ANALYSIS OF THE PHILOSOPHICAL SURVEY IN THE MORALITY OF SPINOZA IN THE LIGHT OF HIS EVIL AND GOOD
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Abstract
The study examines philosophical survey in the morality of spinoza in the light of his evil and good.  Specifically, the study aims to expose and appraise the conception of good and evil in the morality of Spinoza. To show how his conception of good and evil differs from that of other philosophers. The study was anchored on historical analysis. The findings of the study reveals that  A virtuous man seeks for the good of others in the same proportion with himself. For him to help oneself is to help others It is at this juncture that I give a greater applause and appraisal to Spinoza. To do to others what one would like others to do to one is a great measure to morality. It checks on evil and advocates for good. Imagine how the world would be unified when this style of life is achieved.

CHAPTER ONE

GENERAL INTRODUCTION 

The problem of good and evil in the world of ours has become questionable. Good and evil without doubt have constituted lots of discomfort, havoc and other problems in human life. Consequently, so many thinkers of different epochs have contributed in one way or the other according to their own understanding, to unravel this dilemma. Nevertheless, throughout the different periods starting from ancient era to contemporary era, the problem of good and evil have continued to occupy the minds of philosophers. Even at that, no consensus has been reached with regard to a solution.  

Moreover, it may interest us to know that in this write up, we are to witness how Spinoza scrupulously did not delve into good and evil from the same perspective with others. His rigorous experiences of the retrospection on the previous philosophers on this topic allured him to conceive good and evil as being subjective. 

Hence, this solves the numerous problems of some questions people do ask: whether there should be evil in the world created by all-powerful, all-knowing and all-merciful God. He thus based his conception of good and evil on individual differences: “Everyone, therefore, according to his particular emotions, judges or estimates what is good and what is evil.”1  This implies that what is good for one person may be evil for another. In fact, the problem of good and evil in the morality of Spinoza can be summarized with one of the popular dictums, which says, “One man’s protein is another man’s poison”. Hence, Spinoza’s good and evil should provide solution to the aged problem of good and evil which when mentioned remains fresh as can be seen in the work of Joseph Eno Inah who said “The problem of good and evil whenever mentioned, remains fresh and alive despite the fact that it started long ago.”2 The problem at stake has continued to remain a mystery as ever.    

1.1
PURPOSE OF THE STUDY


For the fact, that many philosophers of different epochs have dwelt on good and evil with different mindsets and came out with misconception of what good and evil are, Spinoza as against these views conceived the idea of good and evil in a different way.  


However, the purpose of this work is to expose and appraise the conception of good and evil in the morality of Spinoza. To show how his conception of good and evil differs from that of other philosophers.

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

Inspite of the early thinker’s view on this topic, which are as aged as humanity, the problem still lingers. The problem at stake seem to have confused its history with the history of mankind and have being the bone of contention among philosophers, theologians and even among humanists of all schools and epochs. Now, one may ask, what is the solution to this problem of good and evil, which has persistently continued to occur? Alternatively, has the problem become insoluble or is there any hope of overcoming this problem? The above questions are relevant questions which when considered properly as exposed by Spinoza brings solutions to the innumerable questions philosophers do ask about good and evil. 

Therefore, this research is an attempt to find solution to the questions above. We hope that our exposure to the conceptions of Spinoza about good and evil would help us to some extent in resolving the problematic notion of good and evil.
1.3
SCOPE OF WORK


Man as it were from time immemorial associates and dissociates himself with what is good and evil respectively. Such is man’s desire for good and aversion to evil: “Man by nature desires what is good and averts to what is evil.”3 As such, his enquiries, deliberations and thoughts on good and evil have been an outstanding issue from time immemorial until now.  My work is a journey in search of what good and evil really are in the views of Spinoza 

In addition, I pondered on some philosophers conceptions about good and evil right from ancient period to contemporary period. It should be obvious that grasping of Spinoza’s teaching about good and evil will quench the thirst that eventually could lead to the misconception of the idea of good and evil, which leads to apportioning blames on the creator of the universe. 

1.4
METHODOLOGY 


The method of research, which I applied in my work is both expository and appraisal. It is expository in the sense that it shows in detail the works of Spinoza on good and evil. It is also appraisal in the sense that his own conception of good and evil creates much room to desire good and to avert evil which when done, human race will turn from its evil ways of life to good ways of life. 

1.5
DIVISION OF WORK


For easy understanding and grasping of this work, I divided this work into five chapters. 

Chapter one is the general introduction, purpose of the study, statement of the problem, scope of work, methodology, Division of work and a brief profile of Baruch de Spinoza. 

Chapter two is the literature review of philosophers on good and evil. Chapter three treats in detail the Spinozistic conception of good and evil. Chapter four is all about peculiar things in Spinoza’s concept of good and evil. Finally, chapter five is the evaluation and conclusion that ends this research. 

1.6
A BRIEF PROFILE OF BENEDICT B. DE SPINOZA 


Benedict Baruch de Spinoza was born in 1632 in Amsterdam as a son of Jewish Marrano immigrants from Portugal. He was educated as a Jew and excommunicated in the year 1656. He earned his livelihood first by commerce and later by grinding lenses. 

He also learned Latin in the Franciscus Van den Enden where he conversed with a circle of Amsterdam collegiants, who were dedicated to Cartessianism. 

He lived in Rijnsburg near Leiden in 1660 – 1663, moved to Voorburg near the Hague in 1663-1670 and finally in Hague in 1670. Some of the works of Spinoza are Descarte’s principles of Philosophy in 1663 – Renati Descartes principiorum philosophiae, part 1et II.

The theological – Political Treatise in 1670 (Tractatus Theologico – Politicus) 

He died in 21 February 1677. Then his friends published his other works. 

CHAPTER TWO

2.0
LITERATURE REVIEW 


Having x-rayed the general notion of what we are to see in this long essay in the previous chapter, let us now in this chapter dwell on the views of different thinkers of different epochs from ancient period to the contemporary era. 

2.1.1
ANCIENT PERIOD VIEWS ON GOOD AND EVIL                          SOCRATES 


In the light of Socrates, goodness and knowledge are related. To know good is to do good. On the other hand, evil, which he called vice, is the absence of knowledge. For Socrates, evil is as a result of ignorance, hence evil or wrong doing is not done voluntarily since it is the product of ignorance: “When people commit evil acts, they always do them thinking that they are good in some way.” 4  For the fact that every human being has the inescapable desire for happiness or for the well-being of his or her soul, whatever will bring us happiness (good) should be sought for and whatever that   can lead to vice (evil)should be avoided. 

Then from the above explanation, it can be deduced that since it is human knowledge that distinguishes what is good and what is evil, no one deliberately does evil.

 To say that evil is ignorance and involuntary is to say that no one ever deliberately or willingly chooses to damage, disfigure and to destroy his or her human nature – to do evil, but deliberately chooses to do good.5 

2.1.2
PLATO 


Plato situated the soul as the root from which evil comes from. He thus described evil as being caused by the inherent possibility of disorder of the soul. The soul for Plato is the product of ignorance and forgetfulness of the vision of reality. He thus asserted: 

“Evil is not a positive thing but it is the characteristic of the soul where  the soul is ‘capable’ of forgetfulness. And it is those souls only that do forget the truth that in turn descend, being dragged down by the attraction for earthly things” 6. 

It is this aspect of the nature of the soul (capable of forgetfulness), which is its possibility to lapse into disorder because it contains the principle of imperfection as other parts of creation. 

2.1.3

ARISTOTLE 

 Aristotle, one of the ancient philosophers, based his good on teleology – a distinct end to achieve. According to him, the supreme principle of good was separated from the world of experience and from individuals and was to be arrived at by the mind’s ascent from the visible world to the intelligible world. 

For him, good is tied to the special function of a thing. This implies that when one is able to fulfill his function, one automatically becomes good. An instance is that a hammer is good if it does fulfill its function.

2.1.4
Plotinus 

Plotinus being a Neo-Platonist maintained that evil is not a positive destructive force. Evil for him is simply the absence of something, the lack or privation of perfection. He then posited that evil is no being, but rather negation of order. 


Moreover, he arrives on the scene some centuries later affirming that matter is the cause of evil and denied that it is co-eternal with the good. Evil he believes is the formlessness of matter as darkness is the absence of light

2.2
MEDIEVAL PERIOD VIEWS ON GOOD AND EVIL 

2.2.1
AUGUSTINE


Augustine was greatly disturbed, distressed and upset by the problems of evil. He was deeply perturbed on how evil crept into the world created by all-powerful, all loving and omniscient God since God and evil are incompatible. He found it difficult to reconcile good and evil in the world. Thus, he writes: 

When is evil? He asked what its root is and what is its seed? Can it be that it has no being whatsoever? Where then does evil come, since God has made all things good .7


St. Augustine has it that evil or sin is a production of the will. That individual is provided with alternatives (to turn towards God and to turn away from God) he then made it clear by saying that  where as evil is caused by an act of free will, good on the other hand is the product not of people but of God’s grace

2.2.2
                   THOMAS AQUINAS


Thomas Aquinas accepted Augustine’s concept of good and evil. For him, evil is not anything positive and God is not the cause of evil because evil simply is not a thing.  Evil is the absence or privation in something that in itself is good. 

He sees evil as the possibility to choose or possibility for wrong choice that accompanies a person’s freedom.  

2.2.3
PSEUDO – DIONYSIUS


Dionysius clearly denied the positive existence of evil. He said that “if evil were something positive, has some substantial being, it would be traced back to God as its cause, for all being is from God”8 This implies that God is good and positive being.  The absence of being amounts to evil because it means the absence of good. He went on to say that, evil people are good in all the ways in which they possess positive being but are evil in whatever respect they are lacking some form of being, particularly in the operation of their will.

2.3
MODERN PERIOD VIEW ON GOOD AND EVIL 

DAVID HUME

David Hume believes that the judgments of good and evil are made after all the facts are known. He said that the goodness or badness of an act is not on the fact discovered or deduced by reason, nor is moral discourse similar to mathematical reasoning. 

However, David Hume rejects the hypothesis or theory, which defines good and evil as actions that agree or disagree with the rule. He said that such hypothesis is “abstruse” and can never be made intelligible. For him, evil can exist only if God wills or allows it. But if He (God) wills or allows evil, this simply means either that God cannot prevent it, because He (God) is not omnipotent, or that He does not want to prevent it because He is not infinitely good” 9
Hume desires to see good in the world since God is capable of controlling or preventing evil in the world. 

2.3.2

EMMANUEL KANT


Emmanuel Kant on his deliberation on good and evil made goodwill a (se-ne-qua-non) and a base for other things. 

For him, nothing could possibly be conceived in this world or even out of it, which can be called good except goodwill. 

That good will is good is not because of what it causes or accomplishes, not because of the willing but it is good in itself.

2.3.5 

THOMAS HOBES 


Thomas Hobes conceived good and evil as being personal to each person. 

He understood good as whatever one loves and evil as whatever one hates. 

For him, good and evil have whatever meaning each individual will give them. Hence, each individual or each person will call good whatever he loves and evil whatever he hates.

2.4
CONTEMPORARY PERIOD VIEW ON GOOD AND EVIL

NIETZSCHE

Nietzsche presented his own good and evil in two folds, which represented the two primary moralities: master morality and slave morality. 

He identified the good for the master morality with the well-meaning members of a society, and are said to consists of the ‘noble’, the ‘strong’ while evil is in the ‘vulgar’, and the ‘weak’. 

The good for slave morality – the morality of the commoners – is a symbol of all those qualities that serve to alleviate the existence of sufferers, such as sympathy, patience, diligence, humility, friend and so on .

CHAPTER THREE
S

SPINOZA’S CONCEPT OF GOOD AND EVIL 

3.1
DEFINITIONS AND EXPLANATIONS OF GOOD 

This chapter brings us properly to the Spinoza’s concept of evil and good. It is in this chapter that Spinoza delineates the different ways he understood evil and good as can be seen below. 

“By good I shall understand what we certainly know to be useful to us.”10 Good here for Spinoza serves as whatever that appeals to us and whatever that pleases us. Thus he further elaborates that



“whatever conducts to man’s social life or causes men to live together in harmony is useful and is said to be good.”11 Good in the light of Spinoza implies what is useful, helpful and whatever interests us. Obviously speaking, goodness of something depends on the interest in it.  Such a thing which interests, which is helpful and useful to man must be 

said to be good no matter what such thing is, where it comes from, how it came about and who ever it may come to. 


However, whatever conduces to man’s way of living and whatever accords man harmony in his daily living is good. To live together and in harmony according to Spinoza, is to live according to reason, and to live according to reason is  good. A practical instance is seeing in man as a  social and political being who lives in an environment or in a society whereby he interacts and socializes with each other. In such an environment, man cannot make it when he lives in opposition with one another. Hence, he should live in harmony and in unity with one another. If it is so, there are certain things that cause man to live in harmony with each other in a society, and such things Spinoza called good. Good is useful and helpful to man bearing in mind that what makes something good, useful and helpful to us is its capacity to enable us to approximate the model of human nature. 


Consequently, Spinoza asserted that good is applied to things in accordance on how they affect us with desire. “We do not desire things because they are good, rather, we call things good simple because we desire them.”12

Our sense of desire does not arise because something is good for us, instead, something becomes good because we desire them. This implies that something good at a thing can be evil at another time as much as we desire it not, and something, which may not be good at a given time, can be good whenever we desire it. He asserts. 

“Good from all indications implies nothing positive in things considered in itself, it arises as a result of comparism of one term with another.”13 

Good here does not mean that a particular thing is good and will continue to be good, rather, an object or something, as the case may be, is good because we desire it. We confer goodness to things and make things good for ourselves.  


However, Spinoza considered good as a means. Good is what we know is certainly a means by which we may approach nearer and nearer to the model. The model being talked about here is the authentic and absolute end, which we desire to attain. It is a way of perfection. He advocates for such good, which helps man to attain a higher height. Man by nature desires whatever that gives him joy and whatever that makes him happy. He is always curious to be at a better and higher level. It is this desire that prompts his insatiability in nature and his consideration of good as being conditional. In this way, he desires to move from less perfection to a higher form of perfection. 
 


Further more, good as a means can be seen as that which we certainly know to be a means of approaching more nearly to the type of human nature, which we have set before ourselves. Man sets before himself a model of life, which he wants to achieve. Good undoubtedly becomes a senequanon to attaining such a height. The nearer or closer indicates perfection where as the lesser approach without mincing words portrays imperfection. 

Hence, the more in approach signifies higher level of good while the less in approach signifies lesser level of good.  


Moreover, good implies pleasure: “By good I mean every kind of pleasure and all that conduces thereto, especially that which satisfies our longing, whatever they may be.”14  For the fact that everyone conceives good according to his own particular emotion, everyone judges or estimates what is good, better or best for one. Thus, a miser thinks that abundance of money is the best where as an ambitious man desires nothing so much as glory. To an envious man, nothing is more delightful than another’s misfortune. 



Also, good can be viewed from another perspective, as a sort of association of ideas in external world with that of mind: 

When the idea of an external thing becomes associated in my mind with pleasure, that is with the heightening of my vitality or desire to self preservation and increase of power, I can be said to love that thing, hence, I call it good.15 

The association of this kind depends also on the person and the mood in which the person is. The dependency lies on one’s psycho-pleasure.  


Moreover, good is the preservation of nature: “In so far as a thing is in harmony with our nature, it is necessarily good.”16  For anything to be in harmony with our nature means that such a thing tends to preserve our nature. Hence, it follows that, in proportion as a thing is in harmony with our nature, so it is more useful or better for us, and in proportion as a thing is more useful to us, so it is more in harmony with our nature. From the above conception of good, nothing and nothing can be good except in so far as it is in harmony with our nature; as such, a thing is useful, helpful, in proportion as it is in harmony with our nature.  As we have seen that for something to be good, it has to be in harmony with our nature. For something to be in harmony with our nature, it has to preserve that nature. Then for something to be in preservation of our nature, such thing is said to be good. There is also the conception of good as increase in capabilities: 

whatever disposes the human body, so as to render it capable of being affected in an increased number of ways, or of affecting external bodies in an increased number of ways, is useful to man; and is so, in proportion as the body is thereby rendered more capable of being affected or affecting other bodies in an increased number of ways, such thing is called good.17  

Certainly, whatever increases the capabilities of the body increases also the minds capability of perception. Therefore, whatever thus disposes the body and renders it capable is necessarily good, useful and helpful. The lucid interpretation of this is that good has the power to preserve and render the human body to a better condition that goes in accordance with human nature. 


Moreover, good can be seen as a preservative element of motion and rest: “Whatever brings about the preservation of the proportion of motion and rest, which the parts of the human body mutually possess, is good”18 The human body as it is needs many other bodies for its preservation. Nevertheless, that which constitutes the specific reality of a body is that its parts communicate their several motions to one another in a certain fixed proportion. Therefore, whatsoever that brings about the preservation of the proportion between motion and rest, which the parts of the human body mutually possess, preserves the specific reality of the human body and consequently, renders the human body capable of being affected in many ways and of affecting external bodies in many ways; hence, it is good. To render someone capable of being affected in a preservative manner is to do good. As far as men live in obedience to reason, they are most useful to their fellowmen. If it is so, we shall in obedience to reason necessarily endeavour to bring it about so that men should live in obedience to reason. The good which everyman, in so far as he is guided by reason or in other words, follow after virtue, desires for himself, he will desire also for others. For Spinoza, to desire for others the good he desires for himself remains a clear evidence of greater knowledge of God. 


Among things classified as good include things that are conducive to preserving the proportion of motion and rest that constitutes the nature of the human body and thereby serve to keep it alive. They are those things that either dispose the human body that many things can affect it (so that its mind can perceive many things) or affect many other things. 

Some of those things regarded as good are joy, cheerfulness, pleasure, favour and so on.

3.1.1
DEFINITIONS AND EXPLANATIONS OF EVIL 


“By evil, however, Spinoza understands what we certainly know that prevents us from being masters of some goods.19” Evil here implies whatever (no matter what it may be) that prevents us from attaining or becoming masters and superiors over good. Anything that causes or that hinders our movement towards good or towards achieving good is without any doubt evil. For Spinoza, evil is applicable in accordance with whether what is happening happens to affect us with aversion. It is in the nature of man to refuse and reject evil and then desire good. For him: “We do not avoid things because they are evil, rather, we call things evil simply because we avert to them.”20  This implies that what one averts at a given time, one can also desire at another time. Then, if one desire what one averts as explained above, evil is then subjective.  More importantly, the same thing can be ‘good’ for one individual, ‘evil’ for a second individual and indifferent for a third individual. Thus ‘evil indicates nothing negative in things, considered in itself, it arises because we compare things with one another. Since evil is not constant, it indicates our own personal and idiosyncratic modes of thinking. Evil being a contrast to good is what prevents man to approach nearer to the model, which man sets for himself.       It follows that evil does not and cannot conduce to the welfare of man.  Evil opposes man’s desire, his quest for perfection and his nature. Any thing that causes man not to live together in harmony also causes him not to live according to reason and brings about discord is bad, and necessarily becomes evil. For Spinoza, evil is not of any benefit to man unless it turns into another thing which is good. What makes something evil is its incapability to enable us approximate the model of human nature. 


On the other hand, Evil can be seen from the perspective of hindrance: “Evil is that which we certainly know to be a hindrance to us in approaching the said type.”21 The lesser to the said type or to the already set model for man and less in proportion of approach clearly shows the presence of evil.  Evil allures man from reaching man’s pre-destined goals.  Suffice it to say that when one fails to achieve the goals one wants to achieve or when one is not able to reach the models or height that one wishes to attain, it is as a result of evil. The lesser in proportion of man’s approach draws him back and prevents him from attaining the ultimate height of life in accordance to what goal or model one sets for oneself. 


Also evil can be better explained as a deviation from good. Spinoza understands deviation from good as that which fails to continue or which fails to be in okoron  with the idea of good. Since good means a way of reaching an already set model, to deviate means to decamp from the general idea or general acceptance of something. In so far as good leads to the model and preserves human nature, evil on the other hand does not mean a way of preserving human nature or a way of reaching the model, rather, it falters the human nature and prevents one from attaining or reaching the model of human nature.  


Moreover, evil could be seen as pain: “by evil, Spinoza means every kind of pain especially that which frustrates our longing; whatever it may be.22” Every person according to his own emotion judges and estimates what is bad, worse and worst. For Spinoza, evil opposes his vitality and his power to self-preservation and prevents him from attaining his already set model or good. It diminishes his power and his capabilities of reaching perfection.  Evil as can be deduced from the above frustrates and prevents what is good . For the fact that evil is subjective, what is evil for one person may not be evil for another and what frustrates one may satisfy another. Hence, for me to be satisfied, does not mean that others are satisfied, and for me to be frustrated does not mean that others are frustrated. 


Evil is not in harmony with human nature. Consequently, “In so far as something is not in harmony with our nature, it cannot be good, it will therefore necessarily be evil .”23 It is clear that in proportion as a thing is not in harmony with our nature, so it is not useful, not good and not helpful to man. In addition, in as much as something is not useful, helpful and not good for us, it is not in harmony with our nature. If then it is not in harmony with our nature, it is contrary to what is good and whatever is contrary to good is evil. Evil counteracts and frustrates human desire. Anything that contributes to such awkward movement of human nature cannot but according to Spinoza be called evil. 


Moreover, evil can be conceived as decrease in capabilities. Thus, Spinoza notes:

 “Whatsoever that frustrates the human body, so as to render it less capable of being affected in an increased number of ways, or affecting external bodies in a decreased number of ways, is not useful to man, and is so, not in proportion to the body, is thereby rendered less capable of being affected or affecting other bodies in a decreased number of ways is hurtful to man.” 24 

Conspicuously speaking, whatever that decreases the capabilities of the body decreases also the mind’s capability of perception. Therefore, whatever frustrates the body and renders it less capable is necessarily evil and hurtful to man. Having quoted evil as that, which limits the human power and the potentialities in human nature, it also diminishes and decreases the potentiality in man. 


Once more, to live in disobedience to reason according to Spinoza is evil. For the fact that to live in obedience to reason means having greater knowledge of God, to live in disobedience to reason means hindrance to the knowledge of God and evil. According to Spinoza, to do good to oneself and bad to another is evil. Evil for him includes pain, hatred, envy, derision, contempt, anger, melancholy, excessive stimulations and other emotions arising from them.

3.1.2
GOOD AND PERFECTION 


The term perfect (perfectus) means accomplished or finished. As the meaning goes, finished or accomplished, it is something that has been brought to an end or something that has been completed. 


“Perfect is when something in question did conform with the imaginative models.25” Perfection describes a things degree of reality. To say that something is perfect is the same when one say that such thing has attained its goal. To describe perfection more, “Perfection is merely a mode of thinking or notion which we form from a comparison among  individuals of the same species. Perfection is reality (quatare) when we refer reality to individuals; we find out that some are more perfect than others. We also attribute negation to individuals and not only perfection. Perfection implies each thing’s essence, as far as it exists, and operates in a particular manner, and without paying any regard to its duration. 



From the understanding of Spinoza, the term ‘Perfect’ is as the same 

as ‘good’. As every person naturally desires good, so also every person desires perfection. To be good means to be perfect and not that to be good is also not to be perfect. The power of self-preservation in human beings implies the power of perfection.  To understand good as whatever that increases the power of human preservation simply means attainment of perfection, but diminishing of such power means imperfection. 


Subsequently, good brings to perfection the goal or model of human nature. To preserve the power of human preservation is a way of making human model perfect. Since man desires good, to seek or to desire good means to desire perfection. 


Good is defined as what we know as certainly a means by which we may approach nearer to the model that man sets for himself. One may then posit this question, what is the model, which human beings desire to attain? In answering the above question, the model that human beings desire to attain is nothing but “perfection”. Perfection then without mincing words implies the highest good which we desire to attain. 


Consequently, perfection according to Spinoza means good and it applies to things in accordance with how they affect us with desire. For him still, perfection means power of acting. The notions of increase in power of acting are equivalent to the notions of increase and decrease in perfection. He also sees perfection as the product of deliberate human design. The human deliberate design implies human model or human goal, which he sets for himself whereas perfection, becomes the product. The human deliberate design becomes complete or accomplished as soon as the products surfaces. 


Moreover, Spinozistic conception of perfection can be applied to mean the Supreme Being who is good himself. He attributed perfection to God as the one behind human nature or the one who directs human beings. 

3.1.3
EVIL AND IMPERFECTION 


The term as its name connotes, means incomplete and unaccomplished. “The term imperfection is merely modes of thinking or notions that we form from comparism among individuals of the same specie.26
Imperfection serves as evil and both of them go together. As evil and good remains in strong opposition with one another, so also perfection and imperfection. 

Evil seen as whatever that prevents, hinders or frustrates human being from achieving his model, then, one becomes imperfect when one cannot reach one’s model or goal.  A speaker holding the audience becomes imperfect when his mission is not accomplished. Imperfection also implies nonconformity to the imagination. To attribute negation to individuals is also to attribute imperfection to them. 


When we talk of imperfection, what should occur to the human mind is evil. It is evil and a matter of imperfection to know what is good for one and refuses that to another person. Thus, for a human being who knows that to praise is good for him and still refuses to praise another person is evil. If he is evil, it means that he is imperfect. 

Evil decreases and diminishes the power or potentiality in man to attain perfection. It simply implies that to aim at evil or to do something evil is to head towards imperfection. That is why man naturally desires good, averts evil and pursues to reach the human model, which is perfection and avoids hindrances to human model which is imperfection. 

3.2
THE NATURE OF GOOD AND EVIL 


Spinoza conceived good and evil in terms of merits and demerits. He thus writes: “Good is whatever that is conducive to perseverance in being whereas evil is whatever is not conducive to perseverance in being.27” From all indication, anything that is conducive to human life is good where as any thing that is not conducive to human life is evil. In Spinoza’s understanding, the highest good or true good is adequate knowledge but the greatest evil, which one can experience, is death. Good in itself is identified with adequacy of knowledge and perseverance in being whereas evil is identified with inadequacy of knowledge and non-perseverance of human life. 


However, gaining adequate knowledge according to Spinoza does more than merely providing one with more cognitive resources for preserving one’s life. The possession of knowledge or adequate knowledge helps man whereas the ignorance or fewer adequacies in knowledge harms man. “The more adequate knowledge one has, the less one is harmed by death. The less or inadequacy of knowledge one has, the more he is being disturbed by the fear of death.28”


On the other hand, the nature of good and evil can also be found in the preservation of the proportion of motion and rest and non-preservation of it. Those things are good which brings about the preservation of the proportion of motion and rest the human body’s parts have to one another. Evil on the other hand are those things that bring about or that does not help in preservation of the proportion of motion and rest. Preservation here implies the preservation of one’s life while non-preservation implies the lack of power to preserve one’s life. 


Man naturally desires good and averts evil. Spinoza then asserts. “Since one’s own death is always an evil, it is good to do whatever will prevent one’s own death.29” Spinoza has it that every possible effort should be made so as to avoid evil. Since evil is not good for man, he should avoid evil from any possible means and do good, which preserves his life. He was of the view that man should not admit whatever should limit his life but must go for what preserves and whatever may help in his continuation of life.


According to Spinoza, evil when it means acting deceptively to preserve one’s life is encouraged. The means of arriving at this good does not matter for, only what he is concern with is to see that good is attainable. For instance, one could save oneself from certain death at the hands of one’s captors only by deceiving them. Such action preserves one’s life and whatever preserves one’s life is good.

Good enables one to achieve a certain mode of being whereas evil prevents one to achieve such mode. In addition, one who acts under the guidance of virtue, reason and freedom does so under good but contrary to it is evil. Since virtue, reason and freedom aim at their own self-maintenance, we can be confident that whatever an individual does from virtue, reason and freedom will be good but whatever an individual does which is not from virtue, reason and freedom is evil. No doubt then, the perfectly free and virtues man would always, has sufficient means other than deceit, and wallows to good path of life. Nevertheless, an imperfect one would continue to mingle in the path of evil. 

Perfect life implies good life but imperfect life implies evil life. 

3.2.1
GOOD AND ITS MERITS


Whatever is good is what man desires because of its merits to him. “We endeavour to bring about whatsoever we conceive to conduce to pleasure.30” It is to the merits of man that he endeavors to bring about what he conceives to conduce to pleasure. He naturally desires good or pleasure because it is for his own good. Man’s advantage of pleasure and good is the model that he reaches by consenting to good and everything that will lead him to attain perfection.  If anyone has done something, which he conceives as affecting other men pleasurably, he will be affected by pleasure, accompanied by the idea of himself as the cause, in other words he will regard himself as possessing pleasure.  It is good to love what others love or to make another person to love something; it is the cause of pleasure that is in the nature of man. 

As the poet made us to understand  that as lovers, we should share every hope and every fear , and that Iron hearted was he who should love what the other leaves.      

The increase in conception of loved object, the greater pleasure one has. Everything which man has seen in conjunction with the object of his love, will be to him accidentally a cause of pleasure, he will then desire to possess it. Always, a benefit follows such human action. 

3.2.2
EVIL AND ITS DEMERITS

Man as he desires what is good has an aversion to what is evil because of its demerits to him. Spinoza thus says: “We endeavour to remove or destroy whatsoever we conceive to be truly repugnant thereto or to conduce to pain.31” Man in no way likes pain and everything that conduces to pain he tries to avoid because it is to his own demerits. We endeavour to destroy or remove as far as possible anything that we conceive to be repugnant or to conduce to pain. When there is disadvantage, there is pain and pain is evil. The feeling of aversion for another person’s action is what Spinoza called ‘blame. If anything or any person does anything, which he conceives as affecting others painfully, he will regard himself with pain. It is obvious that he who conceives that he affects others with pain would be affected with pain. Pain is specie of hatred that one has for another. On the other hand, if we think that anyone shrinks from something that we love, we shall undergo vacillation of soul. From the mere fact of thinking that we love what others hate, it is a means of subjecting the soul to vacillation. However, what should be obtainable is to love that which others love and to hate that which others hate. 


The demerits of evil can vividly be found or seen as in the hatred towards the loved object of one when it (the loved object) becomes closer friend to another than the person. Spinoza explained it more in his way such as: 

If one conceives, that an object of his love joins itself to another with closer bonds of friendship than he himself has attained to, he will be affected with hatred towards the loved object and with envy towards his rival.32
This implies that he will be affected with hatred towards the loved objects and towards his rival, which later he will envy as enjoying the beloved object. From the above delineation, man is affected in one way or the other and the corollary of its all will be alternation to the model of man. According to Spinoza, man should endeavour to do harm or injure anyone that will prevent him to attain his model unless there will be greater evil as thus: “He who hates anyone will endeavour to do him an injury; unless he fears that a greater injury will thereby accrue to himself.”33 Evil brings man to a destination, which is not favorable to him. 

3.2.3
ADEQUATE IDEA / KNOWLEDGE OF GOOD 


Thus Spinoza conceived adequate idea:“By an adequate cause, I mean a cause through which its effect can be clearly and distinctly be perceived.34” There is inadequate idea or knowledge when something takes place within us or externally to us, which can through our nature alone be clearly and distinctly understood. Such a clear and distinct idea or knowledge called adequate idea or knowledge can also be termed to be active idea or knowledge. 


However, it has been noticed that the activities of the mind arise solely from adequate ideas. The first element, which constitutes the essence of the mind, is nothing else but the idea of the actually existent body, which compounded of many other ideas, where some are adequate and some are not. Adequate knowledge on the other hand is known as good knowledge. 

 Adequate idea when the mind conceives it makes the mind to feel pleasure because the idea is active. The mind then endeavors to persist in its own being as far as it has clear and distinct ideas. Hence, desire is attributable to us, as far as we understand or in so far as we are active. 

In acquiring adequate knowledge, a human being is always acquiring knowledge that expresses the essence of the human body. Thus, as one gains a larger share of adequate knowledge, one’s mind becomes something whose greatest part is eternal. For Spinoza, one can achieve for oneself the perspective of the eternal while one is alive by bringing within one’s scope of mind the adequate knowledge that has always been and always will be eternal in God.  To gain adequate knowledge for him does more than mere provision of cognitive reason for life preservation to the mind. It implies activeness, for a thing is truly active only to the extent that it is adequate cause through its own nature. 
 


Subsequently, adequate idea is in other words called scientific knowledge. Calling it scientific knowledge does not mean that it is for scientists only but it is in all. This level of knowledge is what Spinoza called reason.

3.2.4
INADEQUATE IDEA / KNOWLEDGE OF EVIL 

Furthermore, Spinoza on his effort to x-ray his understanding of inadequate idea asserts that “By inadequate or partial cause, I mean a cause through which, by itself, its effect cannot be understood.35” We are passive with regard to something when that thing takes place within us or follows from our nature externally, and we being only the partial cause. Inadequate knowledge or idea is also called passive knowledge. 


Human mind is in certain cases passive and in certain cases not passive but as far as it has inadequate ideas, it is necessarily passive. In every human mind, there are some ideas that are fragmentary and confused. These inadequate ideas in our minds are likewise adequate in God in as much as God at the same time contains the minds of other things. The mind is more or less liable to be acted upon, in proportion, as it possesses inadequate ideas. The human knowledge is inadequate when it has no adequate knowledge of the component parts of its body. As far as it imagines external bodies, it lacks adequate knowledge of them. Thus, the idea of its body affection does not involve adequate knowledge of its body thereby becoming not clear and distinct but confused. 


Inadequate knowledge is also the knowledge of falsity. Because inadequate ideas involve privation of knowledge, and falsity consists solely in privation of knowledge, inadequate knowledge becomes knowledge of falsity. Human beings are only passive as far as they are part of nature that is inconceivable by it without other parts. 


Consequently, inadequate knowledge being a knowledge of falsity and passive knowledge is also called knowledge of evil. Knowledge of evil in so far as we are conscious of it remains pain, and pain is the transition to a lesser perfection which cannot be understood through man’s nature. It is passive, confusing in mind that the passive states of the mind depend solely on inadequate ideas or knowledge. In fact, passive idea is the part of nature, which cannot be perceived clearly through itself without other parts and it remains negative. 


Knowledge is truly passive only to the extent that it is an inadequate cause through its own nature. According to Spinoza, the more the inadequate knowledge one has, the more one is harmed by death and much disturbed by fear of death. 


This inadequate knowledge is a knowledge that is from sense perception and Spinoza called them ideas of imagination. They are not from logical deduction from other ideas. 

The ideas do not spring from the active power of the mind but reflects bodily changes and states produced by other bodies. It is true that they reflect experience but such experiences are vague. This knowledge is not scientific and is not coherent knowledge. 

This knowledge remains inadequate and confused for it depends solely on sense perception. He called this knowledge, confused and inadequate because it is not scientific. When I know an external body through sense perception, I know it only in so far as it affects my own body; I know that it exists, at least as long as it is affecting my body, and I know something of its nature; but I have no adequate knowledge of its nature or essence. Even though I necessarily know my own body as far as another body affects it, but since the state produced in my body is reflected in an idea, it is inadequate.


Hence, inadequate ideas or knowledge is evil. We know things only as they affect our senses. I know that I see a person, but as yet, I do not know simply by looking what his person’s essential nature is, even though the idea or experience are useful for daily life, they cannot give me true knowledge

3.3.1
GOOD AND ITS CAUSE 


Good according to Spinoza is whatever that preserves human life. The major cause of good for him is freedom. To be free means to be able without any compromise reach to the model of human nature we set before ourselves. Something is said to be free when it exists from the necessity of its nature alone. Although God only is completely free in this sense, human beings can have degrees of freedom or corresponding to the degree to which they are the adequate causes of their own actions. 

A free man pursues the good more than he seeks to avoid evil. When a free man meditates, he meditates on life (good) and not on death (evil). To be free for Spinoza implies to avoid anything called evil. A free man exhibits freedoms by avoiding dangers as well as by overcoming them. A free man always acts honesty, not deceptively, thankful to other free men and lives in harmony with others. 


However, if human beings are often in bondage to their passions, they still sometimes achieve a degree of freedom over them. It is certain that to achieve such a degree of freedom means to achieve adequate knowledge. To achieve adequate knowledge then means to arrive at perfection (human set models). Then, to reach to human model means to cause good and not evil. 

3.3.2
EVIL AND ITS CAUSE 


In Spinoza’s explanation to the cause of evil or cause of man’s lack of power and inconstancy, he attributed it to human nature. Human beings as finite parts of nature, have a limited amount of power and are always subject to external forces, which may be more powerful than their own nature. These forces may prevent human beings from achieving or acquiring what is most advantageous to them. An instance is passion. To induce the passion means preventing human beings from appreciating where their own true good or advantage lies, thereby introducing evil passion that can also prevent human beings from pursuing their advantage even when they do understand it. He then explains it well as a tendency where by Some times, we see and approve the better, but follow the worst

However, he was of the view that man is not free but in bondage. If men were born free, they would so long as they remained free, form no conception of evil but good. By freedom Spinoza means being led solely by reason, whereas to be in bondage is not to be led by reason. He maintained that only those ones born free with adequate knowledge are free from evil. Nevertheless, as far as we are not born free, evil must continue to be in bondage. 


Furthermore, living a life of virtue is as the same as living under the guidance of reason and as well to preserve one’s life on the basis of seeking what is useful to oneself. For Spinoza, to avoid evil is to be free and to be free is to understand and to be free from the servitude of emotions. 

3.4
DETERMINED GOOD AND EVIL 


Spinoza as one of the determinists holds that a thing happens, in accordance with how it has been determined: “The caused determination of whatever we do contribute to the causal determination of what events will occur. For him, all volitions, behaviours and other events have been determined by their causes. This shows that Spinoza is not a fatalist, rather, he is a necessitarian. Spinoza from his deterministic point of view made us to understand that everything true is true necessarily. The total state of the universe at any given time plus the laws of nature jointly determine the total state of the universe at any future time. This implies that whatever is taking place is not taking place because it wants to; rather, whatever takes places is in that way according to how it has been determined. 


However, in one of Spinoza’s works, he made it clear that even though death is evil, man should not grieve over his death for his death has been determined. For him nothing takes place by chance but whatever is taking place is doing so according to the mode of its determination.


Furthermore, he expressed his knowledge of determinism with God and human beings. For him, God is the cause of all other things. God determines what to happen in human being. The human emotion is another place where determination manifested itself. Man is free to determine freely his judgments of good and evil, as he wants. But though we can distinguish different men according to their different emotions, there is no place for moral judgments, in so far as these imply that a man is free to feel as he likes and to determine freely his judgments of good and evil.        

CHAPTER FOUR

UTILITARIANISM IN SPINOZA’S GOOD AND EVIL 

The utilitarianism in Spinozistic good and evil can be seen clearly in our judgments of good and evil. This can be observable on how advantageous things are to us.  

It is well to know that it can sometimes be advantageous to bind oneself to an exceptionalness rules rather than to allow oneself to assess the merits of individual cases.36 

For the fact that man by nature desires good and naturally has aversion to evil, he now passes judgment to both good and evil in accordance to how good and evil benefits him. Good as it were serves man better, is useful, helpful and leads man to attaining the height of the model he sets for himself. However, evil on the other hand serves him not but hinders, falters, alters and prevents man from reaching the proposed good of man. However, Spinoza did not see good and evil as objective but as subjective. 

He sees both of them not on the bases of common use but on the basis of individual idiosyncrasies. Obviously speaking good is what is benefitable to man and as well what is advantageous to man. The utility here lies on how man gains from things that befit him. A brief look on the aforementioned nature of good and evil will x-ray the utility properly. Spinoza says that something is good because we desire it. As such, human beings tend to move towards the advantageous side and reject the disadvantageous side. 

 Human being by nature desires good and averts evil, hence; only what appeals to man and appears to satisfy his desires is what he considers as being good. Then what he sees as not being benefitable becomes evil. Human beings then classify good and evil depending on how they share from them. The implication of the above analysis is that man can without any difficulty turn deception, which is evil to good because it favors him (utility). Therefore, anything good for man is what helps him and what serves him better. Man’s rejection of evil is because he has not seen any thing, which will be benefitable for him. Nevertheless, such evil seizes to be evil as soon as man finds out any means it can be benefitable to him. Hence, when good is no more profitable to man, it turns into evil. The well known utility friendship of Aristotle depends on what one benefits from his or her friend. This type of friendship ends as soon as the benefiting one seizes to benefit from his or her friend.        

4.2
SUBJECTIVENESS OF GOOD AND EVIL 


The notion of good and evil is that of subjectiveness. Every one judges according to his or her own wishes. Buttressing this fact, Spinoza notes that 

                  “It is permissible for us to avert, in the way which seems safest, whatever is in nature which we judge to be evil or able to prevent us from being able to exists and enjoy a rational life. On the other hand, we may take for our own use, that which we judge to be good, or useful for preserving our being and enjoying a rational life. And absolutely, it is permissible for everyone to do, by the highest right of nature, what he judges, will contribute to his advantage.”37
There is no case of obligation or duty, ought, most, should and may but the whole problem lies on what one seems to be ones own advantage without indicating that any thing is impossible. One considers and makes choice according to ones own individual idiosyncrasy.  

The subjectivity of good and evil can be buttressed in the following instance. The same music which is good for a  melancholic, bad for one who mourns can be indifferent for one that is deaf. He thus writes: “Goodness and badness reflects a subjective evaluation.”38 This implies that good and evil according to Spinoza are not objective; rather they are purely subjective and intrinsic. 


Consequently, it is within the power of each one of us to judge what is good and evil. Everyone, therefore, according to his particular emotions, judges or estimates what is good, what is bad, what is better, what is worse, lastly, what is best and what is worst. As a drunkard thinks that nothing again is as good as drinking, a humanizer thinks that humanizing is the best.


Once more, there is clear subjectiveness in Spinoza’s concept of good and evil in particular reference to human emotion. The emotion prompts everyone to judge and estimate as one wishes. Since good is whatever that helps man, whatever that is useful and whatever that preserves life, evil the other way round, is whatever that is harmful and whatever that prevents, frustrates life preservation. But we should observe that what is hurtful to one may be helpful to another. One is bound to follow or to judge according to one’s personal view, what is good and evil. 

GOOD AND EVIL IN RELATION TO PLEASURE AND PAIN 

Good and evil having been defined and explained, “pleasure and pain are transitions to greater activity and transitions in the other direction respectively.”39 Pleasure implies positivity where as pain implies negativity.  Pleasure signifies a passive state where the mind passes to greater perfection. By pain, I shall signify a passive state where the mind passes to a lesser perfection. Spinoza conceived the notion of pleasure and pain as being the same with good and evil. For him, pleasure means a transition of a man from a less to a greater perfection. It implies the movement or growth that takes place in man. It is the same with the situation where by man tries to reach to the model he sets for himself. On the other hand, pain means transition of a man from a greater to a less perfection. It is the reverse movement of pleasure. This is no matter of growth but matter of diminishing movement from the higher point to lesser point. 


However, good denotes perfection whereas pain on its own, denotes imperfection. Here pleasure in relation to good implies the perfection or good which man naturally desires and tries to attain. Nevertheless, pain and evil are what man naturally averts due to its prevention of man to attaining the proposed model he sets for himself. According to Spinoza’s conception, pleasure and good implies life where as pain and evil implies death. Human beings certainly experience pleasure in doing good and pain in doing evil. Pleasure and good increases and promotes life but evil diminishes and frustrates life. In relation to our conception of pleasure and pain, he has it that as we become conscious of higher degree of self-preservation and perfection, we experience pleasure, and with a reduction of such perfection, we experience imperfection. The experiential aspect of pleasure is felt as soon as we become conscious of higher degree of self-preservation of life. Nevertheless, pain is on the other hand felt as soon as we experience or as soon as we become conscious of the reduction, which alters our aims. 


For Spinoza, whenever man is able to seek what is useful to him, the more he is endowed with virtue and pleasure. On the contrary, in proportion as a man neglects to seek what is useful to him, that is, to preserve his own being, he is wanting in power and is in pain.


 Once more, Spinoza differentiated and speculated on the affinity of the relationship between pleasure and pain. On this he says: “Desire arising from pleasure is, other conditions being equal, stronger than desire arising from pain.40” Desire is the essence of a man, that is, the endeavour whereby a man endeavors to persist in his own being. Coupled with the fact that man by nature desires what is good, the desire arising from pleasure increases. On the contrary, desire arising from pain is by the fact of pain being felt, diminished or hindered. Hence, the force of desire arising from pleasure is to be defined by human power together with the power of external cause; where as desire from pain must be defined by human power only. 


As the power to pleasure increases, so also the power to good, and as the power to evil decreases, so also do pain. Good and pleasure preserves life but evil and pain diminishes life. 

CHAPTER FIVE
5.0
EVALUATION AND CONCLUSION 


The controversy posed by the issue of good and evil has insolvably remained mysterious despite the efforts of eminent thinkers of different epochs. It is obvious that many thinkers have in one way or the other tried to reconcile the problem at stake, hitherto, no effort has proved itself worthy of such reconciliatsion. As a result, one may be tempted to pose this question: should we continue to inquire into good and evil since it has proved insolvable?


However, for the fact that the main purpose of this thesis is to appraise Spinozistic concept of good and evil, let us then make a conclusive appraisal of it. As earlier stated, Spinoza defined good as that which we certainly know to be useful to us and evil as that which we certainly know to be a hindrance to us in the attainment of any good. Evil in this perspective stands as negative where as good stands as positive. He conceived whatever thing that is helpful as good and whatever that constitutes hindrance to human daily living as evil. Evil has constituted to a greater extent discomfort, misery, anguish and so on to man. However, if each one were to consent to good, bearing in mind that it is useful and helpful to human race, there would not be evil in the world. Instead, in so far as, man continues to experience pain (evil) in life, disorderliness and chaos  must continue to abide. 

On his philosophical enquiry into good and evil, he maintained that avoidance of evil paves way for a better and perfect relationship in the world. 

He imagined the world that is devoid of evil as the ultimate world where human beings should live and express themselves as social beings. From such Spinozistic conception of good and evil, one can be carefully brought to the foot of morality. 


Man by nature desires good and averts to evil. He (man) does not remain at the bottom line of life but pushes further due to his insatiability. According to Spinoza, man is not satisfied by attaining the stage of truth but looks for a better and highest good. He thus asserts: “The minds highest good is the knowledge of good.”41 

The above question signifies the mind’s highest utility and good as God. Knowledge of God places before man a strong ethical and moral guidance. From the onset, it is believed that to know God tantamounts to behaving well. For Spinoza, to seek the highest good is to know God, and to know God is the best way to life. 

Hence, if all in the world can actively be involved in such orientation of  Spinozistic understanding of highest good, the world would have been a better place where the idea of God rules. Nevertheless, when the human mind fails to rise and scale over the difficulties facing him, he remains at the bottom line and evil cannot but abide in the world. 


Moreover, Samuel Enoch Stumpf has it that such knowledge of God leads one to happiness. As far as man remains in bondage of passions, knowledge of God accounts for his liberation from bondage. He thus says: “We are enslaved by passions when our desires are attached to perishable things and when we do not fully understand our emotions. The more we understand our emotions, the lesser excessive will be our appetites and desire.”42

The above portrays the fact that we are always enslaved whenever we lack knowledge. However, when knowledge surfaces, pleasure which is accompanied by the idea of God as cause arises. There is liberation from passive emotion to active emotion. 


Furthermore, Spinoza has it that anything can accidentally be the cause of pleasure, pain or desire. It depends on ones psychophysical condition, which at any given time causes pleasure, plain, or desire. Whatever that brings about pleasure at any given time becomes good and whatever that brings about pain is evil. In human beings, it is the human emotions that differentiate on whether one is to be good (pleasure) or evil (pain). As such, it should be clear that there is no place for moral judgment. Hence, we are free to determine freely our judgments of good and evil. 

The true choice of judgment of good and evil, exposes man to the stark reality of treating others, as we would like them treat us. For one to know something as good and another as evil implies that there are certain things to be done and others that should not be done. If man can be able to grasp or know what is good and carry it out for his own life preservation, one should be able to preserve other people’s life by according them equal right of good. In addition, avoiding evil for oneself removes not only the hindrances to the preservation of life but encourages it (life). According to Spinoza, to preserve life means attainment of good and absence of evil. 


Once more, the subjectivity of Spinozistic good and evil could be lucidly encountered in as much as each person has the impetus to judge good and evil the way one wants. Bearing in mind that what is good for one at a given time could be evil for another at the same time. What pleases one at times can also displease one at another time. For instance, 

Dancing at a given time, may be a source of pleasure to one who is excited and can likewise be a source of pain to someone in anxiety. 

            On the other hand, it is obvious that there are certain things when done, remains good and evil respectively. There is no doubt that one does good when one lends a helping hand to the needy and evil when one maliciously maltreats ones neighbor. Good when properly viewed, makes a way for peace in the society where man finds himself. But evil on its own negative aspect hinders the progress of man in his social life with one another. In the society of man today, any behaviour that launches an attach on the morality of man becomes questionable and is seen as evil. Hence, it is not only in the Spinoza’s view that man desires good and averts evil. Good promotes man in his relationship with one another in this world but evil the other way round hinders man’s progress in this world.  


Above all, Spinoza has made a tremendous effort to resolve the problem of good and evil. The general conception of his good and evil remains that good pleases man while evil displeases him. Man as far as history is concerned has never hankered for pain but has great aversion for evil. It is in the nature of man to yean and quest for good. 

A virtuous man who knows that to tamper with his life does not please him is bound to promote other peoples life. An attempt to do away with other peoples live makes him evil. He thus writes: “The good which any man who follows after virtue, desires for himself, he will also desire for other men and so much the more in proportion as he has a greater knowledge of God.”43 

 A virtuous man seeks for the good of others in the same proportion with himself. For him to help oneself is to help others.

It is at this juncture that I give a greater applause and appraisal to Spinoza. To do to others what one would like others to do to one is a great measure to morality. It checks on evil and advocates for good. Imagine how the world would be unified when this style of life is achieved. 
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