


1 Ought we be monists? Discuss, drawing on the views of one or more
of: Cavendish, Hume, Leibniz, Spinoza.

Introduction

Inthisessay | willargue inagreementwith the statementthatwe oughttobe monists. In
particular, | contend that Spinoza’s argument for monism is forcefully made and therefore
the burdenis onthe pluralist to prove thatmonismisn’ttrue. In what follows | will follow
Rocca’s strategy in defending Spinoza’s argument. | shall begin by elucidating three key
concepts, go on to expound the argument, and anticipate potential objections along the
way.lconcludethatSpinoza’sargumentcanreadily circumventall ofthese objections.

Three ontological concepts
The defining tenet of Spinoza’s monism is as follows:
1. Only one infinite substance (God) exists.

Three key concepts are atwork in Spinoza’s argumentformonism. They are substance,
attribute and mode. Let us elucidate these three terms.

2. Substance is “that which is in itself and conceived through itself”.

Spinoza understands the notion of “conceiving” in terms of explanation. If A is conceived
through B, then A is made intelligible in terms of B. Accordingly, when Spinoza says that
substance is “conceived through itself” or self-conceived, he means that substance is not
made intelligible in terms of something else — it is self-explanatory.

3. Attribute is “what the intellect perceives of a substance, as constituting its
essence’.

Attribute tells us whatitis to be a substance S: itis not something that exists separately
from S. Attribute is therefore not ontologically distinctfrom substance. Tothe extent that
attribute “constitutes the essence” of S, an attribute is fundamental in the sense that all
otherfeatures of S can be understood interms of it. Toillustrate, letus say that S has the
attribute of thought. Other less fundamental features of S such as imagining, desiring, willing
etc. have to be understood in terms of thought. By contrast, the attribute of thoughtis not
conceivedthoroughanyotherfeature of S. So, like S, the attribute of Sis self-conceived.

4. Mode is “that which is in another through which it is also conceived”.

Theconceptofmodeisbestexplainedincontrastwithattribute. Sowhereasanattributeis
aself-conceivedfeature ofasubstance S,amodeisafeature thatis dependentonother
features of S. Forexample, the mode of atable (e.g.itsbeingtwoinches wide) hastobe
understoodinterms ofthe attribute of extension. Toputthingsinmorefigurative terms, we
canthink of attribute as the starting point of the chain of explanations that comes with S.



Modesaredifferentpointsinthe explanatorychain;theyallhavetobeunderstoodinterms
of that one attribute.

Ifwe add allthe claims (1,2, 3and 4)together, this leads to the following picture: all that
exists are substance and mode. Butinsofaras everything apartfrom God hastobe
conceivedintermsofit, Godisthe onlysubstance. Everythingelseare modes of God.

UptillnowIhaveassumedthattherelationship between substanceand modeisone of
conceptual dependence. But this assumption can be challenged. Let us briefly look atan
alternative reading of the contrast between substance and mode.

An alternative reading of the relation between substance and mode

Joachim suggests that we should understand the contrastbetween substance and mode as
the ‘metaphysical correlate of the logical antithesis of subject and predicate’. My criticism of
thisreadingmatchesthatofCurley:itdoesn’tsitwellwith Spinoza’sdefinition of substance
andmode. (1), (2)and (4)togetherimply thateverything else apart from God are in God
(Ethics 1p15). Butifwe aretoaddthis claimto Joachim’s interpretation, we would have to
accept that particulars like trees, apples, people, cats, etc. are properties of God. It turns out
thatthings that we typically think that of as real are not subjects of predication after all.
They are just predicates.

Whatadds tothe absurdity is the factthat Joachim’s reading, as Bayle forcefully putsiit,
renders God changeable. Hereis whatwould happen ifwe assume thatfinite things are
propertiesof God. Itisquite clearthatwe allhave differentdesires. Atanyparticularinstant,
I might want something that you do notwant (e.g. | might want a cup of coffee to brighten
my day; the same need not apply to you). In that case, we would have to predicate
contradictory properties of God.

We can argue atthe outset thatthis resultis unacceptable. Notto mentionit contradicts
textual evidence: itis quite clear that in Part 1 of the Ethics Spinoza was hoping to postulate
a God with nothing in common with man. As such, Spinoza'’s postulation of God’s
immutability is fundamental to his argument for monism. Joachim cannot justify this
alternative reading when it undermines one of Spionza’s commitments.

In short, if Spinoza’s argument is to be tenable, we must understand the relationship
between substance and mode as one of conceptual dependence, as opposed to predication.

I shallnow argue thatthis reading of Spinoza makes his argument defensible against
potential criticisms.

Evaluating Spinoza’s argument for monism
Spinoza’s argument can be formulated thus:

A. Two substances cannot share the same attribute (1p5).
B. It pertains to the nature of a substance to exist (1p7).



C. God, defined as the substance as infinite attributes, exists (By 1p7).
D. Asaresult, no substance besides God can exist (From Ato C).

Howdowegetfrom(C)to(D)? Spinoza’'sreasoningisthis: Godisasubstance withinfinite
attributes. Because ofthat, if other substance besides God exists, that substance would have
to share attributes with God. But sharing of attributes is prohibited by Spinoza. So, no
substance besides God can exist.

Inwhatfollows | will consider each step and evaluate potential objections along the way.
A. “There cannot be two or more substances of the same attribute”. (1p5)

1p5is motivated by consideringwhatwould happen ifwe allow thattwo ormore
substances can share the same attribute. Spinoza argues thatwhen this happens, we have
no way of telling these substances apart. Since this is an absurdity, Spinoza concludes that
any sharing of attributes is impossible.

But why should we accept that there is no way of telling these substances apart? According
to Spinoza, in orderto tell Aapartfrom B, we need to referto some difference between A
and B. This difference has to reside in a difference in their properties (1p4). By asserting the
truth of (1p4), Spinozais upholding the Principle of the Identity of Indiscernibles. This
principlestipulatesthatnotwodistinctthings havealltheirpropertiesincommon. (1p4)isa
corollary of thisprinciple.

Sowe havetwooptions. We cantelltwo substances apartbased onadifferenceintheir

attributes orintheirmodes. Butthe firstoptionisn’treally opento us. Forwe have been

assuming thatthese substances share the same attribute. The question is whetherwe can
tellthemapartbased onsomethingotherthan adifferenceinattribute. Accordingly, our
question now becomes whether substances of the same attribute can be individuated by

their modes.

Spinozarejects this possibility, however. Spinoza has made one thing very clear: modes must
be understood in terms of attributes but not the other way around. In light of this, we are
permitted to ignore any differences in modes when we try to tell two substances apart.
Unfortunately, we have already eliminated attributes as individuators of substances. So we
areleftwithnolegitimate groundsfortellingsubstanceswiththe sameattributeapart. This
is why Spinoza rejects the sharing of attributes amongst substances.

In opposition to this, Leibniz argues that substances of the same attribute can be
individuated by attributes thatthey do not share. An example would be helpful here.
Suppose thatsubstance A has attributes x, y and substance B has attributes y, z. Although
they both share the attribute y, there are other attributes which they donot share. This
amounts to a difference in attributes. It appears that it is possible for two or more
substances to share an attribute, at the end of the day.

However, Spinoza can readily overcome this objection. He can argue thatLeibniz's exampleis
ruled out by his definition of attribute. In this example, attribute y would not enable us to



think of one substance in particular, because more than one substance has this attribute.
This clearly goes against Spinoza’s stipulation that each attribute “constitutes the essence’
of substancei.e. there is aone-to-many relation between attribute and substance.

B. ‘It pertains to the nature of a substance to exist”. (1p7)

Theideaisthatthe conceptof substance involves existence. By contrast, existence is not
inherent in the concept of modes.

Thereasoningbehind 1p7isthis. For Spinoza, “no substance can be caused by anything
else” (1p6c). Since Spinoza understands causationinterms of conceptual dependence, if
substance is caused by anything else, it would have to be conceived through something
otherthanitself,contrarytothe natureofsubstance. Spinozatherefore concludesthat
substance cannotbe caused by anythingelse—itmustbe causedby its own nature.

C. “No other substance besides God can exist”. (1p14)

God s by definition a substance. Applying 1p7 to the case of God, Spinoza concludes that
Godnecessarily exists. Why “necessarily”? This is because, justas other conceptualtruths
(e.g.atriangle has three sides) are necessarily true, God’s existence, which is inherent the
concept of God, is also necessarily true.

Nextcomesthefinal stepin Spinoza’s argument. By God Spinoza understands asubstance
with “aninfinity of attributes” (1d6). Ifany other substance were to existapartfrom God, it
would have to share attributes with God, contrary to 1p5. So, if God exists necessarily, then
no other substance apart from God can exist.

Garrettargues that there is something suspicious about this kind of reasoning. He prompts
us to recall how Spinoza goes about arguing for his monism. Spinoza begins arbitrarily with
theclaimthatGodexists. Thisclaimisarbitrarybecausehe couldhaveused 1p7toprove
that any other substance exists. Consider what would happen once we have “proved” that
this other substance exists. Why, we wouldn’teven be able to grant God’s existence,
becausethere canbe nosharing of attributesamongst substances! And God, beinga
substance with “aninfinity of attributes”, would have shared atleastone attribute with this
other substance.

My response to this criticism coincides with that of Curley’s. Spinoza didn’t arbitrarily begin
withthe claimthat God exists. Ifanything, heisjustifiedindoingso. 1p7 canonlybe usedto
prove God’s necessary existence, because God is the only substance with a coherentnature.
Anysubstancewhichdoesn’thave “aninfinity ofattributes”isincoherent. Toseewhythisis
so, consider the following experiment. Begin by positing a substance S with just one
attribute (e.g. extension). There is no reason to restrict S from possessing an extra attribute
(e.g.thought). Afterall, thoughtand extension are isolated from each other. They won’t
destroyeach other. So, we should supplementitwithan extraattribute. Andwe canrepeat
this process ad infinitum. The Principle of Sufficient Reason stipulates that every fact has to
be reasonably explained: if we simply assume that a substance can have a limited number of
attributes, we are leaving something unexplained. Butthisis unacceptable. Soonly a



substance with an infinity of attributes have a coherent nature. Such a substance would be
God.

Conclusion
| have argued that Spinoza’s argument for monism should be read in a particular way, and

that, sounderstood, itcanreadily overcome potential objections. Itisuptothe pluralistto
convince us that monism is false. (1994)



A5 In what sense, if any, was Spinoza a materialist?
Introduction

In this essay | will argue against the statement that Spinoza was a materialist. If this
statementis to make any sense, we have to treat Spinoza as positing the extension attribute
as fundamental. However, it turns out that the extension attribute is derivate of the

attribute of thought. | therefore suggest that Spinoza’s philosophy ends in a kind of idealism.

| willmotivate a materialistreading of Spinozain sectiontwo. In section three | employ
Newlands’ arguments to show that a materialist reading of Spinoza doesn’t sit well with his
philosophy. Amuch betterinterpretationistounderstand Spinoza as akind ofidealist.

The starting place of a materialist reading of Spinoza
Materialist readings of Spinoza claim that the following is true:

(M) The attribute of extension is fundamental. The attribute thought depends on the
attribute of extension.

This requires clarification. For Spinoza, attributes are “what the intellect perceives of a
substance as constituting its essence” (Ethics 1d4). An attribute tells us whatitistobe a
substance.

Ifwe supplement (M) with 1d4, thisleads to the following claim: there are differentways of
describing the sole possible substance, God. We can think of God as extended, or we can
think ofits essence asthought. Althoughthere are amultitude ofwaysto conceive of God,
extension is the most fundamental way of conceiving God.

(M) ismotivated by the Spinoza’s claimthat “matter. .. mustnecessarily be defined by an
attribute whichexpresses eternalandinfinite essence”. This claimisfoundinhisletterto
Tschirnhaus. Here “matter” mostlikely refersto the sole possible substance, God —for
accordingto Spinoza, Godis the only possible substance with “an infinity of attributes”
(1d9). Accordingly, here Spinozais pointing to the idea that Godis to be understood as
matter. Since the fundamental attribute of matteris extension, other properties of matter
(e.g. thought) would have to bear a relation to extension. This is what the materialist means
by (M).

Although this materialist reading of Spinoza has a prima facie plausibility, | shall now argue
thatitdoesn’t accord with Spinoza’s philosophy. In particular, | contend first that Spinoza has
tounderstandtheattribute ofthoughtasfundamental,and secondthat, sounderstood, the
attribute of thought becomes the only genuine attribute of God. These two theses combined
constitute the basic elements of idealism.

A better interpretation: an idealist reading of Spinoza

A. The attribute of thought is the most fundamental



My criticism of materialist readings of Spinoza coincides with that of Joachim’s: they don't sit
wellwith Spinoza’s definition of attribute. As | have already noted, Spinoza claims that “By
attribute | understand what the intellect perceives of a substance as constituting its essence”
(1d4). What Spinozameans by thisis that, in orderforsomethingtobe anattribute,ithasto
bear arelation to the intellect: because whenever the intellect thinks of a substance, it
always conceives ofitinterms of an attribute. Thisimplies thatan attribute is essentially
related to a feature of thought — that of intellectual perception.

Whataddstomyargumentis thefactthat Spinozamadeanevenbolderclaiminanearly
letter. He said and | quote: “l understand the same by attribute, exceptthatitis called
attribute in relation to the intellect, which attributes such and such a definite nature to
substance”. Here Spinoza explicitly says that all the other natures (i.e. attributes) of
substance aredependentonthought. Whatfollows fromthisis thatthe attribute ofthought
is fundamental, and that all the other attributes (including extension) derive fromiit.

We might even generalize this argument. Thought dependence not only pertains to
attributes. This willbecome clear once we see that Spinoza also defines substance in terms
of afeature of thought: “substance is that which is initself and conceived through itself”’
(1d3).So,justlike attributes, the attribute ofthoughtis fundamentalin ourunderstanding of
substance. Since substance constitutes the basic ontology of Spinoza’s ontology, we have to
conclude that the attribute of thought is very fundamental in Spinoza’s philosophy.

Thisresultdirectly contradicts (M). (M)stipulatesthatextension,asopposedtothought,is
fundamentalin Spinoza’s ontology. Itis true that there is textual support for this reading.
Spinoza’sclaimin hisletterto Tschirnhaus gives testimonyto this. However,aswe have
seen, if Spinozaaccepts (M), he wouldfinditdifficult to reconcile (M) with his definitions of
attributes and substance. Would he want to accept that his theory is inconsistent? Obviously
not. The easy wayoutistoabandon (M)and accepttheidealistreading. Itiscommon for
philosophers to vacillate between opposite views. The important thing is to identify a
particular interpretation as the most consistent tendency of their views.

B. The attribute of thought is the only genuine attribute

Wecangoevenfurtherwithmyline ofreasoning. Materialistreadings of Spinozastipulate
thatGodhasamultitude ofattributes (e.g.extensionandthought).Inasmuchasthoughtis
aproperty of God, itstillisagenuine attribute, albeitless fundamental. Sothe materialist
mightthink that, evenif we are to go with the idealistreading —even if we are to postulate
thought as the fundamental attribute of God —we can still properly say that God has the
attribute of extension, albeit derivatively.

Theproblemis preciselythat, ifwe aretoadoptanidealistreading of Spinoza, thought will
become the only genuine attribute in Spinoza’s philosophy. We can’t even say that extension
is a proper attribute of God.

Ifthoughtis, as we have seen, that pervasive in Spinoza’s ontology, then (here | quote
Newlands) “the apparent plurality of God’s attributes would dissolve into a plurality of ways



ofthinkingabout God”. Inotherwords, since all differentways of conceiving God are just
featuresofthought, allthesedifferentattributes are ontologicallydependentonthought.
ButSpinozaclearly claimsthatin orderforsomethingtobe anattributeithastobewholly
self-contained (1p10). Because attributes other than thought aren’t wholly self-contained
(theycan’tbe characterized withoutreferencetothought),theyviolatethiscriterion. Asa
result, attributesotherthanthoughtdonotcountasattributes. Hence, extensiondoesn’t
qualify as an attribute of God (again, contrary to (M)).

Evaluating idealist readings of Spinoza

Atthis point the materialist might turn to the following kind of objection: if at the end of the
daythoughtisthe only attribute, why do we have theillusion that there exists a plurality of
attributes? Wedon'tgenerallythinkthateverythingthatexistsderivefromthought,dowe?
Ifidealistreadings of Spinoza can’tprovide uswithaplausible explanation,itishardtosee
why this reading is tenable.

My answertothisis that, eventhough ourintellects perceive the sole substance God as
thoughithasaplurality ofattributes, God doesn’tactually exhibitthis diversity of attributes.
By accepting this, | am endorsing a kind of subjectivistinterpretation of attributes: our
perception ofthe multiplicity of attributes does not correspondto the actual nature of God.

Itisusefultodistinguishthe subjectivistinterpretation ofattributesfromtheidealistreading
of Spinoza. One doesn’timply the other. Anti-idealist readings of Spinoza can readily grant
that our perception of attributes is subjective. On the other hand, idealist readings of
Spinozacan deny this subjectivistinterpretation of attributes — they might argue that it
should be apparenttotheintellectthat God only exhibits the attribute of thought. Here lam
endorsing both views.

, like Hegel, conclude thatwe cometo think that thereis a plurality of attributes because
our perception of reality is flawed. God only has one unified attribute but we come to
believe thatattributes are diversified. As such, ourintellect provides the ground for our
mistake. This conclusion supports our position that thought underlies all the other
attributes: no attributes can be conceived without being essentially related to an activity of
thought. Itis this activity thatis responsible for our systematic mistake. So ouridealist
reading of Spinoza remains plausible.

Here the materialist might turn to another objection, one relating to a different kind of
absurdity. Up till now we have only considered two ontological categories: substance and
attribute. There is actually an extra ontological category in Spinoza’s philosophy: a mode. A
mode, accordingto Spinoza, is “the affection ofasubstance, orthatwhichisinanother
through which it is also conceived” (1d5). Modes are ontologically dependent upon
substances. How does modes fitinto our idealist reading of Spinoza?

Materialists reading of Spinoza, the materialist could argue, has no problem incorporating

modes into their picture. When Spinoza claims that modes are “in” the substance, he really
means that finite modes such as dogs, trees, tables, people require God i.e. matter to exist.



Thisis nota controversial position at all. It only says that particulars such as dogs, trees,
tables and people are corporeal things.

Bycontrast,ifSpinozaisanidealist,hewouldhavetoassertthathumanbeingsaresimply
modifications of thought. Recall that modes are, like attributes and substance, essentially
related tothe activity ofthought (1d5). Soitturns outthatfinite modes are atbestelements
orderivations ofimagination and thought. So humans, beingfinite modes, do nothave
bodies. We are justactivities of the intellect. Idealists reading of Spinoza might sound
plausible atfirstbecausetheyonlyassertthatthoughtisthe fundamental attribute of God.
Butthey don’t sound so plausible after all, given that this priority of thoughtimplies that
particulars e.g. dogs, trees, tables and people are derivations of thought.

| take this pointas correct, but | argue that we should still favor idealist over materialist
readingsof Spinoza. Itistruethatneitherinterpretations are wholly satisfactory. The fact
remains that materialist readings of Spinoza render his systemincoherent, whereas idealist
readings of Spinoza force us to challenge our everyday intuitions. Butif we have to make a
choice betweenincoherency and absurdity, itis clearthat we should favorthe latter as
opposed to the former. Spinoza’s views can still be defensible evenifthey give way to
absurdity. Onthe otherhand, if his views are obviously incoherent, there is no hope of
remedying them.

Conclusion

I have argued that Spinoza should be understood as an idealist, as opposed to a materialist.
Thisisbecause ifwe areto understand Spinoza as amaterialist, that would render his
systemincoherent. Inparticular,myargumentshavedemonstratedthatthe priority ofthe
extension attribute doesn’t sit well with Spinoza’s definitions of attribute and substance. In
light of this, we should think of Spinoza as anidealist, evenifthis reading gives way to
absurdity. (1826)

B11 Is marriage an institution worth keeping? Discuss, drawing on the
views of thinkers in the early-modern philosophical debate.

Introduction



In this essay | will argue that marriage is an institution worth keeping. It is true that
contemporary marriages in the early modern period deprives women of their selfhood. But
thisflawed nature of contemporary marriages canbe corrected. The solutionistoadopta
sexless union of minds in marriage. Itis too quick to renounce marriage when we can adopt
new models in place of it.

Inwhatfollows | willdraw onthe views of Astelland Cavendishtoillustrate my point. I will
begin by characterizing Astell’s pessimistic outlook on marriage, and go on to offer
Cavendish’srenegotiated conceptofmarriageasasolutiontothe problemofmarriage.

Marriage understood in terms of slavery

InherReflectionsuponMarriage, Astellwasveryclearthatshedidnotthinkofmarriageas
aninstitution worth keeping. Touse herown terms, she believes thatwomen are “either
forced or deceived into entering the state of marriage”. How does she arrive at such a view?
As Broad details, there are three steps to her argument that we should denounce marriage
altogether:

A. Slaveryis, by Locke’s definition, morally objectionable.
B. Marriage is a form of slavery.
C. Therefore, marriage is morally objectionable.

I shall now go over each step. | contend that Astell's argument against marriage is prima
facie plausible.

A. Slavery isin itself morally objectionable

In Two Treaties, Locke provided us with a definition of slavery. According to him, the
conditions of slavery involve three components.

First,tobe aslaveistobe subjecttothe arbitrary powerof anotherman. Whena person P
is subject to the arbitrary power of another man, that other man can freely control P’s
properties, whetheritbe P’slife orP’sother possessions. | say ‘freely’ because the other
man can dispose of P’s properties without being held to accountable to any moral principles.

Second, the other person need notexercise this arbitrary poweroverPin orderforP’s
condition to count as slavery. So long as P is under the threat of another person’s absolute
dominion, P is in a condition of slavery.

Third,aslaveisalwaysinastateofinsecurity. ThingsmightbedoingwellforP,butPis
always susceptible to the master’s inconstant arbitrary will.

Sounderstood, slavery preventsamanfromfulfilling hisduty of self-preservation. Thisis
because his means of self-preservation can always be taken from him violently. Tothe extent
that slavery violates the law of self-preservation, slavery is morally unjustified.

B. Marriage is a form of slavery



Astell argues that marriage displays all the elements of slavery.

Whenawomanmarries, sheis subjecttothe willand desire ofherhusband. Toillustrate,
considerSprint’'sthe Bride-Womans Counseller,aweddingsermonoftheearlymodern
period. Itstatesthatthewomanmustnotonly obeyherhusband, butmustalsoonlydesire
what“herhusband would approve and allow”. Tothis extent, marriage governs the wife
“absolutely and entirely”. The wife must notonly show outward respectforherhusband,
but also “submit her reason” to her husband’s liking.

Onceawomanhasenteredintoa state of matrimony, she willalways be underthe threatof
her husband’s dominion. Her husband might treat her well, but nothing prevents the
husband from dominating over her, even if he never exercises that capacity.

The wife is always in a state of uncertainty. Common law in Astell's time stipulates that when
awomanmarriesaman, herlegal status willbe “subsumedunderthatofherhusband”. So
evenifthe husbanddisposesofherproperty, nolawwould“afford herredress”. So, the wife
cannot be sure that her husband will treat her well.

Itmightbe objected thatmarriedwomenin Astell’stime are notenslaved because (unlike
slaves)theirhusbands (masters) cannotkill them withoutlegal consequences. My response
is that taking lives with impunity is not a necessary condition for slavery. As Locke details, for
Ptobeinacondition of slaveryitis sufficientthat some other person has absolute power
over P. This absolute power might only pertain to P’s material property or P’s liberty.

C. Marriage is morallywrong

Incorporating Locke’sideas, Astellarguesthatmarriageiswrongbecauseitviolatesthe
wife’s duty to preserve herself. Itisimportantto note a distinction here. Whereas Locke
understands “property in our person” to mean that we have a duty to preserve our body,
material property, etc., Astellequates “propertyinourperson”with ourimmaterialmind, as
opposed to our physical body.

When Astell says that marriage is morally objectionable, she means that it takes away what
shouldrightfully be the wife’s: herreason. Since marriage forces the wife to listento her
husband’severywish, hermorallibertyis sacrificed. Inthe ChristianReligion, Astelltalks
abouthow the wife’s only purpose is to please her husband, and to “sooth his pride and
flatter his vanity”. ltwouldn’tbe possible forthe wife to cultivate virtues, since herbusiness
of pleasing her husband occupies all of hertime. For example, she would have to constantly
thinkofwaystogive praisestoherhusband(e.g.convinceherhusbandthatheisanupright
person even when he makes mistakes). Astell contends that this sort of behaviorencourages
deceitinwomen. This could, Astell continues, potentially leads to the wife’sdamnation.

Although Astell’s argument is prima facie plausible (after all, it is a valid argument based on
plausible assumptions), | argue thatwe can avoid her conclusion thatthe institution of
marriageis notworth keeping. My strategy istorejectpremise (B). | contend thatwe can



re-understand marriage (using Cavendish’s model)in away such thatitnolongerinvolves
elements of slavery.

Marriagere-understoodasanintellectual partnershipbetweenhusbandandwife
(B) is motivated by the idea that marriage deprives the wife of her reason.

Similarly, Cavendisharguesthatcontemporary marriagesintheearlymodernperiodare
problematic because they deprive of the wife of her selfhood. In response to Dolan, who
asserts that the wife should give up herindependence because “marriage and selfhood are
radicallyincompatible”, shearguesthathusbandsandwivesshouldbespiritualequals(in
The Blazing World, the Empress was told by the spirits that “there was no difference of sexes
amongstthem”). Unless wereformulate the conceptofmarriage, therewouldbe noplace
for the wife to speak for herself and judge for herself, and that would prove to be her
intellectual downfall.

So Cavendish and Astell appear to have been thinking along the same lines. They both find
contemporary marriages objectionable because these marriages undermine the intellectual
independence of women. Butitis usefulto pointoutthat, while Astell only referstomental
slavery in the matrimonial state, Cavendish uses physical sexuality to further demonstrate
the sexual hierarchy inherentin marriage. This difference in approach can be accounted for
oncewerealizethatAstelland Cavendishthinkdifferentlyaboutmetaphysics. Astell, for
example, adopts a kind of Cartesian dualism. Tothe extentthat we are only our mind,
slaverywithinmarriage hastomanifestitselfasaformofmentalsubmission. By contrast,
Cavendish accepts somekind of materialism —she regards humans as corporeal things, and
minds as properties of matter. Asaresult, the threatsimposed on the wife by the husband
are as prominentin the physical realms as in the spiritual realm. Therefore, Cavendish talks
abouthowthe wife is threatened by pregnancy (which couldlead todeath)and betrayal
(the husband could confiscate all of her material property). She also describes heterosexual
sexas ‘adisease’ (TrueRelations),tothe extentthatitexemplifies a physical difference
between male and female body parts and hence the subordination of womento men.

Despite this important difference, in so far as Cavendish’s renegotiated concept of marriage
overcomes spiritual inequality (contrary to (B)), it still stands as a solid response to Astell’s
argument against marriage.

Twoimportantelements are involvedin Cavendish’s concept of marriage. First, marriageisa
sexlessreunionofminds. Aslhavejustnoted, heterosexualsexrendersgenderunequal
because itis traditionally depicted as exemplifying the physical subordination of women to
men. Therefore, by eliminating the difference inherentinthe bodies of menandwomen,
spiritual inequality within marriage would become unfounded. Cavendish is very clear about
this condition of marriage when she notes that herlove for her husband is “notamorous
love”, which is according to her “a disease” (A True Relation).

Second, marriage makes room for spiritual eroticism in place of physical eroticism. In the
prefatory materials to her 1662 volume of plays, Cavendish acknowledges herhusband’s
contribution to this work of hers. But this work only shows her name on the title page.



Through this collaborative authorship, Cavendish and her husband Newcastle “join their wits
inmatrimony”. Theyareabletobuildtheirmarriage upontheircollaborative works. Andthe
factthat Cavendishincludesonly hernameonthetitle pageindicatesthatsheeveninthis
relationship she can successfully retain herindependence from her husband.

Anotherusefulexample of marital collaborationisthe ConventofPleasure. Itisquiteclear
thatthereistensionbetween Cavendishand Newcastle’s contributionstothe play. Right
from the start Cavendish considered the possibility of replacing heterosexual marriage with
lesbian relationships. Lady Happy and the princess were establishing aromantic relationship
whenitwas suddenly reviewed thatthe princess wasinfactaprince. Thereisreasonto
think that Newcastle is responsible for this sudden turn of events, because as Billing notes,
the prince reveals himself as a man right after Newcastle’s two songs. This shows thateven
though Cavendish and Newcastle work togetherto produce this play, thereisacomplex
authorial relationship between the two: their views are not unified —at times they conflict
with each other. But they still work together to produce the ending in the end.

Inshort, Cavendish’s picture of marriage encompasses allaspects of spiritual equality
between menandwomen. Notonly dothe husbandand wife retainindividuality withinthe
relationship, but they are also given equal standing through collaborative authorship: both
the voice of the wife and the husband are given equal importance. Underthisimage of
marriage, the wife is no longer required to give up herreason and to blindly obey her
husband (contraryto (B)). She hasthe freedomto speakforherselfand todemonstrate
good judgement by opposing her husband (when the husband is in the wrong).

Conclusion

Thestatementthat“marriageisn’tworthkeepingasaninstitution”ismotivatedbytheidea
thatthemarriage state standsasaformofslavery. However, | have arguedthat,ifweareto
re-understand marriage as a kind of collaborative authorship, this problem would dissolve
immediately. Asaresult, westillhavereasontothinkthatmarriageisworthkeepingasan
institution. (1853)



