


	The consciousness-independent pursuit of self-preservation (Spinoza) or the blind will to live (Schopenhauer) as the essence of all things;


	Salvation function of the highest type of knowledge.





Schopenhauer’s engagement with Spinoza takes place not only in the form of explicit affirmation or latent influence, but also in the form of modified imitation or vigorous rejection. His criticism of Spinoza is directed against:




	The misleading use of words;


	Deductive metaphysics from empty concepts;


	The leveling of logical and physical conditions;


	The realism of causality, space and time;


	The rejection of all natural teleology;


	The will as a mode of thinking;


	The doctrine of selfish virtue;


	The positive evaluation of the factual.





Schopenhauer’s critical comments serve this study as a structural framework. They are arranged according to the fields of metaphysics, theory of knowledge, and ethics. However, the choice of category was not always easy, since Spinoza treats some problems as epistemological, which in Schopenhauer are of a metaphysical nature or vice versa.





2 Chap. 22, “On Thinking for Oneself”, P II, §263, Payne p. 495.


3 §490, HN I, p. 327.


4 “On Philosophy at the Universities”, P I, Payne p. 194.




1. Schopenhauer’s Spinoza-Reception


Schopenhauer’s Spinoza reception took place at a time when, on many levels, a New Spinozism flourished. In the reaction to the “great destroyer Kant” the call “Back to Spinoza” was already heard in early German Romanticism (1793-1880: Schleiermacher, Schlegel, Novalis) and the Pantheism Dispute of the 1780s. Spinoza’s doctrine seemed to offer an alternative to both transcendental idealism and to the ailing orthodoxy.


The rediscovered Spinoza of early romanticism and romanticism differed from his original doctrine and intention, above all through Goethe’s whitewashing of the world. Through him also the Spinozan concept of perfection assumed the meaning of artistic perfection. Schopenhauer associated the “wicked optimism” with Spinoza, probably through the interpretation by Goethe, with whom he was personally acquainted, and Schelling.5 In the philosophy of Schelling, the imperfect is only a precursor to the perfected. In this context, Spinoza was interpreted in a religious fashion, citing the conclusion of his ethics, in which human freedom and love of God coincide. This romantic aestheticism contrasted with the emphasis on morality of the Enlightenment, which was closer to Schopenhauer.


German Idealism, against whose main representatives Fichte, Schelling, and Hegel Schopenhauer was raging, was strongly influenced by Spinoza.6 For about 40 years, the Spinozistic pantheism, according to which the word God is a synonym of the world, was quite prevalent among scholars and even general fashion. Hegel’s teachings were extremely popular and well funded by the government, because he considered „the state as a perfectly ethical organism“. And Hegel, according to Schopenhauer, tried to conceal the absence of thought by big words and confusing claims, so that since then the English-speaking world refers to something totally unintelligible by saying, “It is like German metaphysics.”


Schopenhauer enrolled at the University of Göttingen on October 9, 1809, where he first studied medicine, but soon switched to philosophy. There he heard the lectures of G.E. Schulze, who recommended the study of Plato and Kant and advised against a premature study of Aristotle and Spinoza, whereby Schopenhauer was at least indirectly made aware of Spinoza. The fact that Schopenhauer was confronted with at least some of Spinoza’s ideas in Schulze’s lectures is documented in his colleagues’ notebooks from that period. Further influence took place by his teacher Bouterweck, who described himself as a “negative Spinozist”.


In the winter term of 1811/12 Schopenhauer went to Berlin, where he heard among others Schleiermacher. He mentioned Spinoza in his lecture “History of Modern Philosophy” and Schopenhauer says in his transcript, “Spinoza is completely abstract yet admirably clear.”7


Even with Goethe, Schopenhauer would have conversed about Spinoza in those days, both of whom were inspired by Jacobi’s writing Of the Divine Things.8


Schopenhauer owned Spinoza’s works in the Paulus edition of 1802/03, Opera quae supersunt omnia. He may have acquired it in 1811-13.9 In his dissertation On the Fourfold Root of the Principle of Sufficient Reason in 1813 he discusses him already.


In Schopenhauer’s thought, the transition from the multiplicity of ideas as things in themselves (his synthesis of Plato and Kant) to the one principle of will occurs in 1814, and he says, “Compare the unity of the world shown here as the appearance of a will with the substantia aeterna of Spinoza.”10 After connecting the world will with Spinoza’s natura naturans, he does not change this concept anymore.11


His main work, The World as Will and Representation, appears in Leipzig at Brockhaus in 1818 with the year 1819. Schopenhauer now regards compassion as the only truly moral motive and seeks to justify the phenomenon of identification with the sufferer by recourse to the metaphysical knowledge of the oneness of the different individuals in the will. The metaphysical foundation of compassion is not possible on the assumption of real different and separate beings as in Spinoza.


The drafting of the second edition of his main work was preceded by a renewed intensive study of Spinoza; even in the late Parerga and Paralipomena there are still a number of Spinoza quotes, which show that he has dealt with this thinker all his life. The scope of Schopenhauer’s marginal notes (pencil and ink)12 in Spinoza’s books is only surpassed by that of his notes in Kant’s and Fichte’s books.





5 Rudolf Lehmann, Schopenhauer und die Entwicklung der monistischen Weltan-schauung, Berlin: Gaertner, 1892, p. 6ff.


6 “On Philosophy at the Universities”, P I, Payne p. 142ff, 146ff.


7 Thomas Regehly, „Der ‚Atheist’ und der ‚Theologe’: Schopenhauer als Hörer Schleiermachers.“ In: Schopenhauer-Jahrbuch 71 (1990), p. 10.


8 Arthur Hübscher, Denker gegen den Strom. Schopenhauer: gestern - heute - morgen, Bonn: Bouvier, 1973, p. 67.


9 Henry W. Brann, „Schopenhauer und Spinoza“. In: Schopenhauer-Jahrbuch 51 (1970), p. 139.


10 Samuel Rappaport, Spinoza und Schopenhauer, Berlin: Gaertner, 1899, p. 133 Schopenhauer 1815.


11 Arthur Hübscher, Denker gegen den Strom. Schopenhauer: gestern - heute – morgen, Bonn: Bouvier, 1973, p. 136ff.


12 Handschriftlicher Nachlaß V, ed. Arthur Hübscher, München: dtv, 1985. On Spinoza pp. 166-174.




2. Spinoza’s Terminology:


The Conspiracy of Kamtschatka


Spinoza removes many differences made in common language use and identifies such terms: all is one. God and nature is one and the same. Reason and cause is one and the same. Body and soul constitute one and the same thing. Will and intellect is one and the same. Virtue and selfishness is one and the same. Law and power is one and the same.


Schopenhauer states that Spinoza often uses misleading terms to denote things. Spinoza’s genius would be that of the artist, not of the philosopher, since he could never have rid himself of the conceptual apparatus of scholasticism and Descartes. So he would have intuitively right insights, but was not able to communicate them without obscurity.13


Especially the theory of will suffered under these constraints on expression. Schopenhauer quotes in “Sketch of a History of the Doctrine of the Ideal and the Real”, Spinoza’s theses in his Ethics about the will qua modus cogitandi and affirmandi et negandi facultatem and volitio as affirmatio. There is no other act of will in the mind, or no affirmation or negation than that which is included in the idea, as far as it is an idea,14 This statement precedes Spinoza’s corollary that will and intellect are one and the same, voluntas et intellectus unum et idem sunt.“ Schopenhauer says:




In general Spinoza has the great fault of purposely misusing words for expressing concepts that in the entire world go by other names, and, on the other hand, of depriving them of the meaning which they everywhere have. Thus he calls ‘God’ that which is everywhere called ‘the world’; ‘Justice’ that which is everywhere called ‘power’; and ‘will’ that which is everywhere called ‘judgment’- \ Here we are fully justified in recalling the Hetman of the Cossacks in Kotzebue’s Graf Benjowsky.15





Schopenhauer is referring to the Cossack Hetman in August von Kotzebue’s Count Benyowsky or the Conspiracy of Kamtschatka (1795). Hetman would typically say, “But when I say x I understand by this y”, assigning other meanings to words creating a kind of secret code or private language and making the theater audience laugh. Schopenhauer recognized this connection correctly. Kotzebue had in fact received Spinoza and he exchanged with Franz von Spaun, who even used Spinoza’s geometric method to explain social relations.


[image: ]


August von Kotzebue, „Graf Benjowsky oder die Verschwörung auf


Kamtschatka, Grätz: 1800, https://archive.org/details/grafbenjowskyode00kotz.


Schopenhauer remarks on Spinoza’s choice of words that he, “by using the word Deus for his substance, and in the way he usually talks about it, seems to be purposely trying to maintain a consistent misunderstanding in his work.”16 As a matter of fact, Spinoza was aware of the fate of Giordano Bruno, who was executed as a heretic at the stake in 1600. During the Inquisition it could be life-threatening to openly express his opinion, especially if it was critical of religion. Spinoza therefore had to be cautious; his signet ring bore the engraving “caute.”





13 Manuskripte 1815, §489, HN I, p. 327.


14 Spinoza, Ethica, Paulus-Edition, p. 122.


15 “Sketch of a History of Ideal and Real”, P I, Payne, p. 13-15. Also in: “Fragments for the History of Philosophy”, P I, transl. Payne, p. 55f.


16 Manuskriptbücher Pandectae II (1836), §149, HN IV(1), p. 216.




3. Metaphysics


Spinoza’s geometrical method is called “artificial” by Schopenhauer, and his presentation of ideas appears “laced up in the Spanish boots of propositions, demonstrations, scholia, and corollaries.”17 Although Schopenhauer does not appreciate the “mousetrap evidence,” he admiringly says, that the truth and brilliance of Spinoza’s teaching relies on intuition and not on his proofs:




Spinoza, who always boasts of proceeding more geometrico, has actually done so more than he himself knew. For what to him was certain and settled from an immediate perceptive apprehension of the nature of the world, he tries to demonstrate logically and independently of this knowledge. But of course he arrives at the intended result predetermined by him, only by taking as the starting-point concepts arbitrarily made by him (substantia, causa sui, and so on), and by allowing himself in the demonstration all the freedom of choice for which the nature of the wide concept-spheres affords convenient opportunity. Therefore, what is true and excellent in his doctrine is in his case, as in that of geometry, quite independent of the proofs.18





Spinoza’s starting point and use of “self-made” concepts such as “substance or God” is sharply criticized by Schopenhauer. These were arbitrary concepts of speculation. “There can be no principle in consequence of which the world with all its phenomena would first exist; therefore it is not possible, as Spinoza wished, to deduce a philosophy that demonstrates ex firmis principiis.”19 In return, Schopenhauer seeks to replace the deductive metaphysics of empty concepts by an “empirical metaphysics”, which must not only satisfy logical consistency and coherence, but must also prove itself in the experience of the world and must be in accordance with the results of the sciences.


According to Schopenhauer, in the writings of Leibniz the Deus runs like a book louse over the pages.20 Also Spinoza’s Ethics, which Schopenhauer finds the most interesting of his works, begins in the first chapter “Of God.” The definitions are:




By substance, I mean that which is in itself, and is conceived through itself: in other words, that of which a conception can be formed independently of any other conception.21


By God, I mean a being absolutely infinite - that is, a substance consisting in infinite attributes, of which each expresses eternal and infinite essentiality.22
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