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is determined not by its own divine essence but by other
essences, its own reality is negated and it becomes less
real as compared with other modes. Spinoza’s interesting
correspondence with Blyenburgh gives the clearest state
ment of his ethical views. Here he explains that our
human notions of good and bad arise solely from imagi
native limitations which lead us artificially to separate
things and to compare them with one another. From this
standpoint some things obviously include more reality
in their nature and are therefore referred to by us as
“better than” things which embody less reality. Thus a
blind man./zgm our point of view is imperfect, but not
when we see him as belonging to the infinite whole of
reality, for this whole cannot be lacking in anything. The
blind man is simply one of the possibilities that the
universe in its infinite creative power has individualized.
As such he is part of its perfection. Of course this is
not to say that we may refrain from making moral judg
ments, for we are human modes, and thus must always,
at least to a certain extent, imagine things in isolated
chopped-up ways, and thus make comparisons between
them. Thus from Spinoza’s point of view we should not
waste time lamenting over criminals and immoral per
sons who are as much a part of God’s perfection as
we. But we should pity them for being enslaved or
negated by external things and for living in sucli a
paltry way. Man’s good is to express his essential nature,
—to be most wholly and thoroughly himself. In so far
as his own essence or “will to live” is subjected to other
essences in so far is his life stunted and he himself evil
or immoral.
Thus, for Spinoza, life itself is good, and the more
life or reality we succeed in embracing in our essence,
the more fully and richly we express ourselves, the
higher are we in the scale of reality, and the better and
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by passion each would follow the direction of his own
particular “conatus” and there would be no State. But
men are rational. Hence they set up the State as a
supreme power in order to curb the anti-social passions.
Spinoza was certainly influenced by Hobbes in his
political theory. But he differed from Hobbes in his
clear realization of the fact that the State owes its ex
istence to reason alone and serves solely as a means
to the rational life. The State is thus in no sense an
alien force imposed on individuals from without, but
a consequence of their true, intrinsic nature; the Sov
ereign is not an external power, but an objectification of
our deeper selves. A conflict between an individual and
a State, therefore, is a conflict between the deeper ra
tional side of our nature and passion, between illusion
and reality. But as Spinoza says (Tract. Theo. Pol. Ch.
XVI) the State is “only made valid by its utility,” so
that if the State ceases to perform its rational functions,
“everyone has by virtue a right to break his compacts.”
Hence the great plea for freedom of speech which ter
minates the Tractatus. A State which fails to foster
reason and the rational life ceases to be a State and
becomes merely an organized passion. Revolution in this
case becomes a necessity of reason which must always
lead to a society of persons cooperating together for the
sake of living the rational life.
Such a life whose realization is our highest good is
not the externally dependent life of passion. This is not
a life at all, but a mere medley of outside influences.
Our true self is the rational self, and the whole purpose
of life is to shake off the bondage of the passions, the
pleasures and pains belonging to the narrow and chaotic
self, so that we are determined by the rational good
which is common to all men. The final and most com
plete stage of self-expression is the utter absorption
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were so odious to Spinoza that he could never speak
of them without emotion. For Spinoza, as we have
seen, Life itself in all its phases and manifestations
was altogether good, and the idea that there could be
any blessedness higher than achieving one’s essential
nature by becoming one with reality, could not but
be repellent to him. The free man’s wisdom is “not
a meditation upon death but upon life.” Consequently
the eager searching for goods beyond life is not only
foolish but immoral, since it leads to the stultifica
tion of ourselves at this moment where our oppor
tunity lies. The free man who achieves blessedness
has no need for a hereafter for he has already tran
scended time. Immortality is not mere everlasting
ness but a state of being. The genius is no longer con
strained within his finite organism. Through his reason
he has joined himself to the timeless order of the uni
verse. He has freed himself from his earthly passions,
and by attaching himself only to infinite objects he has
himself become infinite. By becoming one with God the
free man is himself eternal (Sh. Tr. II ch. 22).
ETERNAL LIFE

Spinoza is primarily the philosopher of immanence.
God lives and moves in all things as their active rational
cause. Thus for each existent object in space there is an
eternal essence which may be apprehended by the mind
as its moving principle. Thus the Platonic universals
are brought down from their transcendent heaven, indi
vidualized and injected into things (See Imp. of Under
standing, p. 37). The external essence of the body is what
we call the individual soul or consciousness. The key
to the understanding of human life really lies in the
ambiguous position of this essence which participates
both in the nature of extension and thought. On the one
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hand it is the essence of a particular body and must
respond as it responds to the impact of external things.
But on the other hand the essence of our body is con
nected with other essences in the infinite mind of God
and by exfoliating itself according to its own laws
(Ratio) may identify itself with this eternal system.
Thus there arises the moral struggle in each individual
soul between the passions which bind it to external
things that partially negate it, and the urge to follow
its own intrinsic nature and to identify itself with the
mind of God which is outside time. If God were tem
poral his existence would increase from day to day. But
he is complete and wholly actual. So he does not have
to become. He is given all at once, as it yyere, and not
piecemeal as mere modes. And the true essences of things
are also eternal in God. It is only our finite imaginations
that separate modes from their enduring and sustaining
reality, and conceive of them as independent things. But
such confusion does not arise from our true selves. It
emanates only from the connection of our essence with
a finite corpuscular body, which is subject to all manner
of external influences. We become our true selves only
through the agency of pure creative thought. If we could
only shake ourselves' free from the finite bonds that
enchain us with matter, our minds would be adequate
and able to stand by themselves. And death is precisely
what so shakes us free. “The mind can imagine nothing
nor recollect past things save while in the body.” (V
21.) At death our body is destroyed and with it all
connection with external body. Hence the private con
fused realm of the imagination is destroyed.
No longer are we confronted by the blurred and
shifting panorama of the senses. No longer is the blessed
man subject to the discordant reign of passion. The
bonds which attach him to all the finite objects which

ON THE IMPROVEMENT OF THE UNDER
STANDING
After experience has taught me that all the usual
surroundings of social life are vain and futile; seeing
that none of the objects of my fears contained in them
selves anything either good or bad, except in so far as
the mind is affected by them, I finally resolved to in
quire whether there might be some real good having
power to communicate itself, which would affect the
mind singly, to the exclusion of all else; whether, in
fact, there might be anything of which the discovery
and attainment would enable me to enjoy continuous,
supreme, and unending happiness. I say “I finally
resolved,” for at first sight it seemed unwise willingly
to lose hold on what was sure for the sake of something
then uncertain. I could see the benefits which are ac
quired through fame and riches, and that I should be
obliged to abandon the quest of such objects, if I seri
ously devoted myself to the search for something differ
ent and new. I perceived that if true happiness chanced
to be placed in the former I should necessarily miss it;
vrhile if, on the other hand, it were not so placed, and I
gave them my whole attention, I should equally fail.
I therefore debated whether it would not be pos
sible to arrive at the new principle, or at any rate at a
certainty concerning its existence, without changing the
conduct and usual plan of my life; with this end in view
I made many efforts, but in vain. For the ordinary sur
roundings of life which are esteemed by men (as their
actions testify) to be the highest good, may be classed
1
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under the three heads—Riches, Fame, and' the Pleasures
of Sense: with these three the mind is so absorbed that
it has little power to reflect on any different good. By
sensual pleasure the mind is enthralled to the extent
of quiescence, as if the supreme good were actually
attained, so that it is quite incapable of thinking of any
other object; when such pleasure has been gratified it
is followed by extreme melancholy, whereby the mind,
though not enthralled, is disturbed and dulled.
The pursuit of honors and riches is likewise very
absorbing, especially if such objects be sought simply
for their own sake, inasmuch as they are then supposed
to constitute the highest good. In the case of fame the
mind is still more absorbed, for fame is conceived as
always good for its own sake, and as the ultimate end
to which all actions are directed. Further, the attain
ment of riches and fame is not followed as in the case
of sensual pleasures by repentance, but, the more we
acquire, the greater is our delight, and, consequently,
the more we are incited to increase both the one and
the other; on the other hand, if our hopes happen to be
frustrated we are plunged into the deepest sadness.
Fame has the further drawback that it compels its
votaries to order their lives according to the opinions of
their fellow-men, shunning what they usually shun, and
seeking what they usually seek.
When I saw that all these ordinary objects of desire
would be obstacles in the way of a search for something
different and new-—nay, that they were so opposed
thereto, that either they or it would have to be aban
doned, I was forced to inquire which would prove the
most useful to me: for, as I say, I seemed to be will
ingly losing hold on a sure good for the sake of some
thing uncertain. However, after I had reflected on the
matter, I came in the first place to the conclusion that
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of the mind. All these arise from the love of what is
perishable, such as the objects already mentioned. But
love toward a thing eternal and infinite feeds the mind
wholly with joy, and is itself unmingled with any sad
ness, wherefore it is greatly to be desired and sought
for with all our strength. Yet it was not at random
that I used the words, “If I could go to the root of the
matter,” for, though what I have urged was perfectly
clear to my mind, I could not forthwith lay aside all
love of riches, sensual enjoyment, and fame. One thing
was evident, namely, that while my mind was employed
with these thoughts it turned away from its former
objects of desire, and seriously considered the search
for a new principle; this state of things was a great
comfort to me, for I perceived that the evils were not
such as to resist all remedies. Although these intervals
were at first rare, and of very short duration, yet after
ward, as the true good became more and more discernible
to me, they became more frequent and more lasting;
especially after I had recognized that the acquisition of
wealth, sensual pleasure, or fame, is only a hindrance,
so long as they are sought as ends not as means; if they
be sought as means they will be under restraint, and, far
from being hindrances, will further not a little the end
for which they are sought, as I will show in due time.
I will here only briefly state what I mean by true
good, and also what is the nature of the highest good.
In order that this may be rightly understood, we must
bear in mind that the terms good and evil are only
applied relatively, so that the same thing may be called
both good and bad, according to the relations in view,
in the same way as it may be called perfect or imper
fect. Nothing regarded in its own nature can be called
perfect or imperfect; especially when we are aware that
all things which come to pass, come to pass according to

IMPROVEMENT OF UNDERSTANDING

31

were true or false, there would be no doubt of certainty
present, only a certain sensation. For an idea is in itself
nothing else than a certain sensation; hut doubt will
arise through another idea, not clear and distinct enough
for us to be able to draw any certain conclusion with
regard to the matter under consideration; that is, the
idea which causes us to doubt is not clear and distinct.
To take an example. Supposing that a man has never
reflected, taught by experience, or by any other means,
that our senses sometimes deceive us, he will never
doubt whether the sun be greater or less than it appears.
Thus rustics are generally astonished when they hear
;hat the sun is much larger than the earth. But from
reflection on the deceitfulness of the senses1 doubt
arises, and if, after doubting, we acquire a true knowl
edge of the senses, and how things at a distance are
represented through their instrumentality, doubt is again
removed. Hence we cannot cast doubt on true ideas by
the supposition that there is a deceitful Deity, who
leads us astray even in what is most certain. We can
only hold such an hypothesis so long as we have no
clear and distinct idea—in other words, until we reflect
on the knowledge which we have of the first principle of
all things, and find that which teaches us that God is
not a deceiver, and until we know this with the same
certainty as we know from reflecting on the nature of
a triangle that its three angles are equal to two right
angles. But if we have a knowledge of God equal to
that which we have of a triangle, all doubt is removed.
In the same way as we can arrive at the said knowledge
of a triangle, though not absolutely sure that there is
not some arch-deceiver leading us astray, so can we come

1 That is, it is known that the senses sometimes deceive us.
But it is only known confusedly, for it is not known how they
deceive us.
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to a like knowledge of God under the like condition, and
when we have attained to it, it is sufficient, as I said
before, to remove every doubt which we can possess
concerning clear and distinct ideas. Thus, if a man
proceeded with our investigations in due order, inquir
ing first into those things which should first be inquired
into, never passing over a link in the chain of associa
tion, and with knowledge how to define his questions
before seeking to answer them, he will never have any
ideas save such as are very certain, or, in other words,
clear and distinct; for doubt is only a suspension of
the spirit concerning some affirmation or negation which
it would pronounce upon unhesitatingly if it were not
in ignorance of something, without which the knowledge
of the matter in hand must needs be imperfect. We may,
therefore, conclude that doubt always proceeds from
want of due order in investigation.
These are the points I promised to discuss in this first
part of my treatise on method. However, in order not
to omit anything which can conduce to the knowledge
of the understanding and its faculties, I will add a few
words on the subject of memory and forgetfulness.
The point most worthy of attention is, that memory
is strengthened both with and without the aid of the
understanding. For the more intelligible a thing is, the
more easily it is remembered, and the less intelligible
it is, the more easily do we forget it. For instance, a
number of unconnected words is much more difficult to
remember than the same number in the form of a nar
ration. The memory is also strengthened without the aid
of the understanding by means of the power wherewith
the imagination or the sense called common is affected
by some particular physical object. I say particular,
for the imagination is only affected by particular ob
jects. If we read, for instance, a single romantic
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peculiar to the human body, because it is clear that
during the time when man was not, it could never belong
to the nature of man.
And what they set up as a fundamental principle,
[namely,] that that pertains to the nature of a thing,
"without which the thing cam, neither be, nor be under
stood, we deny. For we have already shown that without
God no thing can be or be understood. That is, God must
first be and be understood before these particular things
can be and be understood. We have also shown that
genera do not belong to the nature of definition, but that
only such things as cannot exist without others, can
also not be understood without these. This being so,
what kind of a rule shall we, then, state, whereby it
shall be known what belongs to the nature of a thing?
Well, the rule is this: That belongs to the nature of
a thing, without which the thing can neither be, nor be
understood; not merely so, however, but in such wise
that the judgment must be convertible, that is, that
the predicate can neither be, nor be understood without
the thing. . . .
CHAPTER XXII
On True Knowledge, Regeneration, &c.

Since, then, Reason has no power to lead us to the
attainment of our well-being, it remains for us to inquire
whether we can attain it through the fourth, and last,
kind of knowledge. Now we have said that this kind of
knowledge does not result from something else, but
from a direct revelation of the object itself to the
understanding. And if that object is glorious and good,
then the soul becomes necessarily united with it, as we
have also remarked with reference to our body. Hence it
follows incontrovertibly that it is this knowledge which
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But by
modifications” would be understood those
things which are in another thing—those things, the
conception of which is formed from the conception of the
thing in which they are. Hence we can have true ideas
of non-existent modifications, since although they may
not actually exist outside the intellect, their essence
nevertheless is so comprehended in something else, that
they may be conceived through it. But the truth of sub
stances is not outside the intellect unless in the sub
stances themselves, because they are conceived through
themselves. If any one, therefore, were to say that he
possessed a clear and distinct, that is to say, a true idea
of substance, and that he nevertheless doubted whether
such a substance exists, he would forsooth be in the same
position as if he were to say that he had a true idea and
nevertheless doubted whether or not it was false (as is
evident to any one who pays a little attention). Similarly
if any one were to affirm that substance is created, he
would affirm at the same time that a false idea had be
come true, and this is a greater absurdity than can be
conceived. It is therefore necessary to admit that the
existence of substance, like its essence, is an eternal
truth. Hence a demonstration (which I have thought
worth while to append) by a different method is pos
sible, showing that there are not two substances pos
sessing the same nature. But in order to prove this
methodically it is to be noted: 1. That the true defini
tion of any one thing neither involves nor expresses
anything except the nature of the thing defined. From
which it follows, 2. That a definition does not involve
or express any certain number of individuals, since it
expresses nothing but the nature of the thing defined.
For example, the definition of a triangle expresses noth
ing but the simple nature of a triangle, and not any
certain number of triangles. 3. It is to be observed that
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stances than one cannot be deduced. It follows, there
fore, from this definition necessarily that there cannot
be two substances possessing the same nature.
Prop. IX.—The more reality or being a thing possesses,
the more attributes belong to it.
Demonst.—This is evident from Def. 4.
Prop. X.—Each attribute of a substance must be con
ceived through itself.
Demonst.—For an attribute is that which the intel
lect perceives of substance, as if constituting its essence
(Def. 4), and therefore (Def. 3) it must be conceived
through itself.—q.e.d.
Sckol.—From this it is apparent that although two
attributes may be conceived as really distinct—that is to
say, one without the assistance of the other—we cannot
nevertheless thence conclude that they constitute two
beings or two different substances; for this is the nature
of substance, that each of its attributes is conceived
through itself, since all the attributes which substance
possesses were always in it together, nor could one be
produced by another; but each expresses the reality or
being of substance. It is very far from being absurd,
therefore, to ascribe to one substance a number of
attributes, since nothing in nature is clearer than that
each being must be conceived under some attribute, and
the more reality or being it has, the more attributes it
possesses expressing necessity or eternity and infinity.
Nothing consequently is clearer than that Being abso
lutely infinite is necessarily defined, as we have shown
(Def. 6), as Being which consists of infinite attributes,
each one of which expresses a certain essence, eternal
and infinite. But if any one now asks by what sign.
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reason nor cause which hinders God from existing, or
which negates His existence, we must conclude abso
lutely that He necessarily exists. But if there be such
a reason or cause, it must be either in the nature itself
of God or must lie outside it, that is to say, in another
substance of another nature. For if the reason lay in
a substance of the same nature, the existence of God
would be by this very fact admitted. But substance
possessing another nature could have nothing in common
with God (Prop. 2), and therefore could not give Him
existence nor negate it. Since, therefore, the reason
or cause which could negate the divine existence cannot
be outside the divine nature, it will necessarily, sup
posing that the divine nature does not exist, be in His
Nature itself, which would therefore involve a contra
diction. But to affirm this of the Being absolutely in
finite and consummately perfect is absurd. Therefore
neither in God nor outside God is there any cause or
reason which can negate His existence, and therefore
God necessarily exists.—q.e.d.
Another proof.—Inability to exist is impotence, and,
on the other hand, ability to exist is power, as is selfevident. If, therefore, there is nothing which necessarily
exists excepting things finite, it follows that things finite
are more powerful than the absolutely infinite Being,
and this (as is self-evident) is absurd; therefore either
nothing exists or Being absolutely infinite also neces
sarily exists. But we ourselves exist, either in ourselves
or in something else which necessarily exists (Ax. 1 and
Prop. 7). Therefore the Being absolutely infinite, that
is to say (Def. 6), God, necessarily exists.—q.e.d.
Schol.—In this last demonstration I wished to prove
the existence of God a posteriori, in order that the dem
onstration might be the more easily understood, and not
because the existence of God does not follow a priori
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establishes it; imperfection, on the other hand, prevents
existence, and so of no existence can we be more sure
than of the existence of the Being absolutely infinite or
perfect, that is to say, God. For since His essence shuts
out all imperfection and involves absolute perfection,
for this very reason all cause of doubt concerning His
existence is taken away, and the highest certainty con
cerning it is given,—a truth which I trust will be evi
dent to any one who bestows only moderate attention.

nature of substance absolutely infinite. If they retain it,
there will be a plurality of substances possessing the
same nature, which (Prop. 5) is absurd. If the second
case be supposed, then (as above), substance absolutely
infinite can cease to be, which (Prop. 11) is also absurd.
Carol.—Hence it follows that no substance, and con
sequently no bodily substance in so far as it is substance,
is divisible.
Schol.—That substance is indivisible is more easily to
be understood from this consideration alone, that the
nature of substance cannot be conceived unless as in
finite, and that by a part of substance nothing else can
be understood than finite substance, which (Prop. 8)
involves a manifest contradiction.
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Prop. XII.—No attribute of substance can be truly con
ceived from which it follows that substance can be
divided.
Demonst.—For the parts into which substance thus
conceived would be divided will or will not retain the
nature of substance. If they retain it, then (Prop. 8)
each part will be infinite, and (Prop. 6) the cause of
itself, and will consist of an attribute differing from
that of any other part (Prop. 5), so that from one sub
stance more substances could be formed, which (Prop.
6) is absurd. Moreover the parts (Prop. 2) would have
nothing in common with their whole, and the whole
(Def. 4 and Prop. 10) could be, and could be conceived
without its parts, which no one will doubt to be an
absurdity. But if the second case be supposed, namely,
that the parts will not retain the nature of substance,
then, since the whole substance might be divided into
equal parts, it would lose the nature of substance and
cease to be, which (Prop. 7) is absurd.
Prop. XIII.—Substance absolutely infinite is indivisible.
Demonst.—For if it were divisible, the parts into
which it would be divided will or will not retain the

Prop. XIV.—Besides God, no substance can be nor can
be conceived.
Demonst.—Since God is Being absolutely infinite, of
whom no attribute can be denied which expresses the
essence of substance (Def. 6), and since He necessarily
exists (Prop. 11), it follows that if there were any sub
stance besides God, it would have to be explained by
some attribute of God, and thus two substances would
exist possessing the same attribute, which (Prop. 5) is
absurd; and therefore there cannot be any substance
excepting God, and consequently none other can be con
ceived. For if any other could be conceived, it would
necessarily be conceived as existing, and this (by the
first part of this demonstration) is absurd. Therefore
besides God no substance can be, nor can be con
ceived.—Q.E.D.
Corol. 1.—Hence it follows with the greatest clear
ness, firstly, that God is one, that is to say (Def. 6), in
nature there is but one substance, and it is absolutely
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infinite, as (Schol. Prop. 10) we have already intimated.
Corol. 2.—It follows, secondly, that the thing ex
tended (rem extensam') and the thing thinking {rein
cogitantem) are either attributes of God or (Ax. 1)
affections of the attributes of God.
Prop. XV.—Whatever is, is in God, and nothing can
either be or be conceived without God.
Demonst.—Besides God there is no substance, nor can
any be conceived (Prop. 14), that is to say (Def. 3),
nothing which is in itself and is conceived through it
self. But modes (Def. 5) can neither be nor be conceived
without substance; therefore in the divine nature only
can they be, and through it alone can they be conceived.
But besides substances and modes nothing is assumed
(Ax. 1). Therefore nothing can be or be conceived
without God.—q.e.d.
Schol.—There are those who imagine God to be like
a man, composed of body and soul and subject to pas
sions; but it is clear enough from what has already been
demonstrated how far off men who believe this are from
the true knowledge of God. But these I dismiss, for
all men who have in any way looked into the divine
nature deny that God is corporeal. That He cannot be
so they conclusively prove by showing that by “body”
we understand a certain quantity possessing length,
breadth, and depth, limited by some fixed form; and
that to attribute these to God, a being absolutely in
finite, is the greatest absurdity. But yet at the same
time, from other arguments by which they endeavour
to confirm their proof, they clearly show that they! re
move altogether from the divine nature substance itself
corporeal or extended, affirming that it was created by
God. By what divine power, however, it could have
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a natural tendency to consider quantity as capable of
division, I reply that quantity is conceived by us in two
ways: either abstractly or superficially; that is to say,
as we imagine it, or else as substance, in which way it
is conceived by the intellect alone. If, therefore, we
regard quantity (as we do very often and easily) as it
exists in the imagination, we find it to be finite, divisi
ble, and composed of parts; but if we regard it as it
exists in the intellect, and conceive it in so far as it
is substance, which is very difficult, then, as we have
already sufficiently demonstrated, we find it to be infi
nite, one, and indivisible. This will be plain enough to all
who know how to distinguish between the imagination
and the intellect, and more especially if we remember
that matter is everywhere the same, and that, except in
so far as we regard it as affected in different ways, parts
are not distinguished in it; that is to say, they are dis
tinguished with regard to mode, but not with regard to
reality. For example, we conceive water as being di
vided, in so far as it is water, and that its parts are
separated from one another; but in so far as it is cor
poreal substance we cannot thus conceive it, for as such
it is neither separated nor divided. Moreover, water,
in so far as it is water, is originated and destroyed; but
in so far as it is substance, it is neither originated nor
destroyed. By this reasoning I think that I have also
answered the second argument, since that too is based
upon the assumption that matter, considered as sub
stance, is divisible and composed of parts. And even if
what I have urged were not true, I do not know why
matter should be unworthy of the divine nature, since
(Prop. 14) outside God no substance can exist from
which the divine nature could suffer. All things, I say,
are in God, and everything which takes place takes place
by the law's alone of the infinite nature of God, and

follows (as 1 shall presently show') from the necessity
of His essence. Therefore in no way whatever can it be
asserted that God suffers from anything, or that sub
stance extended, even if it be supposed divisible, is
unworthy of the divine nature, provided only it be al
lowed that it is eternal and infinite. But enough on this
point for the present.1
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Prop. XVI.—From the necessity of the divine nature
infinite numbers of things in infinite ways (that is
to say, all things which can be conceived by the
infinite intellect) must follow.
Demonst.—This proposition must be plain to every
one who considers that from the given definition of any
thing a number of properties necessarily following from
it (that is to say, following from the essence of the
thing itself) are inferred by the intellect, and just in
proportion as the definition of the thing expresses a
greater reality, that is to say, just in proportion as
the essence of the thing defined involves a greater real
ity, will more properties be inferred. But the divine
nature possesses absolutely infinite attributes (Def. 6),
each one of which expresses infinite essence in its own
kind (in suo genere), and therefore, from the necessity
of the divine nature, infinite numbers of things in in
finite ways (that is to say, all things which can be
conceived by the infinite intellect) must necessarily
follow.—Q.E.D.
Corol. 1.—Hence it follows that God is the efficient
cause of all things which can fall under the infinite
intellect.
Corol. 2.—It follows, secondly, that God is cause
1 See Letter 12 for an interesting version of this argu
ment. [Ed.]

114

SPINOZA

through Himself, and not through that which is con
tingent (jper accidens').
Corol. 3.—It follows, thirdly, that God is absolutely
the first cause.
Prop. XVII.-—God acts from the laws of His own
nature only, and is compelled hy no one.
Demonst.—We have just shown (Prop. 16) that from
the necessity, or (which is the same thing) from the
laws only of the divine nature, infinite numbers of
things absolutely follow; and we have demonstrated
(Prop. 15) that nothing can be, nor can be conceived,
without God, but that all things are in God. Therefore,
outside Himself, there can be nothing by which He
may be determined or compelled to act; and therefore
He acts from the laws of His own nature only, and is
compelled by no one.—q.e.d.
Corol. 1.—Hence it follows, firstly, that there is no
cause, either external to God or within Him, which can
excite Him to act except the perfection of His own
nature.
Corol. 2.—It follows, secondly, that God alone is a
free cause; for God alone exists from the necessity
alone of His own nature (Prop. 11, and Corol. 1, Prop.
14), and acts from the necessity alone of His own
nature (Prop. 17). Therefore (Def. 7) He alone is a
free cause/—q.e.d.
Schol.—There are some who think that God is a free
cause because He can, as they think, bring about that
those things which we have said follow from His nature
—that is to say, those things which are in His power—■
should not be, or should not be produced by Him. But
this is simply saying that God could bring about that it
should not follow from the nature of a triangle that its
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three angles should be equal to two right angles, or
that from a given cause an effect should not follow,
which is absurd. But I shall show farther on, without
the help of this proposition, that neither intellect nor
will pertain to the nature of God.
I know, indeed, that there are many who think them
selves able to demonstrate that intellect of the highest
order and freedom of will both pertain to the nature of
God, for they say that they know nothing more perfect
which they can attribute to Him than that which is the
chief perfection in ourselves. But although they con
ceive God as actually possessing the highest intellect,
they nevertheless do not believe that He can bring about
that all those things should exist which are actually in
His intellect, for they think that by such a supposition
they would destroy His power. If He had treated, they
say, all things which are in His intellect, He could have
created nothing more, and this, they believe, does not
accord with God’s omnipotence so then they prefer to
consider God as indifferent to all things, and creating
nothing excepting that which He has decreed to create
by a certain absolute will. But I think that I have
shown with sufficient clearness (Prop. 16) that from the
supreme power of God, or from His infinite nature,
infinite things in infinite ways, that is to say, all things,
have necessarily flowed, or continually follow by the
same necessity, in the same way as it follows from the
nature of a triangle, from eternity and to eternity, that
its three angles are equal to two right angles. The
omnipotence of God has therefore been actual from eter
nity, and in the same actuality will remain to eternity.
In this way the omnipotence of God, in my opinion, is
far more firmly established. My adversaries, indeed (if
I may be permitted to speak plainly), seem to deny the
omnipotence of God, inasmuch as they are forced to
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admit that He has in His mind an infinite number of
things which might be created, but which, nevertheless,
He will never be able to create, for if He were to create
all things which He has in His mind, He would, accord
ing to them, exhaust His omnipotence and make Himself
imperfect. Therefore, in order to make a perfect God.
they are compelled to make Him incapable of doing all
those things to which His power extends, and anything
more absurd than this, or more opposed to God’s omni
potence, I do not think can be imagined. Moreover—to
say a word, too, here about the intellect and will which
we commonly attribute to God—if intellect and will
pertain to His eternal essence, these attributes cannot
be understood in the sense in which men generally use
them, for the intellect and will which could constitute
His essence would have to differ entirely from our
intellect and will, and could resemble ours in nothing
except in name. There could be no further likeness than
that between the celestial constellation of the Dog and
the animal which barks. This I will demonstrate as
follows. If intellect pertains to the divine nature, it
cannot, like our intellect, follow the things which are
its object (as many suppose), nor can it be simul
taneous in its nature with them, since God is prior to
all things in causality (Corol. 1, Prop. 16); but, on
the contrary, the truth and formal essence of things is
what it is, because as such it exists objectively in God’s
intellect. Therefore the intellect of God, in so far as
it is conceived to constitute His essence, is in truth the
cause of things, both of their essence and of their
existence,—a truth which seems to have been understood
by those who have maintained that God’s intellect, will,
and power are one and the same thing. Since, therefore,
God’s intellect is the sole cause of things, both of their
essence and of their existence (as we have already

126

SPINOZA

and, on the other hand (Prop. 27), if they are de
termined by God, it is an impossibility and not a
contingency that they should render themselves indeter
minate. Wherefore all things are determined from a
necessity of the divine nature, not only to exist, but to
exist and act in a certain manner, and there is nothing
contingent.—Q. e . n.
Schol.—Before I go any farther, I wish here to ex
plain, or rather to recall to recollection, what we mean
by natura naturans and what by natura naturata.1 For,
from what has gone before, I think it is plain that by
natura naturans we are to understand that which is in
itself and is conceived through itself, or those attributes
of substance which express eternal and infinite essence,
that is to say (Corol. 1, Prop. 14, and Corol. 2, Prop.
17), God in so far as He is considered as a free cause.
But by natura naturata I understand everything which
follows from the necessity of the nature of God, or of
any one of God’s attributes, that is to say, all the modes
of God’s attributes in so far as they are considered as
things which are in God, and which without God can
neither be nor can be conceived.
Prop. XXX.—The actual intellect,2 whether finite or
infinite, must comprehend the attributes of God and
the affections of God, and nothing else.
Demonst.—A true idea must agree with that of which
it is the idea (Ax. 6), that is to say (as is self-evident),
that which is objectively contained in the intellect must
necessarily exist in nature. But in nature (Corol. 1,
1 These are two expressions derived from a scholastic philos
ophy which strove to signify by the same verb the oneness of
God and the world, and yet at the same time to mark by a
difference of inflexion that there was not absolute identity.—Tr.
2 Distinguished from potential intellect, Schol. Prop. 31.—Tr.
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other things are related to it; these all following, as we
have shown, from the necessity of the divine nature, and
being determined to existence and action in a certain
manner.
Prop. XXXIII.—Things could have been produced by
God in no other manner and in no other order than
that in which they have been produced.
Demonst.—All things have necessarily followed from
the given nature of God (Prop_ 16), and from the neces
sity of His nature have been determined to existence and
action in a certain manner (Prop. 29). If, therefore,
things could have been of another nature, or could have
been determined in another manner to action, so that
the order of nature would have been different, the nature
of God might then be different to that which it now is,
and hence (Prop. 11) that different nature would neces
sarily exist, and there might consequently be two or
more Gods, which (Corol. 1, Prop. 14) is absurd. There
fore, things could be produced by God in no other
manner and in no other order than that in which they
have been produced.—q.e.d.
Schol. 1.—Since I have thus shown, with greater
clearness than that of noonday light, that in things there
is absolutely nothing by virtue of which they can be
called contingent, I wish now to explain in a few words
what is to be understood by contingent, but firstly, what
is to be understood by necessary and impossible. A
thing is called necessary either in reference to its essence
or its cause. For the existence of a thing necessarily
follows either from the essence and definition of the
thing itself, or from a given efficient cause. In the same
way a thing is said to be impossible either because the
essence of the thing itself or its definition involves a
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necessarily follows from it, and consequently exists
necessarily.—q.e.d.

by reason. But all these prejudices which I here under
take to point out depend upon this solely: that it is
commonly supposed that all things in nature, like men,
work to some end; and indeed it is thought to be certain
that God Himself directs all things to some sure end,
for it is said that God has made all things for man, and
man that he may worship God. This, therefore, I will
first investigate by inquiring, firstly, why so many rest
in this prejudice, and why all are so naturally inclined
to embrace it? I shall then show its falsity, and, finally,
the manner in which there have arisen from it prej
udices concerning good and evil, merit and sin, praise
and blame, order and disorder, beauty and deformity,
and so forth. This, however, is not the place to deduce
these things from the nature of the human mind. It
will be sufficient if I here take as an axiom that which
no one ought to dispute, namely, that man is born ig
norant of the causes of things, and that he has a desire,
of which he is conscious, to seek that which is profitable
to him. From this it follows, firstly, that he thinks
himself free because he is conscious of his wishes and
appetites, whilst at the same time he is ignorant of
the causes by which he is led to wish and desire, not
dreaming what they are; and, secondly, it follows that
man does everything for an end, namely, for that which
is profitable to him, which is what he seeks. Hence it
happens that he attempts to discover merely the final
causes of that which has happened; and when he has
heard them he is satisfied, because there is no longer
any cause for further uncertainty._ But if he cannot hear
from another what these final causes are, nothing re
mains but to turn to himself and reflect upon the ends
which usually determine him to the like actions, and
thus by his own mind he necessarily judges that of
another. Moreover, since he discovers, both within and

Prop. XXXVI.—Nothing exists from whose nature an
effect does not follow.
Demonst.—Whatever exists expresses the nature or
the essence of God in a certain and determinate manner
(Corol. Prop. 25); that is to say (Prop. 34), whatever
exists expresses the power of God, which is the cause of
all things, in a certain and determinate manner, and
therefore (Prop. 16) some effect must follow from it.

Appendix

I have now explained the nature of God and its prop
erties. I have shown that He necessarily exists; that
He is one God; that from the necessity alone of His
own nature He is and acts; that He is, and in what way
He is, the free cause of all things; that all things are in
Him, and so depend upon Him that without Him they
can neither be nor can be conceived; and, finally, that
all things have been predetermined by Him, not indeed
from freedom of will or from absolute good pleasure,
but from His absolute nature or infinite power.
Moreover, wherever an opportunity was afforded, I
have endeavoured to remove prejudices which might
hinder the perception of the truth of what I have demon
strated; but because not a few still remain which have
been and are now sufficient to prove a very great hin
drance to the comprehension of the connection of things
in the manner in which I have explained it, I have
thought it worth while to call them up to be examined
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without himself, a multitude of means which contribute
not a little to the attainment of what is profitable to
himself—for example, the eyes, which are useful for
seeing, the teeth for mastication, plants and animals for
nourishment, the sun for giving light, the sea for feeding
fish, &c.—it comes to pass that all natural objects are
considered as means for obtaining what is profitable.
These too being evidently discovered and not created by
man, hence he has a cause for believing that some other
person exists, who has prepared them for man’s use.
For having considered them as means it was impossible
to believe that they had created themselves, and so he
was obliged to infer from the means which he was in
the habit of providing for himself that some ruler or
rulers of nature exist, endowed with human liberty,
who have taken care of all things for him, and have
made all things for his use. Since he never heard any
thing about the mind of these rulers, he was compelled
to judge of it from his own, and hence he affirmed that
the gods direct everything for his advantage, in order
that he may be bound to them and hold them in the
highest honour. This is the reason why each man has
devised for himself, out of his own brain, a different
mode of worshipping God, so that God might love him
above others, and direct all nature to the service of his
blind cupidity and insatiable avarice.
Thus has this prejudice been turned into a supersti
tion and has driven deep roots into the mind—a preju
dice which was the reason why every one has so eagerly
tried to discover and explain the final causes of things.
The attempt, however, to show that nature does nothing
in vain (that is to say, nothing which is not profitable to
man), seems to end in showing that nature, the gods,
and man are alike mad.
Do but see, I pray, to what all this has led. Amidst

so much in nature that is beneficial, not a few things
must have been observed which are injurious, such as
storms, earthquakes, diseases, and it was affirmed that
these things happened either because the gods were
angry because of wrongs which had been inflicted on
them by man, or because of sins committed in the method
of worshipping them; and although experience daily
contradicted this, and showed by an infinity of examples
that both the beneficial and the injurious were indis
criminately bestowed on the pious and the impious, the
inveterate prejudices on this point have not therefore
been abandoned. For it was much easier for a man to
place these things aside with others of the use of which
he was ignorant, and thus retain his present and inborn
state of ignorance, than to destroy the whole super
structure and think out a new one. Hence it was looked
upon as indisputable that the judgments of the gods
far surpass our comprehension; and this opinion alone
would have been sufficient to keep the human race in
darkness to all eternity, if mathematics, which does not
deal with ends, but with the essences and properties of
forms, had not placed before us another rule of truth.
In addition to mathematics, other causes also might be
assigned, which it is superfluous here to enumerate,
tending to make men reflect upon these universal preju
dices, and leading them to a true knowledge of things.
I have thus sufficiently explained what I promised in
the first place to explain. There will now be no need of
many words to show that nature has set no end before
herself, and that all final causes are nothing but human
fictions. For I believe that this is sufficiently evident
both from the foundations and causes of this prejudice,
and from Prop. 16 and Corol. Prop. 32, as well as
from all those propositions in which I have shown that
all things are begotten by a certain eternal necessity of
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nature and in absolute perfection. Thus much, never‘'Iheless, I will add, that this doctrine concerning an end
altogether overturns nature. For that which is in truth
the cause it considers as the effect, and vice versa.
Again, that which is first in nature it puts last; and,
finally, that which is supreme and most perfect it makes
the most imperfect. For (passing by the first two asser
tions as self-evident) it is plain from Props. 21, 22,
and 23, that that effect is the most perfect which is
immediately produced by God, and in proportion as
intermediate causes are necessary for the production of
a thing is it imperfect. But if things which are immedi
ately produced by God were made in order that He
might obtain the end He had in view, then the last
things for the sake of which the first exist, must be the
most perfect of all. Again, this doctrine does away with
God’s perfection. For if God works to obtain an end.
He necessarily seeks something of which he stands in
need. And although theologians and metaphysicians dis
tinguish between the end of want and the end of assimi
lation (finem indeffentice et finem assimilationis), they
confess that God has done all things for His own sake,
and not for the sake of the things to be created, because
before the creation they can assign nothing excepting
God for the sake of which God could do anything; and
therefore they are necessarily compelled to admit that
God stood in need of and desired those things for which
He determined to prepare means. This is self-evident.
Nor is it here to be overlooked that the adherents of
this doctrine, who have found a pleasure in displaying
their ingenuity in assigning the ends of things, have
introduced a new species of argument, not the reductio
ad impossibile, but the reductio ad ignorantiam, to
prove their position, which shows that it had no other
method of defence left. For, by way of example, if a

stone has fallen from some roof on somebody’s head
and killed him, they will demonstrate in this manner
that the stone has fallen in order to kill the man. For
if it did not fall for that purpose by the will of God,
how could so many circumstances concur through chance
(and a number often simultaneously do concur) ? You
will answer, perhaps, that the event happened because
the wind blew and the man was passing that way. But,
they will urge, why did the wind blow at that time, and
why did the man pass that way precisely at the same
moment? If you again reply that the wind rose then
because the sea on the preceding day began to be stormy,
the weather hitherto having been calm, and that the
man had been invited by a friend, they will urge again—
because there is no end of questioning—But why was
the sea agitated? why was the man invited at that
time? And so they will not cease from asking the
causes of causes, until at last you fly to the will of God,
the refuge for ignorance.
So, also, when they behold the structure of the human
body, they are amazed; and because they are ignorant
of the causes of such art, they conclude that the body
was made not by mechanical but by a supernatural or
divine art, and has been formed in such a way so that
the one part may not injure the other. Hence it happens
that the man who endeavours to find out the true causes
of miracles, and who desires as a wise man to understand
nature, and not to gape at it like a fool, is generally
considered and proclaimed to be a heretic and impious
by those whom the vulgar worship as the interpreters
both of nature and the gods. For these know that if
ignorance be removed, amazed stupidity, the sole ground
on which they rely in arguing or in defending their
authority, is taken away also. But these things I leave
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been the result. For although human bodies agree in
many things, they differ in more, and therefore that
which to one person is good will appear to another evil,
that which to one is well arranged to another is con
fused, that which pleases one will displease another, and
so on in other cases which I pass by both because we
cannot notice them at length here, and because they are
within the experience of every one. For every one has
heard the expressions: So many heads, so many ways of
thinking; Every one is satisfied with his own way of
thinking; Differences of brains are not less common
than differences of taste;—all which maxims show that
men decide upon matters according to the constitution
of their brains, and imagine rather than understand
things. If men understood things, they would, as mathe
matics prove, at least be all alike convinced if they were
not all alike attracted. We see, therefore, that all those
methods by which the common people are in the habit of
explaining nature are only different sorts of imagina
tions, and do not reveal the nature of anything in itself,
but only the constitution of the imagination; and be
cause they have names as if they were entities existing
apart from the imagination, I call them entities not of
the reason but of the imagination. All argument, there
fore, urged against us based upon such notions can be
easily refuted. Many people, for instance, are accus
tomed to argue thus:—If all things have followed from
the necessity of the most perfect nature of God, how is
it that so many imperfections have arisen in nature—
corruption, for instance, of things till they stink; de
formity, exciting disgust; confusion, evil, crime, &c. ?
But, as I have just observed, all this is easily answered.
For the perfection of things is to be judged by their
nature and power alone; nor are they more or less per
fect because they delight or offend the human senses, or

because they are beneficial or prejudicial to human
nature. But to those who ask why God has not created
all men in such a manner that they might be controlled
by the dictates of reason alone, I give but this answer:
Because to Him material was not wanting for the crea
tion of everything, from the highest down to the very
lowest grade of perfection; or, to speak more properly,
because the laws of His nature were so ample that they
sufficed for the production of everything which can be
conceived by an infinite intellect, as I have demonstrated
in Prop. 16.
These are the prejudices which I undertook to notice
here. If any others of a similar character remain, they
can easily be rectified with a little thought by any one.
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SECOND PART
Of the Nature and Origin of the Mind

I pass on now to explain those things which must
necessarily follow from the essence of God or the Being
eternal and infinite; not indeed to explain all these
things, for we have demonstrated (Prop. 16, pt. 1)
that an infinitude of things must follow in an infinite
number of ways,—but to consider those things only
which may conduct us as it were by the hand to a
knowledge of the human mind and its highest happiness.
DEFINITIONS

I. By body, I understand a mode which expresses in
a certain and determinate manner the essence of God
in so far as He is considered as the thing extended.
(See Corol. Prop. 25, pt. 1.)
II. I say that to the essence of anything pertains
that, which being given, the thing itself is necessarily
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posited, and being taken away, the thing is necessarily
taken; or, in other words, that, without which the thing
can neither be nor be conceived, and which in its turn
cannot be nor be conceived without the thing.
III. By idea, I understand a conception of the mind
which the mind forms because it is a thinking thing.
Explanation.—I use the word conception rather than
perception because the name perception seems to indi
cate that the mind is passive in its relation to the object.
But the word conception seems to express the action of
the mind.
IV. By adequate idea, I understand an idea which,
in so far as it is considered in itself, without reference
to the object, has all the properties or internal signs
{ßenominationes intrinsecas) of a true idea.
Explanation.—I say internal, so as to exclude that
which is external, the agreement, namely, of the idea
with its object.
V. Duration is the indefinite continuation of existence.
Explanation.-—I call it indefinite because it cannot be
determined by the nature itself of the existing thing nor
by the efficient cause, which necessarily posits the exist
ence of the thing but does not take it away.
VI. By reality and perfection I understand the same
thing.
VII. By individual things I understand things which
are finite and which have a determinate existence; and
if a number of individuals so unite in one action that
they are all simultaneously the cause of one effect, I
consider them all, so far, as a one individual thing.
AXIOMS

I. The essence of man does not involve necessary
existence; that is to say, the existence as well as the
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idea that is in God of an existing circle are one and the
same thing, which is manifested through different at
tributes; and, therefore, Whether we think of nature
under the attribute of extension, or under the attribute
of thought, or under any other attribute whatever, we
shall discover one and the same order, or one and the
same connection of causes; that is to say, in every case
the same sequence of things. Nor have I had any other
reason for saying that God is the cause of the idea, for
example, of the circle in so far only as He is a thinking
thing, and of the circle itself in so far as He is an
extended thing, but this, that the formal Being of the
idea of a circle can only be perceived through another
mode of thought, as its proximate cause, and this again
must be perceived through another, and so on ad in
finitum. So that when things are considered as modes of
thought, we must explain the order of the whole öf
nature or the connection of causes by the attribute of
thought alone, and when things are considered as modes
of extension, the order of the whole of nature must be
explained through the attribute of extension alone, and
so with other attributes. Therefore God is in truth
the cause of things as they are in themselves in so far
as He consists of infinite attributes, nor for the present
can I explain the matter more clearly.
Prop. VIII.——TAe ideas of non-existent individual
things or modes are comprehended in the infinite
idea of God, in the same way that the formal es
sences of individual things or modes are contained
in the attributes of God.
Demonst.—This proposition is evident from the pre
ceding proposition, but it is to be understood more
clearly from the preceding scholium.
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that God is the sole cause both of the essence and of
the existence of all things; that is to say, God is not
only the cause of things, to use a common expression,
secundum fieri, but also secundum esse. But many peo
ple say that that pertains to the essence of a thing with
out which the thing can neither be nor can be conceived,
and they therefore believe either that the nature of God
belongs to the essence of created things, or that created
things can be or can be conceived without God; or,
which is more probable, there is no consistency in their
thought. I believe that the cause of this confusion is that
they have not observed a proper order of philosophic
study. For although the divine nature ought to be
studied first, because it is first in the order of knowledge
and in the order of things, they think it last; while, on
the other hand, those things which are called objects of
the senses are believed to stand before everything else.
Hence it has come to pass that there was nothing of
which men thought less than the divine nature while they
have been studying natural objects, and when they after
wards applied themselves to think about God, there
was nothing of which they could think less than those
prior fictions upon which they had built their knowledge
of natural things, for these fictions could in no way
help to the knowledge of the divine nature. It is no
wonder, therefore, if we find them continually contra
dicting themselves. But this I pass by. For my only
purpose was to give a reason why I did not say that
that pertains to the essence of a thing without which
the thing can neither be nor can be conceived; and my
reason is, that individual things cannot be nor be con
ceived without God, and yet God does not pertain to
their essence. I have rather, therefore, said that the
essence of a thing is necessarily that which being given.

the thing is posited, and being taken away, the thing is
taken away, or that without which the thing can neither
be nor be conceived, and which in its turn cannot be nor
be conceived without the thing.
Prop. XI.—The first thing which forms the actual Being
of the human mind is nothing else than the idea
of an individual thing actually existing.
Demonst.—The essence of man is formed (Corol.
Prop. 10, pt. 2) by certain modes of the attributes of
God, that is to say (Ax. 2, pt. 2), modes of thought, the
idea of all of them being prior by nature to the modes
of thought themselves (Ax. 3, pt. 2); and if this idea
exists, other modes (which also have an idea in nature
prior to them) must exist in the same individual likewise
(Ax. 3, pt. 2). Therefore an idea is the first thing which
forms the Being of the human mind. But it is not the idea
of a non-existent thing, for then the idea itself (Corol.
Prop. 8, pt. 2) could not be said to exist. It will, there
fore, be the idea of something actually existing. Neither
will it be the idea of an infinite thing, for an infinite
thing must always necessarily exist (Props. 21 and 22,
pt. 1), and this (Ax. 1, pt. 2) is absurd. Therefore the
first thing which forms the actual Being of the human
mind is the idea of an individual thing actually existing.
—Q.E.D.

Corol.—Hence it follows that the human mind is a
part of the infinite intellect of God, and therefore, when
we say that the human mind perceives this or that thing,
we say nothing else than that God has this or that idea;
not indeed in so far as He is infinite, but in so far as
He is manifested through the nature of the human mind,
or in so far as He forms the essence of the human mind;
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individuals, all of which are animate, although in diiferent degrees. For of everything there necessarily exists
in God an idea of which He is the cause, in the same
way as the idea of the human body exists in Him; and
therefore everything that we have said of the idea of
the human body is necessarily true of the idea of any
other thing. We cannot, however, deny that ideas, like
objects themselves, differ from one another, and that
one is more excellent and contains more reality than
another, just as the object of one idea is more excel
lent and contains more reality than another. Therefore,
in order to determine the difference between the human
mind and other things and its superiority over them,
we must first know, as we have said, the nature of its
object, that is to say, the nature of the human body. I
am not able to explain it here, nor is such an explanation
necessary for what I wish to demonstrate.
This much, nevertheless, I will say generally, that
in proportion as one body is better adapted than another
to do or suffer many things, in the same proportion
will the mind at the same time be better adapted to
perceive many things, and the more the actions of a
body depend upon itself alone, and the less other
bodies co-operate with it in action, the better adapted
will the mind be for distinctly understanding. We can
thus determine the superiority of one mind to another;
we can also see the reason why we have only a very
confused knowledge of our body, together with many
other things which I shall deduce in what follows. For
this reason I have thought it worth while more ac
curately to explain and demonstrate the truths just
mentioned, to which end it is necessary for me to say
beforehand a few words upon the nature of bodies.
Axiom 1.-—All bodies are either in a state of motion
or rest.
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that a true idea involves the highest certitude; to have
a true idea signifying just this, to know a thing per
fectly or as well as possible. No one, in fact, can doubt
this, unless he supposes an idea to be something dumb,
like a picture on a tablet, instead of being a mode of
thought, that is to say, intelligence itself. Moreover, I
ask who can know that he understands a thing unless
he first of all understands that thing? that is to say,
who can know that he is certain of anything unless he is
first of all certain of that thing? Then, again, what can
be clearer or more certain than a true idea as the stand
ard of truth? Just as light reveals both itself and the
darkness, so truth is the standard of itself and of the
false. I consider what has been said to be a sufficient
answer to the objection that if a true idea is distin
guished from a false idea only in so far as it is said
to agree with that of which it is the idea, the true idea
therefore has no reality nor perfection above the false
idea (since they are distinguished by an external sign
alone), and consequently the man who has true ideas
will have no greater reality or perfection than he who
has false ideas only. I consider, too, that I have already
replied to those who inquire why men have false ideas,
and how a man can certainly know that he has ideas
which agree with those things of which they are the
ideas. For with regard to the difference between a true
and a false idea, it is evident from Prop. 35, pt. 2,
that the former is related to the latter as being is to
non-being. The causes of falsity, too, I have most clearly
shown in Props. 19-35, including the scholium to
the last. From what has there been said, the nature of
the difference between a man who has true ideas and one
who has only false ideas is clear. With regard to the
last-mentioned point—how a man can know that he
has an idea which agrees with that of which it is the
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idea—I have shown almost more times than enough
that he knows it simply because he has an idea which
agrees with that of which it is the idea, that is to say,
because truth is its own standard. We must remember,
besides, that our mind, in so far as it truly perceives
things, is a part of the infinite intellect of God (Corol.
Prop. 11, pt. 2), and therefore it must be that the clear
and distinct ideas of the mind are as true as those of
God.
Prop. XLIV.—It is not of the nature of reason to con
sider things as contingent but as necessary.
Demonst.—It is in the nature of reason to perceive
things truly (Prop. 41, pt. 2), that is to say (Ax. 6,
pt. 1), as they are in themselves, that is to say (Prop.
29, pt. 1), not as contingent but as necessary.—q.e.d.
Corol. 1.—Hence it follows that it is through the
imagination alone that we look upon things as contin
gent both with reference to the past and the future.
Schol.—How this happens I will explain in a few
words. We have shown above (Prop. 17, pt. 2, with
Corol.) that unless causes occur preventing the present
existence of things, the mind always imagines them
present before it, even if they do not exist. Again (Prop.
18, pt. 2), we have shown that if the human body has
once been simultaneously affected by two external bodies,
whenever the mind afterwards imagines one it will im
mediately remember the other; that is to say, it will look
upon both as present before it, unless causes occur which
prevent the present existence of the things. No one
doubts, too, that we imagine time because we imagine
some bodies to move with a velocity less, or greater than,
or equal to that of others. Let us therefore suppose
a boy who yesterday, for the first time, in the morning
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XLVIII.—In the mind there is no absolute or
free will, but the mind is determined to this or
that volition by a cause, which is also determined
by another cause, and this again by another, and
so on ad infinitum.

Proi-

Demonst.—The mind is a certain and determinate
mode of thought (Prop. 11, pt. 2), and therefore (Corol.
2, Prop. 17, pt. 1) it cannot be the free cause of its
own actions, or have an absolute faculty of willing or
not willing, but must be determined to this or that
volition (Prop. 28, pt. 1) by a cause which is also
determined by another cause, and this again by another,
and so on ad infinitum.—q.e.d.
Schol.—In the same manner it is demonstrated that
in the mind there exists no absolute faculty of under
standing, desiring, loving, &c. These and the like facul
ties, therefore, are either altogether fictitious, or else
are nothing but metaphysical or universal entities, which
we are in the habit of forming from individual cases.
The intellect and will, therefore, are related to this or
that idea or volition as rockiness is related to this or
that rock, or as man is related to Peter or Paul. The
reason why men imagine themselves to be free we have
explained in the Appendix to the First Part. Before,
however, I advance any farther, I must observe that by
the will I understand a faculty of affirming or denying,
but not a desire; a faculty, I say, by which the mind
affirms or denies that which is true or false, and not a
desire by which the mind seeks a thing or turns away
from it. But now that we have demonstrated that these
faculties are universal notions which are not distinguish
able from the individual notions from which they are
formed, we must now inquire whether the volitions them
selves are anything more than? the ideas of things. We
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formed by our imagination. Secondly, it is necessary
that we should distinguish between ideas and the words
by which things are signified. For it is because these
three things, images, words, and ideas, are by many
people either altogether confounded or not distinguished
with sufficient accuracy and care that such ignorance
exists about this doctrine of the will, so necessary to
be known both for the purposes of speculation and for
the wise government of life. Those who think that ideas
consist of images, which are formed in us by meeting
with external bodies, persuade themselves that those
ideas of things of which we can form no similar image
are not ideas, but mere fancies constructed by the free
power of the will. They look upon ideas, therefore, as
dumb pictures on a tablet, and being prepossessed with
this prejudice, they do not see that an idea, in so far
as it is an idea, involves affirmation or negation. Again,
those who confound words with the idea, or with the
affirmation itself which the idea involves, think that they
can will contrary to their perception, because they affirm
or deny something in words alone contrary to their per
ception. It will be easy for us, however, to divest our
selves of these prejudices if we attend to the nature of
thought, which in no way involves the conception of
extension, and by doing this we clearly see that an idea,
since it is a mode of thought, is not an image of any
thing, nor does it consist of words. For the essence of
words and images is formed of bodily motions alone,
which involve in no way whatever the conception of

suppose that the will extends itself more widely than
the intellect is because they say they have discovered
that they do not need a larger faculty of assent—that
is to say, of affirmation—and denial than that which
they now have for the purpose of assenting to an infinite
number of other things which we do not perceive, but
that they do need a greater faculty for understanding
them. The will, therefore, is distinguished from the
intellect, the latter being finite, the former infinite. The
second objection which can be made is that there is
nothing which experience seems to teach more clearly
than the possibility of suspending our judgment, so as
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thought.
Let thus much suffice under this head. I pass on now
to the objections to which I have already alluded.
The first is, that it is supposed to be certain that the
will extends itself more widely than the intellect, and
is therefore different from it. The reason why men

199

not to assent to the things we perceive; and we are
strengthened in this opinion because no one is said to be
deceived in so far as he perceives a thing, but only in
so far as he assents to it or dissents from it. For ex
ample, a man who imagines a winged horse does not
therefore admit the existence of a winged horse; that is
to say, he is not necessarily deceived, unless he grants
at the same time that a winged horse exists. Experience,
therefore, .^ems to show nothing more plainly than that
the will or faculty of assent is free, and different from
the faculty of the intellect.
Thirdly, it may be objected that one affirmation does
not seem to contain more reality than another; that is
-o say, it does not appear that we need a greater power
for affirming a thing to be true which is true than for
affirming a thing to be true which is false. Nevertheless,
we observe that one idea contains more reality or per
fection than another, for as some objects are nobler
than others, in the same proportion are their ideas more
perfect. It appears indisputable, therefore, that there
is a difference between the will and the intellect.
Fourthly, it may be objected that if a man does not act
from freedom of the will, what would he do if he were
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in a state of equilibrium, like the ass of Buridanus ?
Would he not perish from hunger and thirst? and if
this is granted, do we not seem to conceire him as a
statue of a man or as an ass? If I deny that he would
thus perish, he will consequently determine himself and
possess the power of going where he likes and doing
what he likes.
There may be other objections besides these, but as I
am not bound to discuss what every one may dream, I
shall therefore make it my business to answer as briefly
as possible those only which I have mentioned. In
reply to the first objection, I grant that the will extends
itself more widely than the intellect, if by the intellect
we understand only clear and distinct ideas; but I deny
that the will extends itself more widely than the percep
tions or the faculty of conception; nor, indeed, do I see
why the faculty of will should be said to be infinite
any more than the faculty of feeling; for as by the
same faculty of will we can affirm an infinite number of
things (one after the other, for we cannot affirm an
infinite numbed of things at once), so also by the same
faculty of feeling we can feel or perceive (one after
another) an infinite number of bodies. If it be said that
there are an infinite number of things which we cannot
perceive, I reply that such things as these we can reach
by no thought, and consequently by no faculty of will.
But it is said that if God wished us to perceive those
things, it would be necessary for Him to give us a
larger faculty of perception, but not a larger faculty
of will than He has already given us, which is the same
thing as saying that if God wished us to understand an
infinite number of other beings, it would be necessary for
Him to give us a greater intellect, but not a more uni
versal idea of being (in order to embrace that infinite
number of beings), than He has given us. For we have

shown that the will is a Universal, or the idea by which
we explain all individual volitions, that is to say, that
which is common to them all. It is not to be wondered
at, therefore, that those who believe this common or
universal idea of all the volitions to be a faculty should
say that it extends itself infinitely beyond the limits of
the intellect. For the universal is predicated of one or
of many, or of an infinite number of individuals.
The second objection I answer by denying that we
have free-power of. suspending judgment. For when we
say that a person suspends judgment, we only say in
other words that he sees that he does not perceive the
thing adequately. The suspension of the judgment, there
fore, is in truth a perception and not free will. In order
that this may be clearly understood, let us take the case
of a boy who imagines a horse and perceives nothing
else. Since this imagination involves the existence of
the horse (Corol. Prop. 17, pt. 2), and the boy does not
perceive anything which negates its existence, he will
necessarily contemplate it as present, nor will he be able
to doubt its existence although he may not be certain
of it. This is a thing which we daily experience in
dreams, nor do I believe that there is any one who thinks
that he has the free power during dreams of suspending
his judgment upon those things which he dreams, and
of causing himself not to dream those things which he
dreams that he sees; and yet in dreams it nevertheless
happens that we suspend our judgment, for we dream
that we dream.
I grant, it is true, that no man is deceived in so
far as he perceives; that is to say, I grant that mental
images considered in themselves involve no error (Schol.
Prop. 17, pt. 2); but I deny that a man in so far as
he perceives affirms nothing. For what else is it to
perceive a winged horse than to affirm of the horse that
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With regard to the fourth objection, I say that I
entirely grant that if a man were placed in such a state
of equilibrium he would perish of hunger and thirst, sup
posing he perceived nothing but hunger and thirst, and
the food and drink which were equidistant from him.
If you ask me whether such a man would not be thought
an ass rather than a man, I reply that I do not know;
nor do I know what ought to be thought of a man who
hangs himself, or of children, fools, and madmen.
It remains for me now to show what service to our
own lives a knowledge of this doctrine is. This we
shall easily understand from the remarks which follow.
Notice—
1. It is of service in so far as it teaches us that we
do everything by the will of God alone, and that we
are partakers of the divine nature in proportion as our
actions become more and more perfect and we more and
more understand God. This doctrine, therefore, besides
giving repose in every way to the soul, has also this
advantage, that it teaches us in what our highest happi
ness or blessedness consists, namely, irr the knowledge of
God alone, by which we are drawn to do those things
only which love and piety persuade. Hence we clearly
see how greatly those stray from the true estimation
of virtue who expect to be distinguished by God with
the highest regards for virtue and the noblest actions as
if for the completest servitude, just as if virtue itself
and the service of God were not happiness itself and
the highest liberty.
2. It is of service to us in so far as it teaches us how
we ought to behave with regard to the things of fortune,
or those which are not in our power, that is to say,
which do not follow from our own nature; for it teaches
us with equal mind to wait for and bear each form of
fortune, because we know that all things follow from
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the eternal decree of God, according to that same neces
sity by which it follows from the essence of a triangle
that its three angles are equal to two right angles.
3. This doctrine contributes to the welfare of our
social existence, since it teaches us to hate no one, to
despise no one, to mock no one, to be angry with no
one, and to envy no one. It teaches every one, more
over, to be content with his own, and to be helpful to
his neighbour, not from any womanish pity, from par
tiality, or superstition, but by the guidance of reason
alone, according to the demand of time and circumstance,
as I shall show in the Third Part.
4. This doctrine contributes not a little to the advan
tage of common society, in so far as it teaches us by
what means citizens are to be governed and led; not in
order that they may be slaves, but that they may freely
do those things which are best.
Thus I have discharged the obligation laid upon me
in this scholium, and with it I make an end of the Second
Part, in which I think that I have explained the nature
of the human mind and its properties at sufficient length,
and, considering the difficulties of the subject, with suffi
cient clearness. I think, too, that certain truths have
been established, from which much that is noble, most
useful, and necessary to be known can be deduced, as
we shall partly see from what follows.

sider man in nature as a kingdom within a kingdom.
For they believe that man disturbs rather than follows
her order; that he has an absolute power over his own
actions; and that he is altogether self-determined. They
then proceed to attribute the cause of human weakness
and changeableness, not to the common power of nature,
but to some vice of human nature, which they therefore
bewail, laugh at, mock, or, as is more generally the case,
detest; whilst he who knows how to revile most elo
quently or subtilly the weakness of the mind is looked
upon as divine. It is true that very eminent men have
not been wanting, to whose labour and industry we
confess ourselves much indebted, who have written many
excellent things about the right conduct of life, and
who have given to mortals counsels full of prudence,
but no one so far as I know has determined the nature
and strength of the affects, and what the mind is able
to do towards controlling them. I remember, indeed, that
the celebrated Descartes, although he believed that the
mind is absolute master over its own actions, tried never
theless to explain by their first causes human affects, and
at the same time to show the way by which the mind
could obtain absolute power over them; but in my opinion
he has shown nothing but the acuteness of his great
intellect, as I shall make evident in the proper place,
for I wish to return to those who prefer to detest and
scoff at human affects and actions than understand
them. To such as these it will doubtless seem a mar
vellous thing for me to endeavour to treat by a geo
metrical method the vices and follies of men, and to
desire by a sure method to demonstrate those things
which these people cry out against as being opposed
to reason, or as being vanities, absurdities, and mon
strosities. The following is my reason for so doing.
Nothing happens in nature which can be attributed to
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THIRD PART
On

the

Origin

and

Nature

of the

Affects

Most persons who have written about the affects and
man’s conduct of life seem to discuss, not the natural
things which follow the common laws of nature, but
things which are outside her. They seem indeed to con
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any vice of nature, for she is always the same and
everywhere one. Her virtue is the same, and her power
of acting; that is to say, her laws and rules, according
to which all things are and are changed from form to
form, are everywhere and always the same; so that there
must also be one and the same method of understanding
the nature of all things whatsoever, that is to say, by
the universal laws and rules of nature. The affects, there'
fore, of hatred, anger, envy, considered in themselves,
follow from the same necessity and virtue of nature as
other individual things; they have therefore certain
causes through which they are to he understood, and
certain properties which are just as worthy of being
known as the properties of any other thing in the con
templation alone of which we delight. I shall, therefore,
pursue the same method in considering the nature and
strength of the affects and the power of the mind over
them which I pursued in our previous discussion of God
and the mind, and I shall consider human actions and
appetites just as if I were considering lines, planes, o~
bodies.
Def. I.—I call that an adequate cause whose effect
can be clearly and distinctly perceived by means of the
cause. I call that an inadequate or partial cause whose
effect cannot be understood by means of the cause alone.
Def. II.—I say that we act when anything is done,
either within us or without us, of which we are the
adequate qause, that is to say (by the preceding Def.),
when from our nature anything follows, either within us
or without us, which In that nature alone can be clearly
and distinctly understood. On the other hand, I say that
we suffer when anything is done within us, or when any
thing follows from our nature, of which we are not the
cause excepting partially.
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Def. III.—By affect I understand the affections of
the body, by which the power of acting of the body
itself is increased, diminished, helped, or hindered, to
gether with the ideas of these affections.
If, therefore, we can be the adequate cause of any of
these affections, I understand the affect to be an action,
otherwise it is a passion.
Postulate 1.—The human body can be affected in
many mays by which its power of acting is increased
or diminished, and also in other ways which make its
power of acting neither greater nor less.
This postulate or axiom is based upon Post. 1 and
Lems. 5 and 7, following Prop. 13, pt. 2.
Postulate 2.—The human body is capable of suffer
ing many changes, and, nevertheless, can retain the im
pressions or traces of objects (Post. 5, pt. 2), and
consequently the same images of things. (For the defini
tion of images see Schol. Prop. 17, pt. 2.)
Prop. I.—Our mind acts at times and at times suffers:
in so far as it has adequate ideas, it necessarily acts;
and in so far as it has inadequate ideas, it neces
sarily suffers.
Demonst.—In every human mind some ideas are ade
quate, and others mutilated and confused (Schol. Prop.
40, pt. 2). But the ideas which in any mind are adequate
are adequate in God in so far as He forms the essence
of that mind (Corol. Prop. 11, pt. 2), while those again
which are inadequate in the mind are also adequate in
God (by the same Corol.), not in so far as He contains
the essence of that mind only, but in so far as He con
tains the ideas 1 of other things at the same time in
1 “Mentes,” both in Paulus, Bruder, and Van Vloten and
Land, but obviously a mistake for “ideas,” as a reference to
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Himself. Again, from any given idea some effect must
necessarily follow (Prop. 36, pt. 1), of which God is
the adequate cause (Def. 1, pt. 3), not in so far as
He is infinite, but in so far as He is considered as
affected with the given idea (Prop. 9, pt. 2). But of
that effect of which God is the cause, in so far as He
is affected by an idea which is adequate in any mind,
that same mind is the adequate cause (Corol. Prop. 11,
pt. 2). Our mind, therefore (Def. 2, pt. 3), in so far
as it has adequate ideas, necessarily at times acts, which
is the first thing we had to prove. Again, if there be any
thing which necessarily follows from an idea which is
adequate in God, not in so far as He contains within
Himself the mind of one man only, but also, together
with this, the ideas *1 of other things, then the mind of
that man (Corol. Prop. 11, pt. 2) is not the adequate
cause of that thing, but is only its partial cause, and
therefore (Def. 2, pt. 3), in so far as the mind has
inadequate ideas, it necessarily at times suffers. This
was the second thing to be proved. Therefore our mind,
&c.—Q.E.D.
Corol.—Hence it follows that the mind is subject to
passions in proportion to the number of inadequate ideas
which it has, and that it acts in proportion to the num
ber of adequate ideas which it has.

so far as He is manifested by any other attribute (Prop.
6, pt. 2). That which determines the mind to thought,
therefore, is a mode of thought and not of extension,
that is to say (Def. 1, pt. 2), it is not the body. This is
the first thing which was to be proved. Again, the
motion and rest of the body must be derived from some
other body, which has also been determined to motion or
rest by another, and, absolutely, whatever arises in the
body must arise from God, in so far as He is considered
as affected by some mode of extension, and not in so far
as He is considered as affected by any mode of thought
(Prop. 6, pt. 2), that is to say, whatever arises in the
body cannot arise from the mind, which is a mode of
thought (Prop. 11, pt. 2). This is the second thing which
was to be proved. Therefore, the body cannot determine,
&C.--- Q.E.D.
Schol.—This proposition will be better understood
from what has been said in the scholium of Prop. 7,
pt. 2, that is to say, that the mind and the body are one
and the same thing, conceived at one time under the
attribute of thought, and at another under that of ex
tension. For this reason, the order or concatenation of
things is one, whether nature be conceived under this or
under that attribute, and consequently the order of the
actions and passions of our body is coincident in nature
with the order of the actions and passions of the mind.
This is also plain from the manner in which we have
demonstrated Prop. 12, pt. 2.
Although these things are so, and no ground for doubt
ing remains, I scarcely believe, nevertheless, that, with
out a proof derived from experience, men will be induced
calmly to weigh what has been said, so firmly are they
persuaded that, solely at the bidding of the mind, the
body moves or rests, and does a number of things which
depend upon the will of the mind alone, and upon the

Prop. II.—The body cannot determine the mind to
thought, neither can the mind determine the body
to motion nor rest, nor to anything else, if there
be anything else.
Demonst.—All modes of thought have God for a
cause in so far as He is a thinking thing, and not in
Corol. Prop. 11, pt. 2, will show. Kirchmann’s translation omits
“mentes” in the first passage marked, and renders, “insofern
er andere Dinge in sich enthält.”
1 See footnote, p. 207.
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power of thought. For what the body can do no one has
hitherto determined, that is to say, experience has taught
no one hitherto what the body, without being deter
mined by the mind, can do and what it cannot do from
the laws of nature alone, in so far as nature is considered
merely as corporeal. For no one as yet has understood
the structure of the body so accurately as to be able to
explain all its functions, not to mention the fact that
many things are observed in brutes which far surpass hu
man sagacity, and that sleep-walkers in their sleep do
very many things which they dare not do when awake;
all this showing that the body itself can do many things
from the laws of its own nature alone at which the mind
belonging to that body is amazed. Again, nobody knows
by what means or by what method the mind moves the
body, nor how many degrees of motion it can com
municate to the body, nor with what speed it can
move the body. So that it follows that when men say that
this or that action of the body springs from the mind
which has command over the body, they do not know
what they say, and they do nothing but confess with
pretentious words that they know nothing about the
cause of the action, and see nothing in it to wonder at.
But they will say, that whether they know or do not
know by what means the mind moves the body, it is
nevertheless in their experience that if the mind were
not fit for thinking the body would be inert. They say,
again, it is in their experience that the mind alone has
power both to speak and be silent, and to do many other
things which they therefore think to be dependent on a
decree of the mind. But with regard to the first asser
tion, I ask them if experience does not also teach that
if the body be sluggish the mind at the same time is not
fit for thinking? When the body is asleep, the mind
slumbers with it, and has not the power to think, as
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dom which we seek indifferently; as the desire for such
things can easily be lessened by the recollection of
another thing which we frequently call to mind; it being
impossible, on the other hand, to do those things with
freedom which we seek with such ardour that the recol
lection of another thing is unable to mitigate it. But if,
however, we had not found out that we do many things
which we afterwards repent, and that when agitated by
conflicting affects we see that which is better and follow
that which is worse, nothing would hinder us from be
lieving that we do everything with freedom. Thus the
infant believes that it is by free will that it seeks the
breast; the angry boy believes that by free will he wishes
vengeance; the timid man thinks it is with free will he
seeks flight; the drunkard believes that by a free com
mand of his mind he speaks the things which when sober
he wishes he had left unsaid. Thus the madman, the
chatterer, the boy, and others of the same kind, all
believe that they speak by a free command of the mind,
whilst, in truth, they have no power to restrain the
impulse which they have to speak, so that experience
itself, no less than reason, clearly teaches that men
believe themselves to be free simply because they are
conscious of their own actions, knowing nothing of the
causes by which they are determined: it teaches, too, that
the decrees of the mind are nothing but the appetites
themselves, which differ, therefore, according to the
different temper of the body. For every man determines
all things from his affect; those who are agitated by
contrary affects do not know what they want, whilst
those who are agitated by no affect are easily driven
hither and thither. All this plainly shows that the decree
of the mind, the appetite, and determination of the
body are coincident in nature, or rather that they are
one and the same thing, which, when it is considered

under the attribute of thought' and manifested by that,
is called a decree, and when it is considered under the
attribute of extension and is deduced from the laws
of motion and rest, is called a determination. This, how
ever, will be better understood as we go on, for there
is another thing which I wish to be observed here—that
we cannot by a mental decree do a thing unless we
recollect it. We cannot speak a word, for instance, unless
we recollect it. But it is not in the free power of the
mind either to recollect a thing or to forget it. It is
believed, therefore, that the power of the mind extends
only thus far—that from a mental decree we can speak
or be silent about a thing only when we recollect it..
But when we dream that we speak, we believe that we
do so from a free decree of the mind; and yet we do not
speak, or, if we do, it is the result of a spontaneous
motion of the body. We dream, again, that we are con
cealing things, and that we do this by virtue of a decree
of the mind like that by which, when awake, we are
silent about things we know. We dream, again, that,
from a decree of the mind, we do some things which we
should not dare to do when awake. And I should like to
know, therefore, whether there are two kinds of decrees
in the mind—one belonging to dreams and the other
free. If this be too great nonsense, we must necessarily
grant that this decree of the mind, which is believed
to be free, is not distinguishable from the imagination
or memory, and is nothing but the affirmation which
the idea necessarily involves in so far as it is an idea
(Prop. 49, pt. 2). These decrees of the mind, therefore,
arise in the mind by the same necessity as the ideas
of things actually existing. Consequently, those who
believe that they speak, or are silent, or do anything
else from a free decree of the mind, dream with their
eyes opeix
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far as it has the former and in so far as it has the latter,
it endeavours to persevere in its being, and endeavours
to persevere in it for an indefinite time (Prop. 8, pt. 3).
But since the mind (Prop. 23, pt. 2), through the ideas
of the affections of the body, is necessarily conscious of
itself, it is therefore conscious (Prop. 7, pt. 3) of its
effort.
Schol.—This effort, when it is related to the mind
alone, is called will, but when it is related at the same
time both to the mind and the body, is called appetite,
which is therefore nothing but the very essence of man,
from the nature of which necessarily follow those things
which promote his preservation, and thus he is deter
mined to do those things. Hence there is no difference
between appetite and desire, unless in this particular,
that desire is generally related to men in so far as they
are conscious of their appetites, and it may therefore be
defined as appetite of which we are conscious. From
what has been said it is plain, therefore, that we neither
strive for, wish, seek, nor desire anything because we
think it to be good, but, on the contrary, we adjudge
a thing to be good because we strive for, wish, seek, or
desire it.
Prop. X.—There can he no idea in the mind which ex
cludes the existence of the body, for such an idea is
contrary to the mind.
Demonst.—There can be nothing in our body which
is able to destroy it (Prop. 5, pt. 3), and there cannot
be, therefore, in God an idea of any such thing in so
far as He has the idea of the body (Corol. Prop. 9,
pt. 2); that is to say (Props. 11 and 13, pt. 2), no
idea of any such thing can exist in our mind, but, on
the contrary, since (Props. 11 and 13, pt. 2) the first
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of mind, while moderation and mercy are a species of
generosity.
I have now, I think, explained the principal affects
and vacillations of the mind which are compounded of
the three primary affects, desire, joy, and sorrow, and
have set them forth through their first causes. From
what has been said it is plain that we are disturbed
by external causes in a number of ways, and that, like
the waves of the sea agitated by contrary winds, we
fluctuate in our ignorance of our future and destiny. I
have said, however, that I have only explained the prin
cipal mental complications, and not all which may exist.
For by the same method which we have pursued above
it would be easy to show that love unites itself to re
pentance, scorn, shame, &c.; but I think it has already
been made clear to all that the affects can he combined
in so many ways, and that so many variations can arise,
that no limits can be assigned to their number. It is
sufficient for my purpose to have enumerated only those
which are of consequence; the rest, of which I have
taken no notice, being more curious than important.
There is one constantly recurring characteristic of love
which I have yet to notice, and that is, that while we
are enjoying the thing which we desired, the body
acquires from that fruition a new disposition by which
it is otherwise determined, and the images of other
things are excited in it, and the mind begins to imagine
and to desire other things. For example, when we imag
ine anything which usually delights our taste, we desire
to enjoy it by eating it. But whilst we enjoy it the
stomach becomes full, and the constitution of the body
becomes altered. If, therefore, the body being now
otherwise disposed, the image of the food, in conse
quence of its being present, and therefore also the effort
or desire to eat it, become more intense, then this new
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to add the words, in so far as it is conceived as deter
mined to any action by amy one of his affections. For
by an affection of the human essence we understand
any constitution of that essence, whether it be innate,
whether it be conceived through the attribute of thought
alone or of extension alone, or whether it be related to
both. By the word “desire,” therefore, I understand
all the efforts, impulses, appetites, and volitions of a
man, which vary according to his changing disposition,
and not unfrequently are so opposed to one another that
he is drawn hither and thither, and knows not whither
he ought to turn.
II. Joy is man’s passage from a less to a greater per
fection.
III. Sorrow is man’s passage from a greater to a less
perfection.
Explanation.—I say passage, for joy is not perfec
tion itself. If a man were born with the perfection to
which he passes, he would possess it without the affect
of joy; a truth which will appear the more clearly from
the affect of sorrow, which is the opposite to joy. For
that sorrow consists in the passage to a less perfection,
but not in the less perfection itself, no one can deny,
since in so far as a man shares any perfection he
cannot be sad. Nor can we say that sorrow consists in
the privation of a greater perfection, for privation is
nothing. But the affect of sorrow is a reality, and it
therefore must be the reality of the passage to a lesser
perfection, or the reality by which man’s power of acting
is diminished or limited (Schol. Prop. 11, pt. 3). As for
the definitions of cheerfulness, pleasurable excitement,
melancholy, and grief, I pass these by, because they are
related rather to the body than to the mind, and are
merely different kinds of joy or of sorrow.
IV. Astonishment is the imagination of an object in
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which the mind remains fixed because this particular
imagination has no connection with others.
Explanation.—In the Schol. of Prop. 18, pt. 2, we
have shown that that which causes the mind from the
contemplation of one thing immediately to pass to the
thought of another is that the images of these things
are connected one with the other, and are so arranged
that the one follows the others; a process which can
not be conceived when the image of the thing is new,
for the mind will be held in the contemplation of the
same object until other causes determine it to think of
other things. The imagination, therefore, considered in
itself, of a new object is of the same character as other
imaginations; and for this reason I do not class astonish
ment among the affects, nor do I see any reason why I
should do it, since this abstraction of the mind arises
from no positive cause by which it is abstracted from
other things, but merely from the absence of any cause
by which from the contemplation of one thing the mind
is determined to think other things. I acknowledge,
therefore (as I have shown in Schol. Prop. 11, pt. 3),
only three primitive or primary affects, those of joy,
sorrow, and desire; and the only reason which has in
duced me to speak of astonishment is, that it has been
the custom to give other names to certain affects derived
from the three primitives whenever these affects are
related to objects at which we are astonished. This same
reason also induces me to add the definition of contempt.
V. Contempt is the imagination of an object which
so little touches the mind that the mind is moved by
the presence of the object to imagine those qualities
which are not in it rather than those which are in it.
(See Schol. Prop. 52, pt. 3.)
The definitions of veneration and scorn I pass b^
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has failed or committed an error, and that she has left
the thing imperfect. Thus we see that the custom of
applying the words perfect and imperfect to natural
objects has arisen rather from prejudice than from true
knowledge of them. For we have shown in the Appendix
to the First Part of this work that nature does nothing
for the sake of an end, for that eternal and infinite Being
whom we call God or Nature acts by the same necessity
by which He exists; for we have shown that He acts
by the same necessity of nature as that by which He
exists (Prop. 16, pt. 1). The reason or cause, therefore,
why God or nature acts and the reason why He exists
are one and the same. Since, therefore. He exists for
no end. He acts for no end; and since He has no prin
ciple or end of existence, He has no principle or end
of action. A final cause, as it is called, is nothing, there
fore, but human desire, in so far as this is considered
as the principle or primary cause of anything. For
example, when we say that the having a house to live
in was the final cause of this or that house, we merely
mean that a man, because he imagined the advantages
of a domestic life, desired to build a house. Therefore,
having a house to live in, in so far as it is considered as
a final cause, is merely this particular desire, which is
really an efficient cause, and is considered as primary,
because men are usually ignorant of the causes of their
desires; for, as I have often said, we are conscious of
our actions and desires, but ignorant of the causes by
which we are determined to desire anything. As for the
vulgar opinion that nature sometimes fails or commits
an error, or produces imperfect things, I class it amongst
those fictions mentioned in the Appendix to the First
Part.
Perfection, therefore, and imperfection are really only
modes of thought; that is to say, notions which we are
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in the habit of forming from the comparison with one
another of individuals of the same species or genus, and
this is the reason why I have said, in Def. 6, pt. 2, that
by reality and perfection I understand the same thing;
for we are in the habit of referring all individuals in
nature to one genus, which is called the most general;
that is to say, to the notion of being, which embraces
absolutely all the individual objects in nature. In so far,
therefore, as we refer the individual objects in nature
to this genus, and compare them one with another, and
discover that some possess more being or reality than
others, in so far do we call some more perfect than
others; and in so far as we assign to the latter anything
which, like limitation, termination, impotence, &c., in
volves negation, shall we call them imperfect, because
they do not affect our minds so strongly as those we
call perfect, but not because anything which really be
longs to them is wanting, or because nature has com
mitted an error. For nothing belongs to the nature of
anything excepting that which follows from the necessity
of the nature of the efficient cause, and whatever follows
from the necessity of the nature of the efficient cause
necessarily happens.
With regard to good and evil, these terms indicate
nothing positive in things considered in themselves, nor
are they anything else than modes of thought, or notions
which we form from the comparison of one thing with
another. For one and the same thing may at the same
time be both good and evil or indifferent. Music, for ex
ample, is good to a melancholy person, bad to one mourn
ing, while to a deaf man it is neither good nor bad. But
although things are so, we must retain these words. For
since we desire to form for ourselves an idea of man
upon which we may look as a model of human nature,
it will be of service to us to retain these expressions

ETHIC

301

Prop. XVIII.—The desire which springs from joy.
other things being equal, is stronger than that which
springs from sorrow.
Demonst.—Desire is the very essence of man (Def. 1
of the Affects, pt. 3), that is to say (Prop. 7, pt. 3),
the effort by which a man strives to persevere in his
being. The desire, therefore, which springs from joy,
by that very affect of joy (by the definition of joy in
Schol. Prop. 11, pt. 3) is assisted or increased, while
that which springs from sorrow, by that very affect of
sorrow (by the same Schol.) is lessened or restrained,
and so the force of the desire which springs from joy
must be limited by human power, together with the
power of an external cause, while that which springs
from sorrow must be limited by human power alone. The
latter is, therefore, weaker than the former.—q.e.d.
Schol.—I have thus briefly explained the causes of
human impotence and want of stability, and why men
do not obey the dictates of reason. It remains for me
now to show what it is which reason prescribes to us,
which affects agree with the rules of human reason, and
which, on the contrary, are opposed to these rules. Be
fore, however, I begin to demonstrate these things by our
full geometrical method, I should like briefly to set forth
here these dictates of reason, in order that what I have
in my mind about them may be easily comprehended by
all. Since reason demands nothing which is opposed to
nature, it demands, therefore, that every person should
love himself, should seek his own profit,—what is truly
profitable to him,—should desire everything that really
leads man to greater perfection, and absolutely that
every one should endeavour, as far as in him lies, to
preserve his own being. This is all true as necessarily
as that the whole is greater than its part (Prop. 6, pt.
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3). Again, since virtue (Def. 8, pt. 4) means nothing
but acting according to the laws of our own nature, and
since no one endeavours to preserve his being (Prop. 7,
pt. 3) except in accordance with the laws of his own
nature, it follows: Firstly, That the foundation of virtue
is that endeavour itself to preserve our own being, and
that happiness consists in this—that a man can pre
serve his own being. Secondly, It follows that virtue is
to be desired for its own sake, nor is there anything
more excellent or more useful to us than virtue, for the
sake of which virtue ought to be desired. Thirdly, It fol
lows that all persons who kill themselves are impotent
in mind, and have been thoroughly overcome by external
causes opposed to their nature. Again, from Post. 4,
pt. 2, it follows that we can never free ourselves from
the need of something outside us for the preservation
of our being, and that we can never live in such a manner
as to have no intercourse with objects which are outside
us. Indeed, so far as the mind is concerned, our intellect
would be less perfect if the mind were alone, and under
stood nothing but itself. There are many things,
therefore, outside us which are useful to us, and which,
therefore, are to be sought. Of all these, none more ex
cellent can be discovered than those which exactly agree
with our nature. If, for example, two individuals of ex
actly the same nature are joined together, they make up
a single individual, doubly stronger than each alone.
Nothing, therefore, is more useful to man than man.
Men can desire, I say, nothing more excellent for the
preservation of their being than that all should so agree
at every point that the minds and bodies of all should
form, as it were, one mind and one body; that all should
together endeavour as much as possible to preserve their
being, and that all should together seek the common good
of all. Prom this it follows that men who are governed
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profitable to himself, then are men most profitable to one
another; for the more each man seeks his own profit
and endeavours to preserve himself, the more virtue
does he possess (Prop. 20, pt. 4>), or, in other words
(Def. 8, pt. 4), the more power does he possess to act
according to the laws of his own nature, that is to say
(Prop. 3, pt. 3), to live according to the guidance of
reason. But men most agree in nature when they live
according to the guidance of reason (Prop. 35, pt. 4),
therefore (by the previous Corol.) men will be most
profitable to one another when each man seeks most
what is profitable to himself/—q.e.d.
Schol.—To what we have just demonstrated daily ex
perience itself testifies by so many and such striking
proofs, that it is in almost everybody’s mouth that man
is a God to man. It is very seldom indeed that men
live according to the guidance of reason; on the con
trary, it so happens that they are generally envious and
injurious to one another. But, nevertheless, they are
scarcely ever able to lead a solitary life, so that to most
men the definition of man that he is a social animal
entirely commends itself, and indeed it is the case that
far more advantages than disadvantages arise from the
common society of men. Let satirists therefore scoff at
human affairs as much as they please, let theologians
denounce them, and let the melancholy praise as much
as they can a life rude and without refinement, despising
men and admiring the brutes, men will nevertheless find
out that by mutual help they can much more easily pro
cure the things they need, and that it is only by their
united strength they can avoid the dangers which every
where threaten them, to say nothing about its being far
nobler and worthier of our knowledge to meditate upon
the doings of men than upon those of brutes. But more
of this elsewhere
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Demonst.—Men are most profitable to man in so far
as they live according to the guidance of reason (Corol.
1, Prop. 35, pt. 4), and therefore (Prop. 19, pt. 4), j
according to the guidance of reason, we necessarily
endeavour to cause men to live according to the guid
ance of reason. But the good which each person seeks
who lives according to the dictates of reason, that is to
say (Prop. 24, pt. 4), who follows after virtue, is to
understand (Prop. 26, pt. 4), and therefore the good
whlclTeach person seeks who follows after virtue he
will also desire for other men. Again, desire, in so far
as it is related to the mind, is the essence itself of the
mind (Def. 1 of the Affects). But the essence of the
mind consists in knowledge (Prop. 11, pt. 2), which
involves the knowledge of God (Prop 47, pt. 2), and
without this knowledge the essence of the mind can
neither be nor be conceived (Prop. 15, pt. 1) ; and there
fore the greater the knowledge of God which the essence
of the mind involves, the greater will be the desire with
which he who follows after virtue will desire for another
the good which he seeks for himself.—q.e.d.
Another Demonstration.—The good which a man seeks
for himself and which he loves he will love more un
changeably if he sees that others love it (Prop. 31, pt.
3), and therefore (Corol. Prop. 31, pt. 3) he will en
deavour to make others love it; and because this good
(Prop. 36, pt. 4) is common to all and all can rejoice
in it, he will endeavour “(by the same reasoning) to
cause all to rejoice in it, and (Prop. 37, pt. 3) he will
do so the more, the more he rejoices in this good
himself.—q.e.d.
' Schol. 1.—He who strives from an affect alone to
make others love what he himself loves, and to make
others live according to his way of thinking, acts from
mere impulse, and is therefore hateful, especially to

318

SPINOZA

those who have other tastes and who therefore also
desire, and by the same impulse strive to make others
live according to their way of thinking.
Again, since the highest good which men seek from
an affect is often such that only pne person can possess
it, it follows that persons who love are not consistent
with themselves, and, whilst they delight to recount the
praises of the beloved object, fear lest they should be
believed. But he who endeavours to lead others by
reason does not act from impulse, but with humanity
and kindness, and is always consistent with himself.
Everything which we desire and do, of which we are
the cause in so far as we possess an idea of God, or in
so far as we know God, I refer to Religion. The desire
of doing well which is born in us, because we live
according to the guidance of reason, I call Piety. The
desire to join others in friendship to himself, with
which a man living according to the guidance of reason
is possessed, I call Honour. I call that thing Honour
able which men who live according to the guidance of
reason praise; and that thing, on the contrary, I call
Base which sets itself against the formation of friend
ship. Moreover, I have also shown what are the founda
tions of a State.
The difference also between true virtue and impotence
may, from what has already been said, be easily seen to
be this—that true virtue consists in living according to
the guidance of reason alone; and that impotence there
fore consists in this alone—that a man allows himself to
be led by things which are outside himself, and by them
to be determined to such actions as the common consti
tution of external things demands, and not to such as his
own nature considered in itself alone demands. These
are the things which I promised in Schol. Prop. 18, pt.
4, I would demonstrate. From them we see that the
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law against killing animals is based upon an empty
superstition and womanish tenderness, rather than upon
sound reason. A proper regard, indeed, to one’s owik
profit teaches us to unite in friendship with men, and
not with brutes, nor with things whose nature is different
from human nature. It teaches us, too, that the same
right which they have over us we have over them. In
deed, since the right of any person is limited by his
virtue or power, men possess a far greater right over
brutes than brutes possess over men. I by no means
deny that brutes feel, but I do deny that on this account
it is unlawful for us to consult our own profit by using
them for our own pleasure and treating them as is most
convenient for us, inasmuch as they do not agree in
nature with us, and their affects are different from our
own (Schol. Prop. 57, pt. 3).
It now remains that I should explain what are Justice,
Injustice, Crime, and, finally, Merit. With regard to
these, see the following scholium.
Schol. 2.—In the Appendix to the First Part I prom
ised I would explain what are praise and blame, merit
and crime, justice and injustice. I have already shown
what is the meaning of praise and blame in Schol. Prop.
29, pt. 3, and this will be a fitting place for the explana
tion of the rest. A few words must, however, first be
said about the natural and civil state of man.
It is by the highest right of nature that each person
exists, and consequently it is by the highest right of
nature that each person does those things which follow
from the necessity of his nature; and therefore it is by
the highest right of nature that each person judges what
is good and what is evil, consults his own advantage as
he thinks best (Props. 19 and 20, pt. 4), avenges him
self (Corol. 2, Prop. 40, pt. 3), and endeavours to pre
serve what he loves and to destroy what he hates (Prop.
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28, pt. 3). If men lived according to the guidance of
reason, every one would enjoy this right without in
juring any one else (Corol. 1, Prop. 35, pt. 4). But
because men are subject to affects (Corol. Prop. 4, pt.
4), which far surpass human power or virtue (Prop.
6, pt. 4), they are often drawn in different directions
(Prop. 33, pt. 4), and are contrary to one another
(Prop. 34, pt. 4), although they need one another’s help
(Schol. Prop. 35, pt. 4).
In order, then, that men may be able to live in har
mony and be a help to one another, it is necessary for
them to cede their natural right, and beget confidence
one in the other that they will do nothing by which one
can injure the other. In what manner this can be done,
so that men who are necessarily subject to affects
(Corol. Prop. 4, pt. 4), and are uncertain and change
able (Prop. 33, pt. 4), can beget confidence one in the
other and have faith in one another, is evident from
Prop. 7, pt. 4, and Prop. 39, pt. 3. It is there shown
that no affect can be restrained unless by a stronger
and contrary affect, and that every one abstains from
doing an injury through fear of a greater injury. By this
law, therefore, can society be strengthened, if only it
claims for itself the right which every individual pos
sesses of avenging himself and deciding what is good
and what is evil, and provided, therefore, that it possess
the power of prescribing a common rule of life, of
promulgating laws and supporting them, not by reason,
which cannot restrain the affects (Schol. Prop. 17, pt.
4), but by penalties.
This society, firmly established by law and with a
power of self-preservation, is called a State, and those
who are protected by its right are called Citizens. We
can now easily see that in the natural state there is
nothing which by universal consent is good or evil, since

every one in a natural state consults only his own profit;
deciding according to his own way of thinking what is
good and what is evil with reference only to his own
profit, and is not bound by any law to obey any one but
himself. Hence in a natural state sin cannot be con
ceived, but only in a civil state, where it is decided by
universal consent what is good and what is evil, and
where every one is bound to obey the State. Sin, there
fore, is nothing but disobedience, which is punished by
the law of the State alone; obedience, on the other hand,
being regarded as a merit in a citizen, because on account
of it he is considered worthy to enjoy the privileges of
the State. Again, in a natural state no one by common
consent is the owner of anything, nor is there anything
in nature which can be said to be the rightful property
of this and not of that man, but all things belong to all,
so that in a natural state it is impossible to conceive a
desire of rendering to each man his own or taking from
another that which is his; that is to say, in a natural
state there is nothing which can be called just or unjust,
but only in a civil state, in which it is decided by uni
versal consent what is one person’s and what is an
other’s. Justice and injustice, therefore, sin and merit,
are external notions, and not attributes, which manifest
the nature of the mind. But enough of these matters.
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Prop. XXXVIII.—That which so disposes the humanbody that it can be affected in many ways, or which
renders it capable of affecting external bodies in
many ways, is profitable to man, and is more profit
able in proportion as by its means the body becomes
better fitted to be affected in many ways, and to
affect other bodies; on the other hand, that thing is
injurious which renders the body less fitted to affect
or be affected.
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affections of the body, except while the body exists
(Corol. Prop. 8, pt. 2), and consequently (Prop. 26, pt.
2) it conceives no body as actually existing except while
its own body exists. It can therefore imagine nothing
(see the definition of Imagination in Schol. Prop. 17,
pt. 2), nor can it recollect anything that is past, except
while the body exists (see the definition of Memory in
Schol. Prop. 18, pt. 2).—q.e.d.

But nevertheless, since this something is that which
is conceived by a certain eternal necessity through the
essence itself of God (Prop. 22, pt. 5), this something
which pertains to the essence of the mind will necessarily
be eternal.—q.e.d.
Schol. This idea which expresses the essence of the
body under the form of eternity is, as we have said, a
certain mode of thought which pertains to the essence of
the mind and is necessarily eternal. It is impossible,
nevertheless, that we should recollect that we existed
before the body, because there are no traces of any such
existence in the body, and also because eternity cannot
be defined by time, or have any relationship to it. Never
theless we feel and know by experience that we are
eternal. For the mind is no less sensible of those things
which it conceives through intelligence than of those
which it remembers, for demonstrations are the eyes of
the mind by which it sees and observes things.
Although, therefore, we do not recollect that we ex
isted before the body, we feel that our mind, in so far
as it involves the essence of the body under the form
of eternity, is eternal, and that this existence of the
mind cannot be limited by time nor manifested through
duration. Only in so far, therefore, as it involves the ‘
actual existence of the body can the mind be said to
possess duration, and its existence be limited by a fixed
time, and so far only has it the power of determining
the existence of things in time, and of conceiving them
under the form of duration.
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Prop. XXII.—In God, nevertheless, there necessarily
exists an idea which expresses the essence of this or
that human body under the form of eternity.
Demonst.—God is not only the cause of the existence
of this or that human body, but also of its essence
(Prop. 25, pt. 1), which therefore must necessarily be
conceived through the essence of God itself (Ax. 4, pt.
1) and by a certain eternal necessity (Prop. 16, pt. 1).
This conception, moreover, must necessarily exist in God
(Prop. 3, pt. 2).—q.e.d.
Prop. XXIII.—The human mind cannot be absolutely
destroyed with the body, but something of it re
mains which is eternal.
Demonst.—In God there necessarily exists a concep
tion or idea which expresses the essence of the human
body (Prop. 22, pt. 5). This conception or idea is there
fore necessarily something which pertains to the essence
of the human mind (Prop. 13, pt. 2). But we ascribe to
the human mind no duration which can be limited by
time, unless in so far as it expresses the actual existence
of the body, which is manifested through duration, and
which can be limited by time, that is to say (Corol.
Prop. 8, pt. 2), we cannot ascribe duration to the mind
except while the body exists.
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Prop. XXIV.—The more we understand individual ob
jects, the more we understand God.
Demonst—This is evident from Corol. Prop. 25, pt. 1.
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