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INTRODUCTION

I. Spinoza’s LiFE AND
PuiLosoruY

Most philosophers lead lives of quiet contemplation, and for the most
part Spinoza’s life was no exception. He read, he thought, he wrote, and
the only moments of high drama in his life occurred when what he
thought and wrote brought him into conflict with the society in which
he lived. In the early years his radical ideas about religion led to his
expulsion from the Dutch Jewish community in which he had been
brought up, and (according to his early biographers) led one of its mem-
bers to make an attempt on his life. The widespread perception that his
work was atheistic made it impossible, in his lifetime, to publish the
definitive expression of his religious ideas, his Ethics. Later his commit-
ment to the tolerant, republican polidcs of the De Witt brothers led
him to write and speak out on behalf of their program, again at some
danger to his life. This volume will try to tell the first half of that story,
focusing on Spinoza the revolutionary religious thinker, and leaving the
story of Spinoza the political thinker for another day.

Benedict' de Spinoza was bom on 24 November 1632 to Michael de
Spinoza, a prosperous member of the Amsterdam Jewish community,
and to Deborah, his second wife. Like many Jews of the time, the Spi-
nozas had originally come to Holland as a refuge from religious perse-
cution in Spain and Portugal. Toward the end of the fifteenth century
Ferdinand and Isabella had given Spanish Jews an unpleasant choice:
either convert to Christanity or go into exile (leaving their gold and
silver behind, to become the crown’s). Since most of the major Euro-
pean countries of the dme either barred the Jews completely or imposed
severe restrictions on them, many chose to make at least a2 nominal
conversion.

But life as a converso (or “new Christian” or “Marrano”) was not easy.
Quite apart from the internal conflicts generated by having to practice
a religion in which they did not believe, and by being false to the reli-
gion in which they did believe, they had to live under the surveillance of
an Inquisidon suspicious of the sincerity of these conversions. It was

! Before his excommunicaton Spinoza was known either as “Baruch” (which means
blessed in Hebrew) or as “Bento” (the Portuguese equivalent). After his excommunication
he adopted the Latin version of that name.

ix



INTRODUCTION

difficult to maintain, even in secret, the traditions and faith so important
to their conception of themselves as Jews. When it seemed safe to do so,
they began to emigrate. Many went first to Portugal, where they found
conditions little better. Most ultimately wound up in the Netherlands,
which had been under the political control of Spain, but which was, by
the end of the sixteenth century, engaged in a war of independence
against its former master, and had a cradidon of relative religious tolera-
ton. There the Jews were allowed, at least informally, to practce their
religion.?

Spinoza’s mother died just before he turned six. When he was nine,
his father married again, this time to a spinster of forty. This step-
mother died when Spinoza was nineteen and his father followed a year
and a half later when Spinoza was twenty-one. In addidon, his child-
hood saw the deaths of a half-brother, when he was sixteen, and a sister,
when he was eighteen. Later Spinoza was to write that the “free man
thinks of nothing less than of death, and his wisdom is a meditation on
life, not on death” (E IVP67). If Spinoza attained such freedom, it was
not without having had considerable experience with death.

All indications are that he had the kind of education normal for a
young Jew of that time and place. He would have begun attending the
Talmud Torah school at about age seven, learning first to read the tra-
ditional prayers, then the Hebrew Bible. At about age thirteen or four-
teen he would have been introduced to the study of the Talmud and of
medieval Jewish philosophy. Entrance into these higher studies did not
imply an intention to become a rabbi; most were there simply to learn
more of the Holy Law. This religious education was all the more pre-
clous to the members of the community because it had been denied
them during their years as conversos in the Iberian peninsula. It was this
kind of educaton the editor of Spinoza’s Opera posthuma was referring
to when he wrote that

from his childhood on the author was trained in letters, and in his
youth for many years he was occupied principally with theology;
but when he reached the age at which the intellect is mamre and
capable of investigating the nature of things, he gave himself up
entrely to philosophy. He was driven by a burning desire for
knowledge; but because he did not get full satisfaction either from
his teachers or from those writing about these sciences, he decided

? Official permission for public worship did not come until 1619, and full citizen-
ship was granted only in 1657, by which tme Spinoza was no longer 2 member of the
community.



SPINOZA’S LIFE AND PHILOSOPHY

to see what he himself could do in these areas. For that purpose he
found the writings of the famous René Descartes, which he came
upon at that time, very useful.?

This passage is as interesting for the questions it raises as for those it
answers. Why, for instance, did the young Spinoza find the instruction
he received from his teachers unsatisfactory? And what was it about the
writings of Descartes which attracted him?

The answer to the first of these questions seems to be that the close
study of Scripture, and of the traditonal commentaries on Scripture, is
apt to raise many doubts in a mind as acute as Spinoza’s. How are we to
take the anthropomorphic conception of God we often find in Scrip-
ture? How are we to reconcile the conception of a God subject to
human limitations, a God often presented as having a corporeal form, 2
God apt to be angry with his creatures, and to repent of having created
them, with the philosophic conception of God as a perfect being? Can
we reconcile the philosophic conception of God with the Scriptural
conception of him as intervening miraculously in natural processes
which seem to be thought of as manifesting a power distinct from
God’s? Is there any basis in Scripture (i.e., in what Christdans would call
the Old Testament) for the belief in an afterlife in which the soul sur-
vives the body, the good are rewarded, and the evil punished? How are
we to understand the traditional belief that the Jews are God’s chosen
people? Why would God not communicate knowledge of his existence,
nature, and commandments to all men? And if the Jews are God’s cho-
sen people, how could he permit their terrible suffering at the hands of
the Inquisition and other persecutors? What attitude should a reason-
able man take to a system of law whose complexity is matched only by
the apparent arbitrariness of many of its requirements? How are we to
reconcile the chronology of the world implied in Scripture with the
existence of civilizations which go back many thousands of years before
the supposed date of the creatdon? Or the traditional view that Scripture
is God’s revelation of himself to man with the internal evidence which
shows it to be “full of faults, mutlated, tampered with, and inconsis-
tent,” the work of many fallible human hands over many generations,
often writing many years after the events they recorded? To judge from
what Spinoza later wrote,” and from the ideas circulating among the

* From Jarig Jelles’ preface to Spinoza’s Nagelate Schriften (Posthumous Works), given in
F. Akkerman, Studies in the Posthumous Works of Spinoza (Krips Repro Meppel, 1980), pp.
216-217.

* See, for example, the selections from the Theological-Political Treatise, in §II of the
Preliminaries.
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INTRODUCTION

more heterodox members of the Amsterdam Jewish community, free
thinkers with whom Spinoza is known to have associated, doubts like
these must have been among those which led the young Spinoza to be
dissatisfied with the education he had received from the rabbis.

By the ume he was in his early twenties he was working in his father’s
import business, and learning Latin from an ex-Jesuit, Francis van
den Enden. One of Spinoza’ earliest biographers, a Lutheran minister
in the Hague named Colerus, claimed that Van den Enden had taught
his students more than Latin, that he sowed the seeds of atheism in
their minds. Perhaps. But this much seems reasonably c¢ertain: through
his instruction Van den Enden did enlarge Spinoza’s cultural horizons,
giving him not only a good acquaintance with classical authors like
Terence, Ovid, Tacitus, Cicero, and Seneca, but also some familiarity
with modern philosophers like Descartes and Hobbes. In both these
authors Spinoza would have found much to encourage him to distrust
tradition and authority, and to rely on his own intellectual abilides.
He would also have found a method for investigating the truth which,
10 judge from the Ethics, he came to think provided the proper model:
the mathematical method of beginning with simple, evident truths, axi-
oms and definitions, and proceeding from them by careful deductive
Steps.

At some point during this process of doubt and discovery, the Jewish
community excommunicated him. We know the date of this event (27
July 1656), but we do not know much, with any certainty, about the
reasons for it. The sentence of excommunication refers vaguely to Spi-
noza’s “evil opinions and acts,” and it has been suggested that his acts
(and omissions) weighed more heavily in the proceedings against him
than his opinions did. Excommunication was a common method of dis-
cipline in the community, often imposed for comparatvely wivial of-
fenses and lifted after the offender mended his ways. Because the rabbis
and elders of the community were engaged in a constant struggle to
reintroduce the ex-Marranos into the religious wadidons of Judaism,
and to restore a pattern of Jewish life which had been disrupted by the
period of Christian pracdce and education, “the issue of unity was . ..
more crucial than any other . .. acts like Spinoza’s, which challenged
tradition in the name of freedom of thought and sabotaged the en-
deavor to repair the torn fabric of Jewish life, could not be tolerated.”
If Spinoza had been content to keep his opinions to himself, and to
maintain an external adherence to the requirements of Jewish law, he

* Yirmiahu Yovel, “Why Spinoza Was Excommunicated,” Comementary, November
1977, p. 50.
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SPINOZA’S LIFE AND PHILOSOPHY

might have escaped excommunication. There are credible reports that
he was offered a pension if he would keep up his attendance at the syna-
gogue. Whether we believe those reports or not, it is evident that by this
dme in his life Spinoza was unwilling to do what would have been nec-
essary to remain in the community.

This was no light matter. The sentence of excommunication forbade
members of the community to have anything to do with him: “None
may comnmunicate with him by word of mouth or writing, nor show him
any charity whatsoever, nor stay with him under one roof, nor come
into his company, nor read any composition made or written by him.”
This would have made it impossible for him to continue to run the
family business, as he and a younger brother had been doing since their
father’s death. Faced with similar pressure, his friend Juan de Prado
recanted and did everything he could to remain within the community
(though in the end his efforts were unsuccessful). Spinoza, on the other
hand, composed a defense of his opinions and acts, addressed to the
elders of the synagogue, and resigned himself to a life outside the Jewish
community.

The years immediately following Spinoza’s excommunication have
always been something of a mystery to Spinoza scholars, since the early
biographies shed little light on them. But recenty some intriguing evi-
dence of Spinoza’ activities and opinions during that period has turned
up in a surprising place: the files of the Inquisidon. In 1659 a South
American monk, Tomas Solano, who had spent some dme in Amster-
dam during the preceding year, made a report to Madrid about some of
the people of Iberian origin whom he had met during his stay there.
Among them were Spinoza and Juan de Prado. According to Solano,
Spinoza and Prado said they had been expelled from the synagogue
because they believed that the Jewish law was not the true law, that the
soul dies with the body, and that God only exists philosophically. He
also reported that Spinoza had been a student at the University of Lei-
den and that he was a good philosopher.

It is difficult to know quite what to make of this report. What pre-
cisely does it mean to say that God only exists philosophically? Solano
equates this with atheism. Is this fair? Again, in one of the earliest writ-
ings we have from Spinoza we find him arguing for the immortality of
the soul, not against it. But the account given by one early biographer
suggests that Spinoza did indeed have doubts on this score. Jean Lucas
reports that shortdy before Spinoza’s excommunication two young men
from the synagogue, professing to be his friends, came to quiz him
about the Biblical teaching on three issues: the corporeality of God, the
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INTRODUCTION

existence of angels, and the immortality of the soul. According to Lucas,
Spinoza replied that “wherever Scripture speaks of it, the word ‘soul’ is
used simply to express life, or anything that is living. It would be useless
to search for any passage in support of its immortality. As for the con-
trary view, it may be seen in a hundred places, and nothing is so easy as
to prove it.”® These early reports should be kept in mind when we try to
decide what the teaching of Spinoza’s writings actually is on the issue of
the immortality of the soul.

However we ultimately resolve these matters, Solano’s report that
Spinoza had studied at the University of Leiden seems credible. That
university was a center of Dutch Cartesianism, so a period of studying
philosophy there would fit in well with what we know independently of
Spinoza’s interests. In the earliest correspondence we have from Spi-
noza, we find him living in Rijnsburg, a2 small town near Leiden. And
among his closest friends were men who we know studied there during
that period.

The first selection presented in this volume, under the heading “A
Portrait of the Philosopher as a Young Man,” consists of the opening
passages of a work on method, the Treatise on the Emendation of the Intel-
lect, which probably dates from the period between 1656 and 1661.
Spinoza was never able to finish this work in a way which sausfied him,
and it was published only posthumously, in the fragmentary state in
which he left it when he died. But readers have always been moved by
Spinoza’s description of the spiritual quest which led him to philoso-
phy, his dissatisfacdon with the things people ordinarly strive for—
wealth, honor, and sensual pleasure—and his hope that the pursuit of
knowledge would lead him to discover the true good: “the knowledge of
the union that the mind has with the whole of nature.” Exactly what this
union consists in Spinoza does not say. This passage is one which en-
courages the interpretation of Spinoza as a mystc, but I would suggest

¢ The Oldest Biography of Spinoza, pp. 45-46. In 1632 Spinoza’s teacher, Manasseh ben
Israel, published his Conciliator, a systematic atternpt to identify and resolve every apparent
contradicdon in Scripture. Among the passages he is anxious to explain are those appar-
ently denying immortality. See, for example, his comments on Job 7:9, Ecdl. 3:19, or Eccl.
9:10 (vol. II, pp. 40-41 and 309-315 of the English translation of this work, published by
E. H. Lindo, London, 1842).

With respect to the corporeality of God, Lucas reports Spinoza as saying that “since
nothing is to be found in the Bible about the non-material or incorporeal, there is nothing
objectonable in believing that God is 2 body. All the more so since, as the Prophet says,
God is great, and it is impossible to comprehend greatness without extension and, there-
fore, without body.” The problem of Scriprural evidence for the corporeality of God
and the angels is 2 major issue in Maimonides’ Guéde of the Perplexed, 1, i-xlix. In the
Theological-Political Treatise (vil, 75-87) Spinoza is highly critical of Maimonides for his
rejection of this evidence, which Spinoza thinks violates the proper principles of textual
Interpretation.

xiv



SPINOZA’S LIFE AND PHILOSOPHY

that we understand him to be referring, not to a special experience of
the kind which seems to be central to philosophers like Plotinus, but to
the fact that the human mind is a part of nature, subject to the same
universal laws which govern the rest of nature. This would contrast with
the Cartesian view of man’s relation to nature, which conceives man (to
use a phrase of Spinoza’s from the preface to Part III of the Ethics) as a
dominjon within a dominion, that is, as insulated from the causal pro-
cesses to which other things in nature are subject.

Following that short first selection, I present, under the heading “A
Critique of Traditional Religion,” selections from a work Spinoza pub-
lished in 1670, the Theologicai-Political Treatise, which became a seminal
work in the developing science of Biblical criticism. By the time Spinoza
began this work in 1665, he was already well-advanced in the composi-
tion of his best-known work, the Ethics, a systematic attempt to work
out, in geometric fashion, his views on the nature of God, the relation
between mind and body, human psychology, and the best way to live.
But he interrupted work on the Ethics vo write the Theological-Political
Treatise, whose main purpose is to provide a defense of freedom of
thought and expression. Why did he do this? One reason, clearly, was
that the project of defending freedom of thought gave him an ideal
opportunity to deal with those theological issues which had led to his
expulsion from the Jewish community, problems about prophecy, the
divine law, miracles, and the interpretation and historicity of Scripture.
Contemporaries who knew the now-lost defense of his opinions, writ-
ten on leaving the synagogue, say that much of its content resurfaced in
the Theological-Political Treatise. So some of the ideas of the TPT were
ones Spinoza had been working out in the earliest stages of his develop-
ment as a philosopher. Another modve, I think, was that he felt he
needed to attack the claim of revelation to provide a basis for religious
knowledge, and to criticize the usual conception of God in a nongeo-
metric argument, before he could expect to find a receptive audience for
his own austere, geometric defense of a radically different concepdon.
He wanted, I suggest, to prepare readers for the positve ideas of the
Ethics by presenting some of them in a nontechnical form, for example,
the idea that everything which occurs in nature is an instance of an
eternal and immutable law, or that God cannot coherently be conceived
as a giver of laws which men can break.

The next section presents excerpts from the Treatise on the Emenda-
tion of the Intelfect which illuminate his theory of knowledge, focusing on
his account of the four kinds of knowledge and the theory of definition.
According to Spinoza, the right method of discovery is “to form
thoughts from some given definition,” and the better the definition

v



INTRODUCTION

from which we proceed the greater will be our success. So it is very
important to understand what the requirements for a good definidon
are.

This passage is also important for the hints it gives toward the inter-
pretaton of Spinoza’s metaphysics, in those sections which contrast the
fixed and eternal things with the singular changeable things which de-
pend on them and are to be understood through them. The fixed and
eternal things are characterized as being present everywhere and as hav-
ing laws “inscribed in them, as in their true codes.” If we may identify
these fixed and eternal things with the atuributes and infinite modes of
the Ethics, and the singular changeable things with the finite modes
of that work, then we have a clue to the nature of the dependence of the
finite on the infinite: we understand how a finite thing depends on the
infinite when we understand how to deduce its existence from the eter-
nal laws of nature. This interpretation is encouraged by the emphasis in
the Theological-Political Treatise on the immutability of the laws of nature
and its notion that God’s action in the world consists in the operation of
those laws.

The Treatise on the Intellect was clearly written as an introduction to a
systematic presentation of Spinoza’s philosophy, probably the work
which has come down to us under the title of the Short Treatise on God,
Man and his Well-Being, a first draft of the Erbics, not written in geomet-
ric style, and composed in the first instance for private circulaton
among Spinoza’s friends, not for publication. (For nearly two centuries
after Spinoza’s death it was not known that a manuscript of this work
had survived; it was first published only in the mid-nineteenth century.)
In a letter probably written early in 1662 Spinoza gives a brief descrip-
tion of this work, and of his reasons for hesitating to publish it:

As for your . . . question how things have begun to be, and by what
connection they depend on the first cause, I have composed a
whole short work devoted to this matter. . . . [ am engaged in tran-
scribing and emending it, but sometimes I put it to one side
because I do not yet have any definite plan regarding its publica-
ton. I fear, of course, that the theologians of our time may be
offended and with their usual hatred attack me, who absolutely
dread quarrels.

I shall look for your advice regarding this matter, and to let you
know what is contained in this work of mine which might offend
the preachers, I say that I regard as creatures many ‘attributes’
which they (and everyone, so far as I know) attribute to God. Con-
versely, other things, which they, because of their prejudices, re-
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SPINOZA’S LIFE AND PHILOSOPHY

gard as creatures, I contend are attributes of God, which they have
misunderstood. Also, I do not separate God from nature, as every-
one known to me has done. (Letter 6, IV/36)

In making selections from this work I have been guided by this descrip-
tion of its contents and problems, choosing three chapters from the first
part of the work, dealing with the problem of idendfying the attributes
which in Spinoza’s view really do pertain to God, and explaining what
the infinite modes are which Spinoza contends depend immediately on
the attributes (a matter the Ethics leaves very obscure). These chapters
also amplify the discussion of definidon begun in the Treatise on the
Intellect and shed light on the sense in which it is true that Spinoza does
not separate God from nature: he identifies God with what he calls zz-
tura naturans, which is another name for the attributes, those self-exist-
ing beings which he had called (in §75 of the Treatise on the Inteilect) “the
first elements of the whole of nature.” The selections from the Short
Treatise include also passages dealing with the nature of the soul and its
immortality, interesting (among other things) for their recognition of
the existence of souls corresponding to the modes of the unknown at-
tributes. These selections conclude with a dialogue on various problems
about God’s causality, such as how an eternal being can be the cause of
things which perish.

Spinoza may have hesitated to publish the Short Treatis?, not merely
because of the hostile reaction he thought it would generate, but also
because, by the time he finished the rough draft of the work which has
come down to us, he had become dissatisfied with the form in which
it was written. The earliest correspondence we have from him, written
at 2 tme when he was stll working on the Short Treatise, shows him
experimenting with the geometrical method. Though he had not yet
published anything, by the latter half of 1661 Spinoza had acquired
sufficient reputaton as a philosopher that Henry Oldenburg, soon to
become the first secretary of the Royal Society, sought him out in
Rijnsburg. After Oldenburg’s return to England, Spinoza sent him a
paper in which he tried to prove geometrically (i.e., by demonstradon
from definitions and axioms) a number of proposidons which would
later be central to Part I of the Etbics, for example, that it is of the
essence of a substance to exist, or that every substance must be infinite.
This paper has been lost, but we can reconstruct some of its content
from the correspondence (see the letters in §V of the Preliminaries).
Part of the interest of this early geometrical sketch of Part I of the Ethics
lies in what it tells us about Spinoza’s undogmatic attitude toward his
axioms. Oldenburg asks whether Spinoza regards them as principles
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INTRODUCTION

which neither need nor are capable of demonstration. Spinoza replies
that he does not insist that they have that status. But he does insist that
they are true. Later, in the Etbics, 2 number of these axioms will be
treated as propositions, that is, as truths capable of being demonstrated
from even more fundamental assumptions. Spinoza adopts a flexible at-
titude toward his axioms. If he puts a principle forward as an axiom and
it meets with opposition, then he may later try to find an argument for
it. Also of interest here is Spinoza’s tendency to define “attribute” in the
same terms he would later use for “substance.”

By 1663 Spinoza seems to have committed himself to the project of
developing his philosophy geometrically. An interesting exchange of
letters between him and his friend Simon de Vries (presented in §VII)
not only sheds further light on his view of definitions, but also shows
that a draft of (the greater part, at least; of) Part I of the Ethics was by
then circuladng among Spinoza’s friends, who had formed a study
group in Amsterdam in which they debated its meaning. They would
then write to Spinoza in Rijnsburg about any difficultes they had. It was
these friends who in the same year encouraged Spinoza to publish his
first work, a geometric exposidon of Descartes’ Principles of Philosophy.
Spinoza had originally developed a portion of this exposition while tu-
toring a young student in theology from the University of Leiden. His
friends found it so valuable that they requested him to expand what he
had previously done and assisted him in getting it published. This work
shows Spinoza to have a thorough grasp of the Cartesian philosophy. I
have excerpted two brief passages from it here: one in which Spinoza
criticizes Descartes’ solution to the problem of the Cartesian circle (and
offers his own alternative solution), and a second in which he criticizes
a Cartesian argument for the existence of God in the Third Meditation.
The latter selection is pardcularly important for its criticism of the ap-
parent distnction Descartes makes in that argument between a sub-
stance and its principal attribute. Spinoza maintains that there is no real
distinction between them, a view Descartes himself sometimes sub-
scribed to (cf. his Principles of Philosophy 1, 62). The identification of
substance with its principal attribute is crucial to a central argument of
Part I of the Ethics.

The preface to this work, written by Lodewijk Meyer at Spinoza’s
request, is also worth our attention here. Meyer calls Descartes “the
brightest star of our age” for having intoduced the mathematical
method into philosophy and for having uncovered “firm foundations”
for philosophy. The scholastc philosophy which preceded Descartes
{(and was still dominant in most universities at that time) had been futile,
and had led only to strife and disagreement, because it relied on merely
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probable arguments. But having praised Descartes generously for his
innovations, Meyer goes on to acknowledge that Spinoza himself re-
jected many of Descartes’ specific positions:

Descartes only assumes, but does not prove, that the human mind
is a substance thinking absolutely [i.e., unconditonally}. Though
our author [i.e., Spinoza] admits, of course, that there is a thinking
substance mn nature, he nevertheless denies that it constitutes the
essence of the human mind. Instead he believes that just as exten-
sion is determined by no limits, so also thought is determined by
no limits. Therefore, just as the human body is not extension abso-
lutely, but only an extension determined in a certain way, accord-
ing to the laws of exrended nature, by motion and rest, so also the
human mind, or soul, is not thought absolutely, but only a thought
determined in a certain way, according to the laws of thinking na-
ture, by ideas, a thought which, one infers, must exist when the
human body begins to exist. From this definition, he thinks, it is
not difficult to demonstrate that the will is not distinct from the
intellect, much less endowed with that liberty which Descartes as-
cribes to it. (1/132)

This brief passage foreshadows some of the central claims of the meta-
physic Spinoza was in the process of developing in the Ethics: neither
the human mind nor the human body is a substance, because each of
these entities lacks the independence of other minds or bodies which
would be required for it to be a substance; the mind’s determination by
other ideas parallels the body’s determination by other bodies, each in
accordance with unalterable laws. There is even a slight suggeston of
the mind’s ontological dependence on the body, in the observation that
it begins to exist when the body does.

But Spinoza is not content to declare (through Meyer) his disagree-
ment with Cartesian metaphysics. He also registers some reservations
about Cartesian methodology. When faced with certain problems (such
as the apparent contradiction between God’s preordination of all things
and human freedom), Descartes was willing to say that their solution
surpassed the human understanding. Spinoza will have none of this. If
rationalism consists in the conviction that everything is fundamentally
intelligible, then Spinoza was a much more consistent rationalist than
Descartes. So he had Meyer report his view that

all those things, and even many others more sublime and subtle,
can not only be conceived clearly and distinctly, but also explained
very satisfactorily—provided that the human intellect is guided in
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the search for truth and knowledge of things along a different path
from that which Descartes opened up and made smooth. The
foundations of the sciences brought to light by Descartes, and the
things he built on them, do not suffice to disentangle and solve all
the very difficult problems which occur in metaphysics. Different
foundations are required, if we wish our intellect to rise to that
pinnacle of knowledge. (ibid.)

Much as Spinoza admired Descartes’ use of the mathematical method,
he did not think Descartes had started in the right place. To begin with
a radical doubt about the existence of the external world and about the
truth of those simple propositions whose evidence forces our assent is a
mistake. As his cridque of Descartes’ answer to the accusation of circu-
lar reasoning had argued, if we start from a clear and distinct idea of
God, we will not be able to coherently state the hypothesis which
grounds such a doubt. So it is legitimate for us to take certain general
propositions of metaphysics as axiomatic without needing first to estab-
lish the reliability of our reason. Using those axioms (and appropriate
definitions) we can establish the existence and nature of God. And if we
follow the proper order, we should establish these truths about God
before we discuss the existence and nature of the human mind and its
relationship to the body. That is why the Etbics begins in the way thatit
does.

The Ethics is not only Spinoza’s masterwork, it is also his life’s work.
We know from the correspondence that he began wridng it early in the
1660s, that a substantial draft of the work was in existence by 1665, and
that he then put it aside to write his Theological-Political Treatise, which
appeared in 1670. He had published his exposition of Descartes’ philos-
ophy to pave the way for his Ezhics. His hope was that by demonstrating
his mastery of the new philosophy of Descartes, and by giving hints of
his advances on Descartes, he would generate sufficient interest in his
own writings that the leaders of his country would want to see them
published, and would protect him against any adverse consequences of
publication. I have suggested that the Theological-Political Treatise had a
similar motivation. But if Spinoza did think of the TPT as preparing the
way for the Ethics, he could not have been more mistaken. For his chal-
lenge to the theologians generated a storm of protest which made it
impossible for him to publish the latter work during his lifedme. He
continued to work on it during the years immediately following the
publication of the TPT and no doubt made many changes, particularly
in the latter part of the Ethics, which shows quite strongly the influence
on him of the philosophy of Hobbes, whom he had studied closely in
writing the Theological-Political Treatise.
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In the fall of 1675 he evidendy had the Ethics ready to go to the
publishers, for he writes to his friend Oldenburg that he was about to
leave for Amsterdam to see to its printing when

a rumor was spread everywhere that a book of mine about God was
in the press, and that in it I strove to show that there is no God.
Many people believed this rumor. So certain theologians—who
had, perhaps, started the rumor themselves—seized this opportu-
nity to complain about me to the Prince and the magistrates. More-
over, the stupid Cartesians, who are thought to favor me, would
not stop trying to remove this suspicion from themselves by de-
nouncing my opinions and writngs everywhere. When I learned
this from certain trustworthy men, who also told me the theolo-
gians were everywhere plotting against me, I decided to put off the
publication I was planning until I saw how the matter would turn

out. (Letter 63, IV/299)

In the end Spinoza had to settle for posthumous publication. He died
only about a year and 2 half after this, on 21 February 1677, of a lung
disease probably aggravated by the dust of the lenses he had been grind-
ing in order to support himself. A few months later his friends arranged
for the publication of the Ethics, along with his correspondence and
three other unfinished works: the Treatise on the Emendation of the Intel-
lect, the Political Treatise, and a Hebrew Grammar.

What is the nature of the work to which Spinoza devoted so much of his
adult life, the work on which his fame as a philosopher now primarily
rests?” We have seen that his contemporaries frequently accused him of
atheism, and that he had to defer publication of the Ethics because it was
alleged to be an atheistic work. Spinoza deeply resented this accusation.®
It is easy to see why he might think it unfair: the Ethics begins by con-
structing a geometric demonstraton of the existence of God (IP1l) and
ends by claiming that our salvation consists in the intellectual love of
God (VP36S). But the God whom Spinoza celebrates in this work has
not always seemed to other men to be recognizable as God. Spinoza’s
contemporary, Pascal, wrote that “the God of the philosophers is not

7 In what follows I sketch an interpretation of the Etbics developed at greater length in
Behind the Geometrical Method. Readers should be aware that the account I offer here is a
controversial one; many students of Spinoza would view these matters in a very different
light. But the risk of error is the price we pay for trying to reformulate Spinoza's ideas in
more illuminating and contemporary language.

8 See, for example, Letter 30. Part of Spinoza’s objection to the accusadon lay in what
he felt itimplied about his way of life: “For atheists usually seek honors and riches immaod-
erately; but all those who know me, know that I have always disdained these things”
(Letter 43, IV/219/16-18).
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the God of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob.” Spinoza’s God is very much the
God of the philosophers, a principle of explanation, a first cause of ev-
erything which exists, itself neither needing nor susceptible of explana-
tion by anything external to itself, an eternal, necessary being, standing
in contrast with the temporal, contingent beings we find in our daily
life, but not a personal being with thoughts, desires, and emodons, not
a creator of the universe, not a being who acts for the sake of any pur-
poses, and therefore not a being whose purposes might be manifested in
the world it causes. If a being must be a personal, purposeful creator to
rightly be called God, if anything other than the God of Abraham, Isaac,
and Jacob is not God, then Spinoza’ affirmadon of the God of the
philosophers (and implicit denial of the God of Abraham, Isaac, and
Jacob) is a form of atheism. On those assumptions, to say that God only
exists philosophically, that is, that only the God of the philosophers
exists, is to deny the existence of God. From his point of view Father
Solano may have been right to characterize Spinoza’s position as athe-
ism. One of the questions Spinoza forces us to ask is whether it is legiti-
mate to make those assumptions. If his argument in Part I of the Ethics
is correct, then there is a first cause of all things, an ultimate principle of
explanation, but that first cause cannot coherently be conceived as a
personal creator of the universe. From Spinoza’s point of view, if we
cannot accept his God as God, we can have no God at all.

The argument for this conclusion is couched in the terminology and
framed in the assumpdons of seventeenth-century Cartesian metaphys-
ics. It has force today just to the extent that we sall find that terminology
and those assumptions intelligible and plausible. Descartes had assumed
a world consisting of a plurality of material and immaterial substances,
most of them finite: bodies and minds, each possessing a principal at-
tribute which constituted the essence of the substance in question. The
essence of bodies consisted in their being extended things; the essence
of minds, in their being thinking things. The nonessential properties of
things, their modes, were particular specifications of these fundamental
attributes. The whole world of finite minds and bodies, with their con-
stantly changing modes, was created and continually sustained by the
Jinfinite mind, God, who was conceived as being both personal and su-
.. premely perfect.

One of the first controversial conclusions Spinoza tries to demon-
strate in the Erhics is that there cannot be more than one substance
having any given attribute (IPS5). The argument for this proposidon is
difficult to grasp and has been the subject of much debate among Spi-
noza’s commentators. But arguably it relies only on assumpdons which
would have been acceptable to any good Cartesian. Suppose we have
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two entities with the same atuibute, which are alleged to be distinct
substances. What is it which makes them distinct from one another?
Not their attribute, since that, by hypothesis, is the same. Not their
modes, since modes, by definition, are inessental, transitory states of
the substance to which they belong, which cannot be used to distinguish
one substance from another. (This is an implication of Descartes’ fa-
mous discussion of the piece of wax at the end of the Second Medita-
tion.) But there is nothing else by which our ‘two’ substances might be
distinguished, since whatever is, is either an attribute or a mode. This is
a consequence of Spinoza’s first axiom, plus the fact that Spinoza consis-
tently does, what Descartes does only intermittently: identify substance
with its atribute(s).

If this argument is successful, important consequences follow. For
example, since a substance could only be produced by another substance
of the same kind, if there cannot be two substances of the same kind,
substances cannot be produced, but must exist in virtue of their own
nature, which is to say that they must exist eternally (IPP6, 7, 19). Again,
since a finite substance would have to be limited by another substance of
the same kind, if there cannot be two substances of the same kind, no
substance can be finite (IP8). Most important, since God is defined as a
substance consisting of infinite attributes, he must exist (Pll), and his
existence must exclude the existence of any other substance, since any
other substance would have to share an attribute with hith (P14D). So
there is only one substance, God, and everything else is only a mode of
God (IPP14, 15).

From Cartesian assumptions a most uncartesian conclusion has been
drawn. What exactly is the import of this conclusion? What are we say-
ing when we say that there is just one substance, and that everything else
is a mode of that substance? Given the traditional association bétween
the concept of substance and the concept of a logical subject of predica-
tion, there is a strong temptadon to suppose that Spinoza’s monism
implies that there is only one subject of predication, of which every-
thing else is somehow a predicate. In his famous Dictionary ardcle on
Spinoza, Pierre Bayle gave in to this temptation, and concluded, reason-
ably enough on that supposidon, that Spinoza was talking nonsense,
that God would have to be the subject of contradictory predicates and
constant change. Clearly this was not Spinoza’s intentdon.

But the traditional theory of substance also tended to identify the
substantial with what has independent existence. In line with that strand
in the traditional theory, I suggest that Spinoza identifies his one sub-
stance with those permanent and pervasive features of the world he
sometimes calls fixed and eternal things, and sometimes calls the divine
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attributes. The claim that the world does possess these permanent and
pervasive features is, in effect, the claim that there is an ontological
foundation for science, that when we organize science as a deductive
system in which laws of greater generality are shown to entail laws of
lesser generality, then (if we have our science right) those laws are de-
scriptive of enduring and omnipresent features of reality. And the claim
-that everything else in the world is a mode of the one substance is the
claim that every other feature of the world can be shown to follow from
the most general of these permanent features (IP16). Some things fol-
low from the attributes in such a way that they too are permanent and
pervasive. That is to say that the most general of the permanent features
of reality have less general consequences which are equally permanent
and equally universal in their application. These are the infinite modes
whose production Spinoza describes in PP21-23. The most general
laws of science have as consequences less general laws, which, in spite of
their lesser generality, are applicable at all imes and places, and require
their own ontological foundation. Other things follow from the attri-
butes in such a way that they come into being and pass away at particular
times and places. These are the particular events or states of affairs
which follow from the laws of nature if (and only if) the appropriate
antecedent condidons are present, the finite modes of P28, which Spi-
noza there speaks of as if they were generated solely by the infinite series
of other finite modes preceding them in time, but which he surely
thinks could not have been so generated were it not for the influence
exerted at all times by the permanent features of reality. The world of
finite changing things stretches back into the infinite past: there was no
moment of creation. But the infinite series of finite things could not
have produced the world we know if it had not been determined to exist
and act in the way it does by a finite series of infinite causes, those per-
manent and pervasive features of reality described by the laws of nature.
The explanaton of any phenomenon in nature requires a knowledge
both of its antecedent conditions and of the laws governing the opera-
tion of those conditons. The requirement that we know antecedent
condiions means that no finite intellect can ever fully understand any
event. But the explanation of the laws themselves is finite, and compre-
hensible, since lower level laws must be explained in terms of higher
level, more general laws, and there is an inherent limit to the process of
going from a less general to a more general law.

Spinoza’s God is an ultimate principle of explanation. Itself the cause
of all things other than itself, it is also its own cause in the sense that the
permanent and pervasive features of reality described by the most gen-
eral laws of nature have no explanatdon other than their own nature.
Insofar as they are those features of reality described by the most gen-
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eral laws of nature, and insofar as explanadon must always be by deduc-
tion from more general principles, there is nothing else by which they
could be explained. That is why they possess the independence required
of substance.

" Descartes too had given the laws of nature an extremely important
role to play in his account of the nature of things, but he had tried to
explain them in a way compatible with Judaeo-Christian theology. As
one of the pioneers of the new science, he understood full well that
sciendfic explanation consists in uncovering the laws in accordance with
which things happen in nature. And he saw certain theological advan-
tages in treating these laws as an intermediary between God and the
world of finite things. Conceiving God as a perfect being, he recognized
that this must imply God’s immutability. But if God cannot change,
how can he be the continuous cause of a constantly changing world?
Descartes’ solution was to claim that God caused change in the finite
world by establishing the laws according to which change took place.
God causes change indirectly, by causing laws of change which are
themselves unchanging.

But what is the status of these laws? Descartes thought of them as
eternal, that is, necessary, truths, which would hold in any world God
might have created. When some of his contemporaries objected that it
seemed an infringement of God’s omnipotence to talk ahout the es-
sences of things as being eternal and immutable, Descartes’ reply was
that he did not conceive of the eternal truths as being independent of
God. Rather God had established them as a king might establish the
laws of his kingdom. They depend on his will, and are eternal and im-
mutable only because his will is eternal and immutable. But if the laws
of nature are the result of a divine choice, how can they be eternal and
immutable? Does not the very notion of choice imply that they could
have been otherwise? And if they could have been otherwise, how can it
be necessary now that they not be otherwise? For Spinoza, to introduce
a personal creator at this point was to give up the hope of a radonal
explanation of things, to betray the sciences Descartes had hoped to
found. Better to identify God himself with those most general princi-
ples of order described by the fundamental laws of nature. It is in this
sense that Spinoza does not separate God from nature; he does not
identify God with nature where nature is conceived simply as the total-
ity of finite things (IP29S).

If Part I of the Ethics explains the sense in which it is true that God
(only) exists philosophically, Part IT addresses the vexed question of the
nature of man and the relation of the humnan mind to the human body.
For Descartes a human being was a composite substance, whose constt-
uent substances were a mind and a body. Part of what was implied in
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characterizing the mind and the body as substances was that each pos-
sessed sufficient capacity for independent existence to be capable of ex-
isting without the other. By arguing for this conclusion, Descartes was
attempting to provide a metaphysical foundation for a belief in personal
immortality. Though he was never able to demonstrate that in fact the
mind does not die with the body, he did think he had demonstrated the
possibility of the mind’s separate existence, leaving it to the theologian
to provide grounds from revelation for believing in the actuality of that
separate existence.

Descartes, however, was not content to say merely that the mind and
the body were two distinct substances. Ultimately he wanted to argue
also that the human mind is not present in the body “as a sailor is pres-
ent in his ship,” but is very closely conjoined to it, so that together mind
and body constitute one thing and are, as he put it, “substantally
united.” Descartes was never able to explain clearly what this substantal
union consisted in, but he seems to have been led to affirm it by the very
special relationship each mind has to the particular body to which it is
united: it feels what happens in that body in a way it does not feel what
happens in other bodies and it cares about what happens in that body in
a way it does not care about what happens in other bodies.

From Spinoza’s point of view, Descartes’ talk of the substantial union.
of mind and body is an awkward way of expressing a truth more happily
put by saying that the mind and body are one and the same thing, “con-
ceived now under the attribute of Thought, now under the atuibute of
Extension.” (IIP21S) If the talk of substantial union is meant to imply
that the human mind and the human body, though each a substance in
its own right, nevertheless combine to form yet a third substance, it
cannot be right, of course. Part I has shown that there is only one sub-
stance. This squares with the teaching of experience, which shows that
the mind cannot be a substance because of its dependence on the body
(cf. E IIIP2S). Nevertheless, it is true that each human mind has a spe-
cial relationship to some particular body: the essence of the human
mind is to be the idea (in the attribute of thought) of the human body
(in the attribute of extension) (ITPP11, 13). For Spinoza this relation-
ship is only a special case of a parallelism existing throughout the attri-
butes of thought and extension. For every mode of extension, there is in
thought an idea of that mode, and for every mode of thought which has
a mode of extension as its object, there is in extension a mode corre-
sponding to that idea.

Spinoza’s way of putting this in Part II is to say that “the order and
connection of ideas is the same as the order and connection of things”
(IIP7). The argument he offers for this proposition is brief and not in
itself convincing, but with a litdle imaginaton (and the help of some of
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Spinoza’s earlier works) we can reconstruct an alternative argument for
the same conclusion, drawing party on doctrines common to Descartes
and Spinoza and partly on theses Spinoza claims to have demonstrated
in Part I:

1. My mind is a thinking thing, but it is finite, and thus cannot be
a thinking substance, since every substance is infinite.

2. Since my mind cannot be a substance, and everything which
exists must be either a substance or a mode, my mind must be a
mode of thought. There is, then, at least one mode of thought.

3. If there is a mode of thought, there must be a thinking sub-
stance.

4. There must be 2 thinking substance, and since there is only one
substance, God, God is a thinking substance.

So far what we have is only an alternate demonstration of IIPl. We can
easily add a demonstradon of IIP2:

5. We are aware of a certain body (viz. our own body), which is
finite, and therefore cannot be a substance.

6. There is, then, at least one mode of extension.

. . - . >
7. But the existence of modes of extension implies the existence of
an extended substance, and since God is the only substance, God is
an extended substance.

These proposidons being established, the parallelism follows swiftly:

8. As a thinking and extended substance, God must be infinite and
perfect.

9. Since God is an infinite and perfect thinking substance, it must
have an idea of each existing mode of extension. And if God is
perfect, it cannot have an idea of a mode of extension, if no such
mode exists.

10. Since every mode of extension or of thought must exist in a
substance, and there is only one substance for them to exist in,

- every mode of extension or of thought is a mode of the one sub-
stance.

11. So, in God, the one substance, for every mode of extension
existing in God, there is an idea of that mode, and for every idea of
a mode of extension, there is a mode of extension corresponding to

that idea.
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Since the human mind does involve an idea of the human body, and
there can be no idea of the human body other than the one which exists
in God, this argument leads to an identfication of the human mind with
the idea existing in God of the human body, and the claim that the
human mind is part of the infinite intellect of God (IIP11C). It leads
also to Spinoza’s famous doctrine of panpsychism. For if the human
mind is just the idea existing in God of the human body, if there must
be an idea in God of every other mode of extension, then every other
body must have a mind in precisely the same sense that man does. Spi-
noza puts this by saying that all things are animate (IIP13S), but he
hastens to add that they are animate in different degrees. A mind’s ca-
pacity for thought is strictly correlated with its body’s capacity for inter-
action with its environment. So the minds of very simple things, which
can only act and be acted on in very limited ways, are capable of thought
only to a very limited extent. We are not to imagine that stones feel
pain, much less that they think of Vienna.

Given the above, we can also see, I think, why Spinoza was led to
claim that the mind and the body are one and the same thing, conceived
in different ways. If they were really distnct from one another, in the
sense in which Descartes had understood that term, each would have to
be capable of existing apart from the other. But the argument for paral-
lelism has led to the conclusion that whenever the mode of thought
which consttutes my mind exists, the mode of extension which const-
tutes my body must also exist in the same substance. The converse also
holds: whenever my body exists, my mind must also exist in the same
substance. Neither can exist without the other; they are not really dis-
tinct from one another. But they are conceptually distinct from one
another. To conceive this one thing as a mind is to conceive it as a mode
of the attribute of thought; to conceive it as a body is to conceive it as a
mode of the attribute of extension.

Spinoza’s doctrine that the mind and the body are one thing, con-
ceived in different ways, sounds like a form of materialism, and given
only that doctrine, we might well expect Spinoza to hold the view Fa-
ther Solano reported to the inquisitors: the soul dies with the body.
This makes it all the more puzzling that, in addition to the arguments
for the immortality of the soul which we find in the Short Treatise, we
also find in the fifth part of the Ethics an argument that “something of
the mind” which is eternal remains when the body is destroyed (VP23).
Spinoza scholars have exerted a great deal of energy trying to reconcile
what has seemed to them an inconsistency in Spinoza’s position here,
and it would be beyond the scope of this introduction to try to resolve
that debate. I make only these observations: it does appear that Spinoza
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is trying to find a place in his system for a popular belief which he thinks
cannot be true in the way in which it is ordinarily understood, but which
he thinks can be reinterpreted in a way which will express a philosophi-
cal truth (cf. VP23S, P34S); it seems clear that what ‘remains’ after the
destruction of the body is not, for Spinoza, a person continuous with
the person who existed before the destruction of the body. For Spinoza
emphasizes that the capacities for imagination and memory exist only as
long as the body exists (VP21), and he seems to regard continuity of
memory as essential to the continued existence of the same person
(IVP39S). If the soul survives the death of the body, this is so “only
philosophically,” that is, in the sense that an idea of the essence of the
body is contained eternally in God’s infinite idea, which is an infinite
mode of the atibute of thought (VP23D, IIP8C). This explanation
itself, of course, would require much explanaton in a comprehensive
exposition of Spinoza’s philosophy.

To say that the Jewish law is not the true law is to imply a knowledge
of what the true law is. One way of looking at the latter part of Spinoza’s
Ethics is as an attempt to specify that true law. In the Theological-Political
Treatise Spinoza had argued that the law of Moses, with all of its cere-
monial requirements, was not intended as a universal law, binding on all
men, but only as a prescription for the Jewish people; that it was aimed
at the preservation of the Jewish state, and was not binding gven on the
Jewish people after the destruction of their state. There Spinoza had
summed up the true, universal law in the precept that we should love
God as the supreme good, it being understood that this love of God
entailed love of, and justice toward, one’s neighbor. But his argument
there for regarding the love of God as man’s supreme good was very
brief and sketchy. He left the provision of detail, the full discussion and
rational defense of the way of life this end required, to the comprehen-
sive treatise on ethics he already had under way, that is, to the work we
know as his Ethics.

In a properly philosophical treatment of the right way of living, the
true law will not be thought of as an arbitrary commandment, issued by
a personal God, to a being capable either of obeying or of disobeying,
and subject to extrinsic rewards and penalties, depending on whether he
chooses obedience or disobedience.’” Rather, the law will be thought of
as a system of eternal truths, following from the nature of man in the
same way the properties of a triangle follow from its definition, instruct-
ing us as to the necessary consequences of acdng one way rather than
another, and deriving whatever motivational force it has from the fact

? See the excerpt from the Theological-Political Treatise in Preliminaries II.D.
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that, whether we are conscious of it or not, we necessarily desire certain
ends. The first step toward a philosophical treatment of the true law,
therefore, is to expand the theory of human nature whose metaphysical
outlines were given in Part II by developing the systematic psychology
of Part IIL.

In the seventeenth century developing 2 systematic psychology in-
volved giving an account of the various passions to which man was lia-
ble. Descartes’ last work, The Passions of the Sout, had been an attempt to
define the principal human passions, with a view toward learning how to
subject those passions to reason, as a means of reaching true peace of
mind. Spinoza is engaged in a similar project: he will identdfy three
primitive passions—desire, joy, and sadness—though he will prefer to
call them affects, since sometimes we are active, and not passive, when
we are in these states; he will attempt to explain how all other human
affects—love and hate, hope and fear, self-esteemn and humility, and the
like—are particular complications of these basic three, usually because
they involve the combination of a purely affective state (like joy) with
some kind of cognitive state (such as a belief about an external object
that it is the cause of the joy); and he will do all this with a view to
determining which affects are good, or in accordance with reason, and
which are evil, or contrary to reason. Psychology is in the service of
ethics here. Ultimately we want to know how to control, as far as possi-
ble, those affects which are contrary to reason.

But Spinoza’s psychology, unlike Descartes’, is not primarily classifi-
catory. Conceiving man as a part of nature, rather than as a dominion
within a dominion, he is convinced that human behavior exemplifies
laws as strict as any in physics, laws which can be organized into a de-
ductive systemn in which the less general laws (those, say, which explain
the behavior of people in the grip of some particular affect, like hate or
envy or jealousy) are derived from more fundamental principles. Part of
the task of psychology is to systematize those laws.!° Chief among them
is the Jaw Spinoza enunciates in ITIP6: “Each thing, as far as it can by its
own power, strives to persevere in its being.” As Spinoza interprets this
principle, sometimes referred to as the conatus doctrine (from the Latin
word here translated as “striving™), it requires not merely that things
strive for self-preservation, but also that they strive to increase their
power of action (IIIP12). From this basic principle (together, some-
dmes, with assumptions from Part II about how man’s cognitive powers
function), Spinoza undertakes to deduce a great many principles which

® That Spinoza does conceive this to be the task of psychology seems a strong
confirmadon of the interpretation I advanced above of his theory of causality and
explanation.
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he thinks will be helpful in constructing a rational plan of life: for exam-
ple, that hate is increased by being returned, but can be destroyed by
love (TITP43), or that hate is destroyed if the sadness it involves is at-
tached to the idea of another cause (IITP48).

The conarus doctrine functions not only as a foundadon for psychol-
ogy, but also as a foundaton for ethics, insofar as it gives content to the
notion of a rational plan of life. Spinoza defines the good as “what we
certainly know to be useful to us” (IVD1) and evil as “what we certainly
know prevents us from being masters of some good” (IVD2). We can
identfy what is truly useful to us with what helps us to persevere in our
being and increase our power of action, for these are ends we necessarily
have. Insofar as our actions can be explained by our stiving for these
things, we act in accordance with reason and we act virtuously
(IVP18S). Insofar as our lives are dominated by affects which express
this striving, we possess the good. So, for example, when the body’s
overall power of acting is increased (and hence the mind’s overall power
of thinking is increased), we experience that special kind of joy Spinoza
calls cheerfulness, and this is always good (IVP42). On the other hand,
when our overall power of acting and thinking is decreased, we experi-
ence melancholy, which is always evil. Other affects require more com-
plex judgments. Sometimes we may feel a pleasure which in itself is
good, but overall is evil because it interferes with the total functioning
of mind and body (IVP43). And sometimes affects like pity, humility,
and repentance, which in themselves involve sadness and to that extent
are evil, may, because of their consequences, be more useful than harm-
ful (IVPP50, 53, 54). But hate, and related affects, like envy, Tnockery,
anger, and vengeance, can never be good IVP45, 45C). The feelings
and behavior which the Ethics recommends as good, it recommends as
necessary means to a necessary end; those which it condemns as evil, it
condemns as necessarily frustrating that end.

Of the various things which are useful to man, none, according to
Spinoza, is more useful than his fellow man (IVP18S). So one of the first
requirements of reason is that people should seek “to form associations,
to bind themselves by those bonds most apt to make one people of
them, and absolutely, to do those things which serve to strengthen
friendships” (IVApp12). The central association which people ration-
ally pursuing their self-interest must form is the state (IVP37S2). For
only if individual human beings come together to create an entty with
the power to prescribe a common rule of life, to make laws, and to
enforce them with the threat of punishment for violation, will they have
any reasonable level of security against the possibility of harm from
their fellows. Spinoza accepts this Hobbesian conclusion, not on the
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Hobbesian ground thart the rational pursuit of self-interest in the state
of nature would lead to preemptive violence of each individual against
every other individual, but on the Spinozistic ground that people are
not reliably ratonal. Instead they are regularly subject to passions which
are capable of overpowering their rational desires. If they lived accord-
ing to the guidance of reason, they would be able to possess their natural
right to pursue their own interest without injury to anyone else. Because
they do not, the state is necessary to prevent outbreaks of violence
which would be disadvantageous to all concerned.

This difference between Hobbes and Spinoza comes partly from a
difference of opinion about what is truly good, or about what would be
desired by someone who was thinking clearly about her own interests.
Hobbes sees people as necessarily competing for such things as honor,
riches, and power over others, goods which cannot be shared without at
least one of those who shares having less than she would have had other-
wise. Spinoza, on the other hand, thinks that the highest good is the
knowledge of God (IVP28)—understood as a knowledge of nature
(VP24)—and this is a good which can be shared by many without any-
one’s portion being thereby diminished. In fact, I think Spinoza at-
taches the importance he does to friendship because he sees that as
friends share their knowledge with each other, each finds that his own
portion of knowledge is increased. The state is necessary not only as a
device for preventing violence, but also as providing the only environ-
ment in which people will be able to cultivate their highest capacity, the
capacity for knowledge.

Part IIT of the Ethics undertakes to explain the causes and conse-
quences of the ways people commonly act. Part IV attempts to turn
these descriptive laws into a set of prescriptions, dictates of reason, the
free man’s substitute for the law of Moses. Given people’s fundamental
desires, and given the necessary consequences of acting one way rather
than another, 2 man of reason, a free man, would love even his enemies
(IVP46), would always act honestly and not deceptvely IVP72), would
strive to bind other men to him in friendship (IVAppl2), and so on. But
men are not free; they do not, for the most part, act according to the
dictates of reason. On the contrary, nothing is clearer than that they
often see the better course and follow the worse (IVPref, P17S). One of
Spinoza’s purposes in Parts IIT and I'V has been to explain why this is so,
why our passions exercise such great power over us.

In Part V one of his purposes is to explain how we can, in some mea-
sure, bring those passions under the power of reason. His most prom-
ising strategies for doing this rely on the fact that many affects involve
a cognitive element. Hate, for example, is defined as sadness accom-
panied by the idea of an external cause, that is, by a belief about some
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person or thing that it is the cause of my sadness. If that belief is false
or ill-founded, as may often be the case, I may be able to rid myself of
my hate by coming to recognize the inadequacy of the belief it involved
(VP2). I may, of course, stll be sad, but sadness is, in general, a less
harmful emotion than hate, since it does not perpetuate a vicious cycle
of atternpts to harm and to retaliate for harm. Similarly, Spinoza ar-
gues that if we come to understand the actions of others as a necessary
effect of the circumstances in which they were placed, this will tend
to diminish the negative emotons we feel toward them, redirecting
them at other, possibly less harmful targets. For example (to use the
jargon of contemporary psychotherapy), if I come to understand your
actions as the product of low self-esteem, caused long ago by negative
lessons learned from parents and teachers, the anger [ feel toward them
may be less dangerous to my well-being, since I may not have to deal
with them in any direct way. Spinozistic therapy may require favorable
circumstances to be effective, but that, unfortunately, is tue of any
therapy.

Since the Erkics was published only after Spinoza’s death, he was un-
able to respond to the criticisms its publication provoked. But his work
did circulate in"manuscript form before it was published and received
some very illuminaung criticisin from a young German nobleman,
Ehrenfried Walther von Tschimhaus, who carried on an extended cor-
respondence with Spinoza, sometimes through their mutual friend,
George Hermann Schuller. Both Tschirnhaus and Schuller had been
students at the University of Leiden. This correspondence ranged over
a variety of subjects: freedom, the relaton among the attributes, the
nature of the infinite modes, and the deduction of bodies from the na-
ture of extension. Our selectons conclude with highlights from that
correspondence.

I1. BiBriograPHICAL NOTE

Most of the transladons in this volume come from Volume I of The
Collected Works of Spinoza (Princeton University Press, 1985), and incor-
porate numerous corrections suggested to me by readers of that vol-
ume. (Thanks are due to Jonathan Bennett, Peter Ghiringelli, Timothy
O’Hagan, and especially Samuel Shirley.) The wanslations of excerpts
from the Theological-Political Treatise and of letters with a number
greater than 29 foreshadow the appearance of Volume II. Where mate-
rials in this volume appeared in Volume I of The Collected Works of Spi-
noza, the work of translation was done largely with the research support
of the Australian National University. Where they foreshadow material
which will appear in Volume II, I have had support from the National
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Endowment for the Humanides, the Guggenheim Foundation, the Na-
tional Humanides Center and the University of Illinois at Chicago.

Students at any level who want more biographical information about
Spinoza might consult the two early biographies of Spinoza mentioned
in the text: the one by Colerus (an English translation of which is pub-
lished as an appendix to Pollock’s Spimoza, His Life and Philosophy, Lon-
don, 1899), the other by Jean Maximilian Lucas (translated by Abraham
Wolf in The Oldest Biography of Spinoza, London, 1927). These are the
source of many well-known anecdotes about Spinoza; be warned that
modern scholars are skeptical of many of the stories they tell. Bayle’s
article on Spinoza in his Historical and Critical Dictionary also contains
valuable biographical information, and is interesting as an example of
how an intelligent contemporary could radically misread Spinoza. Of
more recent biographies, Dan Levin’s Spinoza, the Young Thinker Who
Destroyed the Past (New York: Weybright and Talley, 1970) is highly
readable and will make available many of the results of twenteth-cen-
tury research; Lewis Feuer’s Spinoza and the Rise of Liberalism, 2d ed.
(New Brunswick, N.J.: Transacdon Books, 1987) also contains valuable
information and perspectives. Henry Allison’s Benedict de Spinoza: An
Introduction (Yale University Press, 1987) is an excellent general intro-
duction to Spinoza’s thought, as is Stuart Hampshire’s Spinoze (Pen-
guin, 1951). My own Behind the Geometrical Method (Princeton, 1988) is
intended to provide beginning students with a guide to the Ethics.

More advanced students should consult the careful survey of the
sources for a biography in H. G. Hubbeling’s “Spinoza’s Life. A Synop-
sis of the Sources and Some Documents,” Giornale critico della filosofia
ftakiana 56 (1977): 390-409; A. M. Vaz Dias and W. G. van der Tak,
Spinoza, Merchant and Awntodidact, in Studia Rosenthaliana 16 (1982):
103-195; I. S. Revah, Spinoza et le Doctenr Fuan de Prado (La Haye: Mou-
ton, 1959) and “Aux origines de la rupture spinozienne,” Revue des études
Juives 3 (1964): 359-43]; K. O. Meinsma, Spinoza et son Cercle (Paris:
Vrin, 1983); Yirmiahu Yovel, Spinoza and Other Heretics (Princeton,
1989), especially the first volume; and Richard Popkin, The History of
Skepticismm from Erasmus to Spinoza (University of California Press,
1979). The most important recent commentaries on the Ezhics are Jon-
athan Bennett’s 4 Study of Spinoza’s Ethics (Hackett, 1984) and Alan
Donagan’s Spinoza (University of Chicago Press, 1988).

III. ABBREVIATIONS AND OTHER CONVENTIONS

“NS” introduces a variant reading from the Dutch translation of Spi-
noza’s works which appeared at the same ume as the Opera posthuma.
When “or” is in italics, it translates the Latin sive or sex, which normally
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indicates an equivalence rather than an alternative. I put scare quotes
around the word “auribiite” whenever Spinoza uses it to refer to items
which are commonly (but in his view, wrongly) called attributes of God.
Footnotes with an asterisk atrached are Spinoza’s. Those without are
mine. Roman numerals refer to parts of the Ethics. Arabic numerals are
used for axioms, definitions, propositions, and the like.

E = Ethics

A = Axiom

P = Proposition

D (following a Roman numeral) = Definition

D (following P + an arabic numeral) = the Demonstration of
the propositon

C = Corollary

S = Scholium

Exp = Explanadon

L = Lemma

Post = Postulate

Pref = Preface

App = Appendix

DefAff = the definitions of the affects at the end of Part ITI

So “E ID1” refers to Definition 1 of Part I of the Ezhics. “E ITIP15C”
refers to the corollary to Propositon 15 of Part ITI, and so on. A refer-
ence like “IV/299” refers to the volume and page numbers in the stan-
dard edition of Spinoza’s works, Opera, 4 vols., ed. C. Gebhardt (Hei-
delberg: C. Winter, 1925).
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Preliminaries

I. A PoRTRAIT OF THE PHILOSOPHER
1
AS A YoUNG ManN

[1] After experience had taught me that all the things which regularly
occur in ordinary life are empty and fudle, and I saw that all the things
which were the cause or object of my fear had nothing of good or bad
in themselves, except insofar as [my] mind was moved by them, I re-
solved at last to try to find out whether there was anything which would
be the true good, capable of communicating itself, and which alone
would affect the mind, all others being rejected—whether there was
something which, once found and acquired, would continuously give
me the greatest joy, to eternity.

[2] I say that I resolved at last—for at first glance it seemed ill-advised
to be willing to lose something certain for something then uncertain. I
saw, of course, the advantages that honor and wealth bring, and that I
would be forced to abstain from seeking them, if I wished to devote
myself seriously to something new and different; and if by chance the
greatest happiness lay in them, I saw that I should have to do without it.
But if it did not lie in them, and T devoted my energies only to acquiring
them, then I would equally go without it.

(3] So I wondered whether perhaps it would be possible to reach my
new goal—or at least the certainty of attaining it—without changing the
conduct and plan of life which I shared with other men. Often I tried
this, but in vain. For most things which present themselves in life, and
which, to judge from their actions, men think to be the highest good,
may be reduced to these three: wealth, honot, and sensual pleasure. The
mind is so distracted by these three that it cannot give the slightest
thought to any other good.

(4] For as far as sensual pleasure is concerned, the mind is so caught
up in it, as if at peace in 2 [true] good, that it is quite prevented from
thinking of anything else. But after the enjoyment of sensual pleasure is
past, the greatest sadness follows. If this does not completely engross,
stll it thoroughly confuses and dulls the mind.

The mind is also distracted not a little by the pursuit of honors and
wealth, particularly when the latter is sought only for its own sake, be-
cause it is assumed to be the highest good. [5] But the mind is far more
distracted by honor. For this is always assumed to be good through itself
and the ultimate end toward which everything is directed.

! From the Treatise on the Emendation of the Intellect, Bruder §§1-17.
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Nor do honor and wealth have, as sensual pleasure does, repentance
as a natural consequence. The more each of these is possessed, the more
joy is increased, and hence the more we are spurred on to increase them.
But if our hopes should chance to be frustrated, we experience the
greatest sadness. And finally, honor has this great disadvantage: to pur-
sue it, we must direct our lives according to other men’s powers of un-
derstanding—fleeing what they commonly flee and seeking what they
commonly seek.

[6] Since I saw that all of these things stood in the way of my working
toward this new goal, indeed were so opposed to it that one or the other
must be given up, I was forced to ask what would be more useful to me.
For as I say, I seemed to be willing to lose the certain good for the
uncertain one. But after I had considered the matter a little, I first found
that, if I devoted myself to this new plan of life, and gave up the old, I
would be giving up a good by its nature uncertain (as we can clearly infer
from what has been said) for one uncertain not by its nature (for I was
seeking a permanent good) but only in respect to its attainment.

[7] By persistent meditation, however, I came to the conclusion that,
if only I could resolve, wholeheartedly, [to change my plan of life], I
would be giving up certain evils for a certain good. For I saw that I was
in the greatest danger, and that I was forced to seek a remedy with all my
strength, however uncertain it might be—like a man suffering from a
fatal illness, who, foreseeing certain death unless he employs a remedy,
is forced to seek it, however uncertain, with all his strength. For all his
hope lies there. But all those things men ordinarily strive for, not only
provide no remedy to preserve our being, but in fact hinder that preser-
vation, often cause the destruction of those who possess them, and al-
ways cause the destruction of those who are possessed by them.

[8] There are a great many examples of people who have suffered
persecuton to the death on account of their wealth, or have exposed
themselves to so many dangers to acquire wealth that they have at last
paid the penalty for their folly with their life. Nor are there fewer exam-
ples of people who, to attain or defend honor, have suffered most miser-
ably. And there are innumerable examples of people who have hastened
their death through too much sensual pleasure.

[9] Furthermore, these evils seemed to have arisen from the fact that
all happiness or unhappiness is placed in the quality of the object to
which we cling with love. For strife will never arise on account of what
is not loved, nor will there be sadness if it perishes, nor envy if it is
possessed by another, nor fear, nor hatred—in a word, no disturbances
of the mind. Indeed, all these happen only in the love of those things
that can perish, as all the things we have just spoken of can do.

(10] But love toward the eternal and infinite thing feeds the mind
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with a joy entirely exempt from sadness. This is greatly to be desired,
and to be sought with all our strength.

But not without reason did I use these wotds if only I could resolve in
earnest. For though T perceived these things [NS: this evil] so clearly in
my mind, I sdll could not, on that account, put aside all greed, desire for
sensual pleasure, and love of esteem.

[11] I saw this, however: that so long as the mind was turned toward
these thoughts, it was turned away from those things, and was think-
ing seriously about the new goal. That was a great comfort to me. For
I saw that those evils would not refuse to yield to remedies. And al-
though in the beginning these intervals were rare, and lasted a very
short tme, nevertheless, after the true good became more and more
known to me, the intervals became more frequent and longer—espe-
cially after I saw that the acquisition of money, sensual pleasure, and
esteem are only obstacles so long as they are sought for their own sakes,
and not as means to other things. But if they are sought as means, then
they will have a limit, and will not be obstacles at all. On the contrary,
they will be of great use in attaining the end on account of which they
are sought, as we shall show in its place.

[12] Here I shall only say briefly what I understand by the true good,
and at the same time, what the highest good is. To understand this
properly, it must be noted that good and bad are said of dyings only in
a certain respect, so that one and the same thing can be called both good
and bad according to different respects. The same applies to perfect and
imperfect. For nothing, considered in its own nature, will be called per-
fect or imperfect, especially after we have recognized that everything
that happens happens according to the eternal order, and according to
certain laws of Nature.

[13] But since human weakness does not grasp that order by its own
thought, and meanwhile man conceives a human nature much stronger
and more enduring than his own, and at the same time sees that nothing
prevents his acquiring such a nature, he is spurred to seek means that
will lead him to such a perfection. Whatever can be a means to his
attaining it is called a true good; but the highest good is to arrive—
together with other individuals if possible—at the enjoyment of such a
nature. What that nature is we shall show in its proper place: that it is
the knowledge of the union that the mind has with the whole of Nature.

[14] This, then, is the end I aim at: to acquire such a nature, and to
strive that many acquire it with me. That is, it is part of my happiness
to take pains that many others may understand as I understand, so that
their intellect and desire agree entrely with my intellect and desire. To
do this it is necessary, firsz, to understand as much of Nature as suffices
for acquiring such a nature; zext, to form a society of the kind that is
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desirable, so that as many as possible may attain it as easily and surely as
possible.

[15] Third, attention must be paid to Moral Philosophy and to In-
struction concerning the Educadon of children. Because Health is no
small means to achieving this end, fourth, the whole of Medicine must
be worked out. And because many difficult things are rendered easy by
ingennity, and by it we can gain much time and convenience in life, fif2h,
Mechanics is in no way to be despised.

[16] Before anything else we must devise a way of healing the intel-
lect, and purifying it, as much as we can in the beginning, so that it
understands things successfully, without error and as well as possible.
Everyone will now be able to see that I wish to direct all the sciences
toward one end and goal, namely, that we should achieve, as we have
said, the highest human perfecton. So anything in the sciences which
does nothing to advance us toward our goal must be rejected as useless—
in a word, all our actvites and thoughts are to be directed to this end.

[17] But while we pursue this end, and devote ourselves to bringing
the intellect back to the right path, it is necessary to live. So we are
forced, before we do anything else, to assume certain rules of living as
good:

1. To speak according to the power of understanding of ordinary
people, and do whatever does not interfere with our attaining our
purpose. For we can gain a considerable advantage from this, if we
yield as much to their understanding as we can. Moreover, in this
way, they will give a favorable hearing to the tuth.

2. To enjoy pleasures just so far as suffices for safeguarding our
health.

3. Finally, to seek money, or anything else, just so far as suffices for
sustaining life and health, and conforming to those customs of the
community that do not conflict with our aim.

JI. A CriTiQUE oF TraDpITIONAL RELIGION

A. On Religion and Superstition®

(1] If men could manage all their affairs by a certain plan, or if fortune
were always favorable to them, they would never be in the grip of super-
stition. But since they are often reduced to such straits that they can
bring no plan into operation, and since they generally vacillate wretch-

? From the preface to the Theological-Political Treatise, Bruder §§1-4, 7-10, 14-20.
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edly between hope and fear, from an immoderate desire for the uncer-
tain goods of fortune, for the most part their hearts are ready to believe
anything at all. While they are in doubt, a slight impulse drives them
this way or that; and this happens all the more easily when, torn by hope
and fear, they are at a loss to know what to do; at other times they are
too trusting, boastful, and overconfident.

[2] Everyone, 1 think, knows this, though most people, I believe, do
not know themselves. For no one has lived among men without seeing
that, when they are prospering, even those who are quite inexperienced
are generally so overflowing with wisdom that they believe themselves
to be wronged if anyone wants to give them advice. In adversity, on the
other hand, they do not know where to turn and humbly ask advice of
everyone. They hear no advice so foolish and so absurd or groundless
that they do not follow it. They hope now for better things, and then
again fear worse, all for the slightest reasons. [3] For if, while-shey are
tormented by fear, they see something happen which reminds them of
some past good or evil, they think that it portends either a fortunate or
an unfortunate outcome, and for that reason they call it a favorable or
unfavorable omen, even though it may deceive them a hundred tmes.
Again, if they see something unusual, and wonder greatly at it, they
believe it to be a portent of disaster, which indicates the anger of the
Gods or of the supreme God. Prey to superstition and congrary to reli-
gion, men consider it a sacrilege not to avert the disaster by sacrifices
and votive offerings. They create countless fictions and interpret nature
in amazing ways, as if the whole of nature were as insane as they are.

[4] In these circumstances, we see that it is particularly those who
immoderately desire uncertain things who are thoroughly enslaved to
every kind of superstiaon, and that they all invoke divine aid with vodve
offerings and unmanly tears, especially when they are in danger and
cannot help themselves. Because reason cannot show a certain way to
the hollow things they desire, they call it blind, and human wisdom
hollow. The delusions of the imaginaton, on the other hand, and
dreams and childish follies they believe to be divine answers. Indeed,
they believe God rejects the wise, and writes his decrees not in the mind,
but in the entrails of animals, or that fools, madmen, and birds foretell
his decrees by divine inspiration and prompting. Thus does fear make
men insane.

[7] Whatever some may say, who think that superstiion arises from
the fact that all mortals have a certain confused idea of divinity, from the
cause of superstdon I have given, it follows clearly, [first,] that all men
by nature are liable to superstition; next, that, like all delusions of the
mind and impulses of frenzy, it must be very fluctuating and inconstant;
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and finally, that it is preserved only by hope, hate, anger, and deception,
because it arises, not from reason, but only from the most effective of
affects.

[8] As easily, then, as men are taken in by any kind of superstition, it
is just as difficult to make them stand firm in one and the same superst-
tion. Indeed, because the common people always remain equally
wretched, they are never satisfied for long, but are most pleased by what
is new, and has not yet deceived them. This inconstancy, indeed, has
been the cause of many outbreaks of disorder and bloody wars. For as is
evident from what we have just said, and as Curtius noted very aptly,
“Nothing sways the masses more effectively than superstition.” That is
why they are easily led, under the pretext of religion, now to worship
their Kings as Gods, now to curse and loathe them as the common
plague of the human race.

[9] To avoid this evil [of inconstancy], immense zeal is brought to
bear to embellish religion—whether true or false—with ceremony and
pomp, so that it will be considered weightier than every [other] influ-
ence and always worshiped by everyone with the utmost deference. The
Turks have succeeded so well at this that they consider it a sacrilege
even to discuss [matters of religion] and they fill everyone’s judgment
with so many prejudices that they leave no room in the mind for sound
Teason even to suggest a doubt.

[10] But if the great secret of monarchic rule, and its whole interest,
is to keep men deceived and to cloak in the specious name of religion
the fear by which they must be checked, so that they will fight for slavery
as they would for salvation, and will think it not shameful, but an honor-
able achievement, to give their life and blood that one man may have a
ground for boasting, nevertheless, in a free state nothing more unfortu-
nate can be contrived or attempted. For it is completely contrary to the
common freedom to fill the free judgment of each man with prejudices,
or to restrain it in any way. . . .

[14] I have often wondered that men who boast of their allegiance to
the Christan religion—that is, to love, gladness, peace, continence, and
honesty toward all—would contend so unfairly against one another, and
indulge daily in the bitterest hate toward one another, so that each
man’s faith is known more easily from the latter [i.e., his hate] than from
the former [i.e., his love, etc.]. For long ago things reached the point
where you can hardly know what anyone is, whether Christan, Turk,
Jew, or Pagan, except by the external grooming and dress of his body, or
because he frequents this or that place of worship, or because he is at-

3 * History of Alexander the Great, IV, x, 7.
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tached to this or that opinion, or because he is accustomed to swear by
the words of some teacher. All lead the same kind of life.

[15] What, then, is the cause of this evil? Doubtless that to ordinary
people religion has consisted in regarding the ministry of a church as a
position worthy of respect, its offices as sources of income, and its clergy
as deserving the highest honor. For as soon as this abuse began in the
church, the worst men acquired a great desire to administer the sacred
offices; the love of propagating divine religion degenerated into sordid
greed and ambition, and the house of worship itself into a theater,
where one hears not learned ecclesiastics, but orators, each possessed by
a longing, not to teach the people, but to carry them away with admira-
tion for himself, to censure publicly those who disagree, and to teach
only those new and unfamiliar doctrines which the people most admire.
From this, of course, there had to come great quarrels, envy, and hate,
whose violence no passage of time could lessen.

[16] It is no wonder, then, that nothing has remained of the religion
that used to be, beyond its external ceremony, by which the people seem
more to flatter God than to worship him, no wonder that faith is noth-
ing now but credulity and prejudices. And what prejudices! They turn
men from rational beings into beasts, since they completely prevent
everyone from using his free judgment and from distinguishing the
true from the false, and seem deliberately designed to put qut the light
of the intellect endrely. [17] Piety—good heavens!—and religion
consist in absurd mysteries, and those who scorn reason completely, and
reject the intellect as corrupt by nature, they are the ones who are most
undeservedly thought to have the divine light. Of course if they only
had even the least spark of divine light, they would not rave so proudly,
but would learn to worship God more wisely, and would surpass others
in love, not, as now, in hate. Instead of persecuting with such a hos-
tile spirit those who disagree with them, they would pity them—if, in-
deed, they feared for the salvation of the others, and not for their own
positon.

[18] Moreover, if they had any divine light, it would at least be mani-
fest from their teaching. I confess that they could never have wondered
sufficiently at the most profound mysteries of Scripture. Nevertheless,
I do not see that they have taught anything but Aristotelian and Platonic
speculations. Not to seem to constantly follow Pagans, they have ac-
commodated Scripture to these speculations. [19] It was not enough for
them to be insane with the Greeks; they wanted the Prophets to rave
with them. This clearly shows, of course, that they do not see the divin-
ity of Scripture even through a dream. The more immoderately they
wonder at these mysteries, the more they show that they do not so much

9

I11/9



Im/15

PRELIMINARIES

believe Scripture as give [merely verbal] assent to it. This is also evident
from the fact that most of them suppose, as a foundation for under-
standing Scripture and unearthing its true meaning, that it is, in every
passage, ttue and divine. So what one ought to establish by understand-
ing Scripture, and subjecting it to a strict examination, and what we
would be far better taught by Scripture itself, which needs no human
inventions, they maintain at the outset as a rule for the interpretation of
Scripture.

[20] When I weighed these matters in my mind—when I considered
that the natural light is not only scorned, but condemned by many as a
soutce of impiety, that human inventdons are treated as divine teachings,
that credulity is considered faith, that the controversies of the Philoso-
phers are debated with the utnost passion in the Church and in the
State, and that in consequence the most savage hatreds and disagree-
ments arise, by which men are easily turned to rebellions—when I con-
sidered these and a great many other things, which it would take too
long to tell here, I resolved earnestly to examine Scripture afresh, with
an unimpaired and free spirit, to affirm nothing concerning it, and to
admit nothing as its teaching, which it did not very clearly teach me.

B. On Revelation®

[1] Prophecy, or Revelation, is the certain knowledge of some thing,
revealed by God to men. And the Prophet is he who interprets the
things revealed by God to those who cannot have certain knowledge of
them, and who thus can only embrace the things revealed by sheer
faith. . .. [2] From the definition we have just given [of prophecy], it
follows that natural knowledge can be called prophecy. For the things
we know by the natural light depend on the knowledge of God and of
his eternal decrees. But this natural knowledge is common to all men,
since it depends on foundations common to all men. Hence, the people,
who are always thirsting for things which are rare and foreign to their
nature, and who spurn their natural gifts, do not put much value on it.
When they speak of prophetic knowledge, they wish to exclude natural
knowledge. [3] Nevertheless, it can be called divine with as much right
as anything else, since God’s nature, insofar as we participate in it, and
his decrees, as it were, dictate it to us. Nor does [this natural knowledge]
differ from that which everyone calls divine except that the latter ex-

* From the Theological-Political Treatise, ch. 1 (“Of Prophecy”), Bruder §§1-10, 13-19,

21-25, 40, 43, and 44, and ch. IT (“Of Prophets™, §§1-4, 6, 10, 1215, 25-27, 30-31,
35-39, 41-47, 53, and 57.
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tends beyond the limits of [natural knowledge] and that the laws of
human nature, considered in themselves, cannot be its cause. But in the
certainty which natural knowledge involves, and in the source from
which it is derived, which is God, it is in no way inferior to prophetic
knowledge—unless, perhaps, someone wishes to understand, or rather
to dream, that the Prophets had, indeed, a human body, but not 2
human mind, and thus that their sensations and awareness were of an
entirely different nature than ours are.

[4] But though natural knowledge is divine, nevertheless those who
spread it cannot be called Prophets. For the things they teach other men
can perceive and embrace with the same certainty and excellence as they
do, and that not by faith alone.

[5] Simply because our mind contains objectively in itself, and partic-
ipates in, the nature of God, it has the power to form certain notions
which explain the nature of things and teach us how to conduct our
lives. We can, therefore, rightly maintain that the nature of the mind,
insofar as it is conceived in this way, is the first cause of divine revela-
tion. For whatever we clearly and distinctly understand, the idea of God
(as we have just indicated) and nature dictate to us, not indeed in words,
but in a far more excellent way, which agrees best with the nature of the
mind, so that everyone who has tasted the certainty of the intellect has
doubtless experienced it in himself.

[6] Since my prmc1pal purpose is to speak only of those thmgs which
concern Scripture, it is enough to have said these few things about the
narural light. So I proceed to discuss in greater detail the other causes
and means by which God reveals to men those things which exceed the
limits of natural knowledge—and even those which do not exceed them.
(For nothing prevents God from communicating to men in other ways
the same things we know by the light of nature.)

[7] But whatever can be said about these matters must be derived
from Scripture alone. For what can we say about things exceeding the
limits of our intellect beyond what has been passed down to us from the
Prophets themselves, either orally or in writing? And because today, so
far as I know, we have no Prophets, nothing is left to us but to expound
the sacred books left to us by the Prophets. But with this precaution: we
should maintain nothing about such things, nor attribute anything to
the Prophets themselves which they did not clearly say repeatedly.

(8] Here the first thing to be noted is that the Jews never mention or
heed intervening, o particular, causes, but for the sake of religion and
of piety, or (as is commonly said) of devotion, they always recur to God.
For example, if they have made money by trade, they say that God has

11
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provided it to them; if they desire that something should happen, they
say that God has [so] disposed their heart; and if they even think some-
thing, they say that God has told them this. So not everything which
Scripture asserts that God has said to someone is to be regarded as
prophecy and supernatural knowledge, but only those things which
Scripture expressly says were prophecy or revelation, or [whose status as
prophecy] follows from the circumstances of the narration.

[9] So if we run through the sacred books, we will see that all those
things God revealed to the Prophets were revealed to them either in
words, or in visible forms, or in both words and visible forms. The
words and the visible forms were either true, and outside the imagina-
don of the Prophet who heard or saw them, or else imaginary, [occur-
ring] because the imagination of the Prophet was so disposed, even
while he was awake, that he clearly seemed to himself to hear words or
to see something.

[10] It was by a true voice that God revealed to Moses the laws he
willed to be prescribed to the Hebrews, as is apparent from Exodus
25:22. ... This indeed shows that God used a true voice, since Moses
used to find God there, available to speak to.him, whenever he wanted
to. And as I shall soon show, this was the only true voice by which the
law was pronounced. . . .

[13] In the opinion of certain Jews, the words of the Decalogue were
not pronounced by God. They think, rather, that the Israelites only
heard a sound, which did not pronounce any words, and that while it
lasted, they perceived the laws of the Decalogue with a pure mind. I too
have sometimes conjectured this, because I saw that the words of the
Decalogue in Exodus are not the same as those of the Decalogue in
Deuteronomy.’ Since God spoke only once, it seems to follow from this
[variation] that the Decalogue does not claim to teach the very words of
God, but only their meaning. [14] But unless we wish to do violence to
Scripture, we absolutely must grant that the Israelites heard a true voice.
For Scripture says expressly, in Deuteronomy 5:4, that face to face God
spoke 10 you and so om, that is, as two men usually communicate their
concepts to one another, by means of their two bodies. So it seems more
compatible with Scripture [to suppose] that God truly created some
voice, by which he revealed the Decalogue. . ..

{15] But not every difficulty is removed in this way. For it seems quite
foreign to reason to maintain that a created thing, dependent on God
in the same way as any other, could express, in reality or in words, or

* Cf. Exodus 20:1-17 with Deuteronomy 5:1-21.
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explain through his own person, the essence or existence of God, by
saying in the first person, “I am your God, Yehowah, and so on.” Of
course, when someone says orally, “I have understood,” no one thinks
that the mouth of the man saying this has understood, but only that his
mind has. Nevertheless, because the mouth is related to the nature of
the man saying this, and also because he to whom it is said had perceived
the nature of the intellect, he easily understands the mind of the man
speaking by comparison with his own. [16] But if people knew nothing
of God beyond his name—and desired to speak to him, in order to
become certain of his Existence—I do not see how their request would
be satisfied by a creature (who was no more related to God than any
other creature and who did not pertain to God’s nature) who said, “I
am God.” What if God had twisted Moses’ lips to pronounce and say
the same words, “I am God”? Would they have understood from that
that God exists? What if they were the lips, not of Moses, but of some
beast?

[17] Next, Scripture seems to indicate absolutely that God himself
spoke—that was why he descended from heaven to the top of Mt
Sinai~—and that the Jews not only heard him speaking, but that the Eld-
ers even saw him. See Exodus 24[:10]. Nor did the law revealed to
Moses (to which nothing could be added and from which nothing could
be taken away, and which was established as the legislation of the Coun-
try) ever command us to believe that God is incorporeal, or that he has
no image or visible form, but only to believe that God exists, to trust in
him, and to worship him alone. .

Lest they fall away from his worship, it commanded them not to fict-
tiously ascribe any image to him, and not to make any image. [18] For
since they had not seen the image of God, they could not make any
which would resemble God, but only one which would resemble an-
other created thing which they had seen. So when they worshiped God
through that image, they would think not about God, but about the
thing that image resembled, and they would bestow on that thing the
honor and worship due to God. But Scripture clearly indicates that God
has a visible form and that it was granted to Moses, when he heard God
speaking, to look upon it, though he was permitted to see only the back
parts.® I do not doubt but what there is some mystery concealed
here. ...

[19] That Revelation has happened by images alone is evident from 1
Chronicles 21[:16] where God shows his anger to David through an

¢ See Exodus 33:20-23.
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Angel holding a sword in his hand. . . . Maimonides and others claim
that this story, and likewise all those that tell the appearance of some
angel,” happened in a dream, but not really, because a person could not
see an Angel with his eyes open. Burt they talk nonsense, of course. For
their only concern is to extort from Scripture Aristotelian rubbish and
their own inventions. Nothing seems more ridiculous to me.

[21] But all these things are confirmed more clearly from the text of
Numbers 12:6-8, which reads: if there is some Prophet among you, I shail
reveal myself to bim in a vision, that is, through visible forms and symbols,
for of the Prophecy of Moses he says that it is a vision without symbols,
I shall speak to him in a dream, that is, not with real words and a true
voice. But to Moses (I do) not (reveal myself) in this way; to bim I speak
mouth to month, and in a vision, but not with enigmatic sayings; and be looks
upon the image of GGod, that is, he looks upon me as a friend and is not
terrified when he speaks with me, as is maintained in Exodus 33:11. So
there can be no doubt that the other Prophets did not hear a true voice.
This is confirmed still further by Deuteronomy 34:10, where it is said
that there bas mever existed (strictly, arisen) in Israel a prophet like Moses,
whom God knew face to face. This, indeed, must be understood to refer to
the voice alone. For not even Moses had ever seen God’ face (Exodus
33{:20)).

[22] Besides these mears I do not find in the Sacred Texts any others
by which God communicated himself to men. So as we have shown
above, no others are to be feigned or admitted. Of course, we clearly
understand that God can communicate himself immediately to men, for
he communicates his essence to our mind without using any. corporeal
means. Nevertheless, for 2 man to perceive by the mind alone things
which are not contained in the first foundations of our knowledge, and
cannot be deduced from them, his mind would necessarily have to be far
more outstanding and excellent than the human mind is.

[23] T do not believe that anyone has reached such perfection, sur-
passing all others, except Christ, to whom God immediately revealed—
without words or visions—the conditions which lead men to salvadon.
So God revealed himself to the Apostles through Christ’s mind, as for-
merly he had revealed himself to Moses by means of a heavenly voice.
And therefore Christ’s voice, like the one Moses heard, can be called the
voice of God. And in this sense we can also say that God’s Wisdom, that
is, 2 Wisdom surpassing human wisdom, assumed a human nature in
Christ, and that Christ was the way to salvation.

"* E.g., to Manoah [Judges 13:8-20], and to Abraham when he was intending to sac-
rifice his son [Genesis 22:11-18].
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[24] But it is necessary to warn here that I am not speaking at all about
those things which certain Churches maintain about Christ, nor do I
deny them. For I freely confess that I do not grasp them.® I have only
affirmed what I conclude from Scripture itself. For nowhere have I read
that God appeared or spoke to Christ, but that God was revealed to the
Apostles through Christ, that he is the way to salvadon, and finally, that
the old law was imparted by an Angel, but not by God immediately. So,
if Moses spoke with God face to face, as a man usually does with a friend
(i-e., by means of their two bodies), Christ, indeed, communicated with
God mind to mind.

[25] We have asserted, therefore, that except for Christ no one
received God’s revelatons without the aid of the imagination, that
is, without the aid of words or images, and so that there is no need to
have a more perfect mind in order to prophesy, but only a more vivid
imagination. . . -

[40] Let us come round, finally, to the point we have been aiming at.
From all these [examples] these phrases of Scripture become clear: the
Spirit of God was in the Prophet, God infused bis Spirit into men, men were
Sflled with the Spirit of God, and with the Holy Spirit, and the like. For they
mean nothing other than that the Prophets had a singular virtue, be-
yond what is ordinary, that they cultivated piety with exceptional con-
stancy of heart, and that they perceived God’s mind, o7, judgment. . ..

[43] Therefore, we can now affirm, without any reservation, that the
Prophets perceived God’s revelations only with the aid of the imagina-

_don, that is, by the mediation of words or of images, the latter of which
might be either true or imaginary. For since we find no other means in
Scripture except these, we are not permitted to feign any others.

[44] If you ask by what laws of nature this [revelation] was made, I
confess that I do not know: I could, indeed, say, as others do, that it was
made by the power of God. But that would be idle chatter. For it would
be the same thing as trying to explain the form of some singular thing
by some transcendental term. All things are made through the power of
God. Because the power of nature is nothing but the power of God

® Spinoza’s references to Jesus in the Theologicai-Political Treatise caused concern among
some of his first readers. In response to a request from Spinoza to indicate the passages in
this work which had made learned men uneasy (Letter 68), Oldenburg wrote that some
readers thought Spinoza might be concealing his “opinion concerning Jesus Christ, the
redeemer of the world and sole rnediator for menkind, and his incarnatior and atone-
ment.” In subsequent correspondence with Oldenburg Spinoza explains that he thinks the
doctrine of the incarnation, according to which God assumed a human nature, involves a
contradiction (Letter 73), and that he accepts Christ’s passion, death, and burial literally,
but his resurrection only allegorically (Letter 78).
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itself,” it is certain that insofar as we are ignorant of natural causes, we
do not understand God’s power. So it is foolish to fall back on that same
power of God when we do not know the natural cause of some thing,
that is, when we do not know God’s power itself. But there is no need
now for us to know the cause of prophetic knowledge. For as I have
already indicated, here we are trying only to investigate the teachings of
Scripture in order to draw our conclusions from them, as we would
draw conclusions from the data of nature. We are not concerned in the
least with the causes of those teachings.

(1] ... [Als we have already indicated, the prophets were endowed,
not with a more perfect mind, but instead, with a power of imagining
unusually vividly. The Scriptural narratives also teach this abundantly.
For it is agreed that Solomon excelled all other men in wisdom, but not
in the gift of prophecy. . . . This agrees also with both experience and
reason. For those who have the most powerful imaginations are less able
to grasp things by pure intellect. And conversely, those who are more
capable in their intellect, and who cultivate it most, have 2 more moder-
ate power of imagining, and have it more under their control. They
keep it, as it were, in check, lest it be confused with the intellect.

(2] So those who look in the books of the prophets for wisdom, and
knowledge of natural and spiritual matters, go entirely astray. Since the
tme, philosophy and, finally, the matter itself demand it, I have decided
to show this fully here. I care little for the protests of superstition,
whose greatest hatred is directed against those who culdvate true
knowledge and true life. Alas! Things have reached a state now where
those who openly confess that they have no idea of God, and that they
know God only through created things (of whose causes they are igno-
rant), do not blush to accuse philosophers of atheism.

[3] To develop my subject in an orderly way, I shall show that proph-
ecies varied, not only with the imaginaton and physical temperament of

? Another passage which cansed concern among Spinozak readers. Qldenburg com-
plained (Letter 71) that Spinoza seemed to “speak ambiguously about God and Nature,
and in the opinion of many, to confuse these two things.” In reply Spinoza acknowledged
that he had 2n opinion about the relation between God and Nature very different from the
one modern Christians usually defend: “For I maintain that God is, as they say, the imma-
nent, but not the transitive, cause of all things. That all things are in God and move in
God, 1 affirm, I say, with Paul, and perhaps also with all the ancient philosophers, al-
though in another way; and I would also dare to say, with 2ll the ancient Hebrews, as far
as it is permissible to conjecture from certain traditions, corrupted as they are in many
ways. Nevertheless, some people think the Theological-Political Treatise tests on the as-
sumpdon that God is one and the same as Nature (by which they understand a certain
mass, or corporeal matter). This is a complete mistake.” On the reladon between God and
Nature, see the excerpt in §SIV.B. from the Shorz Treatise, I, ch. viii, and Ethics IP29S.
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each prophet, but also with the opinions with which they were imbued,
and so, that prophecy never made the prophets more learned, as I shall
shortly explain more fully. But first, I must treat here of the certainty of
the prophets, both because it is relevant to the argument of this chapter,
and also because it will be of some use in demonstrating the conclusion
we intend to establish.

[4] Unlike a clear and distinct idea, the simple imagination [of a
thing] does not, of its nature, involve any certainty. Something must be
added to the imagination—namely, reasoning—if we are to be able to
be certain of the things we imagine. From this it follows that prophecy,
through itself, cannot involve certainty, for as we have shown, it de-
pends solely on the imagination. Therefore, the prophets were certain
concerning God’s revelation, not through that revelation itself, but
through some sign. This is evident from Genesis 15:8, where Abraham
asked for a sign after he had heard God’s promise. He wrusted God, of
course, and did not ask for a sign in order to have faith in God. He asked
for a sign in order to know that it was God who had made this promise
to him. ...

[6] In this respect, therefore, prophecy is inferior to natural knowl-
edge, which requires no sign, but involves certainty of its own nature.
And indeed, this prophetic certainty was not mathematical, but only
moral, as may also be established from Scripture itself. For in Deuter-
onomy 13[:2] Moses warns that any prophet who wants to teach new
Gods should be condemned to death, even though he confirms his
teaching with signs and miracles. For as Moses himself goes on. to say,
God also makes signs and miracles to test the people. . . .

[10] The whole of prophetic certainty, therefore, is founded on these
three things:

1) That they imagined the things revealed to them very vividly, in
the way we are usually affected by objects when we are awake;

2) On a sign;

3) Finally, and mainly, that they had a heart inclined only to the
right and the good.

And although Scripture does not always make mention of a sign, never-
theless we must believe that the prophets always had a sign. For as many
have already noted, Scripture is not accustorned always to narrate all the
conditions and circumstances, but rather to suppose them as known. . . .

[12] Since the certainty which arose in the prophets from signs was
not mathematical (i.e., did not follow from the necessity of the percep-
ton of the thing perceived or seen), but only moral, and signs were
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given only to persuade the prophet, it follows that signs were given
according to the opinions and capacity of the prophet, in such a way that
a sign which would render one prophet certain of his prophecy could
not convince at all another, who was imbued with different opinions. So
the signs varied in each prophet.

[13] So also the revelation itself varied, as we have said, in each
prophet, according to the disposition of his physical temperament and
of his imagination, and according to the opinions he had previously
embraced. It varied according to his temperament in this way: if the
prophet was cheerful, victories, peace, and things which move men in
turn to joy were revealed to him; for such men usnally imagine things of
that kind more frequently; on the other hand, if the prophet was sad,
wars, punishments, and all evils were revealed to him; and thus, as the
prophet was compassionate, calm, prone to anger, severe, and the like,
to that extent he was more ready for one kind of revelation than for
another. '

[14] It varied also according to the disposition of his imagination, in
the following way. If the prophet was refined, he perceived the mind of
God in a refined style; but if he was confused, then he perceived it con-
fusedly. It varied similarly concerning those revelations which were rep-
resented through images. If the prophet was a countryman, bulls and
cows were represented to him; if he was a soldier, generals and armies;
if he was a courtier, the royal throne and things of that kind.

(15] Prophecy varied, finally, according to differences in the opinions
of the prophets. To the magi, who believed in the wifles of astrology,
Christ’s birth was revealed through the imagination of a star rising in
the east (see Matthew 2). To the augurs of Nebuchadnezzar the destruc-
tion of Jerusalem was revealed in the entrails of animals (see Ezekiel
21:26). The same king also understood this from oracles and from the
direction of arrows which he hurled up into the air. Again, to those
prophets who believed that men act from free choice and from their
own power, God was revealed as indifferent, and as unaware of future
human acdons. We shall demonstrate all these things separately from
Scripture itself. . ..

[25] With remarkable rashness everyone has persuaded himself that
the prophets knew everything the human intellect can attain to. And
although certain passages of Scripture indicate to us as clearly as possi-
ble that the prophets were ignorant of certain things, they prefer to say
that they do not understand Scripture in those passages, rather than to
concede that the prophets were ignorant of something. Or else they
strive to twist the words of Scripture so that it says what it plainly does
not mean. Of course, if either of these [ways of dealing with Scripture]
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is permissible, then it is all up with the whole of Scripture. In vain will
we strive to show something from Scripture, if it is permissible to nwn-
ber the clearest [passages] among those which are obscure and impene-
trable or to interpret them as one pleases.

[26] For example, nothing in Scripture is clearer than that Joshua,
and perhaps also the author who wrote his history, thought that the sun
moves around the earth, but that the earth is at rest, and that the sun
stood still for some time. Nevertheless, there are many who do not want
to concede that there can be any change in the heavens, and who there-
fore explain this passage in such a way that it seems to say nothing like
that. Others, who have learned to philosophize more correctly, since
they understand that the earth moves, whereas the sun is at rest, o7 does
not move around the earth, strive with all their powers to twist the same
[truth] out of Scripture, though it cries out in open protest against this
treatmnent. I wonder at them indeed.

[27] Are we, I ask, bound to believe that Joshua, a soldier, was skilled
in astronomy? and that the miracle could not be revealed to him, or that
the light of the sun could not remain longer than usual above the hori-
zon unless Joshua understood the cause of this? Both of these [alterna-
tives] seem to me ridiculous. I prefer, therefore, to say openly that
Joshua did not know the true cause of the greater duration of that light,
that he and the whole crowd who were present all thought that the sun
moves with a daily moton around the earth, and that on that day it
stood sdll for some time. They believed this to be the cause of the
greater duration of that light and they did not attend to the fact that a
refraction greater than usual could arise from the great amount of ice
which was then in that part of the air (see Joshua 10:11), or from some-
thing else like that, which is not our present concern. . . .

[30] If it is permissible to feign that Scripture thought otherwise, but
wished, because of some reason unknown to us, to write in this way,
then this is nothing but a complete overturning of the whole of Scrip-
ture. For each [interpreter] with equal right will be able to say the same
thing about every passage in Scripture. As a result, it will be permissible
to defend and to put into practice whatever absurdity or evil human
malice can think up, without harm to the authority of Scripture. But
what we have maintained contains no impiety. For though Solomon,
Isaiah, Joshua, and the rest were prophets, they were nevertheless men,

“and nothing human should be thought alien to them.

[31] The revelation to Noah that God was destroying the human race
[Genesis 6:11-13] was also according to his power of understanding,
because he thought that the earth was not inhabited outside of Pales-
tine. The prophets could be ignorant not only of things of this kind, but
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also of others of greater moment, without harm to their piety. And they
really were ignorant of these things. For they taught nothing singular
concerning the divine attributes, but had quite ordinary opinions about
God. And their revelaions were also accommodated to these opinions,
as I shall now show by many testimonies from Scripture. From this you
will easily see that [the prophets] are praised, and greatly commended,
not so much on account of the loftiness and excellence of their under-
standing as on account of their piety and constancy of heart. . . .

[35] And Moses,'® too, did not sufficiently perceive that God is omni-
scient and that all human actions are directed by his decree alone. For
although God had told him (see Exodus 3:18) that the Israelites would
obey him, he called the matter in question and replied (see Exodus 4:1):
what if they do mot believe me and do not obey me. And therefore God was
revealed to him as indifferent and unaware of future human actions. For
he gave him two signs and said (Exodus 4:8): #f it should happen that they
do mot believe the first sign, still they will believe the latter; but if they do not
believe ever the latter; take (then) some water from the viver and so on.

[36] And if anyone wants to assess carefully and without prejudice
Moses’ judgments, he will find clearly that his opinion of God was that
he is a being who has always existed, exists, and always will exist. For this
reason he calls him by the name Yehowah, which in Hebrew expresses
these three times of existing. But concerning his nature he teaches noth-
ing else than that he is compassionate, kind, and the like, and supremely
jealous, as is established by a great many passages in the Pentateuch."
Next, he believed and taught that this being differs so from all other
beings that it cannot be expressed by any image of anything seen, nor
can it even be seen—not so much because the thing involves a contra-
diction as because of human weakness. Moreover, he also taught that by
reason of his power he is singular or unique.

(37] He conceded, of course, that there are beings which—doubtdess
from God’s order and command—perform the functions of God, that
is, beings to whom God has given the authority, right, and power to
direct nations, to provide for them, and to care for them. But he taught
that this being, which [the Jews] were bound to worship, was the highest
and supreme God, or (to use a Hebrew phrase) the God of Gods. And
so in the song of Exodus (15:11) he said: who among the Gods is like you,
Yehowah? And Jethro [says] (in Exodus 18:11): now I know that Yehowa

19 Spinoza gives many examples, but focuses particularly on Moses, because, as he points
out, there is Seriptural warrant for giving him a special place among the prophets. Cf.
Exodus 33:11 and Deuteronomy 34:10. The superiority of Moses to the other prophets
was one of the thirteen principles Mairnonides idendfied as essental to Judaism.

Y E.g., in Exodus 20:5 and Deuteronomy 5:9.
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is greater than all the Gods, that is, at last I am forced to concede to Moses
that Yehowah is greater than all the Gods and singular in power. But it
can be doubted whether Moses believed that these beings which per-
form the functions of God were created by God, since, so far as we
know, he never said anything about their creation and beginning.

[38] In additon, he taught that this being brought this visible world
out of chaos into order (see Genesis 1:2), that he put seeds in nature, so
that he has the highest right and the highest power over all things, and
(see Deuteronomy 10:14-15) that in accordance with this highest right
and highest power he chose, for himself alone, the Hebrew nation and
a certain region of the world (see Deuteronomy 4:19, 32:8-9), but that
he left the other nations and regions to the care of the other Gods sub-
stituted by him. For that reason [Yehowah] was called the God of Israel
and of Jerusalem (see 2 Chronicles 32:19), whereas the other Gods were
called the Gods of the other nations.

[39] And for this reason also the Jews believed that the region God
had chosen for himself required a special worship of God, different
from that of other regions, and indeed that it could not permit the wor-
ship of other Gods, which was proper to other regions. For those na-
tions which the King of Assyria brought into the lands of the Jews were
believed to be torn to pieces by lions because they did not know the
worship of the Gods of that land. (See 2 Kings 17:25, 26, etcy. . . .

[41] Finally, [Moses] believed that this being, o» God, had his dwell-

ing place in the heavens (see Deuteronomy 33:27), an opinion which
was very common among the Gentiles.
" If we attend now to Moses’ revelations, we shall find that they were
accommodated to these opinions. For because he believed that God’s
nature admits of all those conditions which we have mentioned, com-
passion, kindness, and the like, God was revealed to him according to
this opinion of his and under these atmibutes. (See Exodus 34:6-7,
where it is told how God appeared to Moses, and the Decalogue, [Exo-
dus 20:]4-5.)

[42] Next, we are told in [Exodus] 33:18[-23] that Moses asked God
to be allowed to see him. But since, as we have already said, Moses had
formed no image of God in his brain, and since, as we have already
shown, God is revealed to the Prophets only according to the disposi-
tion of their imagination, God did not appear to him by any image. I say
that this happened because it was inconsistent with Moses’ imagination
[for him to see God]. For other Prophets testify that they saw God,
namely, Isaiah, Ezekiel, Daniel, and so on. [43] And for this reason God
replied to Moses, you will not be able to see my face. And because Moses
believed that God is visible, that is, that it implies no conwadiction in
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the divine nature [for God to be seen] (for otherwise he would not have
asked anything like that), (God] adds, since no one shall see me and live. He
therefore renders to Moses a reason consistent with his own opinion.
For he does not say that it involves a contradiction on the part of the
divine nature [for God to be seen], as it really does, but that it cannot
happen because of human weakness.

[44] Next, to reveal to Moses that because the Israelites had wor-
shiped the calf, they had become like the other nations, God says (Exo-
dus 33:2-3) that he will send an angel, that s, a being which would take
care of the Israelites in place of the supreme being, but that he does not
wish to be among them. For this left nothing to Moses which would
show him that the Israelites were dearer to God than the other nations,
which God also gave over to the care of other beings, o7 angels. This is
shown by Exodus 33:16.

[45] Finally, because God was believed to live in the heavens, he was
revealed as descending from heaven to the top of a mountain. Moses
also went up the mountain to speak with God, which would not be
necessary for him at all, if he could imagine God to be everywhere with
equal ease.

The Israelites knew almost nothing about God, even though he was
revealed to them. They showed this more than sufficiently when, after
a few days, they handed over the honor and worship due him to a calf
[Exodus 32), and believed that it was the Gods which had brought them
out of Egypt. [46] Nor is it credible that men accustomed to the super-
stitions of the Egyptians, unsophisticated, and worn out by the most
wretched bondage, would have understood anything sensible about
God, or that Moses would have taught them anything other than a way
of living—and that not as a philosopher, so that after some time they
might be constrained to live well from freedom of mind, but as a legisla-
tor, so that they would be constrained by the command of the law to live
well.

[47] So the way of living well, or true life, and the worship and love of
God were to them more bondage than true freedom, and the grace and
gift of God. For he ordered them to love God and to keep his law that
they might acknowledge past goods received from God, such as their
freedom from bondage in Egypt. He terrified them with threats, if they
transgressed those precepts, and he promised them many goods if they
respected them. So he taught them in the same way parents customarily
do children who are lacking in all reason. Hence, it is certain that they
did not know the excellence of virtue and true blessedness. . . .

[53] We conclude, therefore, that we are not bound to believe the
Prophets regarding anything except what is the end and substance of
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revelation. In all other things each person is free to believe as he pleases.
For example, the revelation to Cain teaches us only that God warned
him to lead a true life, for that was the only intent and substance of the
revelation, not teach the freedom of the will or philosophic matters. So
even though the freedom of the will is contained very clearly in the
words and reasonings of that warning, we are permitted to think the
contrary, since those words and reasonings were only accommodated to
Cain’s power of understanding. . . .

[57] Finally, we must say absolutely the same thing about the reason-
ings and signs of the Apostles. There is no need to speak more fully
about these matters. For if I were to enumerate all those Passages in
Scripture which are written only #d bominem, or, according to some-
one’s power of understanding, and which cannot be defended as divine
teaching without great prejudice to Philosophy, I would give up the
brevity I desire. Let it suffice, therefore, to have touched on a few, uni-
versal things. The rest the inquiring reader may weigh for himself."

C. On God as an Agent in History?

(1] The true happiness and blessedness of each person consists only
in the enjoyment of the good, but not in a self-esteem founded on the
fact that he alone, to the exclusion of all the others, enjoys the good. For
he who thinks himself more blessed because things are well with him,
but not with others, or because he is more blessed than others and more
fortunate, does not know true happiness and blessedness, and the joy
which he conceives from that, unless it is childish, arises only from envy
and a bad heart.

(2] For example, the true happiness and blessedness of man consist
only in wisdom and in knowledge of the true, but not at all in the fact
that one is wiser than others, or that the others lack true knowledge. For
this does not increase his wisdom at all, that is, his true happiness. So
someone who is glad for that reason is glad because of someone else’s
evil, and therefore is envious and evil. He knows neither true wisdom
nor the peace of true life.

[3] Therefore when Scripture, to exhort the Hebrews to obey the law,
says that God chose them for himself before the other nations (Deuter-

121t is characteristic of the Theological-Political Treatise to concentrate much more heav-
ily on the Old Testament than the New. Spinoza excuses this neglect by disclaiming
adequate knowledge of Greek to deal with it properly, but perhaps an unacknowledged
reason is his concern for the sensibilides of his largely Christian audience. Cf. the provi-
sional morality of the Treatise on the Intellect §17.

Y From the Theological-Political Treatise, ch. III (“On the Calling of the Hebrews”),
Bruder §§1-15.
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onomy 10:15), that he is close to them, but not to others (Deuteronomy
4:4-7), that he has prescribed just laws only for them (Deuteron-
omy 4:8), and finally, that he has become known to them only, the oth-
ers being treated as inferior (Deuteronomy 4:32), and so on, it speaks
only according to the power of understanding of those who, as we have
shown in the preceding chapter, and as Moses also witnesses (Deuteron-
omy 9:6-7), did not know true blessedness. [4] For surely they would
have been no less blessed if God had called all equally to salvation; God
would have been no less favorably disposed toward them, no matter
how close he had been to the others; the laws would have been no less
just, if they had been prescribed to all, nor would they themselves have
been less wise; miracles would have shown the power of God no less if
they had been performed on account of other nations also; and finally,
the Hebrews would have been no less bound to worship God if God had
bestowed all these gifts equally on all people.

[5] Moreover, what God says to Solomon—that no one after him
would be as wise as he was (1 Kings 3:12)—seems to be only a manner
of speaking, to signify exceptional wisdom. However that may be, we
must not in any way believe that God promised Solomon, for his greater
happiness, that he would not afterwards bestow such great wisdom on
anyone else. For this would not increase Solomon’s intellect at all, nor
would a prudent King give less thanks to God for such a great gift, even
if God had said that he would endow all with the same wisdom.

(6] But even if we say that in the passages of the Pentateuch just cited
Moses was speaking according to the Hebrews’ power of understand-
ing, we still do not wish to deny that God prescribed those laws of the
Pentateuch to them alone, nor that he spoke only to them, nor, finally,
that the Hebrews saw wonders the like of which happened to no other
nation. We mean only that Moses wanted to warn the Hebrews in this
way, and especially by these reasons, so that he might bind them more
to the worship of God, in accordance with their childish power of un-
derstanding. Next, we wished to show that the Hebrews did not excel
the other nations in knowledge or in piety, but in something altogether
different—or (to speak, with Scripture, according to their power of un-
derstanding) that, though the Hebrews were frequenty warned, they
were not chosen by God before all others for their true life and sublime
speculations, but for something entrely different. What this was, I shall
show here in an orderly fashion. [7] But before I begin, I want to explain
briefly what, in the following, I shall understand by God’s guidance, by
God’s aid (both external and internal), by God’s choice, and finally, by
fortune.

By God’s guidance I understand the fixed and immutable order of
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nature, o7 the connection of natural things. [8] For we have said above,
and have already shown in another place, that the universal laws of na-
ture, according to which all things happen and are determined, are
nothing but the eternal decrees of God, which always involve eternal
truth and necessity. Therefore, whether we say that all things happen
according to the laws of nature, or whether we say that they are ordered
according to the decree and guidance of God, we say the same thing.

[9] Next, because the power of all natural things is nothing but the
power of God, through which alone all things happen and are deter-
mined, it follows that whatever man, who is also a part of nature, pro-
vides for himself, as an aid to the preservation of his being, or whatever
nature provides for him, he himself doing nothing, all that is provided
for him by the power of God alone, either insofar as it acts through
human nature or through things outside human nature. Therefore,
whatever human nature can provide, from its own power alone, for pre-
serving its being, we can rightly call the internal aid of God, and what-
ever turns out for his advantage from the power of external causes, we
can rightly call God’s external aid.

[10] But from these [definitions] it is easy to infer what should be
understood by God’s choice. For since no one does anything except
according to the predetermined order of nature, that is, according to
God’s eternal guidance and decree, it follows that no one chposes any
manner of living for himself, nor does anything, except by the special
calling of God, who has chosen him before others for this work, or for
this manner of living.

(11] Finally, by fortune I understand nothing but God’s guidance,
insofar as it directs human affairs through external and unforeseen
causes. With these preliminaries, we shall return to our purpose, which
was to see why the Hebrew nation was said to have been chosen by God
before others. To show this, I proceed 2s follows.

[12] Whatever we can honorably desire is related above all to these
three things: [i] to understand things through their first causes; [ii] to
gain control over the passions, or to acquire the habit of virtue; and
finally, [iii] to live securely and healthily. The means which lead directly
to the first and second of these, and can be considered their proximate
and efficient causes, are contained in human nature itself. So acquiring
them depends chiefly on our power alone, or on the laws of human
nature alone. For this reason we must absolutely maintain that these
gifts are not peculiar to any nation, but have always been common to the
whole human race—unless we wish to dream that formerly nature pro-
duced different kinds of men. [13] But the means which lead to living
securely and preserving the body are chiefly placed in external things,
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and for that reason they are called gifts of fortune, because they depend
for the most part on the course of external causes of which we are igno-
rant. So in this matter, the wise man and the fool are almost equally
happy or unhappy.

Nevertheless, human guidance and vigilance can do much to help us
to live securely and to avoid injuries from other men, and also from the
beasts. [14] To this end reason and experience teach no more certain
means than to form a society with definite laws, to occupy a definite area
of the world, and to reduce the powers of all, as it were, into one body,
the body of society. But to form and preserve a society requires no mean
mtelligence and vigilance. So the society which for the most part is
founded and directed by prudent and vigilant men will be more secure,
more stable, and less vulnerable to fortune. Conversely, if a society is
established by men of untrained intelligence, it will depend for the most
part on fortune and will be less stable. [15] If, in spite of this, it has lasted
a long time, it will owe this to the guidance of another, not to its own
guidance. Indeed, if it has overcome great dangers and matters have
turned out favorably for it, it will only be able to wonder at and worship
the guidance of God (i.e., insofar as God acts through hidden external
causes, but not insofar as he acts through human nature and the human
mind). Since nothing has happened to it except what is completely un-
expected and contrary to opinion, this can even be considered to be
really a miracle.

D. On Law and God as a Lawgiver™

[1] The word lzw, taken absolutely, means that according to which
each individual, or all or some members of the same species, act in one
and the same certain and determinate manner. This depends either on
a necessity of nature or on a decision of men. A law which depends on
a necessity of nature is one which follows necessarily from the very na-
ture o7 definition of a thing. One which depends on a decision of men,
and which is more properly called a rule of right, is one which men
prescribe for themselves and others, for the sake of living more safely
and conveniently, or for some other reasons.

[2] For example, that all bodies, when they strike against other lesser
bodies, lose as much of their motdon as they communicate to the other
bodies is a universal law of all bodies, which follows from a necessity of
nature. Similarly, that a man, when he recalls one thing, immediately

Y Theological-Political Treatise, ch. IV, §§1-7, 9-21, 23-34, 37-39.
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recalls another like it, or one which he had perceived together with it,
is a law which necessarily follows from human nature. But that men
should yield, or be compelled to yield, the right they have from nature
and bind themselves to a certain manner of living depends on 2 human
decision.

[3] And although I grant absolutely that everything is determined by
the universal laws of nature to exist and produce an effect in a certain
and determinate way, I still say that the latter laws depend on a decision
of men:

(I) Because, insofar as man is a part of nature, he constitutes part of
the power of nature. So those things which follow from the necessity of
human nature, that is, from nature itself, insofar as we conceive it
through a determinate human nature, still follow, even though by ne-
cessity, from human power. Hence it can very well be said that the en-
actment of those laws depends on a decision of men, because in this way
it depends chiefly on the power of the human mind. Nevertheless the
human mind, insofar as it perceives things under the aspect of the mue
or the false, can be conceived quite clearly without the latter laws, but
not without a necessary law, as we have just defined it.

[4] (II) Because we ought to define and explain things through their
proximate causes. That universal consideraton concerning fate and the
connection of causes cannot help us to form and order our thoughts
concerning particular things. Moreover, we are completely ignorant of
the very order and connection of things, that is, of how things are really
ordered and connected. So for practical purposes it is better, indeed
necessary, to consider things as possible. These remarks will suffice con-
cerning law considered absolutely.

[5] But since the word Jsw seems to be applied figuratively to natural
things, and commonly nothing is understood by law but a command
which men can either carry out or neglect, since law confines human
power under certain limits, beyond which that power is extended and
does not command anything beyond [human] powers—for that reason
law seems to need to be defined more particularly: that it is a manner of
living which man prescribes to himself and others for some end.

(6] Nevertheless, since the true end of laws is usually evident only to
a few, and since for the most part men are almost incapable of perceiv-
ing it and do anything but live according to reason, legislators, to bind
all men equally, have wisely set up another end, very different from that
which necessarily follows from the nature of laws, by promising to the
defenders of the laws what the multitude most love, and on the other
hand, by threatening those who would break the laws with what they

27

II/59



I11/60

PRELIMINARIES

most fear. In this way they have striven to restrain the multtude, like a
horse with a harness, as far as they could.

[7] That is how it has happened that law is generally taken to be a
manner of living which is prescribed to men according to the command
of others, and consequently that those who obey the laws are said to live
under the law, and seem to be slaves. And really, whoever gives each one
his own because he fears the gallows does act according to the command
of another and is compelled by evil. He cannot be called just. But the
person who gives to each his own because he knows the true reason for
the laws and their necessity, that person acts from a constant disposi-
tion, and by his own decision, not that of another. So he is rightly called
just. ...

[9] Since, therefore, the law is nothing but 2 manner of living which
men prescribe to themselves or to others for some end, it seems that law
must be distinguished into human and divine. By human law I under-
stand a manner of living which serves only to protect life and the state;
by a divine law, one which aims only at the greatest good, that is, the
true knowledge and love of God. I call this law divine because of the
nature of the greatest good, which I shall show here as briefly and
clearly as I can.

[10] Since the intellect is the better part of us, it is certain that if we
want to really seek our advantage, we should strive above all to perfect
it as much as we can. For our greatest good must consist in the perfec-
tion of the intellect. Next, since all our knowledge, and the certainty
which really removes all doubt, depend only on the knowledge of God
(both because nothing can either be or be conceived without God, and
because we can doubt everything so long as we have no clear and dis-
tinct idea of God), it follows that our greatest good and perfection de-
pend only on the knowledge of God and so on.

[11] Nest, since nothing can be or be conceived without God, it is
certain that all things in nature involve and express the concept of God,
in proportion to their essence and perfecion. Hence the more we know
natural things, the greater and more perfect is the knowledge of God we
acquire, or (since knowledge of an effect through its cause is nothing
but knowing some property of the cause) the more we know natural
things, the more perfectly do we know God’s essence, which is the cause
of all things.

[12] So all our knowledge, that is, our greatest good, not only de-
pends on the knowledge of God, but consists entirely in it. This also
follows from the fact that a man is more perfect in proporton to the
nature and perfecton of the thing which he loves before all others, and
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conversely. Therefore, the man who is necessarily the most perfect
and who participates in the greatest blessedness is the one who loves
above all else the intellectual knowledge of God, the most perfect being,
and takes the greatest pleasure in that knowledge. Our greatest good,
then, and our blessedness come back to this: the knowledge and love of
God.

[13] The means, therefore, which this end of all human actions (i.e.,
God, insofar as his idea is in us) requires can be called the commands of
God, because they are prescribed to us, as it were, by God himself,
insofar as he exists in our minds. Hence the manner of living which aims
at this end is very well called the divine law. But what these means are,
and what manner of living this end requires, and how the foundations of
the best state and the manner of living among men follow from this,
these matters all pertain to a complete Ethics. Here I shall proceed to
treat only of the divine law in general.

[14] Since, then, the love of God is man’ highest happiness and
blessedness, and the ultimate end and object of all human actons, the
only one who follows the divine law is the one who undertakes to love
God, not from fear of punishment, nor from love for another thing,
such as pleasures or reputation, and the like, but only because he knows
God, or because he knows that the knowledge and love of God is the
highest good. .

(15] So the sum-total of the divine law, and its highest precept, is to
love God as the highest good, as we have said, not from fear of some
punishment or penalty, nor from the love of some other thing, in which
we desire to take pleasure. For the idea of God dictates this: that God is
our greatest good, or that the knowledge and love of God is the ultmate
end toward which all our actions are to be directed.

[16] In spite of this, the man of the flesh cannot understand these
things, and to him they seem hollow, because he has too meager a
knowledge of God, and also because he finds nothing in this highest
good to touch or eat, or affect the flesh which gives him his greatest
pleasure, since [this good] consists only in contemplaton and in a pure
mind. But those who know that they have nothing more excellent than
their intellect and a healthy mind will doubtless judge these things very
solid.

[17] We have explained, therefore, what the divine law above all con-
sists in, and which laws are human, namely, all those which have another
aim, unless they have been enacted by revelation. For in this respect also
things are referred to God (as we have shown above), and it is in this
sense that the law of Moses, although it is not universal, but accommo-
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dated very much to the temperament and special preservation of one
people, can still be called the law of God, or the divine law. For we
believe that it was enacted by the light of prophecy.

[18] If now we attend to the nature of natural divine law, as we have
just explained it, we shall see:

1. that it is universal, o common to all men; for we have deduced it
from universal human nature;

IL. that it does not require faith in historical narratives of any kind;
for since this natural divine law is understood simply by the consider-
ation of human nature, it is certain that we can conceive it as much in
Adam as in any other mar, as much in a man who lives among other
men as in a man who lives a solitary life. [19] Nor can faith in histori-
cal narratves, however certain, give us any knowledge of God. Hence
it also cannot give us the love of God. For the love of God arises
from the knowledge of God, and the knowledge of God must be drawn
from common nodons which, through themselves, are certain and
known. So it is far from being the case that faith in historical narratives
is necessary for us to attain our greatest good. Nevertheless, although
faith in historical narratives cannot give us the knowledge and love of
God, we do not deny that reading them is very useful in relation to civil
life. For the more we have observed and the better we know the charac-
ter and circumstances of men—which can best be known from their
actons—the better will we be able to live more cautiously among them
and accommodate our lives to their temperament, as much as reason
suggests.

[20] III. We see that this natural divine law does not require ceremo-
nies, that is, actions which in themselves are indifferent, and are called
good only by institution or which represent some good necessary for
salvation, or, if you prefer, actions whose reason surpasses man’s power
of understanding. For the natural light requires nothing which that
light itself does not reach, but only that which can indicate to us very
clearly the good, or the means to our blessedness. Those things which
are good only by command and insdtuton, or because they are repre-
sentatives of some good, cannot perfect our intellect and are nothing
but empty forms. They cannot be counted among the actions which are,
as it were, the offspring or fruits of the intellect and of a healthy mind.
But there is no need to show this more fully here.

[21] IV. Finally, we see that the highest reward of the divine law is the
law itself, namely, to know God and to love him from true freedom and
with a whole and constant heart. The penalty [for violating the divine
law] is the privation of these things and bondage to the flesh, o7 an
inconstant and vacillating heart. . . .
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[23] We can easily deduce what must be maintained regarding the
question [whether, by the natural light, we can conceive God as a law-
giver, or prince prescribing laws to men?] from the nature of God’s will,
which is distinguished from his intellect only in relation to our reason,
that is, in themselves God’s will and God’s intellect are really one and
the same. They are distinguished only in relation to the thoughts we
form concerning God’s intellect.

[24] For example, when we attend only to the fact that the nature of
a triangle is contained in the divine nature from eternity, as an eternal
truth, then we say that God has the idea of the triangle, o understands
the nature of the triangle. But when we attend afterwards to the fact that
the nature of the triangle is contained in the divine nature in this way,
solely from the necessity of the divine nature, and not from the necessity
of the essence and nature of the triangle, indeed, that the necessity of
the essence and properties of the triangle, insofar as it is also conceived
as an eternal truth, depends only on the necessity of the divine nature
and intellect, and not on the nature of the triangle, then the very thing
we called God’s intellect we call God’s will or decree.

[25] So in relation to God we affirm one and the same thing when we
say that from eternity God willed and decreed that the three angles of
a triangle are equal to two right angles, or [when we say] that God
understood this very thing. From this it follows that God’s affirmations
and negatons always involve eternal necessity or truth.

[26] So if, for example, God said to Adam that he did not want him to
eat of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil [Genesis 2:17], it
would imply a contradiction for Adam to be able to eat of that tree. So
it would be impossible that he should eat of it. For that divine decree
would have had to involve eternal necessity and tuth. But since Scrip-
ture nevertheless relates that God did order Adam not to eat, and that
notwithstanding Adam ate of the tree, we must say that God revealed to
Adam only the evil which would necessarily befall him if he ate of that
tree, but not the necessity of the connection between that act and that
evil.

[27] That is why Adam perceived that revelation, not as an eternal
and necessary truth, but as a law, that is, as an instituion which profit or
loss follows, not from the necessity and nature of the action performed,
but solely from the pleasure and absolute command of some Prince. So
it is only in relation to Adam, and because of a defect in his knowledge,
that that revelation was a law, and God, as it were, a lawgiver or Prince.

[28] For the same reason, nanely, because of a defect in their knowl-
edge, the Decalogue was a law only in relation to the Hebrews. For
since they did not know God’s existence as an eternal truth, they had to
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perceive as a law what was revealed to them in the Decalogue: that God
exists and that he alone is to be worshiped. If God had spoken to them
immediately, without using any corporeal means, they would have per-
ceived this, not as a law, but as an eternal tuth.

[29] And what we say about the Israelites and Adam must also be said
about all the Prophets who prescribed laws in the name of God, namely,
that they did not perceive God’s decrees adequately, as eternal truths.
For example, it must be said even of Moses himself that by revelaton,
or from the foundations revealed to him, he perceived the way the peo-
ple of Israel could best be united in a certain region of the world, and
could form a whole society, or set up a State, as well as the way that
people could best be compelled to obedience. But he did not perceive,
nor was it revealed to him, that that way is best, nor even that the goal
at which they were aiming would necessarily follow from the general
obedience of the people in such a region of the world. [30] Hence he did
not perceive all these things as eternal truths, but as precepts and things
insdtuted, and he prescribed them as laws of God. That is why he imag-
ined God as a ruler, a lawgiver, a king, as compassionate, just, and the
like, when all these things are attributes only of human nature, and
ought to be removed entrely from the divine nature.

But I say this only about the prophets, who prescribed laws in the
name of God, and not about Christ.”’ [31] For however much Christ
may seem also to have prescribed laws in the name of God, nevertheless
we must hold that he perceived things truly and adequately. Christ was
not so much a prophet as the mouth of God. For God revealed certain
things to the human race through the mind of Christ (as we have shown
in Chapter I}, as previously he had revealed them through angels, that
is, through a created voice, visions, and so on. So it would be as contrary
to reason to maintain that God accommodated his revelations to the
opinions of Christ as to maintain that, to communicate to the prophets
the things to be revealed, God previously accommodated his revelations
to the opinions of the angels, that is, of a created voice and of visions.
No one could maintain anything more absurd than that, pardcularly
since he was sent to teach, not only the Jews, but the whole human race.
So it was not enough for him to have a mind accommodated only to the
opinions of the Jews, [he required 2 mind accommodated] to the opin-

1> Spinoza’s contention that, Seriptural appearances to the contrary notwithstanding,
Jesus did not conceive God inadequately, as a lawgiver, may be another example of “yield-
ing to the understanding” of his audience wherever possible. At any rare, though Matthew
13:104f does suggest that Jesus taught one thing to his disciples and another to the muld-
tudes, even what he tanght his disciples was 2 doctrine of reward and punishment (cf.
Matthew [3:40-43).
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ions and teachings universal to the human race, thatis, to common and
true nogons.

[32] And of course, from the fact that God revealed himself immedi-
ately to Christ, o7 to his mind, and not, as he did to the prophets,
through words and images, we can understand nothing but that Christ
perceived truly, or understood, the things revealed. For when a thing is
perceived with a pure mind, without words and images, it is understood.
Christ, therefore, perceived the things revealed truly and adequately.
[33] If he ever prescribed them as laws, he did this because of the peo-
ple’s ignorance and stubbornness. So in this respect he acted in the
manner of God, because he accommodated himself to the mentality of
the people. And for that reason, although he spoke somewhat more
clearly than the other prophets, he sdll taught these revelations ob-
scurely, and quite frequently through parables, especially when he was
speaking to those to whom it was not yet given to understand the king-
dom of heaven (see Matthew 13:10 etc.).

[34] But doubtless for those to whom it was given to know the mys-
teries of heaven, he taught things as eternal truths and did not prescribe
them as laws. In this way he freed them from bondage to the law, and
nevertheless, confirmed and stabilized the law more, and wrote it thor-
oughly in their hearts. . . .

[37] We conclude, therefore, that [i] it is only because of the muld-
tude’s power of understanding and a defect in their thinking that God
is described as a lawgiver or prince, and called just, merciful, and so on,
[ii] that God really acts and guides all things only from the necessity of
his own nature and perfection, and finally, [iii] that his decrees and voli-
tions are eternal truths, and always involve necessity. . . .

[38] Let us pass therefore to the second question, and survey Holy
Scripture to see what it teaches concerning the natural light and this
divine law. The first thing which strikes us is the story of the first man,
where it is related that God commanded Adam not to eat the fruit of the
tree of the knowledge of good and evil [Genesis 2:17]. This seems to
mean that God commanded Adam to do and seek the good for the sake
of the good, and not insofar as it is contrary to the evil, that is, that he
should seek the good from love of the good, and not from fear of evil.
For as we have already shown, he who does good from a true knowledge
and love of the good acts freely and with a constant heart, whereas he
who acts from fear of evil is compelled by evil, acts like a slave, and lives
under the authority of another.

[39] And so this one thing which God commanded Adam to do con-
tains the whole divine natural law, and agrees absolutely with the dictate
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of the natural light. It would not be difficult to explain that whole story,
or parable, of the first man from this foundaton. But I prefer to put this
to one side, not only because I cannot be absolutely certain that my
explanation agrees with the mind of the author, but also because most
people will not grant that this story is a parable, but maintain without
qualification that it is a simple narradve.

E. On Miracles'

(1] As men are accustomed to call divine that knowledge which sur-
passes man’s power of understanding, so they are accustomed to call
divine, or a work of God, a2 work whose cause the multitude does not
know. For the multitude think God’s power and providence are estab-
lished as clearly as possible when they see something happen in nature
which is unusual and contrary to the opinion which they have of nature
from custom. This is pardcularly so if the event has been to their profit
or advantage. They judge that nothing proves the existence of God
more clearly than that nature, as they think, does not maintain its order.
"That is why they think that those who explain things and miracles by
their natural causes, or who devote themselves to understanding them,
eliminate God, or at least God’s providence.

[2] They judge, that is, that God does nothing so long as nature acts
in its usual order, and conversely, that the power of nature and natural |
causes are inactve so long as God acts. Therefore, they imagine two
powers numerically distinct from one another, the power of God and
the power of natural things, the latter, nevertheless, determined by God
in a certain way, or (as most think instead today) created [by God in 2
certain way].

[3] But what they understand by these two powers, and by God and
nature, of course they do not know, except that they imagine God’s
power as the dominion of a certain royal majesty, whereas they imagine
nature’s power as force and impulse. The multitude therefore call un-
usual works of nature miracles, o7 works of God, and partly from devo-
tion, partly from a desire to oppose those who cultivate the natural sci-
ences, they do not want to know the natural causes of things. They want
only to hear the things they are most ignorant of, and which, for that
reason, they greatly wonder at. [4] They can worship God and relate all
things to his dominion and will only by eliminadng natural causes and
imagining things outside the order of nature. They wonder most at the

' From the Theological-Political Treatise, ch. VL, §§1-6, 7-26, 30-32, 34.
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power of God when they imagine the power of nature to be, as it were,
subdued by God.

This [attitude] seems to have originated with the first Jews. The Gen-
tiles of their time worshiped visible Gods, such as the Sun, the Moon,
the Earth, Water, Air, and the like. To prove them wrong and to show
them that those Gods were weak and inconstant, or changeable, and
under the command of an invisible God, the Jews related their miracles,
by which they strove in addition to show that the whole of nature was
directed only for their convenience, according to the command of the
God whom they worshiped. This was so pleasing to men that to this day
they have not ceased to feign miracles, so that they might be believed to
be dearer to God than the rest, and the final cause on account of which
God has created, and continually directs, all things.

[5] What claims does the foolishness of the muldtude not make for
itself, because it has no sound concept either of God or of nature, be-
cause it confuses the decisions of God with those of men, and finally,
because it feigns a nature so limited that it believes man to be its chief
part!

[6] This will be sufficient as a descripton of the opinions and preju-
dices of the multitude concerning nature and miracles. But to present
my own views in an orderly fashion, I shall show (i) that nothing hap-
pens contrary to nature, but that it preserves a fixed and immutable
eternal order, and at the same time, I shall show what must be under-
stood by a miracle [ §7-157; (ii) that we cannot know either the essence
or the existence of God from miracles, and hence, that we cannot know
his providence from miracles, but that all these things are far better
perceived from the fixed and immutable order of nature'’ [ §16-38]. . ..

[7] As for the first, this is easily shown from the things we have dem-
onstrated in Chapter IV regarding the divine law: namely, that whatever
God wills o7 determines involves eternal necessity and truth; [8] for we
have shown, from the fact that God’s intellect is not distinguished from
his will, that we affirm the same thing when we say that God wills some-
thing as when we say that he understands it. So by the same necessity
with which it follows from the divine nature and perfection that God
understands some thing as it is, it follows also that God wiils it as it is.
[9] But since nothing is necessarily true except by the divine decree
alone, it follows quite clearly from this that the universal laws of nature
are nothing but decrees of God, which follow from the necessity and

'7 Another claim Oldenburg regarded as troublesome: “You seem to many to take away

the authority and value of miracles, which almost all Christans believe to be the sole
foundation for the certainty of divine revelation” (Letter 71).
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perfection of the divine nature. Therefore, if anything were to happen
: in nature which was contrary to its universal laws, it would also neces-
sarily be contrary to the divine decree, intellect, and nature. Or if somne-
one were to maintain that God does something contrary to the laws of
nature, he would be compelled to maintain at the same time as well that
God acts in a way contrary to his own nature. Nothing would be more
absurd than that.

We could also show the same thing from the fact that the power of
nature is the divine power and virtue itself. Moreover, the divine power
is the very essence of God. But for the present I prefer to pass over this.

[10] Nothing, therefore, happens in nature’® which is contrary to its
universal laws. Nor does anything happen which does not agree with
those laws or does not follow from them. For whatever happens, hap-
pens by God’s will and eternal decree, that is, as we have now shown,
whatever happens, happens according to laws and rules which involve
eternal necessity and wuth.

[11] Thus nature always observes laws and rules which involve eternal

\ necessity and truth, although they are not all known to us, and so it also

bserves a fixed and immutable order. Nor does any sound reason urge
us to attribute a limited power and virtue to nature, or to maintain that
its laws are suited for only certain things and not everything. For since
nature’s virtue and power is the very virtue and power of God, and its
laws and rules are God’s decrees themselves, we must believe without
reservation that the power of nature is infinite, and that its laws are so
broad that they extend to everything which is conceived by the divine
intellect itself. [12] For otherwise what else is being maintained but that
God has created a nature so impotent, and established laws and rules for
it so sterile, that often he is compelled to come to its aid anew, if he
wants it to be preserved and wants things to turn out as he wished? Of
course I judge that nothing is more foreign to reason than that.

[13] From these conclusions—that nothing happens in nature which
does not follow from its laws, that its laws extend to all things conceived
by the divine intellect itself, and finally, that nature maintains a fixed and
immutable order—it clearly follows that the term “miracle” cannot be
understood except in relation to men’s opinions, and means nothing but
a work whose natural cause we cannot explain by the example of another
customary thing, or at least which cannot be so explained by the one
who writes or relates the miracle.

(14] Indeed, I could say that a miracle is that whose cause cannot be

18* NB: By Nature here I do not understand only matter and its affectons, but in
addition to matter, infinite other things.
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explained according to the principles of natural things known to the
natural light. But since miracles have been performed according to the
power of understanding of the multitude, who were, in fact, completely
ignorant of the principles of natural things, it is certain that the ancients
took for a miracle what they could not explain in the way the muldwude /
are accustomed to explain natural things, namely, by going back to the
memory to recall some other similar thing they are accustomed to imag-
ine without wonder. For the multitude think they understand a thing
sufficiently when they do not wonder at it. [15] Hence, the ancients, and
almost everyone up till now, has had no other standard for a miracle
than this. So no doubt many things are related as miracles in the Sacred
Texts whose causes can easily be explained according to known princi-
ples of natural things, as we have already hinted in Chapter IT [ §26-28]
when we spoke about the sun’s standing still in the dme of Joshua, and
its going backwards in the dme of Ahaz. . ..

(16] It is time now to ... show that from miracles we understand
neither God’s essence, nor his existence, nor his providence, but that on
the contrary these things are far better perceived from the fixed and
immutable order of nature. I proceed to demonstrate this as follows.

(17] Since God’s existence is not known through itself,"" it must nec-
essarily be inferred from notions whose truth is so firm and steady that
no power can be or be conceived by which they could be changed. At
least they must so appear to us at the time when we infer God’s existence
from them, if we want to infer it from them beyond any chance of
doubt. For if we could conceive that the notions themselve} could be
changed by some power, whatever in the end it was, we would doubt
their truth, and consequently also doubt our conclusion, namely, God’s
existence, nor would we ever be able to be certain of anything.

[18] Next, we know that nothing agrees with nature or is contrary to
it except what we have shown to agree with those principles or to be
contrary to them. So if we could conceive that by some power (whatever ~ LL/85
in the end it was) something could happen in nature which was contrary

1%* We doubt God’s existence, and consequently we doubt everything, so long as the
idea we have of God himself is not clear and distinct, but confused. For just as one who
does not rightly know the nature of a tiangle does not know that its three angles are equal
to two right angles, so one who conceives the divine nature confusedly does not see that
existence pertains to the nature of God. But for us to be able to conceive God’s nature
clearly and distinctly it is necessary for us to attend to certain very simple nodons which
they call common, and connect with thern those which pertain to the divine nature; then
for the first dme it becomes evident to us that God exists necessarily and is everywbere,
and at the same time that all the things we conceive involve in themselves the nature of
God and are conceived through it, and finally, that all those things are true which we
conceive adequately. But on these matters see the preface of the book endtled The princi-
ples of philosoply demonmstrated in a geometric manner. [See below, §VLA.]
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to nature, that would be contrary to those first notions. And so either we
would have to reject it as absurd, or else we would have to doubt the first
notons (as we have just shown) and consequently, doubt God and all
things, however they might have been perceived.

[19] So insofar as a miracle is understood as work contrary to the
order of nature, it is far from true that miracles show us the existence of
God. On the contrary, they would make us doubt his existence, since
without them we could be absolutely certain of his existence, that is,
since we know that ail things in nature follow a certain and immutable
order.

[20] But suppose a miracle is something which cannot be explained by
natural causes. This can be understood in either of two ways: either that
itin fact has natural causes which nevertheless cannot be found by the
human intellect, or that it has no cause except God, or God’s will. [21]
But because all things which happen through natural causes also happen
only according to God’s power and will, in the end we must arrive at
this: that whether a miracle has natmral causes or not, it is a work which
cannot be explained by its cause, that is, 2 work which surpasses man’s
power of understanding. But from such a work, and from anything sur-
passing our power of understanding, we can understand nothing. For
whatever we understand clearly and distinctly must become known to us
either through itself or through something else which through itself is
understood clearly and distincily. [22] So from a miracle, o7 from a work
surpassing our power of understanding, we can understand neither
God’s essence, nor his existence, nor absolutely anything concerning
God and nature.

On the other hand, when we know that all things are determined and
enacted by God, that the operations of nature follow from God’s es-
sence, indeed, that the laws of nature are God’s eternal decrees and
volidons, we must conclude absolutely that we know God and God’s
will better as we know natural things better, and understand more
clearly how they depend on their first cause, and how they operate ac-
cording to the eternal laws of nature.

(23] So in reladon to our intellect we have a far better right to call
those works which we clearly and distinctly understand works of God
and to refer them to the will of God than we do those of which we are
completely ignorant, although the latter occupy our imagination pow-
erfully and sweep men along into wondering at them. For only those
works of nature which we understand clearly and distinctly make our
knowledge of God more elevated and indicate God’s will and decrees as
clearly as possible. Those who recur to the will of God when they have
no knowledge of a thing are just wifling. It is a ridiculous way of con-
fessing one’s ignorance.
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(24] Again, even if we could infer something from miracles, we could
still not infer God’s existence from them in any way. For since a miracle
is a limited work, and never expresses any power except a definite and
limited one, it is certain that from such an effect we cannot infer the
existence of a cause whose power is infinite, but at most that of a cause
whose power is greater [than that expressed by the effect]. I say at most,
because from many causes concurring together, there can also follow a
work whose force and power is indeed less than the power of all the
causes together, but far greater than the power of each cause. [25] But
since (as we have already shown) the laws of nature extend to infinitely
many things, and we conceive them under a certain species of eternity,
and nature proceeds according to them in a definite and immutable
order, to that extent they indicate to us in some way the infinity, eter-
nity, and immutability of God.

[26] We conclude, therefore, that we cannot know God, and his exis-
tence and providence, by miracles, but that we can infer these things far
better from the fixed and immutable order of nature. In this conclusion
I speak of a miracle only as a work which surpasses, or is believed to
surpass, men’s power of understanding. For insofar as it would be sup-
posed to destroy, o7 to interrupt, the order of nature, or to be contrary
to its laws, to that extent (as we have just shown) not only could it give
no knowledge of God, but on the contrary it would wke away the
knowledge we naturally have, and make us doubt concerning God and
concerning all things. . ..

[30] . .. And although Scripture nowhere teaches explicitly [that we
cannot know God from miracles] nevertheless this can easily be inferred
from Scripture, especially from what Moses commands (Deuteronomy
13[:1-57), that they should condemn to death a prophet who leads them
astray, even if he performs miracles. [31] For he says that (even if) 2 sign
and a wonder which be has foretold to you should happen and so on, do not
(nevertheless) assent to the words of this prophet and so on because the Lord
your God tests you and so on. (Therefore) let that prophet be condemnmed to
death and so on. From this it clearly follows that even false prophets can
perform miracles, and that unless men are well protected by the tue
knowledge and love of God, miracles can lead them to embrace false
Gods as easily the True God. For Moses adds since Yehowah your God
tests you in order to know whether you love him with all your heart and all
your soul.

[32] Again, the Israelites, with so many miracles, were still not able to
form any sound concept of God, as experience itself has testfied. For
when they believed that Moses had left them, they sought visible divini-
ties from Aaron, and a calf—what shame!—was their idea of God, the
one they finally formed from. so many miracles [Exodus 32:1-6]. . ..
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[34] Finally, it was quite obscure to almost all the prophets how the
order of nature and human outcomes could agree with the concept they
had formed concerning God’s providence; this was always quite clear to
the philosophers, who strive to understand things, not from miracles,
but from clear concepts. The philosophers locate true happiness only in
virtue and peace of mind and are not eager that nature should obey
them, but that they should obey nature; they know certainly that God
directs nature as its universal laws require, but not as the particular laws
of human nature require, and that God takes account, not of the human
race only, but of the whole of nature.

F. On Interpreting Scripture®

(1] Everyone says that Sacred Scripture is the word of God, that it
teaches men true blessedness or the way to salvation. But in their con-
duct men reveal something very different. For the multitude seem to
care nothing about living according to the teachings of Sacred Scrip-
ture; we see that almost everyone hawks his own inventions as the word
of God, and is concerned only to compel others to think as he does,
under the pretext of religion.

[2] We see, I say, that the Theologians have mainly been anxious to
twist their own inventions and beliefs out of the Sacred Texts and fortify
them with divine authority. They have no scruple about interpreting
Scriptures; they read the mind of the Holy Spirit with great reckless-
ness. If they fear anything, it is not that they may ascribe some error to
the Holy Spirit and stray from the path to salvation, but that others may
convict them of error, lessening their authority and making others scorn
them.

[3] But if men were sincere in what they say about Scripture, they
would have a very different manner of living. These frequent disagree-
ments would not trouble them so; they would not display such hatred in
their disputes; and they would not be in the grip of such a blind and
reckless desire to interpret Scripture and think up new doctrines in reli-
gion. On the contrary, they would not dare to embrace anything as the
teaching of Scripture which it does not teach as clearly as possible. And
finally, those sacrilegious people who have not been afraid to corrupt
Scripture in so many passages would have taken great care to avoid such
a crime; they would have kept their sacrilegious hands away from those
texts.

[4] But in the end ambition and wickedness have been so powerful

2 From the Theological-Political Treatise, ch. VII, §§1-33, 43-46, 65-69.
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that religion is identified not so much with obeying the teachings of the
Holy Spirit as with defending human inventions, so that religion con-
sists not in lovingkindness, but in spreading disagreement among men,
and in propagating the most bitter hatred, which they shield under the
false name of divine zeal and passionate enthusiasm. To these evils we
may add superstition, which teaches men to scorn reason and nature,
and to admire and venerate only what is contrary to both of these.

(51 So it is no wonder that to make Scripture more admired and ven-
erated, men have been eager to explain it in such a way that it seems to
be as contrary as possible to both reason and nature. Therefore they
dream that the most profound mysteries lie hidden in the Sacred Texts,
and they weary themselves in investigating these absurdities, neglecting
what is useful. Whatever they thus invent in their madness, they attrib-
ute to the Holy Spirit, and they strive to defend it with the utmost force
and violence of the affects. For men are so constituted that what they
conceive by the pure intellect, they defend only with the intellect and
reason, whereas if they think something because of some affects of the
heart, they also defend it with those affects.

[6] Now to free ourselves from these disorders, to liberate our minds
from theological prejudices, and not to recklessly embrace men’s inven-
tions as divine teachings, we must treat and discuss the true method of
interpreting Scripture; for so long as we are ignorant of this, we cannot
know anything with certainty about what either Scripture or the Holy
Spirit wishes to teach.

To sum it up briefly, I say that the method of interpreting Scripture
does not differ from the method of interpreting nature, but agrees with
it completely. [7] For just as the method of interpreting nature consists
above all in putting together a history of nature, from which, as from

‘certain data, we infer the definitions of natural things, so also to inter-
pret Scripture it is necessary to prepare a straightdforward history of
Scripture and to infer the mind of the authors of Scripture from it, by
legitimate reasonings, as from certain data and principles. {8] For if
someone has admitted as principles or data for interpreting Scripture
and discussing the things contained in it only those drawn from Scrip-
ture itself and its history, he will always proceed without any danger of
error, and will be able to discuss the things which surpass our grasp as
safely as those we know by the natural light.

[9] But to establish clearly that this way is not only certain, but also
the only way, and that it agrees with the method of interpreting nature,
we must note that Scripture very often treats of things which cannot be
deduced from principles known to the natural light. For historical nar-
ratives and revelatdons make up the greatest part of it. [10] But the his-
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torical narratives give a prominent place to miracles, that is, (as we have
shown in the preceding chapter) narratives of unusual things in nature,
accommnodated to the opinions and judgments of the historians who
have written them. Moreover, the revelations were also accommodated
to the opinions of the prophets, as we have shown in the Second Chap-
ter, and they really surpass man’s power of understanding. So the
knowledge of all these things, that is, of almost everything in Scripture,
must be sought only from Scripture itself, just as the knowledge of na-
ture must be sought from nature itself.

[11] As for the moral teachings also contained in the Bible, although
they can be demonstrated from common notions, still it cannot be dem-
onstrated from common notons that Scripture teaches them. This can
only be established from Scripture itself. Indeed, if we wish, without
prejudice, to certify the divinity of Scripture, we must establish from it
alone that it teaches true moral doctrines. Only from this can we dem-
onstrate its divinity. For we have shown that the prophets’ own certainty
was established principally by the fact that they had a heart inclined
toward the right and the good. So to be able to have faith in them we too
must establish the same thing.

[12] Moreover, we have also demonstrated already that the divinity of
God cannot be proven by miracles, not to mention that miracles could
also be performed by false prophets. So the divinity of Scripture must
be established only by the fact that it teaches true virtue. But this can
only be established by Scripture. If it could not be done, it would only
be as a result of great prejudice that we would embrace it and testify to
its divinity. Therefore, all knowledge of Scripture must be sought only
from Scripture itself.

[13] Finally, Scripture does not give definitions of the things of which
it speaks, any more than nature does. So just as the definitions of natural
things are to be inferred from the different actions of nature, in the
same way [the definitions of the things spoken of in Scripture] are to be
drawn from the different narratives occurring in the texts concerning
them.

[14] Therefore, the universal rule in interpredng Scripture is to at-
tribute nothing to Scripture as its teaching which we have not under-
stood as clearly as possible from its history. But now we must say here
what sort of history that must be and what things it mainly relates.

[15] First, it must contain the nature and propertes of the language
in which the books of Scripture were written, and which their authors
were accustomed to speak. For in this way we shall be able to find out all
the meanings which each utterance can admit in ordinary conversa-
tional usage. And because all the authors, both of the Old Testament
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and the New, were Hebrews, it is certain that the history of the Hebrew
language is necessary above all others, not only for understanding the
books of the Old Testament, which were written in this language, but
also for understanding those of the New Testament. For although they
have been made common to all in other languages, nevertheless they
express themselves in a Hebrew manner.

[16] Second, it must collect the sayings of each book and organize
them under main headings so that we can readily find all those concern-
ing the same subject. Next, it must note all those which are ambiguous
or obscure or which seem inconsistent with one another. I call these
sayings clear or obscure here, insofar as it is easy or difficult to derive
their meaning from the context of the utterance, not insofar as it is easy
or difficult to perceive their truth by reason. For we are concerned only
with the meaning of the utterances, not with their truth. [17] Indeed, we
must take great care, so long as we are looking for the meaning of Scrip-
ture, not to be preoccupied with our own reasoning, insofar as it is
founded on the principles of natural knowledge (not to mention now
our prejudices). But lest we confuse the true meaning with the truth of
things, that meaning must be found out solely from the usage of lan-
guage, or from reasoning which recognizes no other foundadon than
Scripture.

To make all these things clearer, I shall illustrate them withsan exam-
ple. [18] These sayings of Moses—that God is 2 fire and that God is
jealous’'—are as clear as possible, so long as we attend only to the mean-
ing of the words. Therefore, I put them among the clear sayings, even
though they are very obscure in relation to truth and reason. Indeed,
although their literal meaning is contrary to the natural light, unless it
is also clearly opposed to the principles and foundations derived from
the history of Scripture, that literal meaning will nevertheless have to
be retained. And conversely, if these sayings, according to their literal
interpretation, were found to be contrary to principles derived from
Scripture, even though they agreed completely with reason, they would
still have to be interpreted differently (i.e., metaphorically).

[19] Therefore, to know whether or not Moses believed that God is
a fire, we must not in any way infer our answer from the fact that this
opinion agrees with reason or is contrary to it, but we must rely only on
other sayings of Moses himself. Since Moses also teaches clearly in a
great many places that God has no likeness to any of the visible things
which exist in the heavens, on the earth, or in the sea, either this saying
or all of those are to be explained metaphorically.

3! Both claims are made in Deuteronomy 4:24.
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[20] But because we must depart as little as possible from the literal
meaning, we must first ask whether this one sentence, God is z fire, ad-
mits another meaning beyond the literal one, that is, whether the term
fore signifies something other than natural fire. If [that term] is not
found, according to linguistic usage, to signify something else, then this
sentence also is not to be interpreted in any other way, however much
it may be contrary to reason. On the contrary, all the others, although
in agreement with reason, would still have to be accommeodated to this
one. [21] If this also could not be done according to linguistic usage,
then these sentences would be irreconcilable, and therefore we would
have to suspend judgment about them. But because the term fire is also
taken for anger and jealousy (see Job 31:12), these sentences of Moses
are easily reconciled, and we infer legitimarely that these two sentences,
God is 4 five and God is jealous, are one and the same sentence [i.e., express
one and the same opinion].

[22] Next, since Moses clearly teaches that God is jealous, and no-
where teaches that God lacks passions or passive states of mind, from
this we must conclude without reservation that Moses believed this, or
at least that he wished to teach it, however much we may believe that
this opinion is contrary to reason. For as we have already shown, itis not
permissible for us to twist the intent of Scripture according to the dic-
tates of our reason and according to our preconceived opinions. The
whole knowledge of the Bible must be sought from the Bible alone.

[23] Finally, this history must describe fully, with respect to all the
books of the prophets, the circumstances of which a record has been
preserved, namely, the life, character, and concerns of the author of
each book, who he was, on what occasion he wrote, at what tme, for
whom, and finally, in what language. Next, it must relate the fate of each
book: how it was first received, into whose hands it fell, how many dif-
ferent readings of it there were, by whose deliberation it was accepted
among the Sacred Books, and finally, how all the books which everyone
now acknowledges to be sacred came to be unified into one body.

The history of Scripture, I say, must contain all these things. [24] For
in order for us to know which sayings are put forward as laws and which
as moral teachings, it is important to know the life, character, and con-
cerns of the author. Moreover, the better we know someone’s spirit and
temperament, the more easily we can explain his words. Next, if we are
not to confuse eternal teachings with those which could be useful only
for a time or only for a few people, it is important also to know on what
occasion, at what time, and for which naton or age all these teachings
were written. [25] Finally, it is important to know the other things I
have mentioned in addidon, in order to know also, beyond the authority
of each book, whether or not it could have been corrupted by illicit
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bands, and whether errors have crept in or whether they have been
corrected by men sufficiently expert and worthy of tust. It is very nec-
essary to know all these things so that we are not carried away by a blind
impulse to embrace whatever has been thrust upon us, but embrace only
what is certain and indubitable.

[26] Now after we have this history of Scripture and have firmly de-
cided to maintain nothing with certainty as the teaching of the prophets
which does not follow from this history, or is not derived from it as
clearly as possible, then it will be time for us to get ready to investigate
the mind of the prophets and of the Holy Spirit. But for this purpose we
also require a method and order like the one we use for interpreting
nature according to its history.

[27] In examining natural things we strive, before all else, to investi-
gate the things which are most universal and common to the whole of
nature—namely, motion and rest, and their laws and rules, which nature
always observes and through which it continuously acts—and from
these we proceed gradually to other less universal things. In just the
same way, the first thing to be sought from the history of Scripture is
what is most universal, what is the basis and foundation of the whole of
Scripture, and finally, what all the prophets commend in it as an eternal
teaching, most useful for all mortals. For example, that a unique and
omnipotent God exists, who alone is to be worshiped, who cases for all,
and who loves above all those who worship him and who love their
neighbor as themselves, and so on.

[28] Scripture, I say, teaches these and similar things everywhere, so
clearly and so explicitly that there has never been anyone who disputed
the meaning of Scripture concerning these things. But what God is, and
in what way he sees all things, and provides for thern—these and similar
things Scripture does not teach openly and as an eternal doctrine. On
the contrary, we have already shown above that the prophets themselves
did not agree about them. So concerning such things we must maintain
nothing as the doctrine of the Holy Spirit, even if it can be determined
very well by the natural light.

[29] Once this universal teaching of Scripture is rightly known, we
must proceed next to other, less universal things, which nevertheless
concern how we ordinarily conduct our lives and which flow from this
universal teaching like streams. For example, all the particular external
actdons of true virtue, which can only be put to work on a given occa-
sion. Whatever is found to be obscure o7 ambiguous in the texts about
these things must be explained and determined according to the univer-
sal teaching of Scripture. But if we find any things which are contrary to
one another, we must see on what occasion, and at what tdme, and for
whom they were written.
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[30] For example, when Christ says blessed are those who mourn, for they
shall receive comfort [Matthew 5:4], we do not know from this text what
kind of mourners he means. But because he teaches later that we should
be anxious about nothing except the kingdom of God and his justice,
which he commends as the greatest good (see Matthew 6:33), from this
it follows that by mourners he understands only those who mourn for
the kingdom of God and the justice men have neglected. For only this
can be mourned by those who love nothing but the divine kingdom o#
fairness, and who completely scorn what fortune may bring.

[31] So also, when he says 0 2 ran who strikes you on the right cheek,
turn to bim the other also, and so on [Matthew 5:39] If Christ had ordered
these things as a lawgiver orders judges, he would have destroyed the
law of Moses with this precept.”? Nevertheless, he warns expressly that
this is not his intention. See Matthew 5:17. So we must see who said
these things, to whom, and at what time.

[32] It was Christ who spoke, who did not institute laws as a legisla-
tor, but taught doctrines as a teacher, because (as we have shown above)
he did not want to correct external actions so much as the heart. Nex,
he said these things to oppressed men, who were living in a corrupt
state, where justice was completely neglected, a state whose ruin he saw
to be near at hand. But we have seen that the very same thing which
Christ teaches here, when the ruin of the city is at hand, Jeremiah also
taught at the first destruction of the city, that is, at a similar tme (see
Lamentatons 3:25-30).

[33] So the prophets taught this only in a time of oppression, and
nowhere put it forward as a law, whereas Moses (who did not write ata
time of oppression, but—note this—worked for the institution of a
good state), although he also condemned vengeance and hatred of one’s
neighbor, commanded that an eye be paid for an eye. From this it fol-
lows very clearly, just from the fundamental principles of Scripture
themselves, that this teaching of Christ and Jeremiah that we should
submit to injuries and yield to the impious in everything is appropriate
only in those places where justice is neglected and in times of oppres-
sion, but not in a good state. Indeed, in a good state, where justice is
defended, everyone is bound, if he wants to be thought just, to exact a
penalty for injuries in the presence of a judge (see Leviticus 5:1), not for
the sake of vengeance (see Leviticus 19:17-18), but with the intention of
defending justice and the laws of one’s native land, and so that the evil
should not profit by being evil. . . .

[43] . . . Since this method of ours, which is founded on the principle
that the knowledge of Scripture is to be sought only from Scripture, is

22 Cf. Exodus 21:23-25, Leviricus 24:19-20.
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the only true method [of interpreting Scripture], whatever it cannot
furnish for acquiring a complete knowledge of Scripture, we must abso-
lutely give up as hopeless. [44] But we must now say what difficulty this
method involves, or what is to be desired in it, for it to be able to lead
us to a complete and certain knowledge of the Sacred Texrs.

To begin with, a great difficulty in this method arises from the fact
that it requires a complete knowledge of the Hebrew language. But
where is this now to be sought? [45] The ancient cultivators of the He-
brew language left nothing to posterity regarding its foundadons and
teaching. At Jeast we have absolutely nothing from them: no dictionary,
no grammar, no rhetoric. Moreover, the Hebrew nation has lost all its
adormments and marks of distinction—this is no wonder, after it has
suffered so many disasters and persecutdons—and has retained only
some few fragments of its language and of a few books. For almost all
the names of fruits, birds, fish, and a great many other things have per-
ished in the unjust treaument of the ages. Again, the meaning of many
nouns and verbs which occur in the Bible is either completely unknown
or is disputed.

[46] We lack, not only all these things, but also and especially, a
phraseology of this language. For dme, the devourer, has obliterated
from the memory of men almost all the idioms and manners of speaking
peculiar to the Hebrew nation. Therefore, we will not always be able, as
we desire, to find out, with respect to each urtterance, all the meanings
it can admit according to linguistic usage. Many utterances will occur
whose meaning will be very obscure, indeed, completely incomprehen-
sible, even though they are expressed in well-known terms. . . .

[65] These are all the difficulties” I had undertaken to recount arising
from this method of interpreting Scripture according to the history we
can have of it. I judge them to be so great that I do not hesitate to affirm
that in very many places we either do not know the true meaning of
Scripture or are divining it without certainty. [66] On the other hand,
we should note again that all these difficulties can only prevent us from
grasping the intention of the prophets concerning things which are in-
comprehensible and which we can only imagine, but not concerning
things which we can grasp with the intellect and of which we can easily
form a clear concept. For those things which, by their nature, are easily
perceived can never be said so obscurely that they are not easily under-
stood, according to the proverb: to one who understands a word is
enough.

[67] Euclid, who wrote only about things which were quite simple and

% The editing of the text has eliminated some of the difficuldes Spinoza discusses, sach
as the ambiguides arising from the fact that the Biblical text is written without vowels.
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most intelligible, is easily explained by anyone in any language. For to
grasp his intention and to be certain of his true meaning it is not neces-
sary to have a complete knowledge of the language in which he wrote,
but only a quite common and almost childish knowledge. Nor is it nec-
essary to know the life, concerns, and customs of the author, nor in what
language, to whorr, and when he wrote, nor the fate of his book, nor its
various readings, nor how nor by whose deliberation it was accepted.

[68] What I have said here about Euclid must be said about everyone
who has written about things by their nature comprehensible. So we
conclude that concerning moral teachings we can easily grasp the inten-
tion of Scripture from the history we have of it and that in this case we
can be certain of its tue meaning. For the teachings of true piety are
expressed in the most familiar words, since they are very ordinary and
no less simple and easy to understand. And because true salvation and
blessedness consists in true peace of mind, and we truly find peace only
in those things which we understand very clearly, [69] it is evident that
we can grasp with certainty the intenton of Scripture concerning things
salutary and necessary for blessedness. So there is no reason why we
should be so anxious about the rest. Since for the most part we cannot
embrace these other things by reason and the intellect, such concern
would show more curiosity than regard for our advantage.

ITII. FRAGMENTS OF
a THEORY OF SCIENTIFIC METHOD

A. The Four Kinds of Knowledge™*

(18] Having laid down these rules, I come now to what must be done
first, before all else: emending the intellect and rendering it capable of
understanding things in the way the attainment of our end requires. To
do this, the order we naturally have requires me to survey here all the
modes of perceiving which I have had up to now for affirming or deny-
ing something without doubt, so that I may choose the best of all, and
at the same time begin to know my powers and the nature that I desire
to perfect.

[19] If I consider them accurately, I can reduce them all to four main
kinds:

1. There is the percepton we have from report or from some con-
ventional sign.

2. There is the perception we have from random experience, that

% From the Treatise on the Emendation of the Intellect, §§18-29.



ON METHOD

is, from experience that is not determined by the intellect. But
it has this name only because it comes to us by chance, and we
have no other experience that opposes it. So it remains with us
unshaken.

3. There is the perception that we have when the essence of a
thing is inferred from another thing, but not adequately. This hap-
pens, either when we infer the cause from some effect, or when
something is inferred from some universal, which some property
always accompanies.

4. Finally, there is the percepdon we have when a thing is per-
ceived through its essence alone, or through knowledge of its prox-
imate cause.

[20] I shall illustrate all of these with examples. I know only from
report my date of birth, and who my parents were, and similar things,
which I have never doubted. By random experience I know that I shall
die, for I affirm this because I have seen others like me die, even though
they had not all lived the same length of time and did not all die of the
same illness. Again, I also know by random experience that oil is capable
of feeding fire, and that water is capable of puttng it out. I know also
that the dog is a barking animal, and man a rational one. And in this way
I know almost all the things that are useful in life.

[21] But we infer [one thing] from another in this way: afrer we
clearly perceive that we feel such a body, and no other, then, I say,
we infer clearly that the soul is united® to the body, which union is the
cause of such a sensation; but we cannot understand absolutely from this
what that sensation and union are. Or after we have come to know
the nature of vision, and that it has the property that we see one and the
same thing as smaller when we look at it from a great distance than when
we look at it from close up, we infer that the sun is larger than it appears
to be, and other things of the same kind.

[22] Finally, a thing is perceived through its essence alone when, from
the fact that I know something, I know what it is to know something, or
from the fact that I know the essence of the soul, I know that it is united
to the body. By the same kind of knowledge, we know that two and
three are five, and that if two lines are parallel to a third line, they are
also parallel to each other, and so on. But the things I have so far been
able to know by this kind of knowledge have been very few.

[23] That you may understand all these things better, I shall use only

# * We see clearly from this example what I have just noted. For we understand nothing
through that union except the sensation itself, that is, the effect, from which we inferred
the cause, concerning which we understand nothing.
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one example. Suppose there are three numbers. Someone is seeking a
fourth, which is to the third as the second is to the first. Here merchants
will usually say that they know what to do to find the fourth number,
because they have not yet forgotten that procedure which they simply
heard from their teachers, without any demonstration.

Others will construct a universal axiom from an experience with sim-
ple numbers, where the fourth number is evident through itself—as in
the numbers 2, 4, 3, and 6. Here they find by trial that if the second is
multiplied by the third, and the product then divided by the first, the
result is 6. Since they see that this produces the same number which
they knew to be the proportional number without this procedure, they
infer that the procedure is always a good way to find the fourth number
in the proportion.

[24] But mathematicians know, by the force of the demonstradon of
proposition 19 in Book VII of Euclid, which numbers are proportional
to one another, from the nature of proportion, and its property, namely,
that the product of the first and fourth numbers is equal to the product
of the second and third. Nevertheless, they do not see the adequate
proportionality of the given numbers. And if they do, they see it not by
the force of that propositon, but intuitively, [NS: or] without going
through any procedure.

[25] To choose the best mode of perceiving from these, we are re-
quired to enumerate briefly the means necessary to attain our end:

1. To know exactly our nature, which we desire to perfect, and at
the sarne time,

2. [To know] as much of the nature of things as is necessary,

(a) to infer rightly from it the differences, agreements, and opposi-
dons of things,

(b) to conceive rightly what they can undergo and what they can-
not,

(¢) to compare [the nature of things] with the nature and power of
man.

This done, the highest perfection man can reach will easily manifest
itself.

[26] Having considered these requirements, let us see which mode of
perceiving we ought to choose.

As for the first, it is evident in itself that from report—apart from the
fact that it is a very uncertain thing—we do not perceive any essence of
a thing, as is clear from our example. And since the existence of any
singular thing is not known unless its essence is known (as we shall see
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afterwards), we can clearly infer from this that all the certainty we have
from report is to be excluded from the sciences. For no one will ever be
able to be affected by simple report, unless his own intellect has gone
before.

[27] As for the second, again, no one should be said to have the idea
of that proportion which he is seeking. Apart from the fact that it is a
very uncertain thing, and without end, in this way no one will ever per-
ceive anything in natural things except accidents. But these are never
understood clearly unless their essences are known first. So that also is
to be excluded.

[28] Concerning the third, on the other hand, we can, in a sense, say
that we have an idea of the thing, and that we can also make inferences
without danger of error. But still, it will not through itself be the means
of our reaching our perfecton.

[29] Only the fourth mode comprehends the adequate essence of the
thing and is without danger of error. For that reason, it is what we must
chiefly use. So we shall take care to explain how it is to be used, that we
may understand unknown things by this kind of knowledge and do so as
directly as possible. . . .

B. Achieving Clear and Distinct Ideas™

[91] To arrive finally at the second part of this method, I shall set
forth first our aim in it, and then the means to attain it. The*aim, then,
is to have clear and distinct ideas, that is, such as have been made from
the pure mind, and not from fortuitous modons of the body. And then,
50 that all ideas may be led back to one, we shall strive to connect and
order them so that our mind, as far as possible, reproduces objectively
the formal character of nature, both as to the whole and as to the parts.

[92] As for the first, our ultimate end requires (as we have already
said) that the thing be conceived either through its essence alone or
through its proximate cause. If the thing is in itself, o, as is commonly
said, is the cause of itself, then it must be understood through its essence
alone; but if it is not in itself, but requires a cause to exist, then it must
be understood through its proximate cause. For really, knowledge®” of
the effect is nothing but acquiring a more perfect knowledge of its
cause.

[93) Therefore, so long as we are dealing with the Invesugation of

% Treatise on the Emendation of the Intellect, §§91-104.

77* Note that it is evident from this that we cannot [INS: legitimately or properly)
understand anything of Nature without at the same time rendering our knowledge of the
farst cause, or God, more ample.
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things, we must never infer anything from abstractions, and we shall
take very great care not to mix up the things that are only in the intellect
with those that are real. But the best conclusion will have t be drawn
from some particular affirmative essence, o7, from a true and legidmate
definition. For from universal axioms alone the intellect cannot descend
to singulars, since axioms extend to infinity, and do not determine the
intellect to the contemplation of one singular thing rather than another.

[94] So the right way of discovery is to form thoughts from some
given definition. This will proceed the more successfully and easily, the
better we have defined a thing. So the chief point of this second part of
the method is concerned solely with this: knowing the conditions of a
good definition, and then, the way of finding good definidons. First,
therefore, I shall deal with the conditions of definition.

[95] To be called perfect, a definition will have to explain the inmost
essence of the thing, and to take care not to use certain propriz in its
place.” So as not to seem bent on uncovering the errors of others, I shall
use only the example of an abstract thing to explain this. For it is the
same however it is defined. If a circle, for example, is defined as a figure
in which the lines drawn from the center to the circumference are equal,
no one fails to see that such a definiion does not at all explain the es-
sence of the circle, but only a property of it. And though, as I have said,
this does not matter much concerning figures and other beings of rea-
som, it matters a great deal concerning physical and real beings, because
the properties of things are not understood so long as their essences are
not known. If we neglect them, we shall necessarily overturn the con-
nection of the intellect, which ought to reproduce the connection of
nature, and we shall completely miss our goal.

[96] These are the requirements which must be satisfied in Defmi-
tion, if we are to be free of this fault:

1. If the thing is created, the definition, as we have said, will have
to include the proximate cause. For example, according to this law,
a circle would have to be defined as follows: it is the figure that is
described by any line of which one end is fixed and the other mov-
ing. This definiton clearly includes the proximate cause.

2. We require a concept, or definition, of the thing such that when
it is considered alone, without any others conjoined, all the thing’s
properties can be deduced from it (as may be seen in this definition
of the circle). For from it we clearly infer that all the lines drawn
from the center to the circumference are equal.

*In traditional logic, propris are propertes which, while not part of the essence of a
thing, follow from its essence, so that they are universal to the species, as capable of lsughter
in the case of man.
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That this is a necessary requirement of a definidon is so plain through
itself to the attentive that it does not seemn worth taking time to demon-
strate it, nor to show also, from this second requirement, that every
definidon must be affirmative. I mean intellectual affirmaton—it mat-
ters litde whether the definition is verbally affirmative; because of the
poverty of language it will sometimes, perhaps, [only] be able to be
expressed negatively, although it is understood affirmatively.

[97] These are the requirements for the definidon of an uncreated
thing:

1. That it should exclude every cause, that is, that the object
should require nothing else except its own being for its explana-
tion.

2. That, given the definidon of this thing, there should remain no
room for the quesdon—does it exist?

3. That (as far as the mind is concerned) it should have no substan-
tives that could be changed into adjectives, that s, that it should not
be explained through any abstractions.

4. Finally (though it is not very necessary to note this) it is required
that all its properties be inferred from its definition.

-

All these things are evident to those who attend to them accurately.

(98] I have also said that the best conclusion will have to be drawn
from a particular affirmative essence. For the more particular an idea is,
the more distinct, and therefore the clearer it is. So we ought to seek
knowledge of particulars as much as possible.

[99] As for order, to unite and order all our perceptions, it is required,
and reason demands, that we ask, as soon as possible, whether there is a
certain being, and at the same time, what sort of being it is, which is the
cause of all things, so that its objective essence may also be the cause of
all our ideas, and then our mind will (as we have said) reproduce nature
as much as possible. For it will have nature’s essence, order, and unity
objectively.

From this we can see that above all it is necessary for us always to
deduce all our ideas from physical things, o from the real beings, pro-
ceeding, as far as possible, according to the series of causes, from one
real being to another real being, in such a way that we do not pass over
to abstractions and universals, neither inferring something real from
them, nor inferring them from something real. For to do either inter-
feres with the true progress of the intellect.

[100] But note that by the series of causes and of real beings I do not
here understand the series of singular, changeable things, but only the

1136



1/37

PRELIMINARIES

series of fixed and eternal things. For it would be impossible for human
weakness to grasp the series of singular, changeable things, not only
because there are innumerably many of them, but also because of the
infinite circumstances in one and the same thing, any of which can be
the cause of its existence or noneéxistence. For their existence has no
connection with their essence, or (as we have already said) is not an
eternal uth.

[101] But there is also no need for us to understand their series. The
essences of singular, changeable things are not to be drawn from their
series, o order of existing, since it offers us nothing but extrinsic de-
nominations, relations, or at most, circumstances, all of which are far
from the inmost essence of things. That essence is to be sought only
from the fixed and eternal things, and at the same time from the laws
inscribed in these things, as in their true codes, according to which all
singular things come to be, and are ordered. Indeed these singular,
changeable things depend so intimately, and (so to speak) essendally, on
the fixed things that they can neither be nor be conceived without them.
So although these fixed and eternal things are singular, nevertheless,
because of their presence everywhere, and most extensive power, they
will be to us like universals, o7 genera of the definitions of singular,
changeable things, and the proximate causes of all things.

[102] But since this is so, there seems to be a considerable difficulty
in our being able to arrive at knowledge of these singular things. For to
conceive them all at once is a task far beyond the powers of the human
intellect. But to understand one before the other, the order must be
sought, as we have said, not from their series of existing, nor even from
the eternal things. For there, by nature, all these things are at once. So
other aids will have to be sought beyond those we use to understand the
eternal things and their laws.

Nevertheless, this is not the place to treat them, nor is it necessary
until after we have acquired a sufficient knowledge of the eternal things
and their infallible laws, and the nature of our senses has become known
to us. [103] Before we equip ourselves for knowledge of singular things,
there will be time to treat those aids, all of which serve to help us know
how to use our senses and to make, according to certain laws, and in
order, the experiments that will suffice to determine the thing we are
seeking, so that at last we may infer from them according to what laws
of eternal things it was made, and its inmost nature may become known
to us, as I shall show in its place.”

Here, to return to our theme, I shall only try to treat those things that

* This passage is one which should help correct the common picture of Spinoza as 2
philosopher whose epistemology had no room for appeals to experience.
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seem necessary for us to be able to arrive at knowledge of eternal things,
and for us to form their definitions according to the conditions laid
down above. [104] To do this, we must recall what we said above: when
the mind attends to a thought—to weigh it, and deduce from it, in good
order, the things legitimately to be deduced from it—if it is false, the
mind will uncover the falsity; but if it is true, the mind will continue
successfully, without any interruption, to deduce true things from it
This, I say, is required for our purpose. For our thoughts cannot be
determined from any other foundation.

IV. FroM A Non-GEoMETRIC DRAFT
OoF THE ETHICS

A. Of the ‘Attributes’ Which Do Not Belong to God, and
on Definition®®

[1] Here we shall begin to discuss those ‘attributes™" which are com-

monly ascribed to God, but which do not belong to him, and also those
through which they try in vain to define God. We shall also speak of the
rules of true definidon.

[2] To do this, we shall not wouble ourselves much with the things
men commonly imagine about God; we shall only investigate, briefly
what the philosophers can tell us about him. They have defined God as
a being existing of himself, cause of all things, ommniscient, omniporent, eternal,
simple, infinite, the greatest good, of infinite compassion, and so on. But be-
fore we entet into this investigation, let us first see what they allow us [to
say about God].

[3] First, they say that no true or legitimate definition of God can be
given; for they think there can be no definition except by genus and
difference, and since God is not a species of any genus, he cannot be
properly or legidmately defined.

[4] Next, they say again that God cannot be defined because the defi-
nition must represent the thing absolutely and affirmadvely, and in their

% From the Short Treatise on God, Man and bis Well-Being, 1, vii.

1 * Regarding the attributes of which God consists, they are nothing but infinite sub-
stances, each of which must, of itself, be infinitely perfect. Clear and distinct reason con-
vinces us that this must necessarily be so. So far, however, only two of all these infinite
attributes are known to us through their essence: thought and extension. All other things
commonly ascribed to God are not atuibutes, but only certain modes, which may be
atributed to him either in consideration of everything (i.e., all his atribures) or in consid-
eration of one attribute. For example, that God is one, eternal, existing through himself,
infinite, the cause of everything, immurable—these things are attributed to God in consid-
eration of all his attributes. That God is omniscient and wise, and the like, are attributed
to him in consideration of the attribute of thought. And that he is omnipresent and fills all,
and the like, are attributed to him in consideradon of the attribute of extension.
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view one cannot know God affirmatively, but only negadvely. So no
legidmate definidon of God can be given.

[5] Moreover, they also say that God can never be proven a priori
(because he has no cause), but only probably, or through his effects.
Because they have sufficiently conceded, by these doctrines, that they
have a very slight and inconsiderable knowledge of God, we may now
go on to investigate their definition.

[6] First, we do not see that they give us here any atwibutes through
which it is known what the thing (God) is, but only propriz, which in-
deed belong to a thing, but never explain what it is. For though existing
of itself; being the cause of all things, the greatest good, eternal, and immuta-
ble, and so on, are proper to God alone, nevertheless through those
propria we can know neither what the being to which these propriz be-
long is, nor what atiributes it has.

[7] It is time now also to look at those things which they ascribe to
God, and which, nevertheless, do not belong to him,* such as being
omniscient, compassionate, wise, and the like. Because these things are only
certain modes of the thinking thing, they can neither be nor be under-
stood without that substance of which they are modes. That is why they
cannot be attributed to him, who is a being existing of himself, without
anything else.

[8] Finally, they call him the greatest good. But if by that they under-
stand anything other than what they have already said, namely, that God
is immutable, and a cause of all things, then they are confused in their
own concept or have not been able to understand themselves. This
arises from their error regarding good and evil, since they think man
himself, and not God, is the cause of his sins and evil. But according to
what we have already proven, this cannot be, unless we are compelled to
maintain that man is also a cause of himself. But this will be stll clearer
when we treat, afterwards, of man’s will.

[9] Now we must untangle the sophistries by which they try to excuse
their lack of knowledge of God.

First, then, they say that a legitimate definition must be by genus and
difference. But though all the logicians admit this, I do not know where
they get it from.

Certainly if this must be true, then one can know nothing. For if
we can only know a thing perfectly through a definition consisting of
genus and difference, then we can never know perfectly the highest
genus, which has no genus above it. Now if the highest genus, which is
the cause of the knowledge of all other things, is not known, the other

52+1.e., in consideration of all that he is, or all his attributes. On this, see the note to §1.

56



A NON-GEOMETRIC DRAFT

things which are explained by that genus are much less known or under-
stood.

However, since we are free, and do not consider ourselves in any way
bound to their positons, we shall produce, according to the true Logic,
other laws of definition, guided by the division of nature we make.

[10] We have already seen that the attributes (or as others call them
substances) are things, or, to put it better and more properly, a being
existing through itself; and that this being therefore makes itself known
through itself. We see that other things are only modes of those attri-
butes, and without them can neither exist nor be understood. So defini-
dons must be of two kinds:

1. Of attributes, which are of a self-existing being; these require no
genus, or anything else through which they are better understood
or explained; for since they, as attributes of a being existing
through itself, exist through themselves, they are also known
through themselves.

2. Of those things which do not exist through themselves, but only
through the attributes of which they are modes, and through
which, as their genus, they must be understood.

And this is what we have to say about their posidon on definitions.

[11} Regarding their second claim, that we cannot know God with an
adequate knowledge, Descartes has answered this satisfactorily, in his
reply to the objections regarding this.

(12] And as for their third contenton—that God cannot be proven a
priori—we have already answered that previously. Since God is the
cause of himself, it is enough that we prove him through himself, and
such a proof is much more conclusive than an a posteriori one, which
usually proceeds only by external causes.

B. On Natura naturans’

Here, before we proceed to anything else, we shall briefly divide the
whole of Nature into Natura naturans and Natura naturata. By Natura
naturans we understand a being that we conceive clearly and distinctly
through itself, without needing anything other than itself (like all the
attributes which we have so far described), that is, God. The Thomists
have also understood God by this phrase, but their Nzturz naturans was
a being (as they called it) beyond all substances.

We shall divide Nztura naturata in two: a universal and a particular.

3 From the Short Treatise, I, viii.
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The universal consists in all those modes which depend on God imme-
diately. We shall treat them in the next chapter. The particular consists
in all those singular things which are produced by the universal modes.
So Natura naturata requires some substances in order to be conceived

properly.

C. On Natura naturats

[1] Turning now to universal Naturaz naturata, or those modes or
creatures which immediately depend on, or have been created by
God—we know only two of these: motion in matter, and intellect in the
thinking thing. We say, then, that these have been from all eternity, and
will remain to all eternity, immutable, a work truly as great as the great-
ness of the workman.

[2] With regard particularly to motion, it belongs more properly to a
treatise on natural science than here, [to show] that it has been from all
eternity, and will remain to all eternity, immutable, that it is infinite in
its kind, that it can neither exist nor be understood through itself, but
only through extension. So we shall not treat any of these things here,
but shall say only thatitis a Son, product, or effect, created immediately
by God.

[3] As for intellect in the thinking thing, this too is a Son, product, or
immediate creature of God, also created by him from all eternity, and
remaining immutable to all eternity. Its sole property is to understand
everything clearly and disunctly at all times. From this arises immutably
a satisfaction infinite, or most perfect, since it cannot omit doing what
it does. And though what we have just said is sufficienty clear through
itself, we shall nevertheless prove it more clearly later when we treat of
the affections of the soul. So we shall say no more about it here.

D. Of the Human Soul”

[1] Since man is a created, finite thing, and so omn, it is necessary that
what he has of thought, and what we call the soul, is 2 mode of that
attribute we call thought, without any thing other than this mode be-
longing to his essence; so much so that if this mode perishes, the soul is
also destroyed, although the preceding attribute remains immutable.

[2] Similarly, what he has of extension, which we call the body, is
nothing but a mode of the other attribute we call extension. If this mode

3% Short Treatise, 1, ix.
3 Short Treatise, Second Appendix.
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too is destroyed, the human body no longer exists, though the attribute
of extension remains immutable.

[3] To understand now what this mode is, which we call soul, how it
has its origin from the body, and also how iis change depends (only) on
the body (which I maintain to be the union of soul and body), we must
note:

1. That the most immediate mode of the attribute we call thought has
objectively in itself the formal essence of all things, so that if one posited
any formal things whose essence did not exist objectively in the above-
named attribute, it would not be infinite or supremely perfect in its kind
(contrary to P3).*¢

[4] And since Nature or God is one being, of which infinite attributes
are said, and which contains in itself all essences of created things, it is
necessary that of all this there is produced in thought an infinite idea,
which contains in itself objectively the whole of Nature, as it is in itself.

That is why I have also called this idea (in [, ix) a creature created
immediately by God, since it has in itself objectively the formal essence
of all things, without omission or addition. And this is necessarily only
one, taking into consideration that all the essences of the attributes, and
the essences of the modes contained in those attributes, are the essence
of only one infinite being.

[5] 2. It should also be noted that all the remaining modeg, such as
love, desire, and joy, have their origin in this first immediate mode, so
that if it did not precede them, there could be no love, desire, and the
like.

[6] From this it may clearly be concluded that the natural love which
is in each thing for the preservation of its body can have no other origin
than in the idea, or the objective essence of such a body, which is in the
thinking attribute.

[7] Furthermore, since for the existence of an idea (or objectve es-
sence) nothing is required other than the thinking attribute and the
object (or formal essence), it is certain, as we have said, that the idea, or
objective essence, is the most immediate mode of the attribute. And
consequently there can be, in the thinking attribute, no other mode
which would belong to the essence of the soul of each thing, except the
idea, which must be of such a thing as really existing, and which must
exist in the thinking attribute. For such an idea brings with it the re-
maining modes of love, desire, and the like.

% Spinoza refers here to the third proposition in his earliest attempt (in Appendix I of
the Short Treatise) at 2 geometric demonstration of his philosophy. That proposition states
that “every attribute, or substance, is by its nature infinite, and supremely perfect in its
kind.” '
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Now since the idea proceeds from the existence of the object, then if
the object changes or is destroyed, the idea itself also changes or is de-
stroyed in the same degree; this being so, it is what is united with the
object.

[8] Finally, if we should wish to proceed to ascribe to the essence of
the soul that by which it can exist, we would not be able to find anything
other than that attribute, and the object of which we have just spoken,
and neither of these can belong to the essence of the soul. For the object
has nothing of thought, and is really distinct from the soul. And as for
the attribute, we have already proven that it cannot belong to the above-
mentioned essence. From what we have subsequently said, this should
be seen even more clearly; for the attribute, as attribute, is not united
with the object, since it neither changes nor is desoyed, though the
object changes or is destroyed.

[9] Therefore, the essence of the soul consists only in the being of an
idea, or objective essence, in the thinking attribute, arising from the
essence of an object which in fact exists in Nature. I say of an object that
really exists, and so omn, without further particulars, in order to include
here not only the modes of extension, but also the modes of all the
infinite attributes, which have a soul just as much as those of extension
do.

[10] To understand this definition in more detail, it will help to con-
sider what I have already said in speaking of the atiributes. I have said
that the atuributes are not distinguished according to their existence, for
they themselves are the subjects of their essences, that the essence of
each of the modes is contained in the attributes just mentioned; and
finally, that all the attributes are attributes of one infinite being.

[11] But it should be noted in addition that these modes, when con-
sidered as not really existing, are nevertheless equally contained in
their attributes. And because there is no inequality at all in the attri-
butes, nor in the essences of the modes, there can be no particularity in
the idea, since it is not in Nature. But whenever any of these modes
put on their particular existence, and by that are in some way distn-
guished from their attributes (because their particular existence, which
they have in the attribute, is then the subject of their essence), then a
particularity presents itself in the essences of the modes, and conse-
quently in their objective essences, which are necessarily contained in
the idea.

[12] This is why we have used these words in the definition, that zhe
soul is an idea arising from an object which exists in Nature. And with this we
consider that we have sufficiently explained what kind of thing the soul
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is in general, understanding by this expression not only the ideas that
arise from corporeal modes, but also those that arise from the existence
of each mode of the remaining atiributes.

[13] But since we do not have, of the remaining atwibutes, such a
knowledge as we have of extension, let us see whether, having regard to
the modes of extension, we can discover a more particular definition,
which is more suited to express the essence of our soul. For this is our
real intention.

[14] Here, then, we shall suppose as a thing proven, that there is no
other mode in extension than motion and rest, and that each particular
corporeal thing is nothing but a certain proportion of motion and rest,
so much so that if there were nothing in extension except motion alone,
or nothing except rest alone, there could not be, or be indicated, in the
whole of extension, any particular thing. The hwman body, then, is
nothing but a certain proportion of motion and rest.

[15] So this existing proportion’s objective essence in the thinking
attribute is the soul of the body. Hence when one of these modes (mo-
tion or rest) changes, either by increasing or by decreasing, the idea also
changes correspondingly. For example, if the rest happens to increase,
and the motion to decrease, the pain or sadness we call co/d is thereby
produced. On the other hand, if this [increase] occurs in the motion,
then the pain we call eaz is thereby produced. -

[16] And so when the degrees of motion and rest are not equal in all
parts of our body, but some have more motion and rest than others,
there arises a difference of feeling (e.g., from this comes the different
kind of pain we feel when we are struck with a little stick in the eyes or
on the hands).

When the external causes which bring changes about differ in them-
selves, and do not all have the same effects, there arises a difference of
feeling in one and the same part (e.g., the difference of feeling from a
blow with a piece of wood ot iron on the same hand).

And again, if the change which happens in a part is a cause of its
returning to its original proportion, from this there arises the joy we call
peace, pleasurable activity, and cheerfulness.

[17] Finally, because we have now explained what feeling is, we can
easily see how from this there arises a reflexive idea, or knowledge of
oneself, experience, and reasoning.

And from all of this (as also because our soul is united with God, and
is a part of the infinite idea arising immediately from God) we can see
clearly the origin of clear knowledge, and the immortality of the soul.
But for the present what we have said will be enough.
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E. An Argument for Immortality’

U110 [7] To bring this work to an end, it remains now to indicate briefly
what human freedom consists in. To do this, I shall use the following
propositions as things which are certain and proven.

1. The more essence a thing has, the more it also has of acdon and
the less of passion. For it is certain that the agent acts through what
he has, and that the one who is acted on is acted on through what
he does not have.

2. All passion, whether it is from not being to being, or from being
to not being, must proceed from an external agent, and not from an
internal one. For no thing, considered in itself, has in itself a cause
enabling it to destroy itself (if it exists) or to make itself (if it does
not exist).

3. Whatever is not produced by external causes can also have noth-
ing in common with them, and consequently will not be able to be
changed or transformed by them.

From these last two [proposidons], I infer the following fourth propo-

sition.
4. No effect of an immanent or intemnal cause (which is all one,
according to me) can possibly perish or change so long as its
cause remains. For just as such an effect has not been produced
by external causes, so also it-cannot be changed [by them] (by
the third proposition). And because nothing can be destroyed ex-
cept through external causes, it is impossible that this effect
should be able to perish so long as its cause endures (by the second
proposition).

5. The freest cause of all, and the one most suited to God, is the
immanent. For the effect of this cause depends on it in such a way
that without it, [the effect] can neither exist nor be understood;

vt nor is [the effect] subjected to any other cause. Moreover, [the ef-
fect] is also so united with [the cause] that together they form a
whole.

[8] So let us see now what we have to conclude from these proposi-
tions. First, then,

37 Short Treatise, 11, xevi, §§7-9. This is the second of two arguments for immortality in
the Short Treatise, the first having been presented in II, xxiii.
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1. Since God’s essence is infinite, it has an infinite action, and an
infinite negation of passion (by the first proposition); conse-
quently, the more things, through their greater essence, are united
with God, the more they also have of action, and the less of passion,
and the more they are also free of change and corruption.

2. The true intellect can never come to perish, for in itself it can
have no cause to make itself perish (by the second proposition).
And because it has not proceeded from external causes, but from
God, it cannot receive any change from him (by the third proposi-
tion). And since God has produced it immediately, and he alone is
an internal cause, it follows necessarily that it cannot perish, so
long as this, its cause, remains (by the fourth proposition). Now
this, its cause, is eternal. Therefore, it too [is eternal].

3. All the effects of the intellect which are united with him are the
most excellent, and must be valued above all others. For because
they are internal effects, they are the most excellent of all (by the
fifth proposition); moreover, they also must be eternal, for their
cause is eternal.

4. All the effects which we produce outside ourselves are the more
perfect the more they are capable of being united with us to make
one and the same nature, for in this way they are nearest tosinternal
effects. For example, if I teach my fellow men to love sensual plea-
sure, esteem, and greed, then whether I also love these things or
not, I am hacked or beaten. This is clear. But (this will] not [be the
result] if the only end I strive to attain is to be able to taste union
with God, produce true ideas in myself, and make all these things
known to my fellow men also. For we can all share equally in this V112
salvation, as happens when this produces in them the same desire
that is in me, bringing it about thereby that their will and mine are
one and the same, and producing one and the same nature, agree-
ing always in all things.

(9] From all that has been said, it can now be very easily conceived
what human freedom is. I define it as follows: it is a firm existence,
which our intellect acquires through immediate union with God, so that
it can produce ideas in itself, and outside itself effects agreeing with its
nature, without its effects being subjected, however, to any external
causes by which they can be changed or transformed.

At the same time, from what has been said it is also clear which things
are in our power and are subjected to no external causes; similarly we
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have also proven here, and in a different way than before, the eternal
and constant duration of the intellect, and finally, which effects we have
to value above all others.

F. A Dialogue on God’s Causality’®

(1] Erasmmus: 1 have heard you say, Theophilus, that God is a cause of
all things, and moreover, that he can be no other cause than an mma-
nent one. If, then, he is an immanent cause of all things, how could you
call him a remote cause? For that is impossible in an immanent cause.

[2] Theophilus: When I said that God is a remote cause, I said that only
in respect to those things [which do not depend on him irnmediately
and not those things] which God has produced immediately (without
any circumstances, by his existence alone). But I have not at all called
him a remote cause absolutely. You could also have inferred this clearly
from my words. For I also said that we can, # some way, call him a
rermote cause.

[3] Erasmus: Now I understand sufficiently what you want to tell me;
but I note also that you said that the effect of an internal cause remains
united with its cause in such a way that it makes a whole with it. If that
is 50, then I think God cannot be an immanent cause. For if he and what
he has produced make together a whole, then you ascribe more essence
to God at one time than at another, Please, relieve me of this doubt.

[4] Theophilus: If you want to escape this confusion, Erasmus, pay
close attention to what I am about to tell you. The essence of a thing
does not increase through its union with another thing, with which it
makes a whole. On the contrary, the first thing remains unchanged.

[5] I shall give you an example, so that you will understand me better.
A sculpror has made various figures of wood, in the likeness of parts of
a human body. He takes one of these, which has the shape of a human
breast, adds it to another, which has the shape of a human head, and
makes of these two a whole which represents the upper part of a human
body. Will you say now, on that account, that the essence of the head
has increased, because it has been united to the breast? That would be
a mistake, for it is the same as it was before.

[6] To make this even clearer, I shall give you another example,
namely, an idea I have of a triangle and another, arising from the exten-
sion of one of the angles. The angle formed by this extension is neces-
sarily equal to the two opposite internal angles, and so on. I say that
these [ideas] have produced a new idea, namely, that the three angles of

38 Short Treatise, Second Dialogue.
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the triangle are equal to two right angles. This idea is so united to the
first, that it can neither be nor be conceived without it.

[7] ... You see now that although this new idea is united to the pre-
ceding one, no change takes place on that account in the essence of the
preceding one. On the contrary, it remains without the least change.
You can also see this in each idea which in itself produces love. This love
does not in any way increase the essence of the idea.

[8] But why pile up examples? For you yourself can see this clearly in
the matter we are speaking of. I have said distnctly that all the attri-
butes, which depend on no other cause, and to define which no genus is
necessary, belong to God’s essence. And because created things do not
have the power to form an attribute, they do not increase God’s essence,
no matter how closely they are united to him.

[9] To this we may add that the whole is only a being of reason and
differs from the universal only in these respects: that the universal is
made of various disunited individuals, whereas the whole is made of
various united individuals, and that the universal includes only parts of
the same kind, whereas the whole includes parts of the same kind and of
another kind.

[10] Erasmus: As far as that question is concerned, you have satisfied
me. But you have also said that the effect of an internal cause cannot
perish so long as its cause endures. I see, indeed, that this is certainly
true. But since it is, how can God be an internal cause of all things, since
many things perish?

_According to your previous distinction, you will say that God is prop-
erly a cause of those effects he has produced immediately, through his
attributes alone, without any further circumstances, and that these
therefore cannot perish so long as their cause endures; but [you will
add] that you do not call God an internal cause of those effects whose
existence does not depend immediately on him, but which have come to
be from some other thing (except insofar as their causes neither do nor
can act without God or outside him); and these, then, can perish, since
they have not been produced by God immediately.

[11] But this does not satisfy me. For I see that you conclude that the
human intellect is immortal, because it is an effect that God has pro-
duced in himself. Now it is impossible that more was needed, to
produce such an intellect, than God’s attributes alone. For to be a being
of such an eminent perfection it must have been created from eternity,
like all other things which depend immediately on God. And if I am not
mistaken, I have heard you say this yourself. How will you slip out of
this without leaving difficulties behind?

[12] Theophilus: It is true, Erasmus, that those things which have been
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created by him immediately (those which for their existence required
nothing but God’s attributes) have been created from eternity. But it
should be noted that even if it is necessary for the existence of a thing
that a pardcular modification be present and [so] something outside
God’s attributes, that still does not prevent God from being able to
produce [such] a thing immediately. For of the things required to make
things exist, some are required to produce the thing, and others for it to
be able to be produced.

For example, if T want to have light in a certain room, I light [a candle]
and this, through itself, lights the room—or I open a window [shutter],
and though opening it does not itself make light, still it brings it about
that the light can come into the room. Similarly, for the motion of a
body, another body is required, which must already have that motion
which passes from it to the first body.

But to produce an idea of God in us, no other particular thing is
required which has what is produced in us; all that is necessary is that
there be in Nature a body such that its idea represents God immedi-
ately. This too you could have inferred from my words. For I have said
that God is known only through himself and not through something
else.

[13] But I tell you this: so long as we do not have such a clear idea of
God that it so unites us to him as not to let us love anything outside him,
we cannot say that we are truly united with God, and so depend imme-
diately on him.

If you still have anything to ask me, leave it for another time. Right
now I am required elsewhere. Farewell.

(14] Erasmus: For the moment I have nothing. But I shall think about
what you have just told me untl the next time we meet. I commend you
to God.

V. AN EARLY ATTEMPT AT
GEOMETRIZING PHILOSOPHY

A. Spinoza to Oldenburg®

Esteemed Sir,

... I shall try to explain what I think concerning the matters we dis-
cussed, though I do not think this will be a means of binding you more
closely to me, unless your generosity intervenes. I shall begin, then, by
speaking briefly about

3% Letter 2.
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[D1] God, whom I define as a being consisting of infinite attri-
butes, each of which is infinite, or supremely perfect in its kind.

Here it should be noted that

[D2] By attribute I understand whatever is conceived through it-
self and in itself, so that its concept does not involve the concept of
another thing.®

For example, extension is conceived through itself and in itself, but mo-
tion is not. For itis conceived in another and its concept involves exten-
sion. That [D1] is a true definition of God is clear from the fact that by
God we understand a being supremely perfect and absolutely infinite.
Moreover, it is easy to demonstrate from this definidon that such a
being exists. Since this is not the place for it, I shall omit the demonstra-
tion. But what I must show here, to answer satisfactorily your first ques-
tion [concerning the true distinction between extension and thought]
are the following:

[P1] That two substances cannot exist in nature unless they differ
in their whole essence;

[P2] That a substance cannot be produced, but that it is of its es-

sence to exist;
-

[P3] That every substance must be infinite, or supremely perfect in
its kind.
Once I have demonstrated these things, then (provided you attend to
the definition of God) you will easily be able to see what I am aiming at,
so it is not necessary to speak more openly about these matters. But I
can think of no better way of demonstrating these things clearly and
briefly than to prove them in the geometric manner and subject them to
your understanding. So I send them separately with this letter and await
your judgment regarding them. . . .#
[Rijnsburg, September 1661]

* Note that this formula will be used to define substance in the Ethics (ID3) and that
attribute will be defined differently there (ID4). See also Letter 9, in VILB.

 Though the enclosure has been lost, we can reconstruct at least some of its assump-
tions from subsequent letters. There would have been a further definition:

[D3] By modificadon, or accident, I understand what is in another and is conceived
through that in which it is.

And four axioms:
[Al1] Substance is by nature prior to its accidents.

[A2] Except for substances and accidents, there is nothing real, or outside the intel-
lect.
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B. Oldenburg to Spinoza™

Excellent Sir, and Dearest Friend,

... L approve very much of your geometric style of proof, but at the
same time I blame my own obtuseness that I do not follow so easily the
things you teach so exactly. Please, then, let me give you evidence of my
slowness by putting the following problems to you, and secking their
solutions.

First, do you understand clearly and without doubt that, merely from
the definition you give of God, it is demonstrated that such a being
exists? When I reflect that definitions contain only our mind’s concepts,
that our mind conceives many things which do not exist, and that it is
most fruitful in muldplying and increasing things once they have been
conceived, I do not yet see how I can infer God’s existence from the
concept I have of him. To be sure, from the mental collecton of all the
perfections I find in men, animals, vegetables, minerals, and the like, I
can form a conception of some one substance which really possesses all
those virtues; indeed my mind is capable of multiplying and increasing
them to infinity, so that it can conjure up in itself a most perfect and
excellent being. But from this one cannot at all infer the existence of
such a being.

Second, are you certain that body is not limited by thought nor
thought by body? For the controversy about what thought is, whether
it is a corporeal motion or some spiritual act, entirely different from the
corporeal, is still unresolved.

Third, do you regard the axioms you communicated to me as inde-
monstrable Principles, known by the light of nature and requiring no
proof? Perhaps the first is of that kind, but I do not see how the other
three can be so regarded. The second supposes that nothing exists in
Nature except substances and accidents, but many maintain that tme
and place are neither. I am so far from conceiving clearly your third
axiom— 1 hings which bave different attributes have nothing in common with
one another—that the whole universe of things seems rather to prove its
contrary. For all things known to us both differ from one another in

[A3] Things which have different artributes have nothing in common with one an-
other.

[A4] If things have nothing in common with one another, one cannot be the cause of
the other.

Apparently in response to Oldenburg’s objections, some of the axioms of the enclosure
become propositons in the Etbics. Axioms 1, 3, and 4 of the enclosure = Propositions 1,
2, and 3 of Part I of the Ethics.

# Letter 3.
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some respects and agree in others. Finally, the fourth axiom—If things
bave nothing in common with one another, one cannot be the cause of the
other—is not so evident to my dull intellect that it does not need more
light shed on it. Surely God has nothing formally in common with cre-
ated things, yet nearly all of us regard him as their cause.

Since I do not find these axioms beyond any shadow of a doubt, you
will easily guess that the propositions you have built on them cannot but
totter. And the more I consider them, the more I am overwhelmed by
doubts concerning them. For regarding the first, I consider that two
men are two substances, and have the same attribute, since each has the
capacity to reason; from that I conclude that there are two substances of
the same attribute. Regarding the second, That @ substance cannot be pro-
duced, not even by another substance, I consider that we can hardly grasp
how this could be true, since nothing can be its own cause. This propo-
sition sets up every substance as its own cause, and makes thern all inde-
pendent of one another, makes them so many Gods. In this way it denies
the first cause of all things.

I readily confess that I cannot grasp this unless you do me the fa-
vor of revealing to me somewhat more straightforwardly and fully
your opinion concerning this lofty matter and teaching me what is the
origin and production of substances, the dependence of things on one
another, and their subordinaton to one another. I entreat you, by the
friendship we have entered into, to deal openly and confidenty with
me in this matter, and I ask you most earnestly to be fully persuaded that
whatever things you are pleased to share with me will be safe, and
that I will take care that none of them become known to your harm or
disadvantage. . . .

Your most devoted,
Henry Oldenburg
London, 27 September 1661

C. Spinoza to Oldenburg®

Esteemed Sir,

While I was preparing to go to Amsterdam, to spend a week or two
there, I received your very welcome letter and saw your objections to
the three propositions I sent you. I shall try to satisfy you only on those
points, omitting the rest for lack of time.

To the first, then, I say that it is not from the definidon of any thing
whatever that the existence of the thing defined follows; it follows only

4 Letter 4.
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(as I demonstrated in the scholium I attached to the three propositons)
from the definition, or idea, of some attriburte, that is (as I explained
clearly in relation to the definition of God), of a thing which is con-
ceived through itself and in itself. In the scholium just mentioned, I
have also, unless I am mistaken, stated clearly enough the reason for this
difference—especially for a philosopher, who is supposed to know the
difference between a fiction and a clear and distinct concept, and the
truth of the axiom that every definition, o7 clear and distinct idea, is true.
Once these things are noted, I do not see what more is lacking for the
solution to the first problem.

So I proceed to the solution of the second, where you seem to con-
cede that if thought does not pertain to the nature of extension, then
extension will not be limited by thought, since you raise a doubt only
concerning the example. But please note: if someone says that extension
is limited not by extension, but by thought, is that not the same as saying
that extension is infinite not absolutely, but only so far as it is extension?
That 1s, he does grant me that extension is not infinite absolutely, but
only insofar as it is extension, that is, in its own kind.

But, you say, perhaps thought is a corporeal act. So be it (though I do
not grant this). Still, you will not deny that extension, insofar as it is
extension, is not thought, which is enough to explain my definition and
demonstrate my third proposition.

Your third objection against the things I proposed is that the axioms
ought not to be counted as common notions. I have no quarrel with
that. But you also doubt their truth; indeed you seem to want to show
that their contrary is more likely. So please attend to the definitions I
gave of substance and of accident, from which all these [axioms] are
derived. For by substance I understand what is conceived through itself
and in itself, that is, that whose concept does not involve the concept of
another thing; but by modification, o7 accident, what is in another and
is conceived through what it is in. From this it is clear that:

[Al] Substance is by nature prior to its accidents, for without it,
they can neither be nor be conceived.

[A2] Except for substances and accidents, nothing exists in reality,
or outside the intellect,

for whatever there is, is conceived either through itself or through an-
other, and its concept either does or does not involve the concept of

another thing,

[A3] Things which have different attributes have nothing in com-
mon with one another,

70



CRITICISMS OF DESCARTES

for T have explained that an attribute is that whose concept does not
involve the concept of another thing.

[A4] If two things have nothing in common with one another, one
cannot be the cause of the other,

for since there would be nothing in the effect which it had in common
with the cause, whatever the effect had, it would have from nothing.
As for your contention that God has nothing formally in common
with created things, and so on, I have maintained the complete opposite
of this in my definition. For I have said that God is a being consisting of
infinite attributes, of which each is infinite, o7 supremely perfect in its
kind. As for your objection to the first proposidon, I ask you, my friend,
to consider that men are not created, but only generated, and that their
bodies already existed before, though formed differenty. It may, in-
deed, be inferred, as I cheerfully acknowledge, that if one part of matter
were annihilated, the whole of extension would also vanish at the same
time. Moreover, the second proposidon does not make many gods, but
only one, consisting of infinite attributes, and so on.
[Rijnsburg, October 1661]

VI. Two CRriTicisMSs oF DESCARTES

A. On the Cartesian Circle™

Finally, to become certain of the things he had called in doubt and to
remove all doubt, Descartes proceeds to inquire into the nature of the
most perfect being, and whether such a being exists. For when he dis-
covers that there is a most perfect being, by whose power all things are
produced and conserved, and with whose nature being a deceiver is in-
compatible, then that reason for doubting which he had because he was
ignorant of his cause will be removed. He will know that 2 God who is
supremely good and veracious did not give him the faculty of distin-
guishing the true from the false so that he might be deceived. Hence
neither mathematical truths nor any of those that seem most evident to
him can be at all suspected.

Next, to remove the remaining causes of doubt, he proceeds to ask
how it happens that we sometimes err. When he discovered that this
occurs because we use our free will to assent even to things we have
perceived only confusedly, he was able to conclude immediately that he
could guard against error in the future, provided he gave his assent only

* From the prolegomenon to Descartes’ PRINCIPLES OF PHILOSOPHY.
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to things perceived clearly and distincdy. Each of us can easily accom-
plish this by himself, since each has the power of restraining the will,
and so of bringing it about that it is contained within the limits of the
intellect.

But because we have absorbed at an early age many prejudices from
which we are not easily freed, he proceeds next to enumerate and exam-
ine separately all the simple notions and ideas of which all our thoughts
are composed, so that we might be freed from our prejudices, and ac-
cept nothing but what we perceive clearly and distinctly. For if he could
take note of what was clear and what obscure in each, he would easily be
able to distinguish the clear from the obscure and to form clear and
distinct thoughts. In this way he would discover easily the real distine-
ton between the soul and the body, what was clear and what obscure in
the things we have derived from the senses, and finally, how a dream
differs from waking states. Once this was done, he could no longer
doubt his waking states nor be deceived by the senses. So he freed him-
self from all the doubts recounted above.

But before we finish, it seems we must satisfy those who make the
following objection. Since God’s existence does not become known to
us through itself, we seem unable ever to be certain of anything; nor will
we ever be able to come to know God’s ezistence. For we have said that
everything is uncertain so long as we are ignorant of our origin, and
from uncertain premises, nothing certain can be inferred.

To remove this difficulty, Descartes makes the following reply. From
the fact that we do not yet know whether the author of our origin had
perhaps created us so that we are deceived even in those things that
appear most evident to us, we cannot in any way doubt the things that
we understand clearly and distinctly either through themselves or
through reasoning (so long, at any rate, as we attend to that reasoning).
We can doubt only those things that we have previously demonstrated
to be true, and whose memory can recur when we no longer attend to
the reasons from which we deduced them and, indeed, have forgotten
the reasons. So although God’s existence cannot come to be known
through itself, but only through something else, we will be able to attain
a certain knowledge of his existence so long as we attend very accurately
to all the premises from which we have inferred it. See Principles I, 13;
Reply to Second Objections, 3; and Meditation §, at the end.

But since this answer does not satisfy some people, I shall give an-
other. When we previously discussed the certainty and evidence of our
existence, we saw that we inferred it from the fact that, wherever we
turned our attention—whether we were considering our own nature, or
feigning some cunning deceiver as the author of our nature, or sum-
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moning up, outside us, any other reason for doubting whatever—we
came upon no reason for doubdng that did not by itself convince us of
our existence.

So far we have not observed this to happen regarding any other mat-
ter. For though, when we attend to the nature of a triangle, we are
compelled to infer that its three angles are equal to two right angles,
nevertheless we cannot infer the same thing from [the supposition] that
perhaps we are deceived by the author of our nature. But from [this
suppositdon] we did most certainly infer our existence. So here we are
not compelled, wherever we direct our attention, to infer that the three
angles of a triangle are equal to two right angles. On the contrary, we
discover a ground for doubting, namely, because we have no idea of
God which so affects us that it is impossible for us to think that God is
a deceiver. For to someone who does not have a true idea of God (which
we now suppose ourselves not to have) it is just as easy to think that his
author is a deceiver as to think that he is not a deceiver. Similarly for one
who has no idea of a triangle, it is just as easy to think that its three
angles are equal to two right angles, as to think that they are not.

So we concede that we cannot be absolutely certain of anything, ex-
cept our own existence, even though we attend properly to its demon-
stration, so long as we have no clear and distinct concept of God that
makes us affirm that he is supremely veracious, just as the ided we have
of a triangle compels us to infer that its three angles are equal to two
right angles. But we deny that we cannot, therefore, arrive at knowledge
.of anything.

For as is evident from everything we have said just now, the crux of
the whole matter is that we can form a concept of God which so disposes
us that it is not as easy for us to think that he is a deceiver as to think that
ke is not, but which now compels us to affirm that he is supremely
veracious. When we have formed such an idea, that reason for doubting
mathematical truths will be removed. Wherever we then direct our at-
tention in order to doubt some one of them, we shall come upon noth-
ing from which we must not instead infer that it is most certain—as
happened concerning our existence.

For example, if, after we have discovered the idea of God, we attend
to the nature of a triangle, the idea of this will compel us to affirm that
its three angles are equal to two right angles; but if we attend to the idea
of God, this too will compel us to affirm that he is supremely veracious,
and the author and continual conserver of our nature, and therefore that
he does not deceive us concerning that truth. Nor will it be less impossi-
ble for us to think that he is a deceiver, when we attend to the idea of
God (which we now suppose ourselves to have discovered), than it is for
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us to think that the three angles of a triangle do not equal two right
angles, when we attend to the idea of a triangle. And just as we can form
such an idea of a triangle, even though we do not know whether the
author of our nature deceives us, so also we can make the idea of God
clear to ourselves and put it before our eyes, even though we still doubt
whether the author of our nature deceives us in all things. And provided
we have it, however we have acquired it, it will suffice to remove all
doubst, as has just now been shown.

Therefore, from these premises we reply as follows to the difficulty
raised: We can be certain of nothing—not, indeed, so long as we are
ignorant of God’s existence (for I have not spoken of this)—but as long
as we do not have a clear and distinct idea of him.

So if anyone wishes to argue against me, his objection will have to be
this: we can be certain of nothing before we bave a clear and distinct idea of
God; but we cannot have a clear and distinct idea of God so long as we do not
know whether the author of our nature deceives us; therefore, we can be certain
of nothing so long as we do not know whether the author of our nature deceives
us, and so on.

To this I reply by conceding the major and denying the minor. For
we have a clear and distinct idea of a triangle, although we do not know
whether the author of our nature deceives us; and provided we have
such an idea (as I have just shown abundantly), we will be able to doubt
neither his existence, nor any mathematical truth.

B. On Descartes’ Attempt to Prove God’s Existence from His Own®

To demonstrate [God’s existence from his own existence] Descartes
assumes these two axioms: (1) What can bring about the greatey, or more
diffecult, can also bring about the lesser; (2) It is greater to create, or (by A10)
to preserve, a substance than the attributes, or properties, of 4 substance. But
what he means by this I do not know. What does he call easy, and what
difficult? Nothing is said to be easy or difficult absolutely, but only in
relation to a cause. So one and the same thing can at the same time be
called both easy and difficult in relation to different causes.”’

# The scholium to P7, Part I, of Descartes’ PRINCIPLES.

% * Take as one example the spider, which easily weaves a web which men could weave
only with the greatest difficulty. On the other hand, how many things do men do with the
greatest ease which are perhaps impossible for angels? [In a letter to Mesland of 2 May
1644 Descartes replies to a similar objection and concedes that his principle does not hold
in the case of “physical and moral causes, which are particular and limited” (such as a man,
who can produce another man, but not an ant); but he insists that it must hold in the case
of “a universal and unlimited cause” (such as God would be). It seems likely that Spinoza
was familiar with this letter; so it is surprising that he ignores Descartes’ reply.]
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But if he calls difficult those things that can be accomplished [by a
cause] with great labor, and easy, those that can be accomplished by the
same cause with less labor—as a force which can lift fifty pounds will be
able to lift twenty-five twice as easily—then of course, the axiom will
not be absolutely true, nor will he be able to demonstrate from it what
he wants to. For when he says [AT VII, 168], if I bad the power of preserv-
ing myself, I would also have the power of giving myself all the perfections I
lack (because they do not require such a great power), I would concede
this to him. The powers I expend in preserving myself could bring
about many other things far more easily, if I did not require them for
preserving myself. But so long as I use them for preserving myself, I
deny that I can expend them to bring about other things, even though
they are easier, as is clear in our example.

It does not remove the difficulty if it is said that since I am a thinking
thing I would necessarily have to know whether I spend all my powers
in preserving myself, and also whether this is the cause of my not giving
myself the remaining perfections. The dispute now does not concern
this, but only how the necessity of this propositdon follows from this
axiom. Moreover, if I knew it, I would be greater, and perhaps would
require greater powers to preserve myself in that greater perfection than
those I have.

And then I do not know whether it is a greater work to €reate (o7
preserve) a substance than to create (or preserve) attributes. To speak
more clearly and philosophically, I do not know whether a substance
.does not require its whole power and essence, by which it perhaps pre-
serves itself, for preserving its atwributes.

But let us Jeave these things to examine further what our most noble
author means here, that is, what he understands by easy and difficult. I
do not think, nor can I in any way persuade myself, that by difficult he
understands what is impossible (so that it cannot in any way be con-
ceived how it happens), and by easy, what implies no contradiction (so
that it can easily be conceived how it happens). It is true that he seems
at first glance to mean this, when he says in the Third Meditation [AT
VI, 48]: I must not think that perbaps the things I lack are more difficult to
acquire than those now in me. On the contrary, it is evident that it was far
more difficult for me—that is, a thing, or substance, which thinks—to emerge
from nothing than, and so on. But that would not be consistent with the
author’s words and would not be worthy of his genius.

For, to pass over the first consideration, there is nothing in common
between the possible and the impossible, o7 between the intelligible and
the unintelligible, just as there is nothing in common between some-
thing and nothing; and power does not agree with impossibilities any
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more than creation and generation do with nonexistent things, so they
ought not to be compared in any way. Moreover, I can compare things
with one another and know the relation between them only if I have 2
clear and distinct concept of each of them. Hence I deny that it follows
that if someone can do the impossible, he should also be able to do what
is possible.

What sort of conclusion is this? If someone can make a square circle,
he will also be able to make a circle all of whose radii are equal, or, if
someone can bring it about that nothing is acted on, and can use it as a
material from which to produce something, he will also have the power
to make something from some [B: other] thing. As I have said, between
these and similar things there is neither agreement, nor proportion, nor
comparison, nor anything whatsoever in common. Anyone can see this,
if he gives the martter any attention at all. I think Descartes was too
intelligent to have meant that.

But when I consider the second axiom of the two just cited, it seems
that by greater and more difficult he means more perfect, and by less
and easier, more imperfect. But this is also very obscure. There is the
same difficulty here as before. I deny, as before, that he who can do the
greater, should be able at the same tme and by the same work (as must
be supposed in the proposition) to do the lesser.

Again, when he says: 7t is greater to create or preserve a substance than
to create or preserve its attributes, he can surely not understand by attri-
butes what is contained formally in substance and is distinguished from
substance itself only by reason. For then creating a substance is the same
as creating its ataributes. For the same reason he also cannot understand
[by attributes] the properties of a substance which follow necessarily
from its essence and definition.

Much less can he understand what he nevertheless seems to mean,
namely, the properties and attributes of another substance. So, for ex-
ample, if I say that I have the power of preserving myself, a finite think-
ing substance, I cannot on that account say that I also have the power of
giving myself the perfections of the infinite substance which differs in its
whole essence from my essence. For the power, o7 essence, by which I
preserve myself in my being differs entirely from the power, or essence,
by which the absolutely infinite substance preserves itself, from which
its powers and properties are only distinguished by reason.¥” Hence,

¥ * Note that the power by which the snbstance preserves itself is nothing but its es-
sence, and differs from it only in name. This will be most relevant when we discuss God’s
power in the Appendix. [Spinoza is apparently referring to a passage later in his work
where he identifies life with the force by which things persevere in their being. In the case
of things other than God, that force is different from the things themselves, so it is proper
to say that they have life. In the case of God, the power by which he perseveres in his being
is his essence, so it is better to say that he is life than that he has life. (I/260)]
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even though I were to suppose that I preserve myself, if I should wish to
conceive that I could give myself the perfections of the absolutely in-
finite substance, I would be supposing nothing but this—that I can re-
duce my whole essence to nothing and create afresh an infinite sub-
stance. This, of course, would be much greater than only supposing that
I can preserve myself, a finite substance.

Since, then, he can understand none of these things by attributes or
properties, nothing else remains, except the qualities that the substance
itself contains eminenty (as, this or that thought in the mind, which I
clearly perceive to be lacking in me), but not those another substance
contains eminently (as, this or that modon in extension; for such perfec-
tions are not perfections for me, a thinking thing, and so are not lacking
to me). But then Descartes cannot in any way infer from this axiom the
conclusion he wants to demonstrate, that is, that if I preserve myself, I
also have the power of giving myself all the perfecdons that I clearly find
to pertain to a supremely perfect Being.

VII. TeE STupYy GroUP HAS QUESTIONS
ABOUT DEFINITIONS

A. Simon de Vries to Spinoza™®

Most Upright Friend,

. . - [Y]ou have very often been present in my mind, especially when
I meditate on your writings and hold them in my hands. But since not
everything is clear enough to the members of our group—which is why
we have begun meeting again—and so that you will not think I have
forgotten you, I have set myself to write this letter.

As for our group, it is arranged in this way: one of us (but each one
takes his turn) reads through, explains according to his own concep-
tons, and then proves everything, following the sequence and order of
your propositions. Then if it happens that one cannot satisfy the other,
we have thought it worthwhile to make a note of it and to write to you,
so that, if possible, it may be made clearer to us, and under your guid-
ance we may be able to defend the truth against those who are supersti-
tiously religious and Christian, and to stand against the attacks of the
whole world.

So since, when we first read through and explained the definitions,
they did not all seem clear to us, we did not agree about the nature of
definition. In your absence we consulted a certain author, a2 mathemat-
cian named Borelli. When he discusses the nature of a definition, an

-
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axiom, and a postulate, he also introduces the opinions of others regard-
ing this matter. His own opinion is as follows:

Definitions are used in a demonstration as premises. So it is neces-
sary for them to be known evidently, otherwise scientific, o7 very
evident, knowledge cannot be acquired from them.

And elsewhere:

The basis for a construction, or the essendal, first and best known
property of a subject, must be chosen, not rashly, but with the
greatest care. For if the construction or the property named is im-
possible, then a scientific definition will not result. For example, if
someone were to say: “Let two straight lines enclosing a space be
called “figurals,” ” this would be a definition of a nonbeing, and
would be impossible. So ignorance rather than knowledge would
be deduced from it. Nexe, if the construction or property named is
indeed possible and true, but unknown to us, or doubtful, then it
will not be a good definition; for conclusions drawn from what is
unknown and doubtful will also be uncertain and doubtful. So they
will produce suspicion or opinion, but not certain knowledge.

Tacquet seerns to disagree with this opinion, for as you know, he main-
tains that one can proceed directly from a false proposition to a true
conclusion. But Clavius, whose opinion [Borelli] also introduces, thinks
that

Definitions are technical termms, and it is not necessary to give a
reason why a thing is defined in this or that way. It is enough if one
never asserts that the thing defined agrees with something unless
one has first demonstrated that the definition given agrees with it.

So Borelli maintains that the definition of a subject must consist of a
property or construction which is first, essental, best known to us, and
true, whereas for Clavius it does not matter whether it is first or best
known or true or not, so long as the definiion we have given is not
asserted to agree with something unless we have first demonstrated that
the definiton given does agree with that thing.

We prefer Borelli’s opinion, but we do not really know, Sir, which of
the two you agree with, or whether you agree with neither. Since there
are such various disputes about the nature of definidon, which is num-
bered among the principles of demonstration, if the mind is not freed of
difficulties regarding this, then it will also be in difficulty regarding
those things deduced from it. So if we are not making too much trouble
for you, and if you have the time, we would very much like you, Sir, to
write to us, giving us your opinion about this matter, and also about
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what the distinction is between axioms and definitions. Borelli, in fact,
admits no true distinction between them, except as regards the name.
But I believe you maintain another distinction.

Next, the third definition is not sufficiently clear to us. As an example,
I reported what you, Sir, said to me at The Hague, that a thing can be
considered in two ways, either as it is in itself or as it has a relation to
something else. For example, the intellect can be considered either
under thought or as consisting of ideas. But we do not see clearly what
this distinction would be. For we think that if we conceive thought
rightly, we must comprehend it in relation to ideas, since if all ideas
were removed from it, we would destroy thought itself. So since the
example is not clear enough to us, the thing itself still remains somewhat
obscure, and we require further explanation.

Finally, at the beginning of P8S3 you write:

From these [propositions] it is evident that aithough two attributes
may be conceived to be really distinct (i.e., one may be conceived
without the aid of the other), they do not, on that account, consti-
tute two beings or two different substances. The reason is that it is
of the nature of a substance that all of its attributes (I mean each of
them) should be conceived through themselves, since they have
[always] been in it together.

-

In this way you seem, Sir, to suppose that the nature of substance is so
constituted that it can have more than one attribute, which you have not
yet demonstrated, unless you depend on the fifth definition of an abso-
lutely infinite substance, o7 God. Otherwise, if I should say that each
substance has only one attribute, and if I had the idea of two atuributes,
I could rightly conclude that, where there are two different attributes,
there are two different substances. We ask you for a clearer explanation
of this too. . . .
Your very Devoted
S.]. de Vries
Amsterdam, 24 February 1663

B. Spinoza to De Vries®

. .. As for the questions proposed in your group (which is very sensi-
bly organized), I see that you are in these perplexities because you do
not disanguish between different kinds of definidon—between one
which serves to explain a thing whose essence only is sought, as the only
thing there is doubt about, and one which is proposed only to be exam-

* Letter 9.
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ined. For because the former has a determinate object, it ought to be
true. But the latter does not require this.

For example, if someone asks me for a description of the temple of
Solomon, I ought to give him a true description of the temple [NS: as
it was] unless I want to talk nonsense to him. But if I have constructed
in my mind some temple which I want to build, and if I infer from its
description that I must buy land of such a kind and so many thousand
stones and other materials, will anyone in his right mind tell me that I
have drawn a bad conclusion because I have perhaps used a false defini-
gon? Or will anyone require me to prove my definidon? To do so
would be to tell me that I have not conceived what I have conceived, or
to require me to prove that I have conceived what I have conceived.
Surely this is trifling.

So a definition either explains a thing as it is [N'S: in itself] outside the
intellect—and then it ought to be true and to differ from a proposition
or axiom only in that a definidon is concerned solely with the essences
of things or of their affections, whereas an axiom or a proposition ex-
tends more widely, to eternal truths as well—or else it explains a thing
as we conceive it or can conceive it—and then it also differs from an
axiom and a proposition in that it need only be conceived, without any
further condition, and need not, like an axiom [INS: and a proposition]
be conceived as true. So a bad definidon is one that is not conceived.

To help you understand this, I shall take Borelli’s example. Suppose
someone says, “Let two straight lines enclosing a space be called ‘figu-
rals.”” If he understands by a straight line what everyone under-
stanids by a curved line, then his definition will be a good one, provided
he does not subsequently understand [by it] squares and other fig-
ures. . . . But if by a straight liné he understands what we commonly
understand, the thing is completely inconceivable. So it is no definition.
Borelli, whose opinion you are inclined to embrace, confuses all these
things completely.

I shall add another example, the one you bring up at the end. If I say
that each substance has only one attribute, thatis only a proposition and
requires a demonstraiion. But if I say, “By substance I understand what
consists of one attribute only,” that will be a good definiton, provided
that afterwards beings consisting of more attributes than one are desig-
nated by a word other than substance.

Bur you say that I have not demonstrated that a substance (o7 being)
can have more atributes than one. Perhaps you have neglected to pay
attention to my demonstrations. For I have used two: first, that nothing
is more evident to us than that we conceive each being under some
attribute, and that the more reality or being a being has the more attri-
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butes must be attributed to it; so a being absolutely infinite must be
defined, and so on; second, and the one I judge best, is that the more
attributes I attribute to a being the more I am compelled to atmibute
existence to it; that is, the more I conceive it as true. It would be quite
the contrary if I had feigned a Chimaera, or something like that.

As for your contention that you do not conceive thought except in
relation to ideas (because if you remove the ideas, you destroy thought),
I believe this happens to you because when you, as a thinking thing, do
this, you put aside all your thoughts and concepts. So it is no wonder
that when you have done so, nothing afterwards remains for you to
think of. But as far as the thing itself is concerned, I think I have demon-
strated clearly and evidently enough that the intellect, though infinite,
pertains to Natura naturata, not to Natura naturans.

However, I sdll do not see what this has to do with understanding
D3, nor why it should be a problem. Unless I am mistaken, the defini-
ton I gave you was as follows:

By substance [ understand whatis in itself and is conceived through
itself, that is, whose concept does not involve the concept of an-
other thing. I understand the same by attribute, except that it is
called attribute in relation to the intellect, which attributes such
and such a definite nature to substance. .

I say that this definition explains clearly enough what I wish to under-
stand by substance, or attribute.

Nevertheless, you want me to explain by an example how one and the
same thing can be designated by two names (though this is not necessary
at all). Not to seem niggardly, I offer two: (i) I say that by Israel I under-
stand the third patriarch; I understand the same by Jacob, the name
which was given him because he had seized his brother’s heel; (ii) by flat
I mean what reflects all rays of light without any change; I understand
the same by white, except that it is called white in relation to a man
looking at the flat [surface].

[Rijnsburg, March 1663]

C. Spinoza to De Viies Again®®

Cherished Friend,

You ask me whether we need experience to know whether the defini-
tion of any attribute [NS: any thing] is true. To this I reply that we need
experience only for those things which cannot be inferred from the def-

0 Letter 10.
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initdon of the thing, as, for example, the existence of modes (for this
cannot be inferred from the definition of the thing); but not for those
things whose existence is not distinguished from their essence, and
therefore is inferred from their definition. Indeed no experience will
ever be able to teach us this, for experience does not teach any essences
of things. The most it can do is to determine our mind to think only of
certain essences of things. So since the existence of the attributes does
not differ from their essence, we will not be able to grasp it by any
experience.

You ask, next, whether also things or their affections are eternal
truths. I say certainly. If you should ask why I do not call them eternal
truths, I answer, to distinguish them (as everyone generally does) from
those which do not explain any thing or affection of a thing, as, for
example, nothing comes from mnothing. These and similar propositions, I
say, are called absolutely eternal truths, by which they want to signify
nothing but that such [propositions] have no place outside the mind,
and so on.

[Rijnsburg, March (?) 1663]

VIII. Tue WorM iN THE BLoop?

Spinoza to Henry Oldenburg

. . . When you ask me what I think about the question which concerns
bow we know bow each part of Nature agrees with the whole to which it belongs
and how it coberes with the others, I think you are asking for the reasons by
which we are persuaded that each part of Nature agrees with the whole
to which it belongs and coheres with the others. For I said in my preced-
ing letter that I do not know absolutely how they really cohere and how
each part agrees with its whole. To know this would require knowing
the whole of Nature and all its parts. So I shall try to show as briefly as
I can the reason which forces me to affirm this. But first I should like to
warn that I attribute to Nature neither beauty nor ugliness, neither
order nor confusion. For things can only be called beautful or ugly,
orderly or confused, in relation to our imagination.

By the coherence of parts, then, I understand nothing but that the
laws or nature of the one part so adapt themselves to the laws o7 nature
of the other part that they are opposed to each other as little as possible.
Concerning whole and parts, I consider things as parts of some whole
insofar as the nature of the one so adapts itself to the nature of the other

1 Letter 32.
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that so far as possible they are all in harmony with one another. But
insofar as they are out of harmony with one another, to that extent each
forms an idea distinct from the others in our mind, and therefore it is
considered as a whole and not as a part.

For example, when the motons of the particles of lymph, chyle, and
the like, so adapt themselves to one another, in relation to their size and
shape, that they are completely in harmony with one another, and they
all consttute one fluid together, to that extent only the chyle, lymph,
and the like, are considered as parts of the blood. But insofar as we
conceive the particles of lymph, by reason of their shape and motion, to
differ from the particles of chyle, to that extent we consider them as a
whole and not as a part.

Let us conceive now, if you please, that there is a little worm living in
the blood which is capable of distinguishing by sight the particles of the
blood, of lymph, of chyle, and the like, and capable of observing by
reason how each particle, when it encounters another, either bounces
back, or communicates a part of its motion, and so on. Indeed, it would
live in this blood as we do in this part of the universe, and would con-
sider each particle of the blood as a whole, not as a part. Nor could it
know how all the parts of the blood are restrained by the universal na-
ture of the blood, and compelled to adapt themselves to one another, as
the universal nature of the blood requires, so that they harmonize with
one another in a certain way.

For if we should suppose that there are no causes outside the blood
which would communicate new modons to the blood, and no space
outside the blood, nor any other bodies to which the partcles of blood
could transfer their moton, it is certain that the blood would always
remain in the same state, and its partcles would undergo no other van-
ations than those which can be conceived from the given relation of the
moton of the blood to those of the lymph, chyle, and the like. Thus the
blood would always have to be considered as a whole and not as a part.
But because there are a great many other causes which restrain the laws
of the nature of the blood in a certain way, and which in turn are re-
strained by the blood, it happens that other motions and other varia-
tions arise in the particles of the blood which follow not simply from the
relation of the motion of its parts to one another, but from the relation
of the motion of the blood as a whole and of the external causes to one
another. In this way the blood has the nature of a part and not of a
whole. This is what I say concerning whole and part.

Now all bodies in Nature can and must be conceived as we have here
conceived the blood, for all bodies are surrounded by others, and are
determined by one another to existing and producing an effect in a cer-
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tain and determinate way, the same rado of motion to rest always being
preserved in all of them at once, that is, in the whole universe. From this
it follows that every body, insofar as it exists modified in a certain way,
must be considered as a part of the whole universe, must agree with the
whole to which it belongs, and must cohere with the remaining bodies.
And since the nature of the universe is not limited, as the natute of the
blood is, but is absolutely infinite, its parts are restrained in infinite ways
by this nature of the infinite power, and compelled to undergo infinitely
many variations.

But in relation to substance I conceive each part to have a closer
union with its whole. For as I previously strove to demonstrate in my
first letter, which I wrote to you while I was still living in Rijnsburg,
since it is of the nature of substance to be infinite, it follows that each
part pertains to the nature of corporeal substance, and can neither be
nor be conceived without it.

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

Next, I maintain that the human mind is this same power, not insofar
as it is infinite and perceives the whole of Nature, but insofar as it is
finite and perceives only the human body. For this reason I maintain
that the human mind is a part of a certain infinite intellect.

But it would take too long here to explain accurately and demonstrate
all these things, along with the things which are connected with them.
And I do not think you expect this of me at present. Indeed, I wonder
whether I have sufficiently grasped your intention, and have not an-
swered a different question than the one you were asking. Please let me
know.

Yours with all affection,
B. de Spinoza
Voorburg, 20 November 1665



The Ethics

DEMONSTRATED IN GEOMETRIC ORDER
AND DIVIDED INTO FIVE PARTS,
WHICH TREAT

L. Of God
IL. Of the Nature and Origin of the Mind
II1. Of the Origin and Nature of the Affects
IV. Of Human Bondage, or the Powers of the Affects
V. Of the Power of the Intellect, o7 on Human Freedom

FirsT ParT OoF THE ETHICS
Or Gop

DEFINITIONS .

D1: By cause of itself I understand that whose essence involves exis-
tence, or that whose nature cannot be conceived except as existing.

D2: That thing is said to be finite in its own kind that can be limited by
another of the same nature.

For example, a body is called finite because we always conceive an-
other that is greater. Thus a thought is limited by another thought. But
a body is not limited by a thought nor a thought by a body.

D3: By substance I understand what is in itself and is conceived through
itself, that is, that whose concept does not require the concept of an-
other thing, from which it must be formed.

D4: By attribute I understand what the intellect perceives of a sub-
stance, as constituting its essence.

D5: By mode I understand the affections of a substance, o that which is
in another through which it is also conceived.

Dé6: By God I understand a being absolutely infinite, that is, a substance
consistng of an infinity of attributes, of which each one expresses an
eternal and infinite essence.
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Exp.: [ say absolutely infinite, not infinite in its own kind; for if some-
thing is only infinite in its own kind, we can deny infinite attributes of
it [NS: (i-e., we can conceive infinite attributes which do not pertain to
its nature)]; but if something is absolutely infinite, whatever expresses
essence and involves no negation pertains to its essence.

D7: That thing is called free which exists from the necessity of its nature
alone, and is determined to act by itself alone. But a thing is called
necessary, or rather compelled, which is determined by another to exist
and to produce an effect in a certain and determinate manner.

D8: By eternity I understand existence itself, insofar as it is conceived to
follow necessarily from the definiion alone of the eternal thing.

Exp.: For such existence, like the essence of a thing, is conceived as
an eternal truth, and on that account cannot be explained by duration
or time, even if the duration is conceived to be without beginning or
end.

AXIOMS
Al: Whatever s, is either in itself or in another.

A2: What cannot be conceived through another, must be conceived
through itself.

A3: From a given determinate cause the effect follows necessarily; and
conversely, if there is no determinate cause, it is impossible for an effect
to follow.

A4: The knowledge of an effect depends on, and involves, the knowl-
edge of its cause.

AS5: Things that have nothing in common with one another also cannot
be understood through one another, o7 the concept of the one does not
involve the concept of the other.

A6: A true idea must agree with its object.

A7: If a thing can be conceived as not existing, its essence does not
involve existence.

P1: A substance is prior in nature to its affections.
Dem.: This is evident from D3 and D5.

P2: Two substances baving diffevent attributes have nothing in common with
one another.
Dem.: This is also evident from D3. For each must be in itself and be
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conceived through itself, or the concept of the one does not involve the
concept of the other.

P3: If things have nothing in common with one another, one of them cannot be
the cause of the other.

Dem.: If they have nothing in common with one another, then (by
AS) they cannot be understood through one another, and so (by A4) one
cannot be the cause of the other, q.e.d.

P4: Two or more distinct things are distinguished from one another, either
by a difference in the attributes of the substances ov by a difference in their
affections.

Dem.: Whatever is, is either in itself or in another (by Al), that is (by
D3 and D5), outside the intellect there is nothing except substances and
their affections. Therefore, there is nothing outside the intellect
through which a number of things can be distinguished from one an-
other except substances, o what is the same (by D4), their attributes,
and their affections, q.e.d.

P5: In Nature there cannot be two or more substances of the same nature or
attribute.

Dem.: If there were two or more distinct substances, they would have
to be distinguished from one another either by a difference in their
attributes, or by a difference in their affections (by P4). If dnly by a
difference in their atiributes, then it will be conceded that there is only
one of the same attribute. But if by a difference in their affections, then
since a substance is prior in nature to its affections (by P1), if the affec-
dons are put to one side and [the substance] is considered in itself, that
is (by D3 and A6), considered truly, one cannot be conceived to be
distinguished from another, that is (by P4), there cannot be many, but
only one [of the same nature o attribute], q.e.d.

P6: One substance cannot be produced by another substance.

Dem.: In Nature there cannot be two substances of the same attribute
(by PS$), that is (by P2), which have something in common with each
other. Therefore (by P3) one cannot be the cause of the other, o7 cannot
be produced by the other, g.e.d.

Cor.: From this it follows that a substance cannot be produced by
anything else. For in Nature there is nothing except substances and
their affections, as is evident from Al, D3, and D5. But it cannot be
produced by 2 substance (by P6). Therefore, substance absolutely can-
not be produced by anything else, g.e.d.

Alternatively: This is demonstrated even more easily from the ab-
surdity of its contradictory. For if a substance could be produced by

87

11743



11749

THE ETHICS

something else, the knowledge of it would have to depend on the
knowledge of its cause (by A4). And so (by D3) it would not be a sub-
stance.

P7: It pertains to the nature of a substance to exist.

Dem.: A substance cannot be produced by anything else (by P6C);
therefore it will be the cause of itself, that is (by D1), its essence neces-
sarily involves existence, o it pertains to its pature to exist, q.e.d.

P8: Every substance is necessarily infinite.

Dem.: A substance of one attribute does not exist unless it is unique
(P5), and it pertains to its nature to exist (P7). Of its nature, therefore,
it will exist either as finite or as infinite. But not as finite. For then (by
D2) it would have to be limited by something else of the same nature,
which would also have to exist necessarily (by P7), and so there would
be two substances of the same attribute, which is absurd (by P5). There-
fore, it exists as infinite, q.e.d.

Schol. 1: Since being finite is really, in part, a negation, and being
infinite is an absolute affirmation of the existence of some nature, it
follows from P7 alone that every substance must be infinite. [NS: For if
we assummied a finite substance, we would, in part, deny existence to its
nature, which (by P7) is absurd.]

Schol. 2: I do not doubt that the demonstration of P7 will be difficult
to conceive for all who judge things confusedly, and have not been ac-
customed to know things through their first causes—because they do
not distingnish between the modifications of substances and the sub-
stances themselves, nor do they know how things are produced. So it
happens that they fictitiously ascribe to substances the beginning which
they see that natural things have; for those who do not know the true
causes of things confuse everything and without any conflict of mind
feign that both trees and men speak, imagine that men are formed both
from stones and from seed, and that any form whatever is changed into
any other. So also, those who confuse the divine nature with the human
easily asctibe human affects to God, particularly so long as they are also
ignorant of how those affects are produced in the mind.

But if men would attend to the nature of substance, they would have
no doubt at all of the truth of P7. Indeed, this proposition would be an
axiom for everyone, and would be numbered among the common no-
tions. For by substance they would understand what is in itself and is
conceived through itself, that is, that the knowledge of which does not
require the knowledge of any other thing. But by modifications they
would understand what is in another, those things whose concept is
formed from the concept of the thing in which they are.
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This is how we can have true ideas of modifications which do not
exist; for though they do not actually exist outside the intellect, never-
theless their essences are comprehended in another in such a way that
they can be conceived through it. But the truth of substances is not
outside the intellect unless it is in them themselves, becanse they are
conceived through themselves.

Hence, if someone were to say that he had a clear and distinct, that is,
true, idea of a substance, and nevertheless doubted whether such a sub-
stance existed, that would indeed be the same as if he were to say that he
had a true idea, and nevertheless doubted whether it was false (as is
evident to anyone who is sufficienty attentve). Or if someone main-
tains that a substance is created, he maintains at the same time that a
false idea has become true. Of course nothing more absurd can be con-
ceived. So it must be confessed that the existence of a substance, like its
essence, is an eternal truth.

And from this we can infer in another way that there is only one
[substance] of the same nature, which I have considered it worth the
trouble of showing here. But to do this in order, it must be noted,

I. that the true definition of each thing neither involves nor ex-
presses anything except the nature of the thing defined.

From which it follows,

IL. that no definjtion involves or expresses any certain number of
individuals,
since it expresses nothing other than the nature of the thing defined.
For example, the definidon of the triangle expresses nothing but the
simple nature of the triangle, but not any certain number of triangles. It
is to be noted,

II1. that there must be, for each existing thing, a certain cause on
account of which it exists.

Finally, it is to be noted,

IV. that this cause, on account of which a thing exists, either must
be contained in the very nature and definition of the existing thing
(viz. that it pertains to its nature to exist) or must be outside it.

From these propositions it follows that if, in Nature, a certain number
of individuals exists, there must be a cause why those individuals, and
why neither more nor fewer, exist.

For example, if twenty men exist in Nature (o ke the matter clearer,
I assume that they exist at the same time, and that no others previously existed
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in Nature), it will not be enough (i.e., 70 give @ reason why twenty men
exist) to show the cause of human nature in general; but it will be neces-
sary in addition to show the cause why not more and not fewer than
twenty exist. For (by III) there must necessarily be a cause why each
[NS: particular man] exists. But this cause (by I and III) cannot be con-
tained in human nature itself, since the true definition of man does not
involve the number 20. So (by IV) the cause why these twenty men exist,
and consequently, why each of them exists, must necessarily be outside
each of them.

For that reason it is to be inferred absolutely that whatever is of such
a pature that there can be many individuals [of that nature] must, to
exist, have an external cause to exist. Now since it pertains to the nature
of a substance to exist (by what we have already shown in this scholium),
its definition must involve necessary existence, and consequently its ex-
istence must be inferred from its definition alone. But from its defini-
tion (as we have shown from IT and III) the existence of a number of
substances cannot follow. Therefore it follows necessarily from this,
that there exists only one of the same nature, as was proposed.

P9: The more reality or being each thing bas, the more attributes belong to it.
Dem.: This is evident from D4.

P10: Each attribute of a substance must be conceived through itself.

Dem.: For an attribute is what the intellect perceives concerning a
substance, as constituting its essence (by D4); so (by D3) it must be
conceived through itself, q.e.d.

Schol.: From these propositions it is evident that although two aturi-
butes may be conceived to be really distinct (i.e., one may be conceived
without the aid of the other), we still cannot infer from that that they
consttute two beings, or two different substances. For it is of the nature
of a substance that each of its attributes is conceived through itself, since
all the atributes it has have always been in it together, and one could
not be produced by another, but each expresses the reality, or being of
substance.

So it is far from absurd to attribute many attributes to one substance.
Indeed, nothing in Nature is clearer than that each being must be con-
ceived under some attribute, and the more reality, or being it has, the
more it has attributes which express necessity, o7 eternity, and infinity.
And consequently there is also nothing clearer than that a being abso-
lutely infinite must be defined (as we taught in D6) as a being that con-
sists of infinite attributes, each of which expresses a certain eternal and
infinite essence.
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But if someone now asks by what sign we shall be able to distnguish
the diversity of substances, let him read the following proposidons,
which show that in Nature there exists only one substance, and that it is
absolutely infinite. So that sign would be sought in vain.

P11: God, or a substance comsisting of infinite attributes, each of which ex-
presses eternal and infinite essence, necessarily exists.

Dem.: If you deny this, conceive, if you can, that God does not exist.
Therefore (by A7) his essence does not involve existence. But this (by
P7) is absurd. Therefore God necessarily exists, q.e.d.

Alternatively: For each thing there must be assigned a cause, o7 rea-
son, both for its existence and for its nonexistence. For example, if a
triangle exists, there must be a reason or cause why it exists; but if it does
not exist, there must also be a reason or cause which prevents it from
existing, or which takes its existence away.

But this reason, o7 cause, must either be contained in the nature of the
thing, or be outside it. For example, the very nature of a square circle
indicates the reason why it does not exist, namely, because it involves a
contradiction. On the other hand, the reason why a substance exists also
follows from its nature alone, because it involves existence (see P7). But
the reason why a circle or triangle exists, or why it does not exist, does
not follow from the nature of these things, but from the order of the
whole of corporeal Nature. For from this [order] it must folloW either
that the triangle necessarily exists now or that it is impossible for it to
exist now. These things are evident through themselves; from them it
follows that a thing necessarily exists if there is no reason or cause which
prevents it from existing. Therefore, if there can be no reason or cause
which prevents God from existing, or which takes his-existence away, it
must certainly be inferred that he necessarily exists.

But if there were such a reason, o7 cause, it would have to be either in
God’s very nature or outside it, that is, in another substance of another
nature. For if it were of the same nature, that very supposition would
concede that God exists. But a substance which was of another nature
[NS: than the divine] would have nothing in common with God (by P2),
and therefore could neither give him existence nor take it away. Since,
then, there can be, outside the divine nature, no reason, o7, cause which
takes away the divine existence, the reason will necessarily have to be in
his nature itself, if indeed he does not exist. That is, his nature would
involve a contradicdon [NS: as in our second example]. But it is absurd
to affirm this of a Being absolutely infinite and supremely perfect.
Therefore, there is no cause, o7 reason, either in God or outside God,
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which takes his existence away. And therefore, God necessarily exists,
q.e.d.

Alternatively: To be able not to exist is to lack power, and conversely,
to be able to exist is to have power (as is known through itself). So, if
what now necessarily exists are only finite beings, then finite beings are
more powerful than an absolutely infinite Being. But this, as is known
through itself, is absurd. So, either nothing exists or an absolutely infi-
nite Being also exists. But we exist, either in ourselves, or in something
else, which necessarily exists (see Al and P7). Therefore an absolutely
infinite Being—that is (by D6), God—necessarily exists, q.e.d.

Schol.: In this last demonstration I wanted to show God’s existence a
posteriori, so that the demonstration would be perceived more easily—
but not because God’s existence does not follow a priori from the same
foundation. For since being able to exist is power, it follows that the
more reality belongs to the nature of a thing, the more powers it has, of
itself, to exist. Therefore, an absolutely infinite Being, or God, has, of
himself, an absolutely infinite power of existing. For that reason, he
exists absolutely.

Still, there may be many who will not easily be able to see how evi-
dent this demonstration is, because they have been accustomed to con-
template only those things that flow from external causes. And of these,
they see that those which quickly come to be, that is, which easily exist,
also easily perish. And conversely, they judge that those things to which
they conceive more things to pertain are more difficult to do, that is,
that they do not exist so easily. But to free them from these prejudices,
I have no need to show here in what manner this proposition—awhat
quickly comes to be, quickly perishes—is true, nor whether or not all things
are equally easy in respect to the whole of Nature. It is sufficient to note
only this, that I am not here speaking of things that come to be from
external causes, but only of substances that (by P6) can be produced by
no external cause.

For things that come to be from external causes—whether they con-
sist of many parts or of few—owe all the perfection or reality they have
to the power of the external cause; and therefore their existence arises
only from the perfecton of their external cause, and not from their own
perfection. On the other hand, whatever perfection substance has is not
owed to any external cause. So its existence must follow from its nature
alone; hence its existence is nothing but its essence.

Perfection, therefore, does not take away the existence of a thing, but
on the contrary asserts it. But imperfection takes it away. So there is
nothing of whose existence we can be more certain than we are of the
existence of an absolutely infinite, o perfect, Being—that is, God. For

92



I. OF GOD

since his essence excludes all imperfection, and involves absolute perfec-
tion, by that very fact it takes away every cause of doubting his existence,
and gives the greatest certainty concerning it. I believe this will be clear
even to those who are only moderately attentive.

P12: No attribute of a substance can be truly concetved from wbzcb it follows
that the substance can be divided.

Dem.: For the parts into which a substance so conceived would be
divided either will retain the nature of the substance or will not. If the
first [NS: viz. they retain the nature of the substance], then (by P8) each
part will have to be infinite, and (by P7) its own cause, and (by P5) each
part will have to consist of a different attribute. And so many substances
will be able to be formed from one, which is absurd (by P6). Further-
more, the parts (by P2) would have nothing in common with their
whole, and the whole (by D4 and P10) could both be and be conceived
without its parts, which is absurd, as no one will be able to doubt.

But if the second is asserted, namely, that the parts will not retain the
nature of substance, then since the whole substance would be divided
into equal parts, it would lose the nature of substance, and would cease
to be, which (by P7) is absurd.

P13: A substance which is absokutely infinite is indivisible.

Dem.: For if it were divisible, the parts into which it would be divided
will either retain the nature of an absolutely infinite substance or they
will not. If the first, then there will be a number of substances of the
same nature, which (by P5) is absurd. But if the second is asserted, then
(as above [INS: P12]), an absolutely infinite substance will be able to
cease to be, which (by P11) is also absurd.

Cor.: From these [propositions] it follows that no substance, and con-
sequently no corporeal substance, insofar as it is a substance, is divisible.

Schol.: That substance is indivisible, is understood more simply
merely from this, that the nature of substance cannot be conceived un-
less as infinite, and that by a part of substance nothing can be under-
stood except a finite substance, which (by P8) implies a plain contra-
diction.

P14: Except God, no substance can be or be conceived.

Dem.: Since God is an absolutely infinite being, of whom no attribute
which expresses an essence of substance can be denied (by D6), and he
necessarily exists (by P11), if there were any substance except God, it
would have to be explained through some attribute of God, and so two
substances of the same ataribute would exist, which (by P5) is absurd.
And so except God, no substance can be or, consequently, be conceived.
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But this (by the first part of this demonstration) is absurd. Therefore,
except for God no substance can be or be conceived, q.e.d.

Cor. 1: From this it follows most clearly, first, that God is unique,
that is (by D6), that in Nature there is only one substance, and that it is
absolutely infinite (as we indicated in P10S).

Cor. 2: It follows, second, that an extended thing and a thinking thing
are either attributes of God, or (by Al) affections of God’s attributes.

P15: Whatever i, is in God, and nothing can be or be conceived without God.

Dem.: Except for God, there neither is, nor can be conceived, any
substance (by P14), that is (by D3), thing that is in itself and is conceived
through itself. But modes (by D5) can neither be nor be conceived with-
out substance. So they can be in the divine nature alone, and can be
conceived through it alone. But except for substances and modes there
is nothing (by Al). Therefore, [INS: everything is in God and] nothing
can be or be conceived without God, q.e.d.

Schol.: [L] There are those who feign a God, like man, consisting of
a body and a mind, and subject to passions. But how far they wander
from the true knowledge of God, is sufficiently established by what has
already been demonstrated. Them I dismiss. For everyone who has to
any extent contemplated the divine nature denies that God is corporeal.
They prove this best from the fact that by body we understand any
quantity, with length, breadth, and depth, limited by some certain fig-
ure. Nothing more absurd than this can be said of God, namely, of a
being absolutely infinite. But meanwhile, by the other arguments by
which they strive to demonstrate this same conclusion they clearly show
that they entirely remove corporeal, or extended, substance itself from
the divine nature. And they maintain that it has been created by God.
But by what divine power could it be created? They are completely
ignorant of that. And this shows clearly that they do not understand
what they themselves say. At any rate, I have demonstrated clearly
enough—in my judgment, at least—that no substance can be produced
or created by another thing (see P6C and P8S2). Next, we have shown
(P14) that except for God, no substance can either be or be conceived,
and hence [in P14C2] we have concluded that extended substance is one
of God’s infinite attributes. But to provide a fuller explanation, I shall
refute my opponents’ arguments, which all reduce to these.

[I1.] First, they think that corporeal substance, insofar as it is sub-
stance, consists of parts. And therefore they deny that it can be infinite,
and consequently, that it can pertain to God. They explain this by many
examples, of which I shall mention one or two.
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former, then an infinite is composed of two finite parts, which is absurd.
If the latter [NS: i.e., if each part is infinite], then there is one infinite
twice as large as another, which is also absurd. [ii] Again, if an infinite
quantity is measured by parts [each] equal to a foot, it will consist of
infinitely many such parts, as it will also, if it is measured by parts [each]
equal to an inch. And therefore, one infinite number will be twelve
times greater than another [INS: which is no less absurd]. [iii] Finally, if
we conceive that from one point of a certain infinite
quantity two lines, say AB and AC, are extended to
a infinity, it is certain that, although in the beginning
they are a certain, determinate distance apart, the
distance between B and C is continuously in-
creased, and at last, from being determinate, it will
become indeterminable. Since these absurdities follow—so they
think—from the fact that an infinite quantity is supposed, they infer that
corporeal substance must be finite, and consequently cannot pertain to
God’s essence.

[IIL.] Their second argument is also drawn from God’s supreme per-
fection. For God, they say, since he is a supremely perfect being, cannot
be acted on. But corporeal substance, since it is divisible, can be acted
on. It follows, therefore, that it does not pertain to God’s essence.

[IV.] These are the arguments which I find Authors using, to try to
show that corporeal substance is unworthy of the divine nature, and
cannot pertain to it. But anyone who is properly attentive will find that
I have already replied to them, since these arguments are founded only
on their supposition that corporeal substance is composed of parts,
which I have already (P12 and P13C) shown to be absurd. And then
anyone who wishes to consider the matter rightly will see that all those
absurdities (if indeed they ave all absurd, which I am not now disputing),
from which they wish to infer that extended substance is finite, do not
follow at all from the fact that an infinite quantity is supposed, but from
the fact that they suppose an infinite quantity to be measurable and
composed of finite parts. So from the absurdities which follow from that
they can infer only that infinite quantity is not measurable, and that it is
not composed of finite parts. This is the same thing we have already
demonstrated above (P12, etc.). So the weapon they aim at us, they
really turn against themselves. If, therefore, they still wish to infer from
this absurdity of theirs that extended substance must be finite, they are
indeed doing nothing more than if someone feigned that a circle has the
properties of a square, and inferred from that the circle has no center,
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from which all lines drawn to the circumference are equal. For corpo-
real substance, which cannot be conceived except as infinite, unique,
and indivisible (see P8, 5, and 12), they conceive to be composed of
finite parts, to be many, and to be divisible, in order to infer that it is
finite.

So also others, after they feign that a line is composed of points, know
how to invent many arguments, by which they show that a line cannot
be divided to infinity. And indeed it is no less absurd to assert that cor-
poreal substance is composed of bodies, or parts, than that a body is
composed of surfaces, the surfaces of lines, and the lines, finally, of
points. All those who know that clear reason is infallible must confess
this—particularly those who deny that there is a vacuum. For if corpo-
real substance could be so divided that its parts were really disunct, why,
then, could one part not be annihilated, the rest remaining connected
with one another as before? And why must they all be so fitted together
that there is no vacuum? Truly, of things which are really distinct from
one another, one can be, and remain in its condition, without the other.
Since, therefore, there is no vacuum in Nature (a subject I discuss else-
where), but all its parts must so concur that there is no vacuum, it fol-
lows also that they cannot be really disinguished, that is, that corporeal
substance, insofar as it is a substance, cannot be divided.

[V]] If someone should now ask why we are, by nature, so inclined to
divide quantity, I shall answer that we conceive quantity in two ways:
abstractly, o7 superficially, as we [INS: commonly] imagine it, or as sub-
stance, which is done by the intellect alone [NS: without the help of the
imagination]. So if we attend to quantity as it is in the imagination,
which we do often and more easily, it will be found to be finite, divisible,
and composed of parts; but if we attend to it as it is in the intellect, and
conceive it insofar as it is a substance, which happens [INS: seldom and]
with great difficulty, then (as we have already sufficiently demonstrated)
it will be found to be infinite, unique, and indivisible.

This will be sufficiently plain to everyone who knows how to dis-
tinguish between the intellect and the imagination—particularly if it is
also noted that matter is everywhere the same, and that parts are distin-
guished in it only insofar as we conceive matter to be affected in differ-
ent ways, so that its parts are distinguished only modally, but not really.

For example, we conceive that water is divided and its parts separated
from one another—insofar as it is water, but not insofar as it is corporeal
substance. For insofar as it is substance, it is neither separated nor di-
vided. Again, water, insofar as it is water, is generated and corrupted,
bur insofar as it is substance, it is neither generated nor corrupted.

[VL] And with this I think I have replied to the second argument also,
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since it is based on the supposition that matter, insofar as it is substance,
is divisible, and composed of parts. Even if this [reply] were not [suffi-
cient], I do not know why [matter] would be unworthy of the divine
nature. For (by P14) apart from God there can be no substance by
which [the divine nature] would be acted on. All things, I say, are in
God, and all things that happen, happen only through the Jaws of God’s
infinite nature and follow (as I shall show) from the necessity of his
essence. So it cannot be said in any way that God is acted on by another,
or that extended substance is unworthy of the divine nature, even if it is
supposed to be divisible, so long as it is granted to be eternal and infi-
nite. But enough of this for the present.

P16: From the necessity of the divine nature there must follow infinitely many
things in infinitely many modes, (i.c., everything which can fall under an
infinite intellect).

Dem.: This proposition must be plain to anyone, provided he attends
to the fact that the intellect infers from the given definition of any thing
a number of properties that really do follow necessarily from it (that is,
from the very essence of the thing); and that it infers more properties
the more the definition of the thing expresses reality, that is, the more
reality the essence of the defined thing involves. But since the divine
nature has absolutely infinite ataibutes (by D6), each of which also ex-
presses an essence infinite in its own kind, from its necessity there must
follow infinitely many things in infinite modes (i.e., everything which
can fall under an infinite intellect), g.e.d.

Cor. 1: From this it follows that God is the efficient cause of all things
which can fall under an infinite intellect.

Cor. 2: It follows, second, that God is a cause through himself and
not an accidental cause.

Cor. 3: It follows, third, that God is absolutely the first cause.

P17: God acts from the laws of bis nature alone, and is compelled by no one.

Dem.: We have just shown (P16) that from the necessity of the divine
nature alone, or (what is the same thing) from the laws of his nature
alone, absolutely infite things follow, and in P15 we have demonstrated
that nothing can be or be conceived without God, but that all things are
in God. So there can be nothing outside him by which he is determined
or compelled to act. Therefore, God acts from the laws of his nature
alone, and is compelled by no one, q.e.d.

Cor. 1: From this it follows, first, that there is no cause, either extrin-
sically or intrinsically;, which prompts God to action, except the perfec-
tion of his nature.

Cor. 2: It follows, second, that God alone is a free cause. For (God
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alone exists only from the necessity of his nature (by P11 and P14C1),
and acts from the necessity of his nature (by P17). Therefore (by D7)
God alone is a free cause, q.e.d.

Schol.: [I.] Others think that God is a free cause because he can (so
they think) bring it about that the things which we have said follow from
his nature (i.e., which are in his power) do not happen or are not pro-
duced by him. But this is the same as if they were to say that God can
bring it about that it would not follow from the nature of a triangle that
its three angles are equal to two right angles; o7 that from a given cause
the effect would not follow—which is absurd.

Further, I shall show later, without the aid of this proposition, that
neither intellect nor will pertain to God’s nature. Of course I know
there are many who think they can demonstrate that a supreme intellect
and a free will pertain to God’s nature. For they say they know nothing
they can ascribe to God more perfect than what is the highest perfection
in us.

Moreover, though they conceive God to actually understand in the
highest degree, they stll do not believe that he can bring it about that
all the things he actually understands exist. For they think that in that
way they would destroy God’s power. If he had created all the things in
his intellect (they say), then he would have been able to create nothing
more, which they believe to be incompatible with God’s omnipotence.
So they prefer to maintain that God is indifferent to all things, not
creatng anything except what he has decreed to create by some absolute
will.

But I think I have shown clearly enough (see P16) that from God’s
supreme power, o7 infinite nature, infinitely many things in infinitely
many modes, that is, all things, have necessarily flowed, or always fol-
low, by the same necessity and in the same way as from the nature of a
triangle it follows, from eternity and to eternity, that its three angles are
equal to two right angles. So God’s omnipotence has been actual from
eternity and will remain in the same actuality to eternity. And in this
way, at least in my opinion, God’s omnipotence is maintained far more
perfectly.

Indeed—rto speak openly—my opponents seem to deny God’s om-
nipotence. For they are forced to confess that God understands infi-
nitely many creatable things, which nevertheless he will never be able to
create. For otherwise, if he created everything he understood [INS: to be
creatable] he would (according to them) exhaust his omnipotence and
render himself imperfect. Therefore to maintain that God is perfect,
they are driven to maintain at the same time that he cannot bring abont
everything to which his power extends. I do not see what could be
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feigned which would be more absurd than this or more contrary to
God’s omnipotence.

(II.] Further—to say something here also about the intellect and
will which we commonly attribute to God—if will and intellect do per-
tain to the eternal essence of God, we must of course understand by
each of these attributes something different from what men commonly
understand. For the intellect and will which would constitute God’s
essenice would have to differ entirely from our intellect and will, and
could not agree with them in anything except the name. They would
not agree with one another any more than do the dog that is a heavenly
constellation and the dog that is a barking animal. I shall demonstrate
this.

If intellect pertains to the divine nature, it will not be able to be
(like our intellect) by nature either posterior to (as most would have it),
or simultaneous with, the things understood, since God is prior in cau-
sality to all things (by P16C1). On the contrary, the truth and formal
essence of things is what it is because it exists objectively in that way
in God’s intellect. So God’s intellect, insofar as it is conceived to const-
tute God’s essence, is really the cause both of the essence and of the
existence of things. This seems also to have been noticed by those
who asserted that God’s intellect, will, and power are one and the
same. N

Therefore, since God’ intellect is the only cause of things (viz. as we
have shown, both of their essence and of their existence), he must neces-
sarily differ from them both as to his essence and as to his existence. For
what is caused differs from its cause precisely in what it has from the
cause [NS: for that reason it is called the effect of such a cause]. For
example, a man is the cause of the existence of another man, but not of
his essence, for the latter is an eternal outh. Hence, they can agree
entrely according to their essence. But in existing they must differ. And
for that reason, if the existence of one perishes, the other’s existence will
nat thereby perish. But if the essence of one could be destroyed, and
become false, the other’s essence would also be destroyed [INS: and be-
come false].

So the thing that is the cause both of the essence and of the existence
of some effect, must differ from such an effect, both as to its essence and
as to its existence. But God’s intellect is the cause both of the essence
and of the existence of our intellect. Therefore, God’s intellect, insofar
as it is conceived to constitute the divine essence, differs from our intel-
lect both as to its essence and as to its existence, and cannot agree with
it in anything except in name, as we supposed. The proof proceeds in
the same way concerning the will, as anyone can easily see.
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P18: God is the irmmanent, not the transitive, cause of all things.

Dem.: Everything that is, is in God, and must be conceived through
God (by P15), and so (by P16C1) God is the cause of [NS: all] things,
which are in him. That is the first [thing to be proven]. And then outside
God there can be no substance (by P14), that is (by D3), thing which is
in itself outside God. That was the second. God, therefore, is the imma-
nent, not the transitve cause of all things, q.e.d.

P19: God is eternal, or all God’s antributes gre eternal.

Dem.: For God (by D6) is substance, which (by P11) necessarily ex-
ists, that is (by P7), to whose nature it pertains to exist, or (what is the
same) from whose definidon it follows that he exists; and therefore (by
DB8), he is eternal.

Next, by God’s attributes are to be understood what (by D4) ex-
presses an essence of the divine substance, that is, what pertains to sub-
stance. The atttibutes themselves, 1 say, must involve it itself. But eter-
nity pertains to the nature of substance (as I have already demonstrated
from P7). Therefore each of the attributes must involve eternity, and so,
they are all eternal, q.e.d.

Schol.: This proposition is also as clear as possible from the way 1
have demonstrated God’s existence (P11). For fromn that demonstra-
tion, I say, it is established that God’s existence, like his essence, is an
eternal outh. And then T have also demonstrated God’s eternity in an-
other way (Descartes’ Principles IP19), and there is no need to repeat it
here.

P20: God’s existence and bis essence are one and the same.

Dem.: God (by P19) and all of his attributes are eternal, that is (by
D8), each of his attributes expresses existence. Therefore, the same at-
tributes of God which (by D4) explain God’s eternal essence at the same
time explain his eternal existence, that is, that itself which constitutes
God’s essence at the same time constitutes his existence. So his existence
and his essence are one and the same, g.e.d.

Cor. 1: From this it follows, first, that God’s existence, like his es-
sence, is an eternal truth.

Cor. 2: It follows, second, that God, or all of God’s attributes, are
immutable. For if they changed as to their existence, they would also (by
P20) change as to their essence, that is (as is known through itself), from
being true become false, which is absurd.

P21: All the things which follow from the absolute nature of any of God’s
attributes have always bad to exist and be infinite, or are, through the same
attribute, etevnal and infinite.
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Dem.: If you deny this, then conceive (if you can) that in some attri-
bute of God there follows from its absolute nature something that is
finite and has a determinate existence, or duration, for example, God’s
idea in thought. Now since thought is supposed to be an attribute of
God, it is necessarily (by P11) infinite by its nature. But insofar as it has
God’s idea, [thought] is supposed to be finite. But (by D2) [thought]
cannot be conceived to be finite unless it is determined through thought
itself. But [thought can] not [be determined] through thought itself,
insofar as it constitutes God’s idea, for to that extent [thought] is sup-
posed to be finite. Therefore, [thought must be determined] through
thought insofar as it does not constitute God’s idea, which [thought]
nevertheless (by P11) must necessarily exist. Therefore, there is thought
which does not constitute God’s idea, and on that account God’s idea
does not follow necessarily from the nature [of this thought] insofar as
it is absolure thought (for [thought] is conceived both as consttuting
God’s idea and as not constituting it). [That God’s idea does not follow
from thought, insofar as it is absolute thought] is contrary to the hy-
pothesis. So if God’s idea in thought, or anything else in any attribute
of God (for it does not matter what example is taken, since the demon-
stration is universal), follows from the necessity of the absolute nature
of the attribute itself, it must necessarily be infinite. This was the first
thing to be proven.

Next, what follows in this way from the necessity of the nature of any
attribute cannot have a determinate [NS: existence, or| duration. For if
you deny this, then suppose there is, in some attribute of G3&d, a thing
which follows from the necessity of the nature of that attribute—for
example, God’s idea in thought—and suppose that at some tme [this
idea} did not exist or will not exist. But since thought is supposed to be
an attribute of God, it must exist necessarily and be immutable (by P11
and P20C2). So beyond the limits of the duration of God’s idea (for it
is supposed that at some dme [this idea} did not exist or will not exist)
thought will have to exist without God’s idea. But this is contrary to the
hypothesis, for it is supposed that God’s idea follows necessarily from
the given thought. Therefore, God’s idea in thought, or anything else
which follows necessarily from the absolute nature of some attribute of
God, cannot have a determinate duration, but through the same aturi-
bute is eternal. This was the second thing [INS: to be proven]. Note that
the same is to be affirmed of any thing which, in some attribute of God,
follows necessarily from God’s absolute nature.

P22: Whatever follows from some attribute of God insofar as it is modified by
a modification which, through the same attribute, exists necessarily and is infi-
nire, must also exist necessarily and be infinite.
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Dem.: The demonstradon of this proposition proceeds in the same
way as the demonstration of the preceding one.

P23: Every mode which exists necessarily and is infinite bas necessarily bad to
follow either from the absolute nature of some attribute of God, or from some
atiribute, modified by a modification which exists necessarily and is infinite.

Dem.: For 2 mode is in another, through which it must be conceived
(by D5), that is (by P15), it is in God alone, and can be conceived
through God alone. So if a mode is conceived to exist necessarily and be
infinite, [its necessary existence and infinity] must necessarily be in-
ferred, or perceived through some attribute of God, insofar as that at-
tribute is conceived to express infinity and necessity of existence, or
(what is the same, by D8) eternity, that is (by D6 and P19), insofar as it
is considered absolutely. Therefore, the mode, which exists necessarily
and is infinite, has had to follow from the absolute nature of some at-
tribute of God—either immediately (see P21) or by some mediating
modification, which follows from its absolute nature, that is (by P22),
which exists necessarily and is infinite, q.e.d.

P24: The essence of things produced by God does not involve existence.

Dem.: This is evident from D1. For that whose nature involves exis-
tence (considered in itself), is its own cause, and exists only from the
necessity of its nature.

Cor.: From this it follows that God is not only the cause of things’
beginning to exist, but also of their persevering in existing, o7 (to use a
Scholastic term) God is the cause of the being of things. For—whether
the things [NS: produced] exist or not—so long as we attend to their
essence, we shall find that it involves neither existence nor duration. So
their essence can be the cause neither of their existence nor of their
duration, but only God, to whose nature alone it pertains to exist [, can
be the cause] (by P14CI).

P25: God is the efficient cause, not only of the existence of things, but also of
their essence.

Dem.: If you deny this, then God is not the cause of the essence of
things; and so (by A4) the essence of things can be conceived without
God. But (by P15) this is absurd. Therefore God is also the cause of the
essence of things, q.e.d.

Schol.: This proposition follows more clearly from P16. For from
that it follows that from the given divine nature both the essence of
things and their existence must necessarily be inferred; and in a word,
God must be called the cause of all things in the same sense in which he
is called the cause of himself. This will be established sdll more clearly
from the following corollary.
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Cor.: Particular things are nothing but affecdons of God’s atiributes,
or modes by which God’s attributes are expressed in a certain and deter-
minate way. The demonstration is evident from P15 and D3.

P26: A thing which has been determined to produce an effect bas necessarily
been determined in this way by God; and one which has not been determined by
God cannot determine itself to produce an effect.

Derm.: That through which things are said to be determined to pro-
duce an effect must be something positive (as is known through itself).
And so, God, from the necessity of his nature, is the efficient cause both
of its essence and of its existence (by P25 and 16); this was the first thing.
And from it the second thing asserted also follows very clearly. For if a
thing which has not been determined by God could determine itself, the
first part of this [INS: proposition] would be false, which is absurd, as we

have shown.

P27: A thing which bas been determined by God to produce an effect, cannot
rendey itself undetermined.
Dem.: This propositon is evident from A3.

P28: Every singular thing, or any thing which is finite and has a determinate
existence, can neither exist nor be determined to produce an effect unless it is
determined to exist and produce an effect by another cause, which is also finite
and bas a determinate existence; and again, this cause also can neither exist nor
be determined to produce an effect unless it is determined to exist and produce
an effect by another, which is also finite and has a determinate existence, and
50 om, to infimity.

Dem.: Whatever has been determined to exist and produce an effect
has been so determined by God (by P26 and P24C). But what is finite
and has a determinate existence could not have been produced by the
absolute nature of an attribute of God; for whatever follows from the
absolute nature of an attribute of God is eternal and infinite (by P21). It
had, therefore, to follow either from God or from an attribute of God
insofar as it is considered to be affected by some mode. For there is
nothing except substance and its modes (by Al, D3, and D5) and modes
(by P25C) are nothing but affections of God’s attributes. But it also
could not follow from God, or from an attribute of God, insofar as it is
affected by a modification which is eternal and infinite (by P22). It had,
therefore, to follow from, or be determined to exist and produce an
effect by God or an attribute of God insofar as it is modified by a mod-
ification which is finite and has a determinate existence. This was the
first thing to be proven.

And in turn, this cause, o7 this mode (by the same reasoning by which
we have already demonstrated the first part of this proposition) had also
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to be determined by another, which is also finite and has a determinate
existence; and again, this last (by the same reasoning) by another, and so
always (by the same reasoning) to infinity, q.e.d.

Schol.: Since certain things had to be produced by God immediately,
namely, those which follow necessarily from his absolute nature, and
others (which nevertheless can neither be nor be conceived without
God) had to be produced by the mediation of these first things, it fol-
lows:

I. That God is absolutely the proximate cause of the things produced
immediately by him, and not [a proximate cause] in his own kind, as
they say. For God’s effects can neither be nor be conceived without
their cause (by P15 and P24C).

IL. That God cannot properly be called the remote cause of singular
things, except perhaps so that we may disunguish them from those
things that he has produced immediately, or rather, that follow from his
absolute nature. For by a remote cause we understand one which is not
conjoined in any way with its effect. But all things that are, are in God,
and so depend on God that they can neither be nor be conceived with-
out him.

P29: In nature there is nothing contingent, but all things have been deter-
mined from the necessity of the divine nature to exist and produce an effect in
a certain way.

Dem.: Whatever is, is in God (by P15); but God cannot be called a
contingent thing. For (by P11) he exists necessarily, not contingently.
Next, the modes of the divine nature have also followed from it neces-
sarily and not contingently (by P16)—either insofar as the divine nature
is considered absolutely (by P21) or insofar as it is considered to be
determined to act in a certain way (by P28). Further, God is the cause
of these modes not only insofar as they simply exist (by P24C), but also
{(by P26) insofar as they are considered to be determined to produce an
effect. For if they have not been determined by God, then (by P26) it is
impossible, not contingent, that they should determine themselves.
Conversely (by P27) if they have been determined by God, it is not
contingent, but impossible, that they should render themselves unde-
termined. So all things have been determined from the necessity of the
divine nature, not only to exist, but to exist in a certain way, and to
produce effects in a certain way. There is nothing contingent, q.e.d.

Schol.: Before I proceed further, I wish to explain here—or rather to
advise [the reader]—what we must understand by Natura naturans and
Natura naturata. For from the preceding I think it is already established
that by Nzturs naturans we must understand what is in itself and is con-
ceived through itself, o7 such attributes of substance as express an eter-
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nal and infinite essence, that is (by P14C1 and P17C2), God, insofar as

he is considered as a free cause.

But by Natura naturata I understand whatever follows from the ne-
cessity of God’s nature, or from any of God’s atributes, that is, all the
modes of God’s attributes insofar as they are considered as things which
are in (God, and can neither be nor be conceived without God.

P30: An actual intellect, whether finite or infinite, must comprebend God’s
attributes and God’s affections, and nothing else.

Dem.: A true idea must agree with its object (by A6), that is (as is
known through itself), what is contained objectively in the intellect
must necessarily be in Nature. But in Nature (by P14C1) there is only
one substance, namely, God, and there are no affections other than
those which are in God (by P15) and which can neither be nor be con-
ceived without God (by P15). Therefore, an actual intellect, whether
finite or infinite, must comprehend God’ attributes and God’s affec-
tions, and nothing else, q.e.d.

P31: The actual intellect, whether finite or infinite, like will, desire, love, and
the like, rmust be referred to Natura naturata, not fo Natura naturans.

Dem.: By intellect (as is known through itself) we understand not
absolute thought, but only a certain mode of thinking, which mode dif-
fers from the others, such as desire, love, and the like, and 30 (by D5)
must be conceived through absolute thought, that is (by P15 and Dé6),
it must be so conceived through an attribute of God, which expresses
the eternal and infinite essence of thought, that it can neither be nor be
conceived without [that attribute]; and so (by P29S), like the other
modes of thinking, it must be referred to Nztura naturata, not to Natura
naturans, q.e.d.

Schol.: The reason why I speak here of actual intellect is not because
I concede that there is any potential intellect, but because, wishing to
avoid all confusion, I wanted to speak only of what we perceive as clearly
as possible, that is, of the intellection itself. We perceive nothing more
clearly than that. For we can understand nothing that does not lead to
more perfect knowledge of the intellection.

P32: The will cannot be called a free cause, but only a necessary one.

Dem.: The will, like the intellect, is only a certain mode of thinking.
And so (by P28) each volition can neither exist nor be determined to
produce an effect unless it is determined by another cause, and this
cause again by another, and so on, to infinity. Even if the will be sup-
posed to be infinite, it must sdll be determined o exist and produce an
effect by God, not insofar as he is an absolutely infinite substance, but
insofar as he has an attribute that expresses the infinite and eternal es-
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sence of thought (by P23). So in whatever way it is conceived, whether
as finite or as infinite, it requires a cause by which it is determined to
exist and produce an effect. And so (by D7) it cannot be called a free
cause, but only a necessary or compelled one, q.e.d.

Cor. 1: From this it follows, first, that God does not produce any

- effect by freedom of the will.

Cor. 2: It follows, second, that will and intellect are related to God’s
nature as moton and rest are, and as are absolutely all natural things,
which (by P29) must be determined by God to exist and produce an
effect in a certain way. For the will, like all other things, requires a cause
by which it is determined to exist and produce an effect in a certain way.
And although from a given will, o intellect infinitely many things may
follow, God sdll cannot be said, on that account, to act from freedom of
the will, any more than he can be said to act from freedom of moton
and rest on account of those things that follow from motion and rest
(for infinitely many things also follow from motion and rest). So will
does not pertain to God’s nature any more than do the other natural
things, but is related to him in the same way as motion and rest, and all
the other things which, as we have shown, follow from the necessity of
the divine nature and are determined by it to exist and produce an effect
in a certain way.

P33: Things could have been produced by God in no other way, and in no other
order than they have been produced. _

Dem.: For all things have necessarily followed from God’s given na-
ture (by P16), and have been determined from the necessity of God’s
nature to exist and produce an effect in a certain way (by P29). There-
fore, if things could have been of another nature, or could have been
determined to produce an effect in another way, so that the order of
Nature was different, then God’s nature could also have been other
than it is now, and therefore (by P11} that [other nature] would also
have had to exist, and consequently, there could have been two or more
Gods, which is absurd (by P14C1). So things could have been produced
in no other way and no other order, and so on, q.e.d.

Schol. 1: Since by these propositions I have shown more clearly than
the noon light that there is absolutely nothing in things on account of
which they can be called contingent, I wish now to explain briefly what
we must understand by contingent—but first, what [we must under-
stand] by necessary and impossible.

A thing is called necessary either by reason of its essence or by reason
of its cause. For a thing’s existence follows necessarily either from its
essence and definition or from a given efficient cause. And a thing is also
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called impossible from these same causes—narnely, either because its
essence, or definition, involves a contradiction, or because there is no
external cause which has been determined to produce such a thing.

But a thing is called contingent only because of a defect of our knowl-
edge. For if we do not know that the thing’s essence involves a contra-
diction, or if we do know very well that its essence does not involve a
contradiction, and nevertheless can affirm nothing certainly about its
existence, because the order of causes is hidden from us, it can never
seem to us either necessary or impossible. So we call it contingent or
possible.

Schol. 2: From the preceding it clearly follows that things have been
produced by God with the highest perfection, since they have followed
necessarily from a given most perfect nature. Nor does this convict God
of any imperfection, for his perfection compels us to affirm this. Indeed,
from the opposite, it would clearly follow (as I have just shown), that
God is not supremely perfect; because if things had been produced by
God in another way, we would have to attribute to God another nature,
different from that which we have been compelled to attribute to him
from the consideraton of the most perfect being.

However, I have no doubt that many will reject this opinion as ab-
surd, without even being willing to examine it—for no other reason
than because they have been accustomed to attribute another freedom
to God, far different from that we have taught (D7), namely, an absolute
will. But I also have no doubt that, if they are willing to reflect on the
matter, and consider properly the chain of our demonstratons, in the
end they will utterly reject the freedom they now ataribute to God, not
only as fudle, but as a great obstacle to science. Nor is it necessary for
me to repeat here what I said in P17S.

Nevertheless, to please them, I shall show that even if it is conceded
that will pertains to God’s essence, it sall follows from his perfection
that things could have been created by God in no other way or order. It
will be easy to show this if we consider, first, what they themselves con-
cede, namely, that it depends on God’s decree and will alone that each
thing is what it is. For otherwise God would not be the cause of all
things. Next, that all God’s decrees have been established by God him-
self from eternity. For otherwise he would be convicted of imperfecdon
and inconstancy. But since, in eternity, there is neither when, nor before,
nor after, it follows, from God’s perfection alone, that he can never
decree anything different, and never could have, or that God was not
before his decrees, and cannot be without them.

But they will say that even if it were supposed that God had made
another nature of things, or that from eternity he had decreed some-
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thing else concerning Nature and its order, no imperfection in God
would follow from that.

Still, if they say this, they will concede at the same time that God can
change his decrees. For if God had decreed, concerning Nature and its
order, something other than what he did decree, that is, had willed and
conceived something else concerning Nature, he would necessarily
have had an intellect other than he now has, and a will other than he
now has. And if it is permitted to attribute to God another intellect and
another will, without any change of his essence and of his perfection,
why can he not now change his decrees concerning created things, and
nevertheless remain equally perfect? For his intellect and will concern-
ing created things and their order are the same in respect to his essence
and his perfection, however his will and intellect may be conceived.

Further, all the philosophers I have seen concede that in God there is
no potential intellect, but only an actual one. But since his intellect and
his will are not distinguished from his essence, as they all also concede,
it follows that if God had another actual intellect, and another will, his
essence would also necessarily be other. And therefore (as I inferred at
the beginning) if things had been produced by God otherwise than they
now are, God’s intellect and his will, that is (as is conceded), his essence,
would have to be different [INS: from what it now is]. And this is absurd.

Therefore, since things could have been produced by God in no
other way, and no other order, and since it follows from God’s supreme
perfection that this is true, no truly sound reason can persuade us to
believe that God did not will to create all the things which are in his
intellect, with that same perfection with which he understands them.

But they will say that there is no perfection or imperfection in things;
what is in them, on account of which they are perfect or imperfect, and
are called good or bad, depends only on God’s will. And so, if God had
willed, he could have brought it about that what is now perfection
would have been the greatest imperfection, and conversely [NS: that
what is now an imperfection in things would have been the most per-
fect]. How would this be different from saying openly that God, who
necessarily understands what he wills, can bring it about by his will that
he understands things in another way than he does understand them? As
I have just shown, this is a great absurdity.

So I can turn the argament against them in the following way. All
things depend on God’s power. So in order for things to be able to be
different, God’s will would necessarily also have to be different. But
God’ will cannot be different (as we have just shown most evidenty
from God’s perfectdon). So things also cannot be different.

I confess that this opinion, which subjects all things to a certain indif-
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ferent will of GGod, and makes all things depend on his good pleasure, is
nearer the wuth than that of those who maintain that God does all
things for the sake of the good. For they seem to place something out-
side God, which does not depend on God, to which God attends, as a
mode], in what he does, and at which he aims, as at a certain goal. This
is simply to subject God to fate. Nothing more absurd can be main-
tained about God, whom we have shown to be the first and only free
cause, both of the essence of all things, and of their existence. So I shall
waste no dme in refuting this absurdity.

P34: God’s power is bis essence itself.

Dem.: For from the necessity alone of God’s essence it follows that
God is the cause of himself (by P11) and (by P16 and P16C) of all
things. Therefore, God’s power, by which he and all things are and act,
is his essence itself, q.e.d.

P35: Whatever we conceive to be in God’s power, necessarily exists.

Dem.: For whatever is in God’s power must (by P34) be so compre-
hended by his essence that it necessarily follows from it, and therefore
necessarily exists, q.e.d.

P36: Nothing exists from whose nature some effect does not follow.

Dem: Whatever exists expresses the nature, or essence of God in a
certain and determinate way (by P25C), that is (by P34), whatever exists
expresses in a certain and determinate way the power of God, which is
the cause of all things. So (by P16), from [INS: everything which exists]
some effect must follow, q.e.d.

APPENDIX

With these [demonstradons] I have explained God’s nature and proper-
ties: that he exists necessarily; that he is unique; that he is and acts from
the necessity alone of his nature; that (and how) he is the free cause of
all things; that all things are in God and so depend on him that without
him they can neither be nor be conceived; and finally, that all things
have been predetermined by God, not from freedom of the will o7 abso-
lute good pleasure, but from God’s absolute nature, o7 infinite power.
Further, I have taken care, whenever the occasion arose, to remove prej-
udices that could prevent my demonstrations from being perceived. But
because many prejudices remain that could, and can, be a great obstacle
to men’s understanding the connection of things in the way I have ex-
plained it, I considered it worthwhile to submit them here to the scru-
tiny of reason. All the prejudices I here undertake to expose depend on
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this one: that men commonly suppose that all natural things act, as men
do, on account of an end; indeed, they maintain as certain that God
himself directs all things to some certain end, for they say that God has
made all things for man, and man that he might worship God.

So I shall begin by considering this one prejudice, asking firsz [I] why
most people are satisfied that it is true, and why all are so inclined by
nature to embrace it. Then [II] I shall show its falsity, and finally [111]
how, from this, prejudices have arisen concerning good and evil, merit
and sin, praise and blame, order and confusion, beauty and wugliness, and
other things of this kind.

[L] Of course this is not the place to deduce these things from the
nature of the human mind. It will be sufficient here if I take as a founda-
tion what everyone must acknowledge: that all men are born ignorant of
the causes of things, and that they all want to seek their own advantage,
and are conscious of this appetite. From these [assumpdons] it follows,
forst, that men think themselves free, because they are conscious of their
volitions and their appetite, and do not think, even in their dreams, of
the causes by which they are disposed to wanting and willing, because
they are ignorant of [those causes]. It follows, second, that men act always
on account of an end, namely, on account of their advantage, which they
want. Hence they seek to know only the final causes of what has been
done, and when they have heard them, they are satisfied, because they
have no reason to doubt further. But if they cannot hear them from
another, nothing remains for them but to turn toward themselves, and
reflect on the ends by which they are usually determined to do such
things; so they necessarily judge the temperament of the other from
their own temperament.

Furthermore, they find—both in themselves and outside them-
selves—many means that are very helpful in seeking their own advan-
tage, for example, eyes for seeing, teeth for chewing, plants and animals
for food, the sun for light, the sea for supporting fish [NS: and so with
almost all other things whose natural causes they have no reason to
doubt]. Hence, they consider all natural things as means to their own
advantage. And knowing that they had found these means, not provided
them for themselves, they had reason to believe that there was someone
else who had prepared those means for their use. For after they consid-
ered things as means, they could not believe that the things had made
themselves; but from the means they were accustomed to prepare for
themselves, they had to infer that there was a ruler, or a number of
rulers, of Nature, endowed with human freedom, who had taken care of
all things for them, and made all things for their use.

And since they had never heard anything about the temperament of
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these rulers, they had to judge it from their own. Hence, they main-
tained that the gods direct all things for the use of men in order to bind
men to them and be held by men in the highest honor. So it has hap-
pened that each of them has thought up from his own temperament
different ways of worshiping God, so that God might love him above all
the rest, and direct the whole of Nature according to the needs of their
blind desire and insatiable greed. Thus this prejudice was changed into
supersttion, and struck deep roots in their minds. This was why each of
them strove with great diligence to understand and explain the final
causes of all things.

But while they sought to show that Nature does nothing in vain (i.e.,
nothing not of use to men), they seem to have shown only that Nature
and the gods are as mad as men. See, I ask you, how the matter has
turned out! Among so many conveniences in Nature they had to find
many inconveniences: storms, earthquakes, diseases, and the like.
These, they maintain, happen because the gods [NS: (whom they judge
to be of the same nature as themselves)] are angry on account of wrongs
done to them by men, o7 on account of sins committed in their worship.
And though their daily experience contradicted this, and though infi-
nitely many examples showed that conveniences and inconveniences
happen indiscriminately to the pious and the impious alike, they did not
on that account give up their long-standing prejudice. It was easier for
them to put this among the other unknown things, whose use they were
ignorant of, and so remain in the state of ignorance in which they had
been born, than to destroy that whole construction, and think up a new
one.

So they maintained it as certain that the judgments of the gods far
surpass man’s grasp. ©his alone, of course, would have caused the truth
to be hidden from the human race to eternity, if mathematics, which is
concerned not with ends, but only with the essences and properties of
figures, had not shown men another standard of truth. And besides
mathematics, we can assign other causes also (which it is unnecessary to
enumerate here), which were able to bring it about that men [NS: —but
very few, in relation to the whole human race— ] would notice these
common prejudices and be led to the true knowledge of things.

(L] With this I have sufficiently explained what I promised in the
first place [viz. why men are so inclined to believe that all things act for
an end]. Not many words will be required now to show that Nature has
no end set before it, and that all final causes are nothing but human
ficdons. For I believe I have already sufficiently established it, both by
the foundations and causes from which I have shown this prejudice to
have had its origin, and also by P16, P32C1, and C2, and all those
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[propositons] by which I have shown that all things proceed by a certain
eternal necessity of Nature, and with the greatest perfecdon.

I shall, however, add this: this doctrine concerning the end turns Na-
ture completely upside down. For what is really a cause, it considers as
an effect, and conversely [INS: what is an effect it considers as a cause].
What is by nature prior, it makes posterior. And finally, what is supreme
and most perfect, it makes imperfect. For—to pass over the first two,
since they are manifest through themselves—as has been established in
PP21-23, that effect is most perfect which is produced immediately by
God, and the more something requires several intermediate causes to
produce it, the more imperfect it is. But if the things which have been
produced immediately by God had been made so that God would
achieve his end, then the last things, for the sake of which the first would
have been made, would be the most excellent of all.

Again, this doctrine takes away God’s perfection. For if God acts for
the sake of an end, he necessarily wants something which he lacks. And
though the theologians and metaphysicians distinguish between an end
of need and an end of assimilation, they nevertheless confess that God
did all things for his own sake, not for the sake of the things to be
created. For before creation they can assign nothing except God for
whose sake God would act. And so they are necessarily compelled to
confess that God lacked those things for the sake of which he willed to
prepare means, and that he desired them. This is clear through itself.

Nor ought we here to pass over the fact that the Followers of this
doctrine, who have wanted to show off their cleverness in assigning the
ends of things, have introduced—to prove this doctrine of theirs—a
new way of arguing: by reducing things, not to the impossible, but to
ignorance. This shows that no other way of defending their doctrine
was open to them. For example, if a stone has fallen from a roof onto
someone’s head and killed him, they will show, in the following way,
that the stone fell in order to kill the man. For if it did not fall to that
end, God willing it, how could so many circumstances have concurred
by chance (for often many circumstances do concur at once)? Perhaps
you will answer that it happened because the wind was blowing hard and
the man was walking that way. But they will persist: why was the wind
blowing hard at that time? why was the man walking that way at that
same time? If you answer again that the wind arose then because on the
preceding day, while the weather was stll calm, the sea began to toss,
and that the man had been invited by a friend, they will press on—for
there is no end to the questions which can be asked: but why was the sea
tossing? why was the man invited at just that time? And so they will not
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stop asking for the causes of causes untl you take refuge in the will of
God, that is, the sanctuary of ignorance.

Similarly, when they see the structure of the human body, they are
struck by a foolish wonder, and because they do not know the causes of
o great an art, they infer that it is constructed, not by mechanical, but
by divine, or supernatural art, and constituted in such a way that one
part does not injure another.

Hence it happens that one who seeks the true causes of miracles, and
is eager, like an educated man, to understand natural things, not to won-
der at them, like a fool, is generally considered an impious heretic and
denounced as such by those whom the people honor as interpreters of
Nature and the gods. For they know that if ignorance is taken away,
then foolish wonder, the only means they have of arguing and defend-
ing their authority, is also taken away. But I leave these things, and pass
on to what I have decided to treat here in the zbird place.

[ITL.] After men persuaded themselves that everything which hap-
pens, happens on their account, they had to judge that what is most
important in each thing is what is most useful to them, and to rate as
most excellent all those things by which they were most pleased. Hence,
they had to form these notons, by which they explained natural things:
good, evil, order; confusion, warm, cold, beauty, ugliness. And because they
think themselves free, those notions have arisen: praise and blame, sin
and merit. The latter I shall explain after I have treated human nature;
but the former I shall briefly explain here.

Whatever conduces to health and the worship of God, they have
called good; but what is contrary to these, evzl.

And because those who do not understand the nature of things, but
only imagine them, affirm nothing concerning things, and take the
imagination for the intellect, they firmly believe, in their ignorance of
things and of their own nature, that there is an order in things. For
when things are so disposed that, when they are presented to us through
the senses, we can easily imagine them, and so can easily remember
them, we say that they are well-ordered; but if the opposite is true, we
say that they are badly ordered, or confused.

And since those things we can easily imagine are especially pleasing to
us, men prefer order to confusion, as if order were anything in Nature
more than a relaton to our imagination. They also say that God has
created all things in order, and so, unknowingly attribute imagination to
God—unless, perhaps, they mean that God, to provide for human
fmagination, has disposed all things so that men can very easily imagine
them. Nor will it, perhaps, give them pause that infinitely many things
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are found which far surpass our imagination, and a great many which
confuse it on account of its weakness. But enough of this.

The other notions are also nothing but modes of imagining, by which
the imagination is variously affected; and yet the ignorant consider
them the chief attributes of things, because, as we have already said, they
believe all things have been made for their sake, and call the nature of a
thing good or evil, sound or rotten and corrupt, as they are affected by
it. For example, if the motion the nerves receive from objects presented
through the eyes is conducive to health, the objects by which it is caused
are called beautiful; those which cause a contrary motion are called ugly.
Those which move the sense through the nose, they call pleasant-smell-
ing or stnking; through the tongue, sweet or bitter, tasty or tasteless;
through touch, hard or soft, rough or smooth, and the like; and finally,
those which move the ears are said to produce noise, sound, or har-
mony. Men have been so mad as to believe that God is pleased by
harmony. Indeed there are philosophers who have persuaded them-
selves that the motions of the heavens produce a harmony.

All of these things show sufficiently that each one has judged things
according to the disposition of his brain; or rather, has accepted affec-
tions of the imagination as things. So it is no wonder (to note this, too,
in passing) that we find so many controversies to have arisen among
men, and that they have finally given rise to skepticism. For although
human bodies agree in many things, they still differ in very many. And
for that reason what seems good to one, seems bad to another; what
seems ordered to one, seems confused to another; what seems pleasing
to one, seemmns displeasing to another, and so on.

1 pass over the [other notions] here, both because this is not the place
to treat them at length, and because everyone has experienced this [vari-
ability] sufficiently for himself. That is why we have such sayings as “So
many heads, so many attitudes,” “everyone finds his own judgment
more than enough,” and “there are as many differences of brains as of
palates.” These proverbs show sufficiently that men judge things ac-
cording to the disposition of their brain, and imagine, rather than un-
derstand them. For if men had understood them, the things would at
least convince them all, even if they did not attract them all, as the exam-
ple of mathematics shows.

We see, therefore, that all the notions by which ordinary people are
accustomed to explain Nature are only modes of imagining, and do not
indicate the nature of anything, only the constitution of the imagina-
don. And because they have names, as if they were [notions] of beings
existing outside the imagination, I call them beings, not of reason, but
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of imagination. So all the arguments in which people try to use such
notions against us can easily be warded off.

For many are accustomed to arguing in this way: if all things have
followed from the necessity of God’s most perfect nature, why are there
so many imperfectons in Nature? why are things corrupt to the point
where they stink? so ugly that they produce nausea? why is there confu-
sion, evil, and sin?

As I have just said, those who argue in this way are easily answered.
For the perfection of things is to be judged solely from their nature and
power; things are not more or less perfect because they please or offend
men’s senses, or because they are of use to, or are incompatible with,
human nature.

But to those who ask “why God did not create all men so that they
would be governed by the command of reason?” I answer only “because
he did not lack material to create all things, from the highest degree of
perfection to the lowest”; or, to speak more properly, “because the laws
of his nature have been so ample that they sufficed for producing all
things which can be conceived by an infinite intellect” (as I have demon-
strated in P16).

These are the prejudices I undertook to note here. If any of this kind
sall remain, they can be corrected by anyone with only a litde medita-
tion. [NS: And so I find no reason to devote more tdme to thele matters,
and so on.]

SEcoND ParT oF THE ETHICS
OF THE NATURE AND ORIGIN OF THE MIND

I pass now to explaining those things which must necessarily follow from the
essence of God, or the infinite and eternal being—not, indeed, all of them, for
we have demonstrated (IP16) that infinitely many things must follow from it
in infinitely many modes, but only those that can lead us, by the hand, as it
were, to the knowledge of the human mind and its highest blessedness.

DEFINITIONS

D1: By body I understand a mode that in a certain and determinate way
expresses God’s essence insofar as he is considered as an extended thing
(see IP25C).

D2: I say that to the essence of any thing belongs that which, being
given, the thing is [NS: also] necessarily posited and which, being taken
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away, the thing is necessarily [INS: also] mken away; or that without
which the thing can neither be nor be conceived, and which can neither
be nor be conceived without the thing.

D3: By idea I understand a concept of the mind which the mind forms
because it is 2 thinking thing.

Exp.: Isay concept rather than perception, because the word perceptz\'bn seems
to indicate that the mind is acted on by the object. But concept seems to express
an action of the mind.

D4: By adequate idea I understand an idea which, insofar as it is consid-
ered in itself, without relation to an object, has all the properdes, or
intrinsic denominations of a true idea.

Exp.: I say intrinsic to exclude what is extrinsic, namely, the agreement o
the idea with its object. '

D3: Duration is an indefinite continuation of exisding.

Exp.: I say indefinite because it cannot be determined at all through the very
nature of the existing thing, nov even by the efficient cause, which necessarily
posits the existence of the thing, and does not take it away.

Dé6: By reality and perfection I understand the same thing.

D7: By singular things I understand things that are finite and have a
determinate existence. And if a number of individuals so concur in one
action that together they are all the cause of one effect, I consider them
all, to that extent, as one singular thing.

AXIOMS

Al: The essence of man does not involve necessary existence, that is,
from the order of Nature it can happen equally that this or that man
does exist, or that he does not exist.

A2: Man thinks [NS: or, to put it differently, we know that we think].

A3: There are no modes of thinking, such as love, desire, or whatever is
designated by the word affects of the mind, unless there is in the same
individual the idea of the thing loved, desired, and the like. But there
can be an idea, even though there is no other mode of thinking.

A4: We feel that a certain body [NS: our body] is affected in many ways.

A5: We peither feel nor perceive any singular things [NS: or anything
of Natura naturata), except bodies and modes of thinking.
See the postulates after P13.
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P1: Thought is an attribute of God, or God is 4 thinking thing.

Dem.: Singular thoughts, or this or that thought, are modes which
express God’s nature in a certain and determinate way (by IP25C).
Therefore (by ID5) there belongs to God an attribute whose concept all
singular thoughts involve, and through which they are also conceived.
Therefore, thought is one of God’s infinite attributes, which expresses
an eternal and infinite essence of God (see ID6), or God is a thinking
thing, q.e.d.

Schol.: This proposition is also evident from the fact that we can
conceive an infinite thinking being. For the more things a thinking
being can think, the more reality, o7 perfection, we conceive it to con-
rain. Therefore, a being which can think infinitely many things in infi-
nitely many ways is necessarily infinite in its power of thinking. So since
we can conceive an infinite being by attending to thought alone,
thought (by ID4 and D6) is necessarily one of God’s infinite attributes,

as we maintained.

P2: Extension is an attribute of God, or God is an extended thing.
Dem: The demonstration of this proceeds in the same way as that of
the preceding propositdon.

P3: In God there is necessarily an idea, both of his essence and of everything
which necessarily follows from bis essence.

Dem.: For God (by P1) can think infinitely many things in infinitely
many modes, or (what is the same, by IP16) can form the idea of his
essence and of all the things which necessarily follow from it. But what-
ever is in God’s power necessarily exists (by IP35); therefore, there is
necessarily such an idea, and (by IP15) it is only in God, g.e.d.

Schol.: By God’s power ordinary people understand God’s free will
and his right over all things which are, things which on that account are
commonly considered to be contingent. For they say that God has the
power of destroying all things and reducing them to nothing. Further,
they very often compare God’s power with the power of kings.

But we have refuted this in IP32C1 and C2, and we have shown in
IP16 that God acts with the same necessity by which he understands
himself, that is, just as it follows from the necessity of the divine nature
(as everyone maintains unanimously) that God understands himself,
with the same necessity it also follows that God does infinitely many
things in infinitely many modes. And then we have shown in IP34 that
God’s power is nothing except God’s active essence. And so it is as im-
possible for us to conceive that God does not act as it is to conceive that
he does not exist.

Again, if it were agreeable to pursue these matters further, I could

11/87



11/83

I/89

THE ETHICS

also show here that power which ordinary people ficitiously ascribe to
God is not only human (which shows that ordinary people conceive
God as a man, or as like a man), but also involves lack of power. ButI do
not wish to speak so often about the same topic. I only ask the reader to
reflect repeatedly on what is said concerning this matter in Part I, from
P16 to the end. For no one will be able to perceive rightly the things I
maintain unless he takes great care not to confuse God’s power with the
human power or right of kings.

P4: God’s idea, from which infinitely many things follow in infinitely many
mmodes, must be unigue.

Dem.: An infinite intellect comprehends nothing except God’s at-
tributes and his affections (by IP30). But God is unique (by IP14C1).
Therefore God’s idea, from which infinitely many things follow in infi-
nitely many modes, must be unique, q.e.d.

P5: The formal being of ideas admits God as a cause only insofar as he is
considered as 4 thinking thing, and not insofar as be is explained by any other
attribute. That is, ideas, both of God’s attributes.and of singular things, admit
not the objects themselves, or the things perceived, as their efficient cause, but
God himself, insofar as be is a thinking thing.

Dem.: This is evident from P3. For there we inferred that God can
form the idea of his essence, and of all the things that follow necessarily
from it, solely from the fact that God is a thinking thing, and riot from
the fact that he is the object of his own idea. So the formal being of ideas
admits God as its cause insofar as he is a thinking thing.

Bur another way of demonstrating this is the following. The formal
being of ideas is a mode of thinking (as is known through itself), that is
(by IP25C), 2 mode which expresses, in a certain way, God’s nature
insofar as he is a thinking thing. And so (by IP10) it involves the concept
of no other attribute of God, and consequently (by [A4) is the effect of
no other attribute than thought. And so the formal being of ideas admits
God as its cause insofar as he is considered only as a thinking thing, and
so on, g.e.d.

P6: The miodes of each atrribure have God for their cause only insofar as be is
considered under the attribute of which they are modes, and not insofar as he
is considered under any other attribute.

Dem.: For each attribute is conceived through itself without any
other (by IP10). So the modes of each attribute involve the concept of
their own attribute, but not of another one; and so (by [A4) they have
God for their cause only insofar as he is considered under the ataibute
of which they are modes, and not insofar as he is considered under any
other, q.e.d.
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Cor.: From this it follows that the formal being of things which are
not modes of thinking does not follow from the divine nature because
[God] has first known the things; rather the objects of ideas follow and
are inferred from their attributes in the same way and by the same ne-
cessity as that with which we have shown ideas to follow from the attri-
bute of thought.

P7: The order and connection of ideas is the same as the ovder and connection
of things.

Dem.: This is clear from IA4. For the idea of each thing caused de-
pends on the knowledge of the cause of which it is the effect.

Cor.: From this it follows that God’s [NS: actual] power of thinking
is equal to his actual power of acting. That is, whatever follows formally
from God’s infinite nature follows objectively in God from his idea in
the same order and with the same connection.

Schol.: Before we proceed further, we must recall here what we
showed [NS: in the First Part], namely, that whatever can be per-
ceived by an infinite intellect as constituting an essence of substance
pertains to one substance only, and consequently that the thinking sub-
stance and the extended substance are one and the same substance,
which is now comprehended under this attribute, now under that. So
also 2 mode of extension and the idea of that mode are one and the same
thing, but expressed in two ways. Some of the Hebrews seemm to have
seen this, as if through a cloud, when they maintained that God,
God’s intellect, and the things understood by him are one and the
same.

For example, a circle existing in Nature and the idea of the exisung
circle, which is also in God, are one and the same thing, which is ex-
plained through different attributes. Therefore, whether we conceive
Nature under the attribute of extension, or under the atwibute of
thought, or under any other attribute, we shall find one and the same
order, or one and the same connection of causes, that is, that the same
things follow one another.

When I said [NS: before] that God is the cause of the idea, say of a
circle, only insofar as he is a thinking thing, and [the cause] of the circle,
only insofar as he is an extended thing, this was for no other reason than
because the formal being of the idea of the circle can be perceived only
through another mode of thinking, as its proximate cause, and that
mode again through another, and so on, to infinity. Hence, so long as
things are considered as modes of thinking, we must explain the order
of the whole of Nature, or the connection of causes, through the attri-
bute of thought alone. And insofar as they are considered as modes of
extension, the order of the whole of Nature must be explained through
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the attribute of extension alone. I understand the same concetning the
other attributes.

So of things as they are in themselves, God is really the cause insofar
as he consists of infinite atmributes. For the present, I cannot explain
these matters more clearly.

P8: The ideas of singular things, or of modes, that do not exist must be compre-
hended in God’s infinite idea in the same way as the formal essences of the
singular things, or modes, are contained in God’s attributes.

Dem.: This proposition is evident from the preceding one, but is
understood more clearly from the preceding scholium.

Cor.: From this it follows that so long as singular things do not exist,
except insofar as they are comprehended in God’s attributes, their ob-
jective being, or ideas, do not exist except insofar as God’s infinite idea
exists. And when singular things are said to exist, not only insofar as they
are comprehended in God’ attributes, but insofar also as they are said
to have duradon, their ideas also involve the existence through which
they are said to have duration.

Schol.: If anyone wishes me to explain this further by an example, I
will, of course, not be able to give one which adequately explains what
I speak of here, since it is unique. Sdll I shall try as far as possible to
illustrate the matter: the circle is of such a nature that the rectangles
formed from the segments of all the straight lines in-
tersecting in it are equal to one another. So in a circle
there are contained infinitely many rectangles which
are equal to one another. Nevertheless, none of them
can be said to exist except insofar as the circle exists, ‘v
nor also can the idea of any of these rectangles be said
to exist except insofar as it is comprehended in the idea of the circle.
Now of these infinitely many [rectangles] let two only, namely, [those
formed from the segments of lines] D and E, exist. Of course their ideas
also exist now, not only insofar as they are only comprehended in the
idea of the circle, but also insofar as they involve the existence of those
rectangles. By this they are distinguished from the other ideas of the
other rectangles.

P9: The idea of a singular thing which actually exists has God for a cause
not insofar as be is infinite, but insofar as be is considered to be affected by
another idea of a singular thing which actually exists; and of this fidea] God is
also the cause, insofar as he is affected by anotber third [NS: idea], and so on,
to infinity.

Dem.: The idea of a singular thing which actually exists is a singular
mode of thinking, and distinct from the others (by P8C and S), and so
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{(by P6) has God for a cause only insofar as he is a thinking thing. But
not {(by IP28) insofar as he is a thing thinking absolutely; rather insofar
as he is considered to be affected by another [NS: determinate] mode of
thinking. And God is also the cause of this mode, insofar as he is affected
by another [NS: determinate mode of thinking], and so on, to infinity.
But the order and connection of ideas (by P7) is the same as the order
and connecton of causes. Therefore, the cause of one singular idea is
another idea, or God, insofar as he is considered to be affected by an-
other idea; and of this also [God is the cause], insofar as he is affected by
another, and so on, to infinity, g.e.d.

Cor.: Whatever happens in the singular object of any idea, there is
knowledge of it in God, only insofar as he has the idea of the same
object.

Dem.: Whatever happens in the object of any idea, there is an idea of
itin God (by P3), not insofar as he is infinite, but insofar as he is consid-
ered to be affected by another idea of [NS: an existing] singular thing
(by P9); but the order and connection of ideas (by P7) is the same as the
order and connection of things; therefore, knowledge of what happens
in a singular object will be in God only insofar as he has the idea of the
sarne object, q.e.d.

P10: The being of substance does not pertain to the essence of man, or subytame
does mot comstitute the form of man.

Dem.: For the being of substance involves necessary exstence (by
IP7). Therefore, if the being of substance pertained to the essence of
man, then substance being given, man would necessarily be given (by
D2), and consequently man would exist necessarily, which (by Al) is
absurd, g.e.d.

Schol.: This propositon is also demonstrated from IP5, namely, that
there are not two substances of the same nature. Since a number of men
can exist, what constitutes the form of man is not the being of substance.
Further, this propositon is evident from the other properties of sub-
stance, namely, that substance is, by its nature, infinite, immutable, indi-
visible, and so forth, as anyone can easily see.

Cor.: From this it follows that the essence of man is consttuted by
certain modifications of God’s attributes.

Dem.: For the being of substance does not pertain to the essence of
man (by P10). Therefore, it is something (by IP15) which is in God, and
which can neither be nor be conceived without God, o (by IP25C) an
affection, or mode, which expresses God’s nature in a certain and deter-
minate way.

Schol.: Everyone, of course, must concede that nothing can either be
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or be conceived without God. For all confess that God is the only cause
of all things, both of their essence and of their existence. That is, God
is not only the cause of the coming to be of things, as they say, but also
of their being.

But in the meantme many say that anything without which a thing
can neither be nor be conceived pertains to the nature of the thing. And
so they believe either that the nature of God pertains to the essence of
created things, or that created things can be or be conceived without
God—or what is more certain, they are not sufficiently consistent.

The cause of this, I believe, was that they did not observe the [proper]
order of philosophizing. For they believed that the divine nature, which
they should have contemplated before all else (because it is prior both
in knowledge and in nature) is last in the order of knowledge, and that
the things which are called objects of the senses are prior to all. That is
why, when they contemplated natural things, they thought of nothing
less than they did of the divine nature; and when afterwards they di-
rected their minds to contemplating the divine nature, they could think
of nothing less than of their first fictions, on which they had built the
knowledge of natural things, because these could not assist knowledge
of the divine nature. So it is no wonder that they have generally contra-
dicted themselves.

But I pass over this. For my intent here was only to give a reason why
I did not say that anything without which a thing can neither be nor be
conceived pertains to its essence—namely, because singular things can
neither be nor be conceived without God, and nevertheless, God does
not pertain to their essence. But I have said that what necessarily const-
tutes the essence of a thing is that which, if it is given, the thing is
posited, and if it is taken away, the thing is taken away, that is, the es-
sence is what the thing can neither be nor be conceived without, and
vice versa, what can neither be nor be conceived without the thing.

P11: The first thing which constitutes the actual being of a buman Mind is
nothing but the idea of a singular thing which actually exists.

Dem.: The essence of man (by P10C) is constituted by certain modes
of God’s ataributes, namely (by A2), by modes of thinking, of all of
which (by A3) the idea is prior in nature, and when it is given, the other
modes (to which the idea is prior in nature) must be in the same individ-
nal (by A3). And therefore an idea is the first thing which constitutes the
being of a human mind. But not the idea of a thing which does not exist.
For then (by P8C) the idea itself could not be said to exist. Therefore,
it will be the idea of a thing which actually exists. But not of an infinite

122



1I. OF THE MIND

thing. For an infinite thing (by [P21 and 22) must always exist necessar-
ily. But (by Al) it is absurd [that this idea should be of a necessarily
existing object]. Therefore, the first thing which constitutes the actual
being of a human mind is the idea of a singular thing which actually
exists, q.e.d.

Cor.: From this it follows that the human mind is a part of the infinite
intellect of God. Therefore, when we say that the human mind per-
ceives this or that, we are saying nothing but that God, not insofar as he
is infinite, but insofar as he is explained through the nature of the
human mind, or insofar as he constitutes the essence of the human
mind, has this or that idea; and when we say that God has this or that
idea, not only insofar as he constitutes the nature of the human mind,
but insofar as he also has the idea of another thing together with the
human mind, then we say that the human mind perceives the thing only
partially, o7 inadequately.

Schol.: Here, no doubt, my readers will come to a halt, and think of
many things which will give them pause. For this reason I ask them to
continue on with me slowly, step by step, and to make no judgment on
these matters undl they have read through them all.

P12: Whatever bappens in the object of the idea constituting the human mind
must be perceived by the human mind, or theve will necessavily be an idea of
that thing in the mind; that is, if the object of the idea constituting’a human
mind is a body, nothing can happen in that body which is not perceived by the
mind.

Dem.: For whatever happens in the object of any idea, the knowledge
of that thing is necessarily in God (by P9C), insofar as he is considered
to be affected by the idea of the same object, that is (by P11), insofar as
he constitutes the mind of some thing. Therefore, whatever happens in
the object of the idea constituting the human mind, the knowledge of it
is necessarily in God insofar as he constitutes the nature of the human
mind, that is (by P11C), knowledge of this thing will necessarily be in
the mind, o7 the mind will perceive it, g.e.d.

Schol.: This proposition is also evident, and more clearly understood
from P7S, which you should consult.

P13: The object of the idea constituting the buman mind is the body, or a
certain mode of extension which actually exists, and nothing else.

Dem.: For if the object of the human mind were not the body, the
ideas of the affections of the body would not be in God (by P9C) insofar
as he constituted our mind, but insofar as he consttuted the mind of
another thing, that is (by P11C), the ideas of the affecdons of the body
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would not be in our mind; but (by A4) we have ideas of the affecdons of
the body. Therefore, the object of the idea which constitutes the human
mind is the body, and it (by P11) actually exists.

Next, if the object of the mind were something else also, in addition
to the body, then since (by IP36) nothing exists from which there does
not follow some effect, there would necessarily (by P12) be an idea in
our mind of some effect of it. But (by AS) there is no idea of it. There-
fore, the object of our mind is the existing body and nothing else, q.e.d.

Cor.: From this it follows that man consists of a mind and a body, and
that the human body exists, as we are aware of it.

Schol.: From these [propositions] we understand not only that the
human mind is united to the body, but also what should be understood
by the union of mind and body. But no one will be able to understand
it adequately, o7 disdncty, unless he first knows adequately the nature of
our body. For the things we have shown so far are completely general
and do not pertain more to man than to other individuals, all of which,
though in different degrees, are nevertheless animate. For of each thing
there is necessarily an idea in God, of which God is the cause in the
same way as he is of the idea of the human body. And so, whatever we
have said of the idea of the human body must also be said of the idea of
any thing.

However, we also cannot deny that ideas differ among themselves, as
the objects themselves do, and that one is more excellent than the other,
and contains more reality, just as the object of the one is more excellent
than the object of the other and contains more reality. And so to deter-
mine what is the difference between the human mind and the others,
and how it surpasses them, it is necessary for us, as we have said, to know
the nature of its object, that is, of the human body. I cannot exzplain this
here, nor is that necessary for the things I wish to demonstrate. Never-
theless, I say this in general, that in proportion as a body is more capable
than others of doing many things at once, or being acted on in many
ways at once, so its mind is more capable than others of perceiving many
things at once. And in proportion as the actions of a body depend more
on itself alone, and as other bodies concur with it less in acting, so its
mind is more capable of understanding distnctly. And from these
[truths] we can know the excellence of one mind over the others, and
also see the cause why we have only a completely confused knowledge
of our body, and many other things which I shall deduce from them in
the following [propositions]. For this reason I have thought it worth-
while to explain and demonstrate these things more accurately. To do
this it is necessary to premise a few things concerning the nature of
bodies.
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Al’: All bodies either move or are at rest.
A2’ Each body moves now more slowly, now more quickly.

L1: Bodies are distinguished from one another by reason of motion and rest,
speed and slowness, and not by reason of substance.

Dem.: I suppose that the first part of this is known through itself. But
that bodies are not distinguished by reason of substance is evident both
from IP5 and from IP8. But it is more clearly evident from those things
which are said in IP158S.

L2: All bodies agree in certain things.

Dem.: For all bodies agree in that they involve the concept of one and
the same aturibute (by D1), and in that they can move now more slowly,
now more quickly, and absolutely, that now they move, now they are at
rest.

L3: A4 body which moves or is at rest must be determined to motion or vest by
another body, which bas also been determined to motion or rest by another, and
that again by another, and so on, to infinity.

Dem.: Bodies (by D1) are singular things which (by L1) are distin-
guished from one another by reason of motion and rest; and so (by
IP28), each must be determined necessarily to motion or rest by another
singular thing, namely (by P6), by another body, which (by Al’) either
moves or is at rest. But this body also (by the same reasoning) could not
move or be at rest if it had not been determined by another to motion
or rest, and this again (by the same reasoning) by another, and so on, to
infinity, q.e.d. '

Cor.: From this it follows that a body in motion moves until it is
determined by another body to rest; and that a body at rest also remains
at rest until it is determined to modon by another.

This is also known through itself. For when I suppose that body A,
say, is at rest, and do not attend to any other body in motion, I can say
nothing about body A except that it is at rest. If afterwards it happens
that body A moves, that of course could not have come about from the
fact that it was at rest. For from that nothing else could follow but that
body A would be at rest.

If, on the other hand, A is supposed to move, then as often as we
attend only to A, we shall be able to affirm nothing concerning it except
that it moves. If afterwards it happens that A is at rest, that of course also
could not have come about from the motion it had. For from the mo-
tion nothing else could follow but that A would move. Therefore, it
happens by a thing which was notin A, namely, by an external cause, by
which [NS: the body in motion, A] has been determined to rest.
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Al1”: All modes by which a body is affected by another body follow both
from the nature of the body affected and at the same time from the
nature of the affecting body, so that one and the same body may be
moved differently according to differences in the nature of the bodies
moving it. And conversely, different bodies may be moved differenty
by one and the same body.

A2”: When a body in motion strikes against another

which is at rest and cannot give way, then it is
reflected, so that it continues to move, and the angle of
the line of the reflected motion with the surface of the

body at rest which it struck against will be equal to the angle which the
line of the incident motion makes with the same surface.

This will be sufficient concerning the simplest bodies, which are dis-
tnguished from one another only by moton and rest, speed and slow-
ness. Now let us move up to composite bodies.

Definition: When a number of bodies, whether of the same or of different size,
are so constrained by other bodies that they lie upon one anotber, or if they so
move, whether with the same degree or different degrees of speed, that they
communicate their motions to each other in a certain fixed manner, we shall
say that those bodies are united with one another and that they all together
cornpose one body or individual, which is distinguished from the others by this
union of bodies.

A3”: As the parts of an individual, or composite body, lie upon one
another over a larger or smaller surface, so they can be forced to change
their position with more or less difficulty; and consequently the more or
less will be the difficulty of bringing it about that the individual changes
its shape. And therefore the bodies whose parts lie upon one another
over a large surface, I shall call hard; those whose parts lie upon one
another over a small surface, I shall call soff; and finally those whose
parts are in motion, I shall call fluid.

L4: If, of a body, or of an individual, which is composed of a number of bodies,
some are remmoved, and at the same time as many others of the same nature take
their place, the [NS: body, or the] individual will retain its nature, as before,
without any change of its form.

Dem:: For (by L1) bodies are not distinguished in respect to sub-
stance; what constitutes the form of the individual consists [NS: only] in
the union of the bodies (by the preceding definition). But this [INS:
union] (by hypothesis) is retained even if a continual change of bodies
occurs. Therefore, the individual will retain its nature, as before, both
in respect to substance, and in respect to mode, q.e.d.
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LS: If the parts composing an individual become greater or less, but in such a
proportion that they all keep the same ratio of motion and vest to each other as
before, then the individual will Likewise vetain its nature, as before, without
any change of form.

Dem.: The demonstration of this is the same as that of the preceding
lemma.

L6: If certain bodies composing an individual are compelled to alter the motion
they have from ome diveciion to another, but so that they can continue their
motions and communicate them to each other in the same ratio as before, the
individual will ikewise retain its nature, without any change of form.

Dem.: This is evident through itself. For it is supposed that it retains
everything which, in its definition, we said constitutes its form. [NS: See
the definition before L4.]

L7: Furthermore, the individual so composed vetains its nature, whether it,
as a whole, moves or is at rest, or whether it moves in this or that divection, so
long as each part retains its motion, and communicates it, as before, to the
others.

Dem.: This [NS: also] is evident from the definitdon preceding L4.

Schol.: By this, then, we see how a composite individual can be af-
fected in many ways, and still preserve its nature. So far we have con-
ceived an individual which is composed only of bodies which sre distin-
guished from one another only by motion and rest, speed and slowness,
that is, which is composed of the simplest bodies. But if we should now
conceive of another, composed of a number of individuals of a different
nature, we shall find that it can be affected in a great many other ways,
and still preserve its nature. For since each part of it is composed of a
number of bodies, each part will therefore (by L7) be able, without any
change of its nature, to move now more slowly, now more quickly, and
consequently communicate its motion more quickly or more slowly to
the others.

But if we should further conceive a third kind of individual, com-
posed [NS: of many individuals] of this second kind, we shall find that
it can be affected in many other ways, without any change of its form.
And if we proceed in this way to infinity, we shall easily conceive that
the whole of nature is one individual, whose parts, that is, all bodies,
vary in infinite ways, without any change of the whole individual.

If it had been my intenton to deal expressly with body, I ought to
have explained and demonstrated these things more fully. But I have
already said that I intended something else, and brought these things
forward only because I can easily deduce from them the things I have
decided to demonstrate.
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POSTULATES

I. The human body is composed of a great many individuals of different
natures, each of which is highly composite.

IL. Some of the individuals of which the human body is composed are
fluid, some soft, and others, finally, are hard.

III. The individuals composing the human body, and consequently,
the human body itself, are affected by external bodies in very many
Way'S.

IV. The human body, to be preserved, requires a great many other
bodies, by which it is, as it were, continually regenerated.

V. When a fluid part of the human body is determined by an external
body so that it frequently thrusts against a soft part [of the body], it
changes its surface and, as it were, impresses on [the soft part] certain
traces of the external body striking against [the fluid part].

VI. The human body can move and dispose external bodies in a great
many ways.

P14 The buman mind is capable of pevceiving a great many things, and is the
more capable, the move its body can be disposed in a great many ways.

Dem.: For the human body (by Post. 3 and 6) is affected in 2 great
many ways by external bodies, and is disposed to affect external bodies
In a great many ways. But the human mind must perceive everything
which happens in the human body (by P12). Therefore, the human
mind is capable of perceiving a great many things, and is the more capa-
ble [, NS: as the human body is more capable], q.e.d.

P15: The idea that constitutes the formal being [esse) of the buman mind is
not simple, but composed of a great many ideas.

Dem.: The idea that constitutes the formal being of the human mind
is the idea of a body (by P13), which (by Post. 1) is composed of a great
many highly composite individuals. But of each individual composing
the body, there is necessarily (by P8C) an idea in God. Therefore (by
P7), the idea of the human body is composed of these many ideas of the
parts composing the body, q.e.d.

P16: The idea of any rmode in which the human body is affected by external
bodies must involve the natuve of the buman body and at the same time the
nature of the external body.

Dem.: For all the modes in which a body is affected follow from the
nature of the affected body, and at the same time from the nature of the
affecting body (by A1” [11/99]). So the idea of them (by IA4) will neces-
sarily involve the nature of each body. And so the idea of each mode in
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which the human body is affected by an external body involves the na-
ture of the human body and of the external body, g.e.d.

Cor. 1: From this it follows, first, that the human mind perceives the
nature of a great many bodies together with the nature of its own body.

Cor. 2: It follows, second, that the ideas which we have of external
bodies indicate the condition of our own body more than the nature of
the external bodies. I have explained this by many ezamples in the Ap-
pendix of Part L.

P17: If the buman body is affected with z mode that involves the nature of an
external body, the buman mind will regard the same external body as actually
existing, or as present to it, until the body is affected by an affect that excludes
the existence or presence of that body.

Dem.: This is evident. For so long as the human body is so affected,
the human mind (by P12) will regard this affection of the body, that is
(by P16), it will have the idea of a mode that actueally exists, an idea
which involves the nature of the external body, that is, an idea which
does not exclude, but posits, the existence or presence of the nature of
the external body. And so the mind (by P16C1) will regard the external
body as actually existing, or as present, until it is affected, and so on,
g.e.d.

Cor.: Although the external bodies by which the human body has
once been affected neither exist nor are present, the mind will still be
able to regard them as if they were present.

Dem.: While external bodies so determine the fiuid parts of the
human body that they often thrust against the softer parts, they change
(by Post. 5) their surfaces with the result (see A2” after L.3) that they are
reflected from it in another way than they used to be before, and stll
later, when the fluid parts, by their spontanecus motion, encounter
those new surfaces, they are reflected in the same way as when they were
driven against those surfaces by the external bodies. Consequently,
while, thus reflected, they continue to move, they will affect the human
body with the same mode, concerning which the mind (by P12) will
think again, that is (by P17), the mind will again regard the external
body as present; this will happen as often as the fluid parts of the human
body encounter the same surfaces by their spontaneous motion. So al-
though the external bodies by which the human body has once been
affected do not exist, the mind will stll regard them as present, as often
as this action of the body is repeated, q.e.d.

Schol.: We see, therefore, how it can happen (as it often does) that we
regard as present things which do not exist. This can happen from other
causes also, but it is sufficient for me here to have shown one through
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which T can explain it as if I had shown it through its true cause; stll, I
do not believe that I wander far from the true [cause] since all those
postulates which I have assumed contain hardly anything which is not
established by experience which we cannot doubt, after we have shown
that the human body exists as we are aware of it (see P13C).

Furthermore (from P17C and P16C2), we clearly understand what is
the difference between the idea of, say, Peter, which constitutes the
essence of Peter’s mind, and the idea of Peter which is in another man,
say in Paul. For the former directly explains the essence of Peter’s body,
and does not involve existence, except so long as Peter exists; but the
latter indicates the conditon of Paul’s body more than Peter’s nature
[NS: see P16C2], and therefore, while that conditdon of Paul’s body
lasts, Paul’s mind will stll regard Peter as present to itself, even though
Peter does not exist.

Next, to retain the customary words, the affections of the human
body whose ideas present external bodies as present to us, we shall call
images of things, though they do not reproduce the [NS: external] fig-
ures of things. And when the mind regards bodies in this way, we shall
say that it imagines.

And here, in order to begin to indicate what error is, I should like you
to note that the imaginations of the mind, considered in themselves
contain no error, o that the mind does not err from the fact that it
imagines, but only insofar as it is considered to lack an idea which ex-
cludes the existence of those things which it imagines to be present to it.
For if the mind, while it imagined nonexistent things as present to it, at
the same time knew that those things did not exist, it would, of course,
artribute this power of imagining to a virtue of its nature, not to a vice—
especially if this faculty of imagining depended only on its own nature,
that is (by ID7), if the mind’s faculty of imagining were free.

P18: If the buman body bas once been affected by two or more bodies at the
same time, then when the mind subsequently imagines one of them, it will
irmmediately recollect the others also.

Dem.: The mind (by P17C) imagines a body because the human body
is affected and disposed as it was affected when certain of its parts were
struck by the external body itself. But (by hypothesis) the body was then
so disposed that the mind imagined two [or more] bodies at once; there-
fore it will now also imagine two [or more] at once, and when the mind
imagines one, it will immediately recollect the other also, g.e.d.

Schol.: From this we clearly understand what memory is. For it is
nothing other than a certain connection of ideas involving the nature of
things which are outside the human body—a connection which is in the
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mind according to the order and connection of the affections of the
human body.

1 say, first, that the connection is only of those ideas which involve the
nature of things outside the human body, but not of the ideas which
explain the nature of the same things. For they are really (by P16) ideas
of affections of the human body which involve both its nature and that
of external bodies.

1 say, second, that this connection happens according to the order and
connecton of the affections of the human body in order to distinguish
it from the connection of ideas which happens according to the order of
the intellect, by which the mind perceives things through their first
causes, and which is the same in all men.

And from this we clearly understand why the mind, from the thought
of one thing, immediately passes to the thought of another, which has
no likeness to the first: as, for example, from the thought of the word
pomum a Roman will immediately pass to the thought of the fruit [viz.
an apple], which has no similarity to that articulate sound and nothing
in common with it except that the body of the same man has often been
affected by these two [INS: at the same time], that is, that the man often
heard the word pormum while he saw the fruit.

And in this way each of us will pass from one thought to another, as
each one’s association has ordered the images of things in the*body. For
example; a soldier, having seen traces of a horse in the sand, will imme-
diately pass from the thought of a horse to the thought of a horseman,
and from that to the thought of war, and so on. But a farmer will pass
from the thought of a horse to the thought of a plow, and then to that
of a field, and so on. And so each one, according as he has been accus-
tomed to join and connect the images of things in this or that way, will
pass from one thought to another.

P19: The human mind does not know the buman body itself, nor does it know
that it exists, except through ideas of affections by which the body is affected.
Dem.: For the human mind is the idea itself, or knowledge of the
buman body (by P13), which (by P9) is indeed in God insofar as he is
considered to be affected by another idea of a singular thing, or because
(by Post. 4) the human body requires a great many bodies by which it s,
as it were, continually regenerated; and [NS: because] the order and
connection of ideas is (by P7) the same as the order and connection of
causes, this idea will be in God insofar as he is considered to be affected
by the ideas of a great many singular things. Therefore, God has the
idea of the human body, or knows the human body, insofar as he is
affected by a great many other ideas, and not insofar as he constitutes
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the nature of the human mind, that is (by P11C), the human mind does
not know the human body.

But the ideas of affections of the body are in God insofar as he consti-
tutes the nature of the human mind, or the human mind perceives the
same affections (by P12), and consequenty (by P16) the human body
itself, as actually existing (by P17).

Therefore to that extent only, the human mind perceives the human
body itself, g.e.d.

P20: There is also in God an idea, or knowledge, of the buman mind, which
follows in God in the same way and is related to God in the same way as the
idea, or knowledge, of the human body.

Dem.: Thought is an attribute of God (by P1), and so (by P3) there
must necessarily be in God an idea both of [NS: thought] and of all of
its affections, and consequently (by P11), of the hurnan mind also. Next,
this idea, or knowledge, of the mind does not follow in God insofar as
he is infinite, but insofar as he is affected by another idea of a singular
thing (by P9). But the order and connection of ideas is the same as the
order and connection of causes (by P7). Therefore, this idea, or knowl-
edge, of the mind follows in God and is related to God in the same way
as the idea, or knowledge, of the body, g.e.d.

P21: This idea of the mind is united to the mind in the same way as the mind
is united to the body.

Dem.: We have shown that the mind is united to the body from the
fact that the body is the object of the mind (see P12 and 13); and so by
the same reasoning the idea of the mind must be united with its own
object, that is, with the mind itself, in the same way as the mind is united
with the body, q.e.d.

Schol.: This proposition is understood far more clearly from what is
said in P7S; for there we have shown that the idea of the body and the
body, that is (by P13), the mind and the body, are one and the same
individual, which is conceived now under the attribute of thought, now
under the attribute of extension. So the idea of the mind and the mind
itself are one and the same thing, which is conceived under one and the
same attribute, namely, thought. The idea of the mind, I say, and the
mind itself follow in God from the same power of thinking and by the
same necessity. For the idea of the mind, that is, the idea of the idea, is
nothing but the form of the idea insofar as this is considered as a2 mode
of thinking without reladon to the object. For as soon as someone
knows something, he thereby knows that he knows it, and at the same
time knows that he knows that he knows, and so on, to infinity. But

more on these matters later.
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P22: The human mind perceives not only the affections of the body, but also the
ideas of these affections.

Dem.: The ideas of the ideas of the affections foilow in God in the
same way and are related to God in the same way as the ideas themselves
of the affections (this is demonstrated in the same way as P20). But the
ideas of the affecdons of the body are in the human mind (by P12), that
is (by P11C), in God, insofar as he constitutes the essence of the human
mind. Therefore, the ideas of these ideas will be in God insofar as he has
the knowledge, o7 idea, of the human mind, that is (by P21), they will be
in the human mind itself, which for that reason perceives not only the
affections of the body, but also their ideas, q.e.d.

P23: The mind does not know itself, except insofar as it perceives the ideas of
the affections of the body.

Dem.: The idea, or knowledge, of the mind (by P20} follows in God
in the same way, and is related to God in the same way as the idea, o7
knowledge, of the body. But since (by P19) the human mind does not
know the human body itself, that is (by P11C), since the knowledge of
the human body is not related to God insofar as he constitutes the na-
tare of the human mind, the knowledge of the mind is also not related
to God insofar as he constitutes the essence of the human mind. And so
(again by P11C) to that extent the human mind does not know itself.

~ Next, the ideas of the affections by which the body is affected involve
the nature of the human body itself (by P16), that is (by P13), agree with
the nature of the mind. So knowledge of these ideas will necessarily
involve knowledge of the mind. But (by P22) knowledge of these ideas
is in the human mind itself. Therefore, the human mind, to that extent
only, knows itself, q.e.d.

P24: The buman mind does not invelve adequate knowledge of the parts com-
posing the human body.

Dem.: The parts composing the human body pertain to the essence
of the body itself only insofar as they communicate their motions to one
another in a certain fixed manner (see the definition after L3C), and not
insofar as they can be considered as individuals, without relation to the
human body. For (by Post. 1) the parts of the human body are highly
composite individuals, whose parts (by L4) can be separated from the
human body and communicate their motions (see Al” after L3) to other
bodies in another manner, while the human body completely preserves
its nature and form. And so the idea, or knowledge, of each part will be
in God (by P3), insofar as he is considered to be affected by another idea
of a singular thing (by P9), a singular thing which is prior, in the order
of Nature, to the part itself (by P7). The same must also be said of each
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part of the individual composing the human body. And so, the knowl-
edge of each part composing the human body is in God insofar as he is
affected with a great many ideas of things, and not insofar as he has only
the idea of the human body, that is (by P13), the idea which constirutes
the nature of the human mind. And so, by (?11C) the human mind does
not involve adequate knowledge of the parts composing the human
body, q.e.d.

P25: The idea of any affection of the buman body does not involve adequate
knowledge of an external body.

Dem.: We have shown (P16) that the idea of an affection of the
human body involves the nature of an external body insofar as the exter-
nal body determines the human body in a certain fixed way. But insofar
as the external body is an Individual which is not related to the human
body, the idea, or knowledge, of it is in God (by P9) insofar as God is
considered to be affected with the idea of another thing which (by P7)
Is prior in nature to the external body itself. So adequate knowledge of
the external body is not in God insofar as he has the idea of an affecdon
of the human body, or the idea of an affecton of the human body does
not involve adequate knowledge of the external body, q.e.d.

P26: The human mind does not percesve any external body as acrually existing,
except through the ideas of the affections of its own body.

Dem.: If the human body is not affected by an external body in any
way, then (by P7) the idea of the human body, that is (by P13) the
human mind, is also not affected in any way by the idea of the existence
of that body, ¢~ it does not perceive the existence of that external body
in any way. But insofar as the human body is affected by an external
body in some way, to that extent [the human mind] (by P16 and P16C1)
perceives the external body, g.e.d.

Cor.: Insofar as the human mind imagines an external body, it does
not have adequate knowledge of it.

Dem.: When the human mind regards external bodies through ideas
of the affections of its own body, then we say that it imagines (see P17S);
and the mind cannot in any other way (by P26) imagine external bodies
as actually existing. And so (by P25), insofar as the mind imagines exter-
nal bodies, it does not have adequate knowledge of them, q.e.d.

P27: The idea of any affection of the human body does not involve adequate
knowledge of the buman body itself.

Dem.: Any idea of any affection of the human body involves the na-
ture of the human body insofar as the human body itself is considered
to be affected with a certain definite mode (sece P16). But insofar as the
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human body is an individual, which can be affected with many other
modes, the idea of this [affection] and so on. (See P25D.)

P28: The ideas of the affections of the human body, insofar as they ave related
only to the human mind, are not clear and distinct, but confused.

Dem.: For the ideas of the affections of the human body involve the
nature of external bodies as much as that of the human body (by P16),
and must involve the nature not only of the human body [INS: as a
whole], but also of its parts; for the affections are modes (by Post. 3)
with which the parts of the human body, and consequently the whole
body, are affected. But (by P24 and P25) adequate knowledge of exter-
nal bodies and of the parts composing the human body is in God, not
insofar as he is considered to be affected with the human mind, but
insofar as he is considered to be affected with other ideas. Therefore,
these ideas of the affections, insofar as they are related only to the
human mind, are like conclusions without premises, that is (as is known
through itself), they are confused ideas, q.e.d.

Schol.: In the same way we can demonstrate that the idea which con-
stitutes the nature of the human mind is not, considered in itself alone,
clear and distinct; we can also demonstrate the same of the idea of the
human mind and the ideas of the ideas of the human body’s affections
[NS: viz. that they are confused), insofar as they are referred to the mind
alone. Anyone can easily see this.

P29: The idea of the idea of any affection of the human body does not imvolve
adequate knowledge of the buman mind.

Dem.: For the idea of an affectdon of the human body (by P27) does
not involve adequate knowledge of the body itself, or does not express
its nature adequately, that is (by P13), does not agree adequately with
the nature of the mind; and so (by IA6) the idea of this idea does not
express the nature of the human mind adequately, or does not involve
adequate knowledge of it, q.e.d.

Cor.: From this it follows that so long as the human mind perceives
things from the common order of Nature, it does not have an adequate,
but only a confused and mutilated knowledge of itself, of its own body,
and of external bodies. For the mind does not know itself except insofar
as it perceives ideas of the affections of the body (by P23). But it does
not perceive its own body (by P19) except through the very ideas them-
selves of the affections [of the body], and it is also through them alone
that it perceives external bodies (by P26). And so, insofar as it has these
[ideas], then neither of itself (by P29), nor of its own body (by P27), nor
of external bodies (by P25) does it have an adequate knowledge, but
only (by P28 and P28S) a mutilated and confused knowledge, g.e.d.
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Schol.: I say expressly that the mind has, not an adequate, but only a
confused [INS: and mutilated] knowledge, of itself, of its own body, and
of external bodies, so long as it perceives things from the common order
of Nature, that is, so long as it is determined externally, from fortuitous
encounters with things, to regard this or that, and not so long as it is
determined internally, from the fact that it regards a number of things
at once, to understand their agreements, differences, and oppositions.
For so often as it is disposed internally, in this or another way, then it
regards things clearly and distincty, as I shall show below.

P30: We can have only an entirely inadequate knowledge of the duration of
our body.

Dem.: Our body’s duration depends neither on its essence (by Al),
nor even on God’s absolute nature (by [P21). But (by IP28) it is deter-
mined to exist and produce an effect from such [NS: other] causes as are
also determined by others to exist and produce an effect in a certain and
determinate manner, and these again by others, and so to infinity.
Therefore, the duration of our body depends on the common order of
Nature and the constimition of things. But adequate knowledge of how
things are constituted is in God, insofar as he has the ideas of all of
them, and not insofar as he has only the idea of the human body (by
P9C). So the knowledge of the duration of our body is quite inadequate
in God, insofar as he is considered to constitute only the nature of the
human mind, that is (by P11C), this knowledge is quite inadequate in
our mind, g.e.d.

P31: We can have only an entively inadequate knowledge of the duration of the
singular things which are outside us.

Dem.: For each singular thing, like the human body, must be deter-
mined by another singular thing to exist and produce effects in a certain
and determinate way, and this again by another, and so to infinity (by
IP28). But since (in P30) we have demonstrated from this common
property of singular things that we have only a very inadequate knowl-
edge of the duration of our body, we shall have to draw the same conclu-
sion concerning the duration of singular things [outside us], namely,
that we can have only a very inadequate knowledge of their duration,
g.ed

Cor.: From this it follows that all particular things are contingent and
corruptible. For we can have no adequate knowledge of their duration
(by P31), and that is what we must understand by the contingency of
things and the possibility of their corruption (see IP33S1). For (by
IP29) beyond that there is no contingency.
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P32: All ideas, insofar as they ave velated to God, are true.
Dem.: For all ideas which are in God agree entirely with their objects

(by P7C), and so (by IA6) they are all true, q.e.d.

P33: There is nothing positive in ideas on account of which they are called false.

Dem.: If you deny this, conceive (if possible)-a positive mode of
thinking which constitutes the form of error, o falsity. This mode of
thinking cannot be in God (by P32). But it also can neither be nor be
conceived outside God (by IP15). And so there can be nothing positive
in ideas on account of which they are called false, q.e.d.

P34:-Every idea which in us is absolute, or adequate and perfect, is true.

Dem.: When we say that there is in us an adequate and perfect idea,
we are saying nothing but that (by P11C) there is an adequate and per-
fect idea in God insofar as he constitutes the essence of our mind, and
consequently (by P32) we are saying nothing but that such an idea is
true, q.e.d.

P35: Falsity consists in the privation of knowledge which inadequate, or muti-
lated and confused, ideas involve.

Dem.: There is nothing positive in ideas which consttutes the form

of falsity (by P33); but falsity cannot consist in an absolute privadon (for
it is minds, not bodies, which are said to ert, or be deceived), noralso in
absolute ignorance. For to be ignorant and to err are different. So it
consists in the privation of knowledge which inadequate knowledge of
things, o7 inadequate and confused ideas, involve, q.e.d.
" Schol.: In P17S I explained how error consists in the privatdon of
knowledge. But to explain the matter more fully, I shall give [INS: one
or two examples]: men are deceived in that they think themselves free
[NS: i.e., they think that, of their own free will, they can either do a
thing or forbear doing it], an opinion which consists only in this, that
they are conscious of their actions and ignorant of the causes by which
they are determined. This, then, is their idea of freedom—that they do
not know any cause of their actons. They say, of course, that human
actions depend on the will, but these are only words for which they have
no idea. For all are ignorant of what the will is, and how it moves the
body; those who boast of something else, who feign seats and dwelling
places of the soul, usually provoke either ridicule or disgust.

Similarly, when we look at the sun, we imagine it as about two hun-
dred feet away from us, an error which does not consist simply in this
imagining, but in the fact that while we imagine it in this way, we are
ignorant of its true distance and of the cause of this imagining. For even
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if we later come to know that it is more than six hundred diameters of
the earth away from us, we nevertheless imagine it as near. For we imag-
ine the sun so near not because we do not know its true distance, but
because an affection of our body involves the essence of the sun insofar
as our body is affected by the sun.

P36: Inadequate and confused ideas follow with ihe same necessity as adequate,
or clear and distinct ideas. :

Dem.: All ideas are in God (by IP15); and, insofar as they are related
to God, are aue (by P32), and (by P7C) adequate. And so there are no
inadequate or confused ideas except insofar as they are related to the
singular mind of someone (see P24 and P28). And so all ideas—both the
adequate and the inadequate—follow with the same necessity (by P6C),
g-e.d.

P37: What is common to all things (on this see L2, above) and is equally
in the part and in the whole, does not constitute the essence of any singular
thing.

Dgern.: If you deny this, conceive (if possible) that it does constitute
the essence of some singular thing, say the essence of B. Then (by D2)
it can neither be nor be conceived without B. But this is contrary to the
hypothesis. Therefore, it does not pertain to the essence of B, nor does
it constitute the essence of any other singular thing, q.e.d.

P38: Those things which are common to all, and which are equally in the part
and in the whole, can only be conceived adequately.

Dem.: Let A be something which is comumon to all bodies, and which
is equally in the part of each body and in the whole. I say that A can only
be conceived adequately. For its idea (by P7C) will necessarily be ade-
quate in God, both insofar as he has the idea of the human body and
insofar as he has ideas of its affections, which (by P16, P25, and P27)
involve in part both the nature of the human body and that of external
bodies. That is (by P12 and P13), this idea will necessarily be adequate
in God insofar as he constitutes the human mind, o7 insofar as he has
ideas that are in the humen mind. The mind, therefore (by P11C), nec-
essarily perceives A adequately, and does so both insofar as it perceives
itself and insofar as it perceives its own or any external body. Nor can A
be conceived in another way, q.e.d.

Cor.: From this it follows that there are certain ideas, o7 notions,
common to all men. For (by L2) all bodies agree in certain things, which
(by P38) must be perceived adequately, o clearly and distinctly, by all.

P39: If sornething is common to, and peculiar to, the buman body and certain
external bodies by which the buman body is usually affected, and is equally
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in the part and in the whole of each of them, its idea will also be adequate in
the mind.

Dem.: Let A be that which is common to, and peculiar to, the human
body and certain external bodies, which is equally in the human body
and in the same external bodies, and finally, which is equally in the part
of each external body and in the whole. There will be an adequate idea
of A in God (by P7C), both insofar as he has the idea of the human
body, and insofar as he has ideas of the posited external bodies. Let it be
posited now that the human body is affected by an external body
through what it has in common with it, that is, by A; the idea of this
affection will involve property A (by P16), and so (by P7C) the idea of
this affection, insofar as it involves property A, will be adequate in God
insofar as he is affected with the idea of the human body, that is (by
P13), insofar as he constitutes the nature of the human mind. And so
(by P11C), this idea is also adequate in the human mind, q.e.d.

Cor.: From this it follows that the mind is the more capable of per-
ceiving many things adequately as its body has many things in common
with other bodies.

P40: Whatever ideas follow in the mind from ideas which ave adequate in the
mind ave also adequate.

Dem.: This is evident. For when we say that an idea in the human
mind follows from ideas which are adequate in it, we are saying nothing
but that (by P11C) in the divine intellect there is an idea of which God
is the cause, not insofar as he is infinite, nor insofar as he is affected with
the ideas of a great many singular things, but insofar as he consttutes
only the essence of the human mind [NS: and therefore, it must be
adequate].

Schol. 1: With this I have explained the cause of those notions which
are called common, and which are the foundations of our reasoning.

But some axioms, o7 notions, result from other causes which it would
be helpful to explain by this method of ours. For from these [explana-
tions] it would be established which notions are more useful than the
others, and which are of hardly any use; and then, which are common,
which are clear and distnct only to those who have no prejudices, and
finally, which are ill-founded. Moreover, we would establish what is the
origin of those notions they call Second, and consequently of the axioms
founded on them, and other things I have thought about, from tdme to
time, concerning these matters. But since I have set these aside for an-
other treatise, and do not wish to give rise to disgust by too long 2
discussion, I have decided to pass over them here.

But not to omit anything it is necessary to know, I shall briefly add
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something about the causes from which the terms called Transcendental
have had their origin—I mean terms like Being, Thing, and Something.
These terms arise from the fact that the human body, being limited, is
capable of forming distinctly only a certain number of images at the
same time (I have explained what an image is in P17S). If that number
is exceeded, the images will begin to be confused, and if the number of
images the body is capable of forming distinctly in itself at once is
greatly exceeded, they will all be completely confused with one another.

Since this is so, it is evident from P17C and P18, that the human
mind will be able to imagine distnctly, at the same time, as many bodies
as there can be images formed at the same tme in its body. But when the
images in the body are completely confused, the mind also will imagine
all the bodies confusedly, without any distincion, and comprehend
them as if under one attribute, namely, under the atwribute of Being,
Thing, and so forth. This can also be deduced from the fact that images
are not always equally vigorous and from other causes like these, which
it is not necessary to explain here. For our purpose it is sufficient to
consider only one. For they all reduce to this: these terms signify ideas
that are confused in the highest degree.

Those notions they call Universal, like Man, Horse, Dog, and the
like, have arisen from similar causes, namely, because so many images
(e.g., of men) are formed at one dme in the human body that they sur-
pass the power of imagining—not entirely, of course, but sdll to the
point where the mind can imagine neither slight differences of the sin-
gular [men] (such as the color and size of each one, etc.) nor their deter-
minate number, and imagines distinctly only what they all agree in, in-
sofar as they affect the body. For the body has been affected most [INS:
forcefully] by [what is common)], since each singular has affected it [by
this property]. And [NS: the mind] expresses this by the word sz, and
predicates it of infinitely many singulars. For as we have said, it cannot
imagine a determinate number of singulars.

But it should be noted that these notions are not formed by all [NS:
men] in the same way, but vary from one to another, in accordance with
what the body has more often been affected by, and what the mind
imagines or recollects more easily. For example, those who have more
often regarded men’s stature with wonder will understand by the word
man an animal of erect stature. But those who have been accustomed to
consider something else, will form another common image of men—for
example, that man is an animal capable of laughter, or a featherless
biped, or a ratonal animal.

And similarly concerning the others—each will form universal im-
ages of things according to the disposition of his body. Hence it is not
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surprising that so many controversies have arisen among the philoso-
phers, who have wished to explain natural things by mere images of
things.

Schol. 2: From what has been said above, it is clear that we perceive
many things and form universal notons:

1. from singular things which have been represented to us through
the senses in a way which is mutilated, confused, and without order for
the intellect (see P29C); for that reason I have been accustomed to call
such perceptions knowledge from random experience;

IL. from signs, for example, from the fact that, having heard or read
certain words, we recollect things, and form certain ideas of them, like
those through which we imagine the things (P18S); these two ways of
regarding things I shall henceforth call knowledge of the first kind,
opinion or imagination;

I11. finally, from the fact that we have common notions and adequate
ideas of the properties of things (see P38C, P39, P39C, and P40). This
I shall call reason and the second kind of knowledge.

[IV] In addition to these two kinds of knowledge, there is (as I shall
show in what follows) another, third kind, which we shall call intuitive
knowledge. And this kind of knowing proceeds from an adequate idea
of the formal essence of certain attributes of God to the adequate
knowledge of the [NS: formal] essence of things. .

‘I shall explain all these with one example. Suppose there are three
numbers, and the problem is to find a fourth which is to the third as the
second is to the first. Merchants do not hesitate to multiply the second
by the third, and divide the product by the first, because they have not
yet forgotten what they heard from their teacher without any demon-
stration, or because they have often found this in the simplest numbers,
or from the force of the demonstration of P19 in Book VII of Euclid,
namely, from the common property of proportionals. But in the sim-
plest numbers none of this is necessary. Given the numbers 1, 2, and 3,
no one fails to see that the fourth proportdonal number is 6—and we see
this much more clearly because we infer the fourth number from the
ratio which, in one glance, we see the first number to have to the second.

P41: Knowledge of the first kind is the only cause of falsity, whereas knowledge
of the second and of the third kind is necessarily true.

Dem.: We have said in the preceding scholium that to knowledge of
the first kind pertain all those ideas which are inadequate and confused;
and so (by P35) this knowledge is the only cause of falsity. Next, we have
said that to knowledge of the second and third kinds pertain those
which are adequate; and so (by P34) this knowledge is necessarily true.
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P42: Knowledge of the second and third kinds, and not of the first kind, teaches
us to distinguish the true from the false.

Dem.: This proposition is evident through itself. For he who knows
how to distinguish between the true and the false must have an adequate
idea of the true and of the false, that is (P40S2), must know the true and
the false by the second or third kind of knowledge.

P43: He who has a true idea at the same time knows that be bas a true idea,
and cannot doubt the truth of the thing.

Dem.: An idea true in us is that which is adequate in God insofar as
he is explained through the nature of the human mind (by P11C). Let
us posit, therefore, that there is in God, insofar as he is explained
through the nature of the human mind, an adequate idea, A. Of this idea
there must necessarily also be in God an idea which is related to God in
the same way as idea A (by P20, whose demonstration is universal [NS:
and can be applied to all ideas]). But idea A is supposed to be related to
God insofar as he is explained through the nature of the human mind;
therefore the idea of idea A must also be related to God in the same way,
that is (by the same P11C), this adequate idea of idea A will be in the
mind itself which has the adequate idea A. And so he who has an ade-
quate idea, o7 (by P34) who knows a thing truly, must at the same time
have an adequate idea, or true knowledge, of his own knowledge. That
is (as is manifest through itself), he must at the same time be certain,
g.e.d.

Schol.: In P21S I have explained what an idea of an idea is. But it
should be noted that the preceding proposition is sufficiently manifest
through itself. For no one who has a true idea is unaware that a true idea
involves the highest certainty. For to have a true idea means nothing
other than knowing a thing perfectly, o7 in the best way. And of course
no one can doubt this unless he thinks that an idea is something mute,
like a picture on a rablet, and not a mode of thinking, namely, the very
[act of] understanding. And I ask, who can know that he understands
some thing unless he first understands it? That is, who can know that he
is certain about some thing unless he is first certain about it? What can
there be which is clearer and more certain than a true idea, to serve as
a standard of truth? As the light makes both itself and the darkness plain,
so truth is the standard both of itself and of the false.

By this I think we have replied to these questons: if a true idea is
distinguished from a false one, [NS: not insofar as it is said to be a mode
of thinking, but] only insofar as it is said to agree with its object, then a
true idea has no more reality or perfection than a false one (since they
are distinguished only through the extrinsic denomination [INS: and not
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through the intrinsic denomination])—and so, does the man who has
true ideas [NS: have any more reality or perfecton] than he who has
only false ideas? Again, why do men have false ideas? And finally, how
can someone know certainly that he has ideas which agree with their
objects?

To these questons, I say, I think I have already replied. For as far as
the difference between a true and a false idea is concerned, it is estab-
lished from P35 that the true is related to the false as being is to nonbe-
ing. And the causes of falsity I have shown most clearly from P19 to
P35S. From this it is also clear what is the difference between the man
who has true ideas and the man who has only false ideas. Finally, as to
the last, namely, how a man can know that he has an idea which agrees
with its object? I have just shown, more than sufficiently, that this arises
solely from his having an idea which does agree with its object—or that
truth is its own standard. Add to this that our mind, insofar as it per-
ceives things truly, is part of the infinite intellect of God (by P11C);
herce, it is as necessary that the mind’s clear and distinct ideas are true
as that God’s ideas are.

Pa4: It is of the nature of veason to regavd things as mecessary, not as con-
tingent.

Dem.: It is of the nature of reason to perceive things truly,(by P41),
namely (by IA6), as they are in themselves, that is (by IP29), not as
contingent but as necessary, q.e.d.

Cor. 1: From this it follows that it depends only on the imagination
that we regard things as contingent, both in respect to the past and in
respect to the future.

Schol.: I shall explain briefly how this happens. We have shown above
(by P17 and P17C) that even though things do not exist, the mind still
imagines them always as present to itself, unless causes occur which
exclude their present existence. Next, we have shown (P18) that if the
human body has once been affected by two external bodies at the same
time, then afterwards, when the mind imagines one of them, it will im-
mediately recollect the other also, that is, it will regard both as present
to itself unless causes occur which exclude their present existence.
Moreover, no one doubts but what we also imagine time, namely, from
the fact that we imagine some bodies to move more slowly than others,
or more quickly, or with the same speed.

Let us suppose, then, a child, who saw Peter for the first time yester-
day, in the morning, but saw Paul at noon, and Simon in the evening,
and today again saw Peter in the morning. It is clear from P18 that as
soon as he sees the morning light, he will immediately imagine the sun
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taking the same course through the sky as he saw on the preceding day,
or he will imagine the whole day, and Peter together with the morning,
Paul with noon, and Simon with the evening. That is, he will imagine
the existence of Paul and of Simon with a relation to future time. On the
other hand, if he sees Simon in the evening, he will relate Paul and Peter
to the time past, by imagining them together with past ime. And he will
do this more uniformly, the more often he has seen them in this same
order.

But if it should happen at some time that on some other evening he
sees James instead of Simon, then on the following morning he will
iragine now Simon, now James, together with the evening time, but
not both at once. For it is supposed that he has seen one or the other of
them in the evening, but not both at once. His imagination, therefore,
will vacillate and he will imagine now this one, now that one, with the
future evening time, that is, he will regard neither of them as certainly
future, but both of them as contingently future.

And this vacillation of the imagination will be the same if the imagi-
nation is of things we regard in the same way with relation to past time
or to present ime. Consequently we shall imagine things as contingent
in relation to present time as well as to past and future time.

Cor 2: It is of the nature of reason to perceive things under a certain
species of eternity.

Dem.: It is of the nature of reason to regard things as necessary and
not as contingent (by P44). And it perceives this necessity of things tuly
(by P41), that is (by [A6), as it is in itself. But (by IP16) this necessity of
things is the very necessity of God’s eternal nature. Therefore, it is of
the nature of reason to regard things under this species of eternity.

Add to this that the foundations of reason are notions (by P38) which
explain those things which are common to all, and which (by P37) do
not explain the essence of any singular thing. On that account, they
must be conceived without any relation to tdme, but under a certain
species of eternity, g.e.d.

P45: Each idea of each body, or of each singular thing which actually exists,
necessartly involves an eternal and infinite essence of God.

Dem.: The idea of a singular thing which actually exists necessarily
involves both the essence of the thing and its existence (by P8C). But
singular things (by IP15) cannot be conceived withour God—on the
contrary, because (by P6) they have God for a cause insofar as he is
considered under the attribute of which the things are modes, their
ideas must involve the concept of their attribute (by IA4), that is (by
ID6), must involve an eternal and infinite essence of God, q.e.d.
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Schol.: By existence here I do not understand duration, that is, exis-
tence insofar as it is conceived abstractly, and as a certain species of
quantity. For I am speaking of the very nature of existence, which is
atributed to singular things because infinitely many things follow from
the eternal necessity of God’s nature in infinitely many modes (see
IP16). I am speaking, I say, of the very existence of singular things inso-
far as they are in God. For even if each one is determined by another
singular thing to exist in a certain way, still the force by which each one
perseveres in existing follows from the eternal necessity of God’s na-
ture. Concerning this, see IP24C.

P46: The knowledge of God’s eternal and infinite essence which each idea in-
volves is adequate and perfect.

Dem.: The demonstration of the preceding proposition is universal,
and whether the thing is considered as a part or as a whole, its idea,
whether of the whole or of a part (by P45), will involve God’s eternal
and infinite essence. So what gives knowledge of an eternal and infinite
essence of God is common to all, and is equally in the part and in the
whole. And so (by P38) this knowledge will be adequate, q.e.d.

P47: The buman mind has an adequate knowledge of God’s eternal and infi-
nite essence.

Dem.: The human mind has ideas (by P22) from which it perceives
(by P23) itself, (by P19) its own body, and (by P16C1 and P17) external
bodies as actually existing. And so (by P45 and P46) it has an adequate
lnowledge of God’s eternal and infinite essence, q.e.d.

Schol.: From this we see that God’s infinite essence and his eternity
are known to all. And since all things are in God and are conceived
through God, it follows that we can deduce from this knowledge a great
many things which we know adequately, and so can form that third kind
of knowledge of which we spoke in P40S2 and of whose excellence and
udlity we shall speak in Part V.

But that men do not have so clear a knowledge of God as they do of
the common notions comes from the fact that they cannot imagine
God, as they can bodies, and that they have joined the name God to the
images of things which they are used to seeing. Men can hardly avoid
this, because they are continually affected by external bodies.

And indeed, most errors consist only in our not rightly applying
names to things. For when someone says that the lines which are drawn
from the center of a circle to its circumference are unequal, he surely
understands (then at least) by a circle something different from what
mathematicians understand. Similarly, when men err in calculating,
they have certain numbers in their mind and different ones on the
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paper. So if you consider what they have in mind, they really do not err,
though they seem to err because we think they have in their mind the
numbers which are on the paper. If this were not so, we would not
believe that they were erring, just as I did not believe that he was erring
whom I recently heard cry out that his courtyard had flown into his
neighbor’s hen [NS: although his words were absurd], because what he
had in mind seemed sufficienty clear to me [viz. that his hen had flown
into his neighbor’s courtyard].

And most controversies have arisen from this, that men do not rightly
explain their own mind, or interpret the mind of the other man badly.
For really, when they contradict one another most vehemently, they
either have the same thoughts, or they are thinking of different things,
so that what they think are errors and absurdides in the other are not.

P48: In the mind theve is mo absolute, or free, will, but the mind is determined
to will this ov that by a cause which is also determined by another, and this
again by another, and so to infinity.

Dem.: The mind is a certain and determinate mode of thinking (by
P11), and so (by IP17C2) cannot be a free cause of its own actions, or
cannot have an absolute faculty of willing and not willing. Rather, it
must be determined to willing this or that (by IP28) by a cause which is
also determined by another, and this canse again by another, and so on,
g-e.d.

Schol.: In this same way it is also demonstrated that there is in the
mind no absolute faculty of understanding, desiring, loving, and the
like. From this it follows that these and similar faculties are either com-
plete fictions or nothing but metaphysical beings, o7 universals, which
we are used to forming from particulars. So intellect and will are to this
or that idea, or to this or that volition as ‘stone-ness’ is to this or that
stone, or man to Peter or Paul.

We have explained the cause of men’s thinking themselves free in the
Appendix of Part I. But before I proceed further, it should be noted here
that by will I understand a faculty of affirming and denying, and not
desire. I say that I understand the faculty by which the mind affirms or
denies something true or something false, and not the desire by which
the mind wants a thing or avoids it.

But after we have demonstrated that these faculties are universal no-
tions which are not distinguished from the singulars from which we
form them, we must now investigate whether the volitions themselves
are anything beyond the very ideas of things. We must investigate, I say,
whether there is any other affirmation or negation in the mind except
that which the idea involves, insofar as it is an idea—on this see the
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following proposition and also D3—so that our thought does not fall
into pictures. For by ideas I understand, not the images which are
formed at the back of the eye (and, if you like, in the middle of the
brain), but concepts of thought [NS: or the objective being of a thing
insofar as it consists only in thought].

PA9: I the mind there is no volition, ot affirmation and negation, except that
which the idea involves insofar as it is an idea. -

Dem.: In the mind (by P48) there is no absolute faculty of willing and
not willing, but only singular volitions, namely, this and that affirma-
ton, and this and that negation. Let us conceive, therefore, some singu-
lar volition, say a mode of thinking by which the mind affirms that the
three angles of a triangle are equal to two right angles.

This affirmation involves the concept, o idea, of the triangle, that is,
it cannot be conceived without the idea of the triangle. For to say that
A must involve the concept of B is the same as to say that A cannot be
conceived without B. Further, this affirmation (by A3) also cannot be
without the idea of the triangle. Therefore, this affirmation can neither
be nor be conceived without the idea of the triangle.

Next, this idea of the triangle must involve this same affirmation,
namely, that its three angles equal two right angles. So conversely, this
idea of the triangle also can neither be nor be conceived without this
affirmation.

So (by D2) this affirmation pertains to the essence of the idea of the
triangle and is nothing beyond it. And what we have said concerning
this volition (since we have selected it at random), must also be said
concerning any volition, namely, that it is nothing apart from the idea,
g.e.d.

Cor.: The will and the intellect are one and the same.

Dem.: The will and the intellect are nothing apart from the singular
volitions and ideas themselves (by P48 and P48S). But the singular voli-
tions and ideas are one and the same (by P49). Therefore the will and
the intellect are one and the same, q.e.d.

Schol.: [L] By this we have removed what is commonly maintained to
be the cause of error. Moreover, we have shown above that falsity con-
sists only in the privation which mutilated and confused ideas involve.
So a false idea, insofar as it is false, does not irivolve certainty. When we
say that a man rests in false ideas, and does not doubt them, we do not,
on that account, say that he is certain, but only that he does not doubt,
or that he rests in false ideas because there are no causes to bring it
about that his imagination wavers [NS: or to cause him to doubt them].
On this, see P44S.
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Therefore, however stubbornly a man may cling to something false
[NS: so that we cannot in any way make him doubt it], we shall sdll
never say that he is certain of it. For by certainty we understand some-
thing positive (see P43 and P43S), not the privation of doubt. But by the
privation of certainty, we understand falsity.

However, to explain the preceding propositdon more fully, there re-
main certain things I must warn you of. And then I must reply to the
objections which can be made against this doctrine of ours. And finally,
to remove every uneasiness, I thought it worthwhile to indicate some of
the advantages of this doctrine. Some, I say—for the most important
ones will be better understood from what we shall say in Part V.

[I1.] I begin, therefore, by warning my readers, first, to distinguish
accurately between an idea, o7 concept, of the mind, and the images of
things which we imagine. And then it is necessary to distinguish be-
tween ideas and the words by which we signify things. For because
many people either completely confuse these three—ideas, images, and
words—or do not distinguish them accurately enough, or carefully
enough, they have been completely ignorant of this doctrine concern-
ing the will. But it is quite necessary to know it, both for the sake of
speculation and in order to arrange one’s life wisely.

Indeed, those who think that ideas consist in images which are
formed in us from encounters with [NS: external] bodies, are convinced
that those ideas of things [INS: which can make no trace in our brains,
or] of which we can form no similar image [NS: in our brain] are not
ideas, but only fictions which we feign from a free choice of the will.
They look on ideas, therefore, as mute pictures on a panel, and preoccu-
pied with this prejudice, do not see that an idea, insofar as it is an idea,
involves an affirmation or negation.

And then, those who confuse words with the idea, or with the very
affirmation which the idea involves, think that they can will something
contrary to what they are aware of, when they only affirm or deny with
words something contrary to what they are aware of. But these preju-
dices can easily be put aside by anyone who attends to the nature of
thought, which does not at all involve the concept of extension. He will
then understand clearly that an idea (since it is a mode of thinking)
consists neither in the image of anything, nor in words. For the essence
of words and of images is constituted only by corporeal motons, which
do not at all involve the concept of thought.

It should suffice to have issued these few words of warning on this
matter, so I pass to the objections mentioned above.

(JILA.(G)] The first of these is that they think it clear that the will
extends more widely than the intellect, and so is different from the intel-
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lect. The reason why they think the will extends more widely than the
intellect is that they say they know by experience that they do not re-
quire a greater faculty of assenting, or affirming, and denying, than we
already have, in order to assent to infinitely many other things which we
do not perceive—but they do require a greater faculty of understanding.
The will, therefore, is disunguished from the intellect because the intel-
lect is finite and the will is infinite.

[(IIL.A.(ii)] Second, it can be objected to us that experience seems to
teach nothing more clearly than that we can suspend our judgment so as
not to assent to things we perceive. This also seems to be confirmed
from the fact that no one is said to be deceived insofar as he perceives
something, but only insofar as he assents or dissents. For example,
someone who feigns a winged horse does not on that account grant that
there is a winged horse, that is, he is not on that account deceived unless
at the same time he grants that there is a winged horse. Therefore,
experience seems to teach nothing more clearly than that the will, or
faculty of assenting, is free, and different from the faculty of under-
standing.

[III.A.(iii)] Third, it can be objected that one affirmation does not
seem to contzin more reality than another, that is, we do not seem to
require a greater power to affirm that what is true, is true, than to affirm
that something false is true. But [NS: with ideas it is different, for] we
perceive that one idea has more reality, or perfection, than another. As
some objects are more excellent than others, so also some ideas of ob-
jects are more perfect than others. This also seems to establish a differ-
ence between the will and the intellect.

[II1.A.(iv)] Fourth, it can be objected that if man does not act from
freedom of the will, what will happen if he is in a state of equilibrium,
like Buridan’ ass? Will he perish of hunger and of thirst? If I concede
that he will, I would seem to conceive an ass, or a statue of a man, not
2 man. Bur if I deny that he will, then he will determine himself, and
consequently have the faculty of going where he wills and doing what he
wills.

Perhaps other things in addidon to these can be objected. But be-
cause I am not bound to force on you what anyone can dream, I shall
only take the trouble to reply to these objections—and that as briefly as
Ican.

(ITLB.({)] To the first I say that I grant that the will extends more
widely than the intellect, if by intellect they understand only clear and
distinct ideas. But I deny that the will extends more widely than percep-
tions, or the faculty of conceiving. And indeed, I do not see why the
faculty of willing should be called infinite, when the faculty of sensing
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is not. For just as we can affirm infinitely many things by the same fac-
ulty of willing (but one after another, for we cannot affirm infinitely
many things at once), so also we can sense, o7 perceive, infinitely many
bodies by the same faculty of sensing (viz. one after another [NS: and
not at oncel).

If they say that there are infinitely many things which we cannot per-
ceive, I reply that we cannot reach them by any thought, and conse-
quently, not by any faculty of willing. But, they say, if God willed to
bring it about that we should perceive them also, he would have to give
us a greater faculty of perceiving, but not a greater faculty of willing
than he has given us. This is the same as if they said that, if God should
will to bring it about that we understood infinitely many other beings,
it would indeed be necessary for him to give us a greater intellect, but
not a more universal idea of being, in order for us to embrace the same
infinity of beings. For we have shown that the will is a universal being,
or idea, by which we explain all the singular volitions, that is, it is what
is common to them all.

Therefore, since they believe that this common or universal idea of all
volitions is a faculty, it is not at all surprising if they say that this faculty
extends beyond the limits of the intellect to infinity. For the universal is
said equally of one, a great many, or infinitely many individuals.

[IILB(i)] To the second objection I reply by denying that we have a
free power of suspending ]udgment For when we say that someone
suspends judgment, we are saying nothing but that he sees that he does
not perceive the thing adequately. Suspension of judgment, therefore,
is really a percepdon, not [an act of] free will.

To understand this clearly, let us conceive a child imagining a winged
horse, and not perceiving anything else. Since this imaginaton involves
the existence of the horse (by P17C), and the child does not perceive
anything else which excludes the existence of the horse, he will neces-
sarily regard the horse as present. Nor will he be able to doubt its exis-
tence, though he will not be certain of it.

We find this daily in our dreams, and I do not believe there is anyone
who thinks that while he is dreaming he has a free power of suspending
judgment concerning the things he dreams, and of bringing it about
that he does not dream the things he dreams he sees. Nevertheless, it
happens that even in dreams we suspend judgment, namely, when we
dream that we dream.

Next, I grant that no one is deceived insofar as he perceives, that is,
I grant that the imaginations of the mind, considered in themselves,
involve no error. But I deny that a man affirms nothing insofar as he
perceives. For what is perceiving a winged horse other than affirming
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wings of the horse? For if the mind perceived nothing else except the
winged horse, it would regard it as present to itself, and would not have
any cause of doubting its existence, or any faculty of dissenting, unless
either the imagination of the winged horse were joined to an idea which
excluded the existence of the same horse, or the mind perceived that its
idea of a winged horse was inadequate. And then either it will necessar-
ily deny the horse’s existence, or it will necessarily doubt it.

[IIL.B.(iii)] As for the third objecdon, I think what has been said will
be an answer to it too: namely, that the will is something universal,
which is predicated of all ideas, and which signifies only what is com-
mon to all ideas, namely, the affirmation, whose adequate essence,
therefore, insofar as it is thus conceived abstractly, must be in each idea
and in this way only must be the same in all, but not insofar as it is
considered to constitute the idea’s essence; for in that regard the singu-
lar affirmations differ from one another as much as the ideas themselves
do. For example, the affirmation which the idea of a circle involves dif-
fers from that which the idea of a wiangle involves as much as the idea
of the circle differs from the idea of the triangle.

Next, I deny absolutely that we require an equal power of thinking,
to affirm that what is true is true, as to affirm that what is false is true.
For if you consider the mind, they are related to one another as being
to not-being. For there is nothing positive in ideas which consdtutes the
form of falsity (see P35, P35S, and P47S). So the thing to note here,
above all, is how easily we are deceived when we confuse universals with
singulars, and beings of reason and abstractions with real beings.

[{IL.B. (iv)] Finally, as far as the fourth objecdon is concerned, I say
that I grant entirely that a man placed in such an equilibrium (viz. who
perceives nothing but thirst and hunger, and such food and drink as are
equally distant from him) will perish of hunger and thirst. If they ask me
whether such a man should not be thought an ass, rather than a man, I
say that I do not know—just as I also do not know how highly we should
esteem one who hangs himself, or children, fools, and madmen, and so
on.

[IV] It remains now to indicate how much knowledge of this doc-
trine is to our advantage in life. We shall see this easily from the follow-
ing considerations:

[A.] Insofar as it teaches that we act only from God’s command, that
we share in the divine nature, and that we do this the more, the more
perfect our actions are, and the more and more we understand God.
This doctrine, then, in addition to giving us complete peace of mind,
also teaches us wherein our greatest happiness, o7 blessedness, consists:
namely, in the knowledge of God alone, by which we are led to do only
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those things which love and morality advise. From this we clearly un-
derstand how far they stray from the true valuation of virtue, who expect
to be honored by God with the greatest rewards for their virtue and best
actions, as for the greatest bondage—as if virtue itself, and the service of
God, were not happiness itself, and the greatest freedom.

[B.] Insofar as it teaches us how we must bear ourselves concerning
matters of fortune, o7 things which are not in our power, that is, con-
cerning things which do not follow from our nature—that we must
expect and bear calmly both good fortune and bad. For all things fol-
low from God’s eternal decree with the same necessity as from the es-
sence of a triangle it follows that its three angles are equal to two right
angles.

[C.] This doctrine conmibutes to social life, insofar as it teaches us to
hate no one, to disesteem no one, to mock no one, to be angry atno one,
to envy no one; and also insofar as it teaches that each of us should be
content with his own things, and should be helpful to his neighbor, not
from unmanly compassion, partiality, or superstition, but from the
guidance of reason, as the time and occasion demand. T shall show this
in the Fourth Part.

[D.] Finally, this doctrine also contributes, to no small extent, to the
common society insofar as it teaches how citizens are to be governed
and led, not so that they may be slaves, but that they may do freely the
things which are best. '

And with this I have finished what I had decided to treat in this
scholium, and put an end to this our Second Part. In it I think that T have
explained the nature and properties of the human mind in sufficient
detail, and as clearly as the difficulty of the subject allows, and that I
have set out doctrines from which we can infer many excellent things,
which are highly useful and necessary to know, as will be established
partly in what follows.

THuIrRD PART of THE ETHICS
OF THE ORIGIN AND NATURE OF THE AFFECTS

PREFACE

Most of these who have written about the affects, and men’s way of living, seem
to treat, not of natural things, which follow the common laws of Nature, but
of things which are outside Nature. Indeed they seem to conceive man in Na-
ture as a dominion within a dominion. For they believe that man disturbs,
rather than follows, the order of Nature, that be has absolute power over bis
actions, and that be is determined only by bimself- And they attribute the cause
of buman impotence and inconstancy, not to the common power of Nature, but
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to I know not what vice of human nature, which they therefore bewail, or
laugh at, or disdain, or (as usually bappens) curse. And be who knows how to
censure more eloguently and cunningly the weakness of the human mind is held
to be godly.

It is true that there bave been some very distinguished men (to whose work
and diligence we confess that we owe muck), who have written many admirable
things about the right way of living, and given men advice full of prudence.
But no ome, to my knowledge, has determined the nature and powers of the
affects, nor what, on the other band, the mind can do to moderate them. [
know, of course, that the celebrated Descartes, although be too believed that the
mind has absolute power over its own actions, nevertheless sought to explain
buman affects through their first causes, and at the same time to show the way
by which the mind can bhave absolute dominion over its affects. But in my
opinion, be showed mothing but the cleverness of his understanding, as I shall
show in the proper place.

For now I wish to return to those who prefer to curse or laugh at the affects
and actions of men, rather than understand them. To them it will doubtless
seem strange that I should undertake to treat men’s vices and absurdities in the
geometvic style, and that I should wish to demonstrate by certain reasoning
things which are contrary to reason, and which they proclaim to be empty,
absurd, and borrible.

But my reason is this: nothing happens in Nature which can be attributed
to amy defect in it, for Nature is always the same, and its virtue and power of
acting ave everywhere one and the same, that is, the laws and rules of Nature,
according to which ali things happen, and change from one form to anotber; ave
ahoays and everywhere the same. So the way of understanding the nature of
anything, of whatever kind, must also be the same, namely, through the uni-
versal laws and rules of Nature.

The affects, therefore, of bate, anger, envy, and the like, consideved in them-
selves, follow with the same necessity and force of Nature as the other singular
things. And therefore they acknowledge certain causes, through which they are
understood, and have certain properties, as worthy of our knowledge as the
properties of amy other thing, by the mere contemplation of which we are
pleased. Therefore, I shall treat the nature and powers of the affects, and the
power of the mind over them, by the same method by which, in the preceding
parts, I treated God and the mind, and I shall consider buman actions and
appetites just as if it were a question of lines, planes, and bodies.

DEFINITIONS

D1: I call that cause adequate whose effect can be clearly and distinctly
perceived through it. But I call it partial, or inadequate, if its effect can-
not be understood through it alone.
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D2: I say that we act when something happens, in us or outside us, of
which we are the adequate cause, that is (by D1), when something in us
or outside us follows from our nature, which can be clearly and dis-
tinctly understood through it alone. On the other hand, I say that we are
acted on when something happens in us, or something follows from our
nature, of which we are only a partal cause.

D3: By affect I understand affections of the body by which the body’s
power of acting is increased or diminished, aided or restrained, and at
the same time, the ideas of these affections.

Therefore, if we can be the adequate cause of any of these affections, I under-
stand by the affect an action; otherwise, a passion.

POSTULATES

Post. 1: The human body can be affected in many ways in which its
power of acting is increased or diminished, and also in others which
render its power of acing neither greater nor less.

This postulate, or axiom, vests on Post. 1, LS, and L7 (after IIP13).

Post. 2: The human body can undergo many changes, and nevertheless
retain impressions, o7 traces, of the objects (on this see ITPost. 5), and
consequently, the same images of things. (For the definitdon of images,
see ITP175.)

P1: Our mind does certain things [acts] and undergoes other things, namely,
insofar as it has adequate ideas, it necessarily does certain things, and insofar
as it bas inadequate ideas, it necessarily undergoes other things.

Dem.: In each human mind some ideas are adequate, but others are
mutlated and confused (by 1IP40S). But ideas which are adequate in
someone’s mind are adequate in God insofar as he constitutes the es-
sence of that mind [only] (by ITP11C). And those which are inadequate
in the mind are also adequate in God (by the same Cor.), not insofar as
he contains only the essence of that mind, but insofar as he also contains
in himself, at the same time, the minds of other things. Next, from any
given idea some effect must necessarily follow (IP36), of which effect
God is the adequate cause (see D1), not insofar as he is infinite, but
insofar as he is considered to be affected by that given idea (see IIP9).
But if God, insofar as he is affected by an idea which is adequate in
someone’s mind, is the cause of an effect, that same mind is the effect’s
adequate cause (by ITP11C). Therefore, our mind (by D2), insofar as it
has adequate ideas, necessarily does certain things [acts]. This was the
first thing to be proven.

Next, if something necessarily follows from an idea which is adequate
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in God, not insofar as he has in himself the mind of one man only, but
insofar as he has in himself the minds of other things together with the
mind of that man, that man’s mind (by the same IIP11C) is not its ade-
quate cause, but its pardal cause. Hence (by D2), insofar as the mind has
inadequate ideas, it necessarily undergoes certain things. This was the
second point. Therefore, our mind, and so on, g.e.d.

Cor.: From this it follows that the mind is more liable to passions the
more it has inadequate ideas, and conversely, is more active the more it
has adequate ideas.

P2: The body cannot determine the mind to thinking, and the mind cannot
determine the body to motion, to rest, or to anything else (if there is anything
else).

Dem.: All modes of thinking have God for a cause, insofar as he is 2
thinking thing, and not insofar as he is explained by another attribute
(by 1IP6). So what determines the mind to thinking is 2 mode of think-
ing and not of extension, that is (by IID1), it is not the body. This was
the first point.

Next, the motion and rest of the body must arise from another body,
which has also been determined to motion or rest by another; and abso-
lutely, whatever arises in the body must have arisen from God insofar as
he is considered to be affected by some mode of extension, and not
insofar as he is considered to be affected by some mode of thinking (also
by IIP6), that is, it cannot arise from the mind, which (by IIP11) is a
mode of thinking. This was the second point. Therefore, the body can-
not determine the mind, and so on, q.e.d.

Schol.: These things are more clearly understood from what is said in
IIP7S, namely, that the mind and the body are one and the same thing,
which is conceived now under the attribute of thought, now under the
attribute of extension. The result is that the order, o7 connection, of
things is one, whether Nature is conceived under this attribute or that;
hence the order of actions and passions of our body is, by nature, at one
with the order of actions and passions of the mind. This is also evident
from the way in which we have demonstrated 1IP12.

But although these things are such that no reason for doubt remains,
still, T hardly believe that men can be induced to consider them fairly
unless I confirm them by experience. They are so firmly persuaded that
the body now moves, now is at rest, solely from the mind’s command,
and that it does a great many things which depend only on the mind’s
will and its art of thinking.

For indeed, no one has yet determined what the body can do, that is,
experience has not yet taught anyone what the body can do from the
laws of Nature alone, insofar as Nature is only considered to be corpo-
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real, and what the body can do only if it is detérmined by the mind. For
no one has yet come to know the structure of the body so accurately that
he could explain all its functions—not to mention that many things are
observed in the lower animals which far surpass human ingenuity, and
that sleepwalkers do a great many things in their sleep which they would
not dare to awake. This shows well enough that the body itself, simply
from the laws of its own nature, can do many things which its mind
wonders at.

Again, no one knows how, or by what means, the mind moves the
body, nor how many degrees of motion it can give the body, nor with
what speed it can move it. So it follows that when men say that this or
that action of the body arises from the mind, which has dominion over
the body, they do not know what they are saying, and they do nothing
but confess, in fine-sounding words, that they are ignorant of the true
cause of that action, and that they do not wonder at it.

But they will say [i] that—whether or not they know by what means
the mind moves the body—they stll know by experience that unless the
human mind were capable of thinking, the body would be inactive. And
then [ii], they know by experience, that it is in the mind’s power alone
both to speak and to be silent, and to do many other things which they
therefore believe depend on the mind’s decision.

[i] As far as the first [objecdon] is concerned, I ask them, does not
experience also teach that if, on the other hand, the body is inactive, the
mmind is at the same time incapable of thinking? For when the body is at
rest in sleep, the mind at the same tme remains senseless with it, nor
does it have the power of thinking, as it does when awake. And then I
believe everyone has found by experience that the mind is not always
equally capable of thinking of the same object, but that as the body is
more susceptible to having the image of this or that object aroused in it,
so the mind is more capable of regarding this or that object.

They will say, of course, that it cannot happen that the causes of
buildings, of paintings, and of things of this kind, which are made only
by hurnan skill, should be able to be deduced from the laws of Nature
alone, insofar as it is considered to be only corporeal; nor would the
human body be able to build a temple, if it were not determined and
guided by the mind.

But I have already shown that they do not know what the body can
do, or what can be deduced from the consideration of its nature alone,
and that they know from experience that a great many things happen
from the laws of Nature alone which they never would have believed
could happen without the direction of the mind—such as the things
sleepwalkers do in their sleep, which they wonder at while they are
awake.
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I add here the very structure of the human body, which, in the inge-
nuity of its construction, far surpasses anything made by human skill—
not to mention that I have shown above that infinitely many things fol-
low from Nature, under whatever attribute it may be considered.

[ii] As for the second [objection], human affairs, of course, would be
conducted far more happily if it were equally in man’s power to be silent
and to speak. But experience teaches all too plainly that men have noth-
ing less in their power than their tongue, and can do nothing less than
moderate their appettes.

That is why most men believe that we do freely only those things we
have a weak inclination toward (because the appetite for these things
can easily be reduced by the memory of another thing which we fre-
quently recollect), but that we do not at all do freely those things we
seek by a strong affect, which cannot be calmed by the memory of an-
other thing. But if they had not found by experience that we do many
things we afterwards repent, and that often we see the better and follow
the worse (viz. when we are torn by contrary affects), nothing would
prevent them from believing that we do all things freely.

So the infant believes he freely wants the milk; the angry child thathe
wants vengeance; and the timid, flight. So the drunk believes it is from
a free decision of the mind that he speaks the things he later, when
sober, wishes he had not said. So the madman, the chatterbox, the child,
and a great many people of this kind believe they speak from a free
decision of the mind, when really they cannot contain their impulse to
speak.

So experience itself, no less clearly than reason, teaches that men be-
lieve themselves free because they are conscious of their own actdons,
and ignorant of the causes by which they are determined, that the deci-
sions of the mind are nothing but the appetités themselves, which there-
fore vary as the disposition of the body varies. For each one governs
everything from his affect; those who are torn by contrary affects do not
know what they want, and those who are not moved by any affect are
very easily driven here and there.

All these things, indeed, show clearly that both the decision of the
mind and the appetite and the determinadon of the body by nature exist
together—or rather are one and the same thing, which we call a decision
when it is considered under, and explained through, the attribute of
thought, and which we call a determination when it is considered under
the attribute of extension and deduced from the laws of motion and rest.
This will be still more clearly evident from what must presently be said.

For there is something else I wish particularly to note here, that we
can do nothing from a decision of the mind unless we recollect it. For
example, we cannot speak a word unless we recollect it. And it is not in
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the free power of the mind to either recollect a thing or forgetit. So this
only is believed to be in the power of the mind—that from the mind’s
decision alone we can either be silent about or speak abour a thing we
recollect.

But when we dream that we speak, we believe that we speak from a
free decision of the mind—and yet we do not speak, or, if we do, it is
from a spontaneous motion of the body. And we dream that we conceal
certain things from men, and this by the same decision of the mind by
which, while we wake, we are silent about the things we know. We
dream, finally, that, from a decision of the mind, we do certain things we
do not dare to do while we are awake.

So I should very much like to know whether there are in the mind
two kinds of decisions—those belonging to our fantasies and those that
are free? And if we do not want to go that far in our madness, it must
be granted that this decision of the mind which is believed to be free
is not disunguished from the imagination itself, ¢7 the memory, nor
is it anything beyond that affirmation which the idea, insofar as it
is an idea, necessarily involves (see IIP49). And so these decisions of the
mind arise by the same necessity as the ideas of things which acmally
exist. Those, therefore, who believe that they either speak or are silent,
or do anything from a free decision of the mind, dream with open
eyes.

P3: The actions of the mind avise from adequate ideas alone; the passions de-
pend on inadequate ideas alone.

Dem.: The first thing which constitutes the essence of the mind is
nothing but the idea of an actually existing body (by ITP11 and P13); this
idea (by ITP15) is composed of many others, of which some are adequate
(ITP38C), and others inadequate (by IIP29C). Therefore, whatever fol-
lows from the nature of the mind and has the mind as its proximate
cause, through which it must be understood, must necessarily follow
from an adequate idea or an inadequate one. But insofar as the mind has
inadequate ideas (by P1), it necessarily is acted on. Therefore, the ac-
tions of the mind follow from adequate ideas alone; hence, the mind is
acted on only because it has inadequate ideas, g.e.d.

Schol.: We see, then, that the passions are not related to the mind
except insofar as it has something which involves a negation, o7 insofar
as it is considered as a part of Nature which cannot be perceived clearly
and distinctly through itself, without the others. In this way I could
show that the passions are related to singular things in the same way as
to the mind, and cannot be perceived in any other way. But my purpose
is only to treat of the human mind.
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P4: No thing can be destroyed except through an external cause.

Dem.: This proposition is evident through itself. For the definition
of any thing affirms, and does not deny, the thing’s essence, o7 it posits
the thing’s essence, and does not take it away. So while we attend only
to the thing itself, and not to external causes, we shall not be able to find
anything in it which can destroy it, q.e.d.

PS: Things ave of a contvary nature, that is, cannot be in the same subject,
insofar as one can destroy the other.

Dem.: For if they could agree with one another, or be in the same
subject at once, then there could be something in the same subject
which could destroy it, which (by P4) is absurd. Therefore, things and

so on, q.e.d.

P6: Each thing, as far as it can by its own power, strives to persevere in its
being.

Dem.: For singular things are modes by which God’s attributes are
expressed in a certain and determinate way (by IP25C), that is (by IP34),
things that express, in a certain and determinate way, God’s power, by
which God is and acts. And no thing has anything in itself by which it
can be destroyed, or which takes its existence away (by P4). On the con-
trary, it is opposed to everything which can take its existence away (by
P5). Therefore, as far as it can, and it lies in itself, it strives to persevere
in its being, q.e.d.

P7: The striving by which each thing strives to persevere in its being is nothing
but the actual essence of the thing.

Dem.: From the given essence of each thing some things necessarily
follow (by IP36), and things are able [to produce] nothing but what
follows necessarily from their determinate nature (by IP29). So the
power of each thing, or the striving by which it (either alone or with
others) does anything, or strives to do anything—that is (by P6), the
power, o7 striving, by which it strives to persevere in its being, is nothing
but the given, or actual, essence of the thing itself, q.e.d.

P8: The striving by which each thing strives to persevere in its being involves
o finite time, but an indefinite time.

Dem.: For if [the striving by which a thing sirives to persevere in its
being] involved a limited time, which determined the thing’s duration,
then it would follow just from that very power by which the thing exists
that it could not exist after that limited time, but that it would have to
be destroyed. But (by P4) this is absurd. Therefore, the striving by
which a thing exists involves no definite time. On the contrary, since (by
P4) it will always continue to exist by the same power by which it now
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exists, unless it is destroyed by an external cause, this striving involves
indefinite dme, q.e.d.

P9: Both insofar as the mind has clear and distinct ideas, and insofar as it bas
confused ideas, it strives, for an indefinite duration, to persevere in its being
and it is comscious of this striving it bas.

Dem.: The essence of the mind is constituted by adequate and by
inadequate ideas (as we have shown in P3). So (by P7) it strives to perse-
vere in its being both insofar as it has inadequate ideas and insofar as it
has adequate ideas; and it does this (by P8) for an indefinite duration.
But since the mind (by IIP23) is necessarily conscious of itself through
ideas of the body’s affections, the mind (by P7) is conscious of its striv-
ing, g.e.d.

Schol.: When this striving is related only to the mind, it is called will;
but when it is related to the mind and body together, it is called appetite.
This appetite, therefore, is nothing but the very essence of man, from
whose nature there necessarily follow those things that promote his
préservation. And so man is determined to do those things.

Between appetite and desire there is no difference, except that desire
is generally related to men insofar as they are conscious of their appe-
tite. So desire can be defined as Appetite together with consciousness of the
appetite.

From all this, then, it is clear that we neither strive for, nor will,
neither want, nor desire anything because we judge it to be good; on the
contrary, we judge something to be good because we strive for it, will it,
want it, and desire it.

P10: Ar idea that excludes the existence of our body canmot be in our mind, but
is comtrary to it.

Dem.: Whatever can destroy our body cannot be in it (by P5), and so
the idea of this thing cannot be in God insofar as he has the idea of our
body (by IIP9C), that is (by ITP11 and P13), the idea of this thing cannot
be in our mind. On the contrary, since (by IIP11 and P13) the first thing
that consttutes the essence of the mind is the idea of an actually existing
body, the first and principal [tendency] of the striving of our mind (by
P7) is to affirm the existence of our body. And so an idea that denies the
existence of our body is contrary to our mind, and so on, q.e.d.

P11: The idea of any thing that increases ov diminishes, aids or restrains, our
body’s power of acting, increases or diminishes, aids or restrains, our mind’s
power of thinking.
Dem.: This proposition is evident from IIP7, or also from IIP14.
Schol.: We see, then, that the mind can undergo great changes, and
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pass now to a greater, now to a lesser perfecaon. These passions, in-
deed, explain to us the affects of joy and sadness. By joy, therefore, I shall
understand in what follows that passion by which the mind passes to a
greater perfection. And by sadness, that passion by which it passes to a lesser
perfection. The affect of joy which is related to the mind and body at once 1
call pleasure or cheerfulness, and that of sadmess, pain or melancholy.

But it should be noted [INS: here] that pleasure and pain are ascribed
to a2 man when one part of him is affected more than the rest, whereas
cheerfulness and melancholy are ascribed to him when all are equally
affected.

Next, I have explained in P9S what desire is, and apart from these
three I do not acknowledge any other primary affect. For I shall show in
what follows that the rest arise from these three. But before I proceed
further, I should like to explain P10 more fully here, so that it may be
more clearly understood how one idea is contrary to another.

In JTIP17S we have shown that the idea which constitutes the essence
of the mind involves the existence of the body so long as the body itself
exists. Next from what we have shown in ITP8C and its scholium, it
follows that the present existence of our mind depends only on this, that
the mind involves the actual existence of the body. Finally, we have
shown that the power of the mind by which it imagines things and rec-
ollects them also depends on this (see IIP17, P18, P18S), that it involves
the actual existence of the body.

From these things it follows that the present existence of the mind
and its power of imagining are taken away as soon as the mind ceases to
affirmn the present existence of the body. But the cause of the mind’s
ceasing to affirm this existence of the body cannot be the mind itself (by
P4), nor also that the body ceases to exist. For (by ITP6) the cause of the
mind’s affirming the body’s existence is not that the body has begun to
exist. So by the same reasoning, it does not cease to affirm the body’s
existence because the body ceases to exist, but (by IIP8) this [sc. ceasing
to affirm the body’s existence] arises from another idea which excludes
the present existence of our body, and consequently of our mind, and
which 1s thus contrary to the idea that constitutes our mind’s essence.

P12: The mind as far as it can, strives to imagine those things that increase or
aid the body’s power of acting.

Dem.: So long as the human body is affected with a mode that in-
volves the nature of an external body, the human mind will regard the
same body as present (by 1IP17) and consequently (by IIP7) so long as
the human mind regards some external body as present, that is (by
IIP17S), imagines it, the human body is affected with a mode that in-
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volves the nature of that external body. Hence, so long as the mind
imagines those things that increase or aid our body’s power of acting,
the body is affected with modes that increase or aid its power of acting
(see Post. 1), and consequently (by P11) the mind’s power of thinking is
increased or aided. Therefore (by P6 or P9), the mind, as far as it can,
strives to imagine those things, q.e.d.

P13: When the mind imagines those things that diminish or restrain the
body’s power of acting, it strives, as far as it cam, to recollect things which
exclude their existence.

Dem.: So long as the mind imagines anything of this kind, the power
both of mind and of body is diminished or restrained (as we have dem-
onstrated in P12); nevertheless, the mind will continue to imagine this
thing until it imagines something else that excludes the thing’s present
existence (by ITP17), that is (as we have just shown), the power both of
mind and of body is diminished or restrained undl the mind imagines
something else that excludes the existence of this thing; so the mind (by
P9), as far as it can, will strive to imagine or recollect that other thing,
g.e.d.

Cor.: From this it follows that the mind avoids imagining those
things that diminish or restrain its or the body’s power.

Schol.: From this we understand clearly what love and hate are. Love
is nothing but joy with the accompanying idea of an external cause, and bate
is nothing but sadness with the accormpanying idea of an external cause. We
see, then, that one who loves necessarily strives to have present and
preserve the thing he loves; and on the other hand, one who hates
strives to remove and destroy the thing he hates. But all of these things
will be discussed more fully in what follows.

P14: If the mind bas once been affected by two affects at once, then afterwards,
when it is affected by ome of them, it will also be affected by the other.

Dem.: If the human body has once been affected by two bodies at
once, then afterwards, when the mind imagines one of them, it will
immediately recollect the other also (by IIP18). But the imaginations of
the mind indicate the affects of our body more than the nature of exter-
nal bodies (by IIP16C2). Therefore, if the body, and consequently the
mind (see D3), has once been affected by two affects [INS: at once), then
afterwards, when it is affected by one of them, it will also be affected by
the other, q.e.d.

P15: Any thing can be the accidental cause of joy, sadness, or desire.
Dem.: Suppose the mind is affected by two affects at once, one of
which neither increases nor diminishes its power of acting, while the
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other either increases it or diminishes it (see Post. 1). From P14 it is
clear that when the mind is afterwards affected with the former affect as
by its true cause, which (by hypothesis) through itself neither increases
nor diminishes its power of thinking, it will immediately be affected
with the latter also, which increases or diminishes its power of thinking,
that is (by P11S), with joy, or sadness. And so the former thing will be
the cause of joy or sadness—not through itself, but accidentally. And in
the same way it can easily be shown that that thing can be the accidental
cause of desire, q.e.d.

Cor.: From this alone—that we have regarded a thing with an affect
of joy or sadness, of which it is not itself the efficient cause, we can love
it or hate it.

Dem.: For from this alone it comes about (by P14) that when the
mind afterwards imagines this thing, it is affected with an affect of joy or
sadness, that is (by P11S), that the power both of the mind and of the
body is increased or diminished. And consequently (by P12), the mind
desires to imagine the thing or (by P13C) avoids it, that is (by P13S), it
loves it or hates it, g.e.d.

Schol.: From this we understand how it can happen that we love or
hate some things without any cause known to us, but only (as they say)
from sympathy or andpathy. And to this must be related also those ob-
jects that affect us with joy or sadness only because they hate some
likeness to objects that usually affect us with these affects, as I shall show
in P16. I know, of course, that the authors who first introduced the
words sympathy and andpathy intended to signify by them certain oc-
cult qualities of things. Nevertheless, I believe we may be permitted to
understand by them also qualides that are known or manifest.

P16: From the mere fact that we imagine a thing to have some likeness to an
object which usually affects the mind with joy or sadness, we love it ov bate it,
even though that in which the thing is like the object is not the efficient cause
of these affects.

Dem.: What is like the object, we have (by hypothesis) regarded in
the object itself with an affect of joy or sadness. And so (by P14), when
the mind is affected by its image, it will immediately be affected also
with this or that affect. Consequently the thing we perceive to have this
same [quality] will (by P15) be the accidental cause of joy or sadness; and
so (by P15C) although that in which it is like the object is not the effi-
cient cause of these affects, we shall still love it or hate it, q.e.d.

P17: If we imagine that a thing which usually affects us with an affect of
sadness is like another which usually affects us with an equally great affect of
joy, we shall hate it and at the same time love it.
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Dem.: For (by hypothesis) this thing is through itself the cause of
sadness, and (by P13S) insofar as we imagine it with this affect, we hate
it. And moreover, insofar as it has some likeness to the other thing,
which usually affects us with an equally great affect of joy, we shall love
it with an equally great striving of joy (by P16). And so we shall both
hate it and at the same time love it, q.e.d.

Schol.: This constitution of the mind which avises from two contrary affects
is called vacillation of mind, which is therefore related to the affect as
doubt is to the imagination (see ITP44S); nor do vacillation of mind and
doubt differ from one another except in degree.

But it should be noted that in the preceding proposition I have de-
duced these vacilladons of mind from caunses which are the cause
through therselves of one affect and the accidental cause of the other.
I have done this because in this way they could more easily be deduced
from what has gone before, not because I deny that vacillations of mind
for the most part arise from an object which is the efficient cause of each
affect. For the human body (by IIPost. 1) is composed of a great many
individuals of different natures, and so (by ITA1” [at I1/99]), it can be
affected in a great many different ways by one and the same body. And
on the other hand, because one and the same thing can be affected in
many ways, it will also be able to affect one and the same part of the
body in many different ways. From this we can easily conceive that one
and the same object can be the cause of many and contrary affects.

P18: Man is affected with the same affect of joy or sadness from the image of
a past or future thing as from the image of a present thing.

Dem.: So long as a man is affected by the image of a thing, he will
regard the thing as present, even if it does not exist (by IIP17 and
P17C); he imagines it as past or future only insofar as its image is joined
to the image of a past or future time (see IIP44S). So the image of a .
thing, considered only in itself, is the same, whether it is related to time
past or future, or to the present, that is (by IIP16C2), the consttuton
of the body, o affect, is the same, whether the image is of a thing past
or future, or of a present thing. And so, the affect of joy or sadness is the
same, whether the image is of a thing past or future, or of a present
thing, q.e.d.

Schol. 1: I call a thing past or future here, insofar as we have been
affected by it, or will be affected by it. For example, insofar as we have
seen it or will see it, insofar as it has refreshed us or will refresh us, has
injured us or will injure us. For insofar as we imagine it in this way, we
affirm its existence, that is, the body is not affected by any affect that
excludes the thing’s existence. And so (by IIP17) the body is affected
with the image of the thing in the same way as if the thing itself were
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present. However, because it generally happens that those who have
experienced many things vacillate so long as they regard a thing as fu-
ture or past, and most often doubt the thing’s outcome (see ITP44S), the
affects which arise from similar images of things are not so constant, but
are generally disturbed by the images of other things, untl men become
more certain of the thing’s outcome.

Schol. 2: From what has just been said, we understand what hope and
fear, confidence and despair, gladness and remorse are. For bope is noth-
ing but an inconstant joy which has arisen from the image of a future or past
thing whose outcorme we doubt; fear, on the other hand, is an inconstant
sadness, which has also arisen from the image of a doubtful thing. Next, if the
doubt involved in these affects is removed, hope becomes confidence, and
fear, despair—namely, & joy or sadness which bas arisen from the image of 2
thing we feared or hoped for. Finally, gladness is a joy which has arisen from
the image of a past thing whose outcome we doubted, while remorse is a sadness
which is opposite to gladness.

P19: He who imagines that what be loves is destroyed will be saddened; but be
who imagines it to be preserved, will rejoice.

Dem.: Insofar as it can, the mind strives to imagine those things
which increase or aid the body’s power of acting (by P12), that is (by
P135), those it loves. But the imagination is aided by what posits the
existence of a thing, and on the other hand, is restrained by what ex-
cludes the existence of a thing (by IIP17). Therefore, the images of
things that posit the existence of a thing loved aid the mind’s striving to
imagine the thing loved, that is (by P11S), affect the mind with joy. On
the other hand, those which exclude the existence of a thing loved, re-
strain the same striving of the mind, that is (by P11S), affect the mind
with sadness. Therefore, he who imagines that what he loves is de-
stroyed will be saddened, and so on, q.e.d.

P20: He who imagines that what be hates is destroyed will rejoice.

Dém.: The mind (by P13) strives to imagine those things that exclude
the existence of things by which the body’s power of acting is dimin-
ished or restrained, that is (by P13S), strives to imagine those things
which exclude the existence of things it hates. So the image of a thing
which excludes the existence of what the mind hates aids this striving of
the mind, that is (by P11S), affects the mind with joy. Therefore, he
who imagines that what he hates is destroyed will rejoice, q.e.d.

P21: He who imagines what he loves to be affected with joy or sadness will also
be affected with joy or sadness; and each of those affects will be greater or lesser
in the lover as they are greater or lesser in the thing loved.

Dem.: The images of things (as we have demonstrated in P19) which
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posit the existence of a thing loved aid the striving by which the mind
strives to imagine the thing loved. But joy posits the existence of the
joyous thing, and posits more existence, the greater the affect of joy is.
For (by P11S) it is a transidon to a greater perfection. Therefore, the
image in the lover of the loved thing’s joy aids his mind’s striving, that
is (by P118S), affects the lover with joy, and the more so, the greater this
affect was in the thing loved. This was the first thing to be proved.

Next, insofar as a thing is affected with sadness, it is destroyed, and
the more so, the greater the sadness with which it is affected (by P115).
So (by P19) he who imagines what he loves to be affected with sadness,
will also be affected with sadness, and the more so, the greater this affect
was in the thing loved, q.e.d.

P22: If we imagine someone to affect with joy a thing we love, we shall be
affected with love toward him. If, on the other hand, we imagine bim to affect
the same thing with sadness, we shall also be affected with bate toward him.

Dem.: He who affects a thing we love with joy or sadness affects us
also with joy or sadness, if we imagine that the thing loved is affected by
that joy or sadness (by P21). But this joy or sadness is supposed to be
accompanied in us by the idea of an external cause. Therefore (by
P13S), if we imagine that someone affects with joy or sadness a thing we
love, we shall be affected with love or hate toward him, q.e.d.

Schol.: P21 explains to us what pizy is, which we can define as sadness
which bas arisen from injury to another. By what name we should call the
joy which arises from another’s good I do not know. Next, love toward
him who has done good to another we shall call favor, and hatred toward him
who bas done evil to another we shall call indignation.

Finally, it should be noted that we do not pity only a thing we have
loved (as we have shown in P21), but also one toward which we have
previously had no affect, provided that we judge it to be like us (as I shall
show below). And so also we favor him who has benefited someone like
us, and are indignant at him who has injured one like us.

P23: He who imagines what be hates to be affected with sadness will rejoice; if,
on the other hand, he should imagine it to be affected with joy, he will be
saddened. And both these affects will be the greater or lesser, as its contrary is
greater or lesser in what be hates.

Dem.: Insofar as a hateful thing is affected with sadness, it is de-
stroyed, and the more so, the greater the sadness by which it is affected
(by P11S). Therefore (by P20), he who imagines a thing he hates to be
affected with sadness will on the contrary be affected with joy, and the
more so, the greater the sadness with which he imagines the hateful
thing to have been affected. This was the first point.
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Next, joy posits the existence of the joyous thing (by P11S), and the
more so, the greater the joy is conceived to be. [Therefore] if someone
imagines him whom he hates to be affected with joy, this imaginadon
(by P13) will restrain his striving, that is (by P11S), he who hates will be
affected with sadness, and so on, g.e.d.

Schol.: This joy can hardly be enduring and without any conflict of
mind. For (as I shall show immediately in P27) insofar as one imagines
a thing like oneself to be affected with an affect of sadness, one must be
saddened. And the opposite, if one imagines the same thing to be af-
fected with joy. But here we attend only to hate.

P24: If we imagine someone to affect with joy 4 thing we hate, we shall be
affected with hate toward bim also. On the other band, if we imagine bim to
affect the same thing with sadness, we shall be affected with love toward him.
Dem.: This proposition is demonstrated in the same way as P22.
Schol.: These and similar affects of hate are related to ervy which,
therefore, is nothing but bare, insofar as it is considered so to dispose a man
that he is glad at another’s ill fortune and saddened by bis good fortune.

P25: We strive to affirm, concerning ourselves and what we love, whatever we
imagine to affect with joy ourselves or what we love. O% the other hand, we
strive to demy whatever we imagine affects with sadness ourselves or what we
love. »

Dem.;: Whatever we imagine to affect what we love with joy or sad-
ness, affects us with joy or sadness (by P21). But the mind (by P12)
strives as far as it can to imagine those things which affect us with joy,
that is (by IIP17 and P17C), to regard them as present; and on the other
hand (by P13) it strives to exclude the existence of those things which
affect us with sadness. Therefore, we strive to affirm, concerning our-
selves and what we love, whatever we imagine to affect with joy our-
selves or what we love, and conversely, g.e.d.

P26: We strive to affirm, concerming what we hate, whatever we imagine to
affect it with sadness, and on the other hand, to deny whatever we imagine to
affect it with joy.

Dem.: This proposidon follows from P23, as P25 follows from P21.

Schol.: From these propositdons we see that it easily happens that a
man thinks more highly of himself and what he loves than is just, and on
the other hand, thinks less highly than is just of what he hates. When
this imagination concerns the man himself who thinks more highly of
himself than is just, itis called pride, and is a species of madness, because
the man dreams, with open eyes, that he can do all those things which
he achieves only in his imagination, and which he therefore regards as
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real and triumphs in, so long as he cannot imagine those things which
exclude the existence [of these achievemenis] and determine his power
of acting.

Pride, therefore, is joy born of the fact that a man thinks more bighly of
bimself than is just. And the joy born of the fact that @ man thinks more bighly
of anotber than is just is called overestimation, while that which stems from
thinking less highly of another than is just is called scorn.

P27: If we imagine a thing like us, toward which we have had no affect, to be
affected with some affect, we are thereby affected with a like affect.

Dem.: The images of things are affections of the human body whose
ideas represent external bodies as present to us (by IIP17S), that is (by
I1P16), whose ideas involve the nature of our body and at the sarme time
the present nature of the external body. So if the nature of the external
body is like the nature of our body, then the idea of the external body we
imagine will involve an affection of our body like the affecdon of the
external body. Consequently, if we imagine someone like us to be af-
fected with some affect, this imagination will express an affection of our
body like this affect. And so, from the fact that we imagine a thing like
us to be affected with an affect, we are affected with a like affect. But if
we hate a thing like us, then (by P23) we shall be affected with an affect
contrary to its affect, not like it, q.e.d.

Schol.: This imitation of the affects, when it is related to sadness is
called pity (on which, see P22S); but related to desire it is called emzu-
lation, which, therefore, is nothing but the desire for a thing which is gen-
erated in us from the fact that we imagine others like us to have the same
desire.

Cor. 1: If we imagine that someone toward whom we have had no
affect affects a thing like us with joy, we shall be affected with love
toward him. On the other hand, if we imagine him to affect it with
sadness, we shall be affected with hate toward him.

Dem.: This is demonstrated from P27 in the same way P22 is demon-
strated from P21.

Cor. 2: We cannot hate a thing we pity from the fact that its suffering
affects us with sadness.

Dem.: For if we could hate it because of that, then (by P23) we would
rejoice in its sadness, which is contrary to the hypothesis.

Cor. 3: As far as we can, we smive to free a thing we pity from its
suffering.

Dem.: Whatever affects with sadness what we pity, affects us also
with a like sadness (by P27). And so (by P13) we shall strive to think of
whatever can take away the thing’s existence, o7 destroy the thing, that
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-is (by P9S), we shall want to destroy it, or shall be determined to de-
stroy it. And so we strive to free the thing we pity from its suffering,
q.e.d.

Schol.: This will, or appetite to do good, born of our pity for the thing
on which we wish to confer a benefit, is called bemevolence, which is
therefore nothing but a desire born of pity. As for love and hate toward
him who has done well or ill to a thing we imagine to be like us, see
P22S.

P28: W strive to further the occurrence of whatever we imagine will lead to

Joy, and to avert or destroy what we imagine is contrary to it, or will lead to
sadness.

Dem.: We strive to imagine, as far as we can, what we imagine will
lead to joy (by P12), that is (by IIP17), we strive, as far as we can, to
regard it as present, or as actually existing. But the mind’s striving, or
power of thinking, is equal to and at one in nature with the body’s striv-
ing, or power of acting (as clearly follows from IIP7C and P11C).
Therefore, we strive absolutely, or (what, by P9S, is the same) want and
intend that it should exist. This was the first point.

Next, if we imagine that what we believe to be the cause of sadness,
that is (by P13S), what we hate, is destroyed, we shall rejoice (by P20),
and so (by the first part of this [NS: proposition]) we shall strive to
destroy it, o7 (by P13) to avert it from ourselves, so that we shall not
regard it as present. This was the second point. Therefore, [we strive to
further the occurrence of] whatever we imagine will lead to joy, and so
on, g.e.d.

P29: We shall strive to do also whatever we imagine men to look on with joy,
and on the other hand, we shall be averse to doing what we imagine men arve
averse to.

Dern.: From the fact that we imagine men to love or hate something,
we shall love or hate it (by P27), that is (by P13S), we shall thereby
rejoice in or be saddened by the thing’s presence. And so (by P28) we
shall strive to do whatever we imagine men to love, or to look on with
joy, and so on, g.e.d.

Schol.: This striving to do something (and also to omit doing something)
solely to please men is called ambition, especially when we strive so eagerly
to please the people that we do or omit certain things to our own injury,
or another’s. In other cases, it is usually called buman kindness. Nex, the
Joy with which we imagine the action of another by which be has striven to
please us 1 call praise. On the other hand, the sadness with which we are
averse to bis action 1 call biame.
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P30: If someone has done something which be irmagines affects others with joy,
he will be affected with joy accompanied by the idea of himself as cause, or be
will regavd himself with joy. If, on the other band, he has done something
which he imagines affects others with sadness, be will regard himself with
sadness.

Dem.: He who imagines that he affects others with joy or sadness will
thereby (by P27) be affected with joy or sadness. But since man (by
ITP19 and P23) is conscious of himself through the affections by which
he is determined to act, then he who has done something which he
imagines affects others with joy will be affected with joy, together with
a consciousness of himself as the cause, o7, he will regard himself with
joy, and the converse, q.e.d.

Schol.: Since love (by P13S) is joy, accompanied by the idea of an
external cause, and hate is sadness, accompanied also by the idea of an
external cause, this joy and sadness are species of love and hate. But
because love and hate are related to external objects, we shall signify
these affects by other names. Foy accormpanied by the idea of an internal
cause, we shall call love of esteemn, and the sadness contrary to it, shame—I
mean when the joy or sadness avises from the fact that the man believes that
be is praised or blamed. Otherwise, I shall call joy accornpanied by the idea of
an internal cause, self-esteem, and the sadness contrary to it, repentance.

Next, because (by IIP17C) it can happen that the joy with which
someone imagines that he affects others is only imaginary, and (by P25)
everyone strives to imagine concerning himself whatever he imagines
affects himself with joy, it can easily happen that one who exults at being
esteemed is proud and imagines himself to be pleasing to all, when he is
burdensome to all.

P31: If we imagine that someone loves, desires, or bates something we ourselves
love, desire, or hate, we shall thereby love, desive, or bate it with greater con-
stancy. But if we imagine that be is averse to what we love, or the opposite [NS:
that he loves what we bate], then we shall undergo vacillation of mind.

Dem.: Simply because we imagine that someone loves something, we
thereby love the same thing (by P27). But we suppose that we already
love it without this [cause of love]; so there is added to the love a2 new
cause, by which it is further encouraged. As a result, we shall love what
we love with greater constancy.

Next, from the fact that we imagine someone to be averse to some-
thing, we shall be averse to it (by P27). But if we suppose that at the
same tme we love it, then at the same time we shall both love and be
averse to the same thing, or (see P17S) we shall undergo vacillation of
mind, g.e.d.
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Cor.: From this and from P28 it follows that each of us strives, so far
as he can, that everyone should love what he loves, and hate what he
hates. Hence that passage of the poet:

- Speremus pariter, pariter metuamus amantes;
Ferreus est, si quis, quod sinit alter, amat.!

Schol.: This striving to bring it about that everyone should approve
his love and hate is really ambition (see P29S). And so we see that each
‘of us, by his nature, wants the others to live according to his tempera-
ment; when all alike want this, they are alike an obstacle to one another,
and when all wish to be praised, or loved, by all, they hate one another.

P32: If we imagine that someone enjoys some thing that only ome can possess,
we shall strive to bring it about that be does not possess it.

Dem.: From the mere fact that we imagine someone to enjoy some-
thing (by P27 and P27C1), we shall love that thing and desire to enjoy
it. But (by hypothesis) we imagine his enjoyment of this thing as an
obstacle to our joy. Therefore (by P28), we shall surive that he not pos-
sess it, q.e.d.

Schol.: We see, therefore, that for the most part human nature is so
constituted that men pity the unfortunate and envy the fortunate, and
(by P32) [envy them] with greater hate the more they love the thing they
imagine the other to possess. We see, then, that from the same property
of human nature from which it follows that men are compassionate, it
also follows that the same men are envious and ambitious.

Finally, if we wish to consult experience, we shall find that it teaches
all these things, especially if we attend to the first years of our lives. For
we find from experience that children, because their bodies are continu-
ally, as it were, in a state of equilibrjum, laugh or cry simply because
they see others laugh or cry. Moreover, whatever they see others do,
they immediately desire to imitate it. And finally, they desire for them-
selves all those things by which they imagine others are pleased—be-
cause, as we have said, the images of things are the very affections of the
human body, o modes by which the human body is affected by external
causes, and disposed to do this or that.

P33: When we love a thing like ourselves, we strive, as far as we can, to bring
it about that it loves us in veturn.

! The lines are from Ovid’s Amores I1, xix, 4-5. It appears from the context that Spinoza
understands them as follows: “As lovers, let us hope together and fear together; he has 2
heart of steel, who loves what another man leaves alone.” It is not clear, however, that that
would be 2 correct anslaton in the Ovidian context Cf. Guy Lee’s translation of the
Amores (London: John Murray, 1968).
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Dem.: As far as we can, we strive to imagine, above all others, the
thing we love (by P12). Therefore, if a thing is like us, we shall strive to
affect it with joy above all others (by P29), or we shall strive, as far as we
can, to bring it about that the thing we love is affected with joy, accom-
panied by the idea of ourselves [as cause], that is (by P13S), that it loves
us in return, q.e.d.

P34: The greater the affect with which we imagine a thing we love to be
affected toward us, the more we shall exult at being esteemed.

Dem.: We strive (by P33), as far as we can, that a thing we love should
love us in return, that is (by P13S), that a thing we love should be af-
fected with joy, accompanied by the idea of ourselves [as cause]. So the
greater the joy with which we imagine a thing we love to be affected on
our account, the more this striving is aided, that is (by P11 and P11S),
the greater the joy with which we are affected. But since we rejoice
because we have affected another, like us, with joy, then we regard our-
selves with joy (by P30). Therefore, the greater the affect with which we
imagine a thing we love to be affected toward us, the greater the joy with
which we shall regard ourselves, o7 (by P30S) the more we shall exult at
being esteemed, q.e.d.

P35: If someone imagines that a thing be loves is united with another by as
close, or by a closer, bond of friendship than that with which be bimself, alone,
possessed the thing, be will be affected with hate toward the thing be loves, and
will emvy the other.

Dem.: The greater the love with which someone imagines a thing he
loves to be affected toward him, the more he will exult at being es-
teemed (by P34), that is (by P30S), the more he will rejoice. And so (by
P28) he will strive, as far as he can, to imagine the thing he loves to be
bound to him as closely as possible. This striving, o appetite, is encour-
aged if he imagines another to desire the same thing he does (by P31).
But this striving, or appetite, is supposed to be restrained by the image
of the thing he loves, accompanied by the image of him with whom the
thing he loves is united. So (by P11S) he will thereby be affected with
sadness, accompanied by the idea of the thing he loves as a cause, to-
gether with the image of the other; that is (by P13S), he will be affected
with hate toward the thing he loves, and, at the same time, toward the
other (by P15C), whom he will envy because of the pleasure the other
takes in the thing he loves (by P23), q.e.d.

Schol.: This hatred toward a thing we love, combined with envy, is
called jealousy, which is therefore nothing but 2 vacillation of mind born of
love and hatred together, accompanied by the idea of another who is envied.
Moreover, this hatred toward the thing he loves will be greater in pro-
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portion to the joy with which the jealous man was usually affected from
the love returned to him by the thing he loves, and also in proportion to
the affect with which he was affected toward him with whom he imag-
ines the thing he loves to unite itself. For if he hated him, he will
thereby hate the thing he loves (by P24), because he imagines that what
he loves affects with joy what he hates, and also (by P15C) because he is
forced to join the image of the thing he loves to the image of him he
hates.

This latter reason is found, for the most part, in love toward a
woman. For he who imagines that a woman he loves prostitutes herself
to another not only will be saddened, because his own appette is re-
strained, but also will be repelled by her, because he is forced to join the
image of the thing he loves to the shameful parts and excretions of the
other. To this, finally, is added the fact that she no longer receives the
jealous man with the same countenance as she used to offer him. From
this cause, too, the lover is saddened, as I shall show.

P36: He who recollects a thing by which be was once pleased desires to possess
it in the same circumstances as when be first was pleased by it.

Dem.: Whatever a man sees together with a thing that pleased him
(by P15) will be the accidental cause of joy. And so (by P28) he will
desire to possess it all, together with the thing that pleased him, or he
will desire to possess the thing with all the same circumstances as when
he first was pleased by it, g.e.d.

Cor.: Therefore, if the lover has found that one of those circum-
stances is lacking, he will be saddened.

Dem.: For insofar as he finds that a circumstance is lacking, he imag-
ines something which excludes the existence of this thing. But since,
from love, he desires this thing, or circumstance (by P36), then insofar
as he imagines it to be lacking, he will be saddened, q.e.d.

Schol.: This sadness, insofar as it concerns the absence of what we
love, is called longing.

P37: The desire which arises from sadness or joy, and from hatred or love, is
greater, the greater the affect is.

Dem.: Sadness diminishes or restrains a man’s power of acting (by
P11S), that is (by P7), diminishes or restrains the striving by which 2
man strives to persevere in his being; so it is contrary to this striving (by
P5), and all a man affected by sadness strives for is to remove sadness.
But (by the definition of sadness) the greater the sadness, the greater is
the part of the man’s power of acting to which it is necessarily opposed.
"Therefore, the greater the sadness, the greater the power of acting with
which the man will strive to remove the sadness, that is (by P9S), the
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greater the desire, o7 appedte, with which he will strive to remove the
sadness.

Next, since joy (by the same P11S) increases or aids man’s power of
acting, it is easily demonstrated in the same way that the man affected
with joy desires nothing but to preserve it, and does so with the greater
desire, as the joy is greater.

Finally, since hate and love are themselves affects of sadness or of joy,
it follows in the same way that the striving, appetite, or desire which
arises from hate or love will be greater as the hate and love are greater,
q.e.d.

P38: If someone begins to hate a thing be bas loved, so that the love is com-
pletely destroyed, then (from an equal cause) he will have a greater hate for it
than if be bad never loved it, and this bate will be the greater as the love before
was greater.

Dem.: For if someone begins to hate a thing he loves, more of his
appetites will be restrained than if he had not loved it. For love is a joy
(by P13S), which the man, as far as he can (by P28), strives to preserve;
and (by the same scholium) he does this by regarding the thing he loves
as present, and by affecting it, as far as he can, with joy (by P21). This
striving (by P37) is greater as the love is greater, as is the striving to
bring it about that the thing he loves loves him in return (see P33). But
these strivings are restrained by hatred toward the thing he loves (by
P13C and P23); therefore, the lover (by P11S) will be affected with
sadness from this cause also, and the more so as his love was greater.
That is, apart from the sadness which was the cause of the hate, another
arises from the fact that he loved the thing. And consequently he will
regard the thing he loved with a greater affect of sadness, that is (by
P13S), he will have a greater hatred for it than if he had notloved it. And
this hate will be the greater as the love was greater, g.e.d.

P39: He who bates someone will strive to do evil to bim, unless he fears that a
greater evil to himself will arise from this; and on the other hand, he who loves
someome will strive to benefit bim by the same law.

Dem.: To hate someone (by P13S) is to imagine him as the cause of
[INS: one’s] saduness; and so (by P28), he who hates someone will strive
to remove or destroy him. Bur if from that he fears something sad-
der, or (what is the same) a greater evil to himself, and believes that
he can avoid this sadness by not doing to the one he hates the evil he was
contemplating, he will desire to abstain from doing evil (by the same
P28)—and that (by P37) with a greater striving than that by which
he was bound to do evil. So this greater striving will prevail, as we
maintained.
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The second part of this demonstration proceeds in the same way.
Therefore, he who hates someone, and so on, g.e.d.

Schol.: By good here I understand every kind of joy, and whatever
leads to it, and especially what satisfies any kind of longing, whatever
that may be. And by evil [l understand here] every kind of sadness, and
especially what frustrates longing. For we have shown above (in P9S)
that we desire nothing because we judge it to be good, but on the con-
trary, we call it good because we desire it. Consequently, what we are
averse to we call evil.

So each one, from his own affect, judges, or evaluates, what is good
and what is bad, what is better and what is worse, and finally, what is best
and what is worst. So the greedy man judges an abundance of money
best, and poverty worst. The ambitious man desires nothing so much as
esteem and dreads nothing so much as shame. To the envious nothing
is more agreeable than another’s unhappiness, and nothing more bur-
densome than another’s happiness. And so, each one, from his own af-
fect, judges a thing good or bad, useful or useless.

Further, this affect, by which a man is so disposed that he does not
will what he wills, and wills what he does not will, is called timidizy,
which is therefore nothing but fear insofar as 2 man is disposed by it to avoid
an evil be judges to be future by encountering a lesser evil (see P28). But if the
evil be is timid toward is shame, then the timidity is called 4 sense 3f shame.
Finally, if the desire to avoid a future evil is restrained by timidity regarding
another evil, so that be does not know what be would rather do, then the fear
is called comsternation, pardcularly if each evil he fears is of the greatest.

P40: He who imagines he is bated by someone, and believes be has given the
other no cause for bate, will hate the other in return.

Dem.: He who imagines someone to be affected with hate will
thereby also be affected with hate (by P27), that is (by P13S), with
sadness accompanied by the idea of an external cause. But (by hypothe-
sis) he imagines no cause of this sadness except the one who hates hum.
So from imagining himself to be hated by someone, he will be affected
with sadness, accompanied by the idea of the one who hates him [as a
cause of the sadness) or (by the same scholium) he will hate the other,
g.e.d.

Schol. If he imagines he has given just cause for this hatred, he will be
affected with shame (by P30 and P30S). But this rarely happens (by
P25). Moreover, this reciprocity of hatred can also arise from the fact
that hatred is followed by a striving to do evil to him who is hated (by
P39). He, therefore, who imagines that someone hates him will imagine
the other to be the cause of an evil, o7 sadness. And so, he will be affected

175

/171



/172

/173

THE ETHICS

with sadness, o fear, accompanied by the idea of the one who hates him,
as a cause. That is, he will be affected with hate in return, as above.

Cor. 1: He who imagines one he loves to be affected with hate toward
him will be tormented by love and hate together. For insofar as he imag-
ines that [the one he loves] hates him, he is determined to hate [that
person] in return (by P40). But (by hypothesis) he nevertheless loves
him. So he will be tormented by love and hate together.

Cor. 2: If someone imagines that someone else, toward whom he has
previously had no affect, has, out'of hatred, done him some evil, he will
immediately strive to return the same evil.

Dem.: He who imagines someone to be affected with hate toward
him, will hate him in return (by P40), and (by P26) will strive to think
of everything which can affect [that person] with sadness, and be eager
to bring it to him (by P39). But (by hypothesis) the first thing he imag-
ines of this kind is the evil done him. So he will immediately strive to do
the same to [that person], q.e.d.

Schol.: The striving to do evil to him we hate is called anger; and the
striving to return an evil dome us is called vengeance.

P41: If someone imagines that someone loves him, and does not believe be has
given any cause for this, be will love [that person] in return.

Dem.: This proposition is demonstrated in the same way as the pre-
ceding one. See also its scholium.

Schol.: But if he believes that he has given just cause for this love, he
will exule at being esteemed (by P30 and P30S). This, indeed, happens
rather frequently (by P25) and is the opposite of what we said happens
when someone imagines that someone hates him (see P40S).

Next, this reciprocal love, and consequent (by P39) striving to benefit one
who loves us, and strives (by the same P39) to benefit us, is called thankful-
ness, or gratitude. And so it is evident that men are far more ready for
vengearice than for returning benefits.

Cor.: He who imagines he is loved by one he hates will be torn by
hate and love together. This is demonstrated in the same way as P40C1.

Schol.: But if the hate has prevailed, he will strive to do evil to the one
who loves him. This affect is called cruelzy, especially if it is believed that
the one who loves has given no ordinary cause for hatred.

P42: He who has benefited someone—whether noved to do so by love or by the
hope of esteem—uwill be saddened if be sees bis benefit accepted in an ungrateful
spirit.

Dem.: He who loves a thing like himself strives, as far as he can, to be
loved by it in return (by P33). So he who has benefited someone from
love does this from 2 longing by which he is bound that he may be loved
in return—that is (by P34), from the hope of Esteem or (by P30S) Joy;
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so (by P12) he will strive, as far as he can, to imagine this cause of
Esteem, or to regard it as actually existing. But (by hypothesis) he imag-
ines something else that excludes the existence of this cause. So (by P19)
he will be saddened by this.

P43: Hate is increased by being returned, but can be destroyed by love.

Dem.: He who imagines one he hates to be affected with hate toward
him will feel a new hate (by P40), while the first (by hypothesis) contin-
ues. If, on the other hand, he imagines that the one he hates is affected
with love toward him, then insofar as he imagines this, he regards him-
self with joy (by P30) and will strive to please the one he hates (by P29),
that is (by P41), he strives not to hate him and not to affect him with
sadness. This striving (by P37) will be greater or lesser in proportion to
the affect from which it arises. So if it is greater than that which arises
from hate, and by which he swrives to affect the thing he hates with
sadness (by P26), then it will prevail over it and efface the hate from his
mind, q.e.d.

P44: Hate completely conquered by love passes into love, and the love is there-
fore greater than if bate had not preceded it.

Dem.: The proof of this proceeds in the same way as that of P38. For
he who begins to love a thing he has hated, o7 used to regard with sad-
ness, rejoices because he loves, and to this joy which love involves (see
its definidon in P13S) there is also added a joy arising from this—the
striving to remove the sadness hate involves (as we have shown in P37)
is srengthened in every respect, and accompanied by the idea of the one
be hated, [who is regarded] as a cause [of joy].

Schol.: Although this is so, still, no one will strive to hate a thing, or
to be affected with sadness, in order to have this greater joy, that is, no
one will desire to suffer injury in the hope of recovering, or long to be
sick in the hope of getting better. For each one will strive always to
preserve his being, and to put aside sadness as far as he can. But if, on the
contrary, one could conceive that a man could desire to hate someone,
in order afterwards to have the greater love for him, then he would
always desire to hate him. For as the hate was greater, so the love would
be greater, and so he would always desire his hate to become greater and
greater. And by the same cause, a man would strive to become more and
more ill, so that afterwards he might have the greater joy from restoring
his health; and so he would always strive to become ill, which (by P6) is
absurd.

P45: If someone imagines that someone like bimself is affected with hate to-
ward a thing like bimself which be loves, he will hate that [person].
Dem.: For the thing he loves hates in return the one who hates it (by
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P40), and so the lover, who imagines that someone hates the thing he
loves, thereby imagines the thing he loves to be affected with hate, that
is (by P13S), with sadness. And consequently (by P21), he is saddened,
and his sadness is accompanied by the idea of the one who hates the
thing he loves—{this other being regarded] as the cause [of the sadness].
That is (by P13S), he will hate him, g.e.d.

PA46: If someone has been affected with joy or sadness by someone of a class, or
nation, different from his own, and this joy or sadness is accompanied by the
idea of that person as its cause, under the untversal name of the class or nation,
be will love or hate, not only that person, but everyone of the same class or
nation.

Dem.: The demonstration of this matter is evident from P16.

P47 The joy whick arises from our imagining that 4 thing we bate is de-
stroyed, or affected with some otber evil, does not occur without some sadness of
mind.

Dem.: This is evident from P27. For insofar as we imagine a thing
like us to be affected with sadness, we are saddened.

Schol.: This proposition can also be demonstrated from ITP17C. For
as often as we recollect a thing—even though it does not actually exist—
we still regard it as present, and the body is affected in the same way
[NS: as if it were present]. So insofar as the memory of the thing is
strong, the man is determined to regard it with sadness. While the
image of the thing still remains, this determination is, indeed, restrained
by the memory of those things that exclude its existence; but it is not
taken away. And so the man rejoices only insofar as this determination
is restrained.

So it happens that this joy, which arises from the misfortune occur-
ring to the thing we hate, is repeated as often as we recollect the thing.
For as we have said, when the image of this thing is aroused, because it
involves the existence of the thing, it determines the man to regard the
thing with the same sadness as he used to before, when it existed. But
because he has joined to the image of this thing other images which
exclude its existence, this determination to sadness is immediately re-
strained, and the man rejoices anew. This happens as often as the repeti-
tion occurs.

This is also the cause of men’s rejoicing when they recall some evil
now past, and why they enjoy telling of dangers from which they have
been freed. For when they imagine a danger, they regard it as future,
and are determined to fear it. This determination is restrained anew by
the idea of freedom, which they have joined to the idea of the danger,
when they have been freed from it. This renders them safe again, and so
they rejoice again.
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P48: Love or bate—say, of Peter—is destroyed if the sadness the hate in-
volves, or the joy the love involves, is attached to the idea of another cause, and
each is diminished to the extent that we imagine that Peter was mot its only
cause.

Dem.: This is evident simply from the definitions of love and hate—
see P13S. For this joy is called love of Peter, or this sadness, hatred of
Peter, only because Peter is considered to be the cause of the one affect
or the other. If this is taken away—either wholly or in part—the affect
‘toward Peter is also diminished, either wholly or in part, q.e.d.

PA9: Given an equal cause of love, love toward a thing will be greater if we
immagine the thing to be free than if we imagine it to be necessary. And similarly
for bate.

Dem.: A thing we imagine to be free must be perceived through itself,
without others (by ID7). So if we imagine it to be the cause of joy or
sadness, we shall thereby love or hate it (by P13S), and shall do so with
the greatest love or hate that can arise from the given affect (by P48).
But if we should imagine as necessary the thing which is the cause of this
affect, then (by the same ID7) we shall imagine it to be the cause of the
affect, not alone, but with others. And so (by P48) our love or hate
toward it will be less, q.e.d.

Schol.: From this it follows that because men consider thergselves to
be free, they have a greater love or hate toward one another than toward
other things. To this is added the imitation of the affects, on which see
PP27, 34, 40, and 43.

P50: Anything whatever can be the accidental cause of hope or fear.

Dem.: This proposidon is demonstrated in the same way as P15.
Consult it together with P18S2.

Schol.: Things which are accidental causes of hope or fear are called
good or bad omens. And insofar as these same omens are causes of hope
or fear, they are causes of joy or sadness (by the definitions of hope and
fear; see P18S2); consequently (by P15C), we love them or hate them,
and strive (by P28) either to use them as means to the things we hope
for, or to remove them as obstacles or causes of fear.

Furthermore, as follows from P25, we are so constituted by nature
that we easily believe the things we hope for, but believe only with diffi-
culty those we fear, and that we regard them more or less highly than is
just. This is the source of the superstitons by which men are every-
where troubled.

For the rest, I do not think it worth the trouble to show here the
vacillations of mind which stem from hope and fear since it follows
simply from the definition of these affects that there is no hope without
fear, and no fear without hope (as we shall explain more fully in its
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place). Moreover, insofar as we hope for or fear something, we love it or
hate it; so whatever we have said of love and hate, anyone can easily
apply to hope and fear.

P51: Different men can be affected differently by ome and the same object; and
one and the same man can be affected differently at different times by one and
the same object.

Dem.: The human body (by ITPost. 3) is affected in a great many ways
by external bodies. Therefore, two men can be differently affected at
the same tme, and so (by IIA1” [11/99]) they can be affected differently
by one and the same object.

Next (by the same Post.) the human body can be affected now in this
way, now in another. Consequently (by the same axiom) it can be af-
fected differently at different times by one and the same object, q.e.d.

Schol.: We see, then, that it can happen that what the one loves, the
other hates, what the one fears, the other does not, and that one and the
same man may now love what before he hated, and now dare what be-
fore he was too timid for.

Next, because each one judges from his own affect what is good and
what is bad, what is better and what worse (see P39S) it follows that men
can vary as much in judgment as in affect. The result is that when we
compare one with another, we disdnguish them only by a difference of
affects, and call some intrepid, others timid, and others, finally, by an-
other name.

For example, I shall call him #mrepid who disdains an evil I usually
fear. Moreover, if I attend to the fact that his desire to do evil to one he
hates, and good to one he loves, is not restrained by timidity regarding
an evil by which I am usually restrained, I shall call him daring. Someone
will seem z#zzid to me if he is afraid of an evil I usually disdain. If, more-
over, I attend to the fact that his desire [to do evil to those he hates and
good to those he loves] is restrained by timidity regarding an evil which
cannot restrain me, I shall call him cowardly. In this way will everyone
judge.

Finally, because of this inconstancy of man’s nature and judgment,
and also because he often judges things only from an affect, because the
things which he believes will make for joy or sadness, and which he
therefore strives to promote or prevent (by P28), are often only imagi-
nary not to mention the other conclusions we have reached in Part IT
about the uncertainty of things we easily conceive that a man can often
be the cause both of his own sadness and his own joy, o7 that he is
affected both with joy and with sadness, accompanied by the idea of
himself as their cause. So we easily understand what repentance and
self-esteem are: repentance is sadness accompanied by the idea of oneself as
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cause, and self-esteern is joy accompanied by the idea of omeself as cause. Be-
cause men believe themselves free, these affects are very violent (see
P49).

P52: If we bave previously seen an object together with others, or we imagine
it bas nothing but what is common to many things, we shall not consider it so
long as one which we imagine to bave something singular.

Dem.: As soon as we imagine an object we have seen with others, we
shall immediately recollect the others (by IIP18 and P18S), and so from
considering one we immediately pass to considering another. And the
reasoning is the same concerning the object we imagine to have nothing
but what is cornmon to many things. For imagining that is supposing
that we consider nothing in it but what we have seen before with others.

But when we suppose that we imagine in an object something singu-
lar, which we have never seen before, we are only saying that when the
mind considers that object, it has nothing in itself which it is led w
consider from considering that. And so itis determined to consider only
that. Therefore, if we have seen, and so on, q.e.d.

Schol.: This affecton of the mind, or this #nagination of a singular
thing, insofar as it is alone in the mind, is called wonder. But if it is aroused
by an object we fear, it is called consternation, because wonder at an evil
keeps a man so suspended in considering it that he cannot think of other
things by which he could avoid that evil. But if what we wonder at is a
man’s prudence, diligence, or something else of that kind, because we consider
bim as far surpassing us in this, then the wonder is called veneration. Oth-
erwise, if what we wonder at is the man’s anger, envy, and the like, the
wonder is called dread.

Next, if we wonder at the prudence, diligence, and the like, of a man
we love, the love will thereby (by P12) be greater and this love joined to
wonder, or veneration, we call devotion. In this way we can also conceive
hate, hope, confidence, and other affects to be joined to wonder, and so
we can deduce more affects than those which are usually indicated by
the accepted words. So it is clear that the names of the affects are found
more from the ordinary usage [of words] than from an accurate knowl-
edge [of the affects].

"To wonder is opposed disdain, the cause of which, however, is gener-
ally this: because we see that someone wonders at, loves, or fears some-
thing, or something appears at first glance like things we admire, love,
fear, and so on (by P15, P15C, and P27), we are determined to wonder
at, love, fear, and so on, the same thing; but if, from the thing’s pres-
ence, or from considering it more accurately, we are forced to deny it
whatever can be the cause of wonder, love, fear, and the like, then the
mind remains determined by the thing’s presence to think more of the
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things which are not in the object than of those which are (though the
object’s presence usually determines [the mind] to think chiefly of what
is in the object).

Next, as devoton stems from wonder at a thing we love, so mockery
stems from disdain for a thing we bate or fear, and contenspt from disdain for
Jfolly, as veneration stems from wonder at prudence. Finally, we can con-
ceive love, hope, love of esteem, and other affects joined to disdain, and
from that we can deduce in additon other affects, which we also do not
usually distinguish from the others by any single term.

P53: When the mind considers itself and its power of acting, it rejoices, and
does so the more, the more distinctly it imagines itself and its power of acting.

Dem.: A man does not know himself except through affections of his
body and their ideas (by IIP19 and P23). So when it happens that the
mind can consider itself, it is thereby supposed to pass to a greater per-
fection, that is (by P11S), to be affected with joy, and with greater joy
the more distunctly it can imagine its power of acting, q.e.d.

Cor.: This joy is more and more encouraged the more the man imag-
ines himself to be praised by others. For the more he imagines himself
to be praised by others, the greater the joy with which he imagines
himself to affect others, a joy accompanied by the idea of himself (by
P29S). And so (by P27) he himself is affected with a greater joy, accom-
panied by the idea of himself, q.e.d.

P54: The mind strives to imagine only those things which posit its power of
acting.

Dem.: The mind’s striving, o7 power, is its very essence (by P7); but
the mind’s essence (as is known through itself) affirims only what the
mind is and can do, not what it is not and cannot do. So it strives to
imagine only what affirms, e posits, its power of acting, g.e.d.

P55: When the mind imagines its own lack of power, it is saddened by it.

Dem.: The mind’s essence affirms only what the mind is and can do,
or it is of the nature of the mind to imagine only those things which
posit its power of acting (by P54). So when we say that the mind, in
considering itself, imagines its lack of power, we are saying nothing but
that the mind’s striving to imagine something which posits its power of
acting is restrained, o7 (by P11S) that it is saddened, q.e.d.

Cor.: This sadness is more and more encouraged if we imagine our-
selves to be blamed by others. This is demonstrated in the same way as
P53C.

Schol.: This sadness, accompanied by the idea of our own weakness is called
bumility. But joy arising from considering ourselves, is called self-love or
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self-esteern. And since this is renewed as often as a man considers his
virtues, or his power of acting, it also happens that everyone is anxious
to tell his own deeds, and show off his powers, both of body and of mind
and that men, for this reason, are troublesome to one another.

From this it follows, again, that men are by nature envious (see P24S
and P325), or are glad of their equals’ weakness and saddened by their
equals’ virtue. For whenever anyone imagines his own actons, he is
affected with joy (by P53), and with a greater joy, the more his actions
express perfection, and the more distinctly he imagines them, that is (by
1TP40S1), the more he can distinguish them from others, and consider
them as singular things. So everyone will have the greatest gladness
from considering himself, when he considers something in himself
which he denies concerning others.

But if he relates what he affirms of himself to the universal idea of
man or animal, he will not be so greatly gladdened. And on the other
hand, if he imagines that his own actions are weaker, compared to oth-
ers’ actions, he will be saddened (by P28), and will strive to put aside this
sadness, either by wrongly interpreting his equals’ actions or by magni-
fying his own as much as he can. It is clear, therefore, that men are
naturally inclined to hate and envy.

Educaton itself adds to natural inclination. For parents generally
spur their children on to virtue only by the incentive of honor ind envy.

But perhaps this doubt remains: that not infrequently we admire and
venerate men’s virtues. To remove this scruple, I shall add the following
corollary.

Cor.: No one envies another’s virtue unless he is an equal.

Dem.: Envy is hatred itself (see P24S), o7 (by P13S) a sadness, that is
(by P11S), an affection by which a man’s power of acting, or striving, is
restrained. But 2 man (by P9S) neither strives to do, nor desires, any-
thing unless it can follow from his given natare. So no man desires that
there be predicated of him any power of acting, or (what is the same)
virtue, which is peculiar to another’s nature and alien to his own.
Hence, his desire cannot be restrained, that is (by P11S), he cannot be
saddened because he considers a virtue in someone unlike himself. Con-
sequently he also cannot envy him. But he can, indeed, envy his equal,
who is supposed to be of the same nature as he, q.e.d.

Schol.: So when we said above (in P52S) that we venerate a man be-
cause we wonder at his prudence, strength of character, and so on, that
happens (as is evident from the proposition itself) because we imagine
these virtues to be peculiarly in him, and not as common to our nature.
Therefore, we shall not envy him these virtues any more than we envy
trees their height, or lions their strength.
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P56: There are as many species of joy, sadness, and desive, and consequently of
each affect composed of these (like vacillation of mind) or devived from them
(like love, hate, hope, fear, etc.), as there are species of objects by which we are
affected.

Dem.: Joy and sadness, and consequently the affects composed of
them or derived from them, are passions (by P11S). But we are neces-
sarily acted on (by P1) insofar as we have inadequate ideas, and only
insofar as we have them (by P3) are we acted on, that is (see 1IP40S),
necessarily we are acted on only insofar as we imagine, or (see IIP17 and
P17S) insofar as we are affected with an affect which involves both the
nature of our body and the nature of an external body. Therefore, the
nature of each passion must necessarily be so explained that the nature
of the object by which we are affected is expressed.

For example, the joy arising from A involves the nature of object A,
that arising from object B involves the nature of object B, and so these
two affects of joy are by nature different, because they arise from causes
of a different nature. So also the affect of sadness arising from one ob-
ject is different in nature from the sadness stemming from another
cause. The same must also be understood of love, hate, hape, fear, vacil-
lation of mind, and so on.

Therefore, there are as many species of joy, sadness, love, hate, and
the like, as there are species of objects by which we are affected.

But desire is the very essence, o7 nature, of each [man] insofar as it is
conceived to be determined, by whatever constdtution he has, to do
something (see P9S). Therefore, as each [man] is affected by external
causes with this or that species of joy, sadness, love, hate, and so on, that
is, as his nature is constituted in one way or the other, so his desires vary
and the nature of one desire must differ from the nature of the other as
much as the affects from which each arises differ from one another.

Therefore, there are as many species of desire as there are species of
joy, sadness, love, and the like, and consequently (through what has
already been shown) as there are species of objects by which we are
affected, q.e.d.

Schol.: Noteworthy among these species of affects, which (by P56)
must be very many, are gluttony, drunkenness, lust, greed, and ambi-
tion, which are only notions of love or desire which explain the nature
of each of these affects through the objects to which they are related.
For by gluttony, drunkenness, lust, greed, and ambition we understand
nothing but an immoderate love or desire for eating, drinking, sexual
union, wealth, and esteem.

Moreover, these affec:s, insofar as we distnguish them from the oth-
ers only through the object to which they are related, do not have oppo-
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sites. For moderation, which we usually oppose to gluttony, sobriety
which we usually oppose to drunkenness, and chastty, which we usually
oppose to lust, are not affects o passions, but indicate the power of the
mind, a power which moderates these affects.

I cannot explain the other species of affects here, for there are as
many as there are species of objects. But even if I could, it is not neces-
sary. For our purpose, which is to determine the powers of the affects
and the power of the mind over the affects, it is enough to have a general
-definition of each affect. It is enough, I say, for us to understand the
common propertes of the affects and of the mind, so that we can deter-
mine what sort of power, and how great a power, the mind has to mod-
erate and restrain the affects. So though there is a great difference be-
tween this or that affect of love, hate or desire for example, between the
love of one’s children and the love of one’s wife, it is still not necessary
for us to know these differences, nor to investigate the nature and origin
of the affects further.

P57: Each affect of each individual differs from the affect of another as much
as the essence of the one from the essence of the other.

Dem.: This proposition is evident from ITA1” [I1/99]. But neverthe-
less we shall demonstrate it from the definidons of the three primitve
affects. .

All the affects are related to desire, joy, or sadness, as the defini-
tions we have given of them show. But destre is the very nature, or es-
sence, of each [individual] (see the definition of desire in P9S). There-
fore, the desire of each individual differs from the desire of another as
much as the nature, o7 essence, of the one differs from the essence of the
other.

Next, joy and sadness are passions by which each one’s power, or
striving to persevere in his being, is increased or diminished, aided or
restrained (by P11 and P11S). But by the suiving to persevere in one’s
being, insofar as it is related to the mind and body together, we under-
stand appetite and desire (see P9S). So joy and sadness are the desire, or
appetite, itself insofar as it is increased or diminished, aided or re-
strained, by external causes. That is (by the same scholium), it is the very
nature of each [individual]. And so, the joy or sadness of each [individ-
ual] also differs from the joy or sadness of another as much as the nature,
or essence, of the one differs from the essence of the other. Conse-
quently, each affect of each individual differs from the affect of another
as much, and so on, q.e.d.

Schol.: From this it follows that the affects of the animals which are
called irrational (for after we know the origin of the mind, we cannot in

185

I/186

11/187



11/188

THE ETHICS

any way doubt that the lower animals feel things) differ from men’s
affects as much as their nature differs from human nature. Both the
horse and the man are driven by a lust to procreate; but the one is driven
by an equine lust, the other by a human lust. So also the lusts and appe-
tites of insects, fish, and birds must vary. Therefore, though each indi-
vidual lives content with his own nature, by which he is constituted, and
is glad of it, nevertheless that life with which each one is content, and
that gladness, are nothing but the idea, o7 soul, of the individual. And so
the gladness of the one differs in nature from the gladness of the other
as much as the essence of the one differs from the essence of the other.

Finally, from P57 it follows that there is no small difference between
the gladness by which a drunk is led and the gladness a philosopher
possesses. I wished to mention this in passing.

This will be enough concerning the affects which are related to man
insofar as he is acted on. It remains to add a few words about those
which are related to him insofar as he acts.

P58: Apari from the joy and desire which are passions, there are otber affects
of joy and desire which are velated to us insofar as we act.

Dem.: When the mind conceives itself and its power of actng, it
rejoices (by P53). But the mind necessarily considers itself when it con-
ceives a true, or adequate, idea (by IIP43). But the mind conceives some
adequate ideas (by ITP4052). Therefore, it also rejoices insofar as it con-
ceives adequate ideas, that is (by P1), insofar as it acts.

Next, the mind strives to persevere in its being, both insofar as it has
clear and distinct ideas and insofar as it has confused ideas (by P9). But
by striving we understand [INS: here] desire (by P9S). Therefore, desire
also is related to us insofar as we understand, o7 (by P1) insofar as we act,
g.e.d.

P59: Among all the affects which ave related to the mind insofar as it acts,
there are none which are not related to joy or desire.

Dem.: All the affects are related to desire, joy, or sadness, as the defi-
nitions we have given of them show. But by sadness we understand the
fact that the mind’s power of acting is diminished or restrained (by P11
and P11S). And so insofar as the mind is saddened, its power of under-
standing, that is (by P1), of actng, is diminished or restrained. Hence
no affects of sadness can be related to the mind insofar as it acts, but
only affects of joy and desire, which (by P58) are also so far related to
the mind, q.e.d.

Schol.: Al actions that follow from affects related to the mind insofar as it
understands 1 relate vo strength of character, which I divide into tenacity
and nobility. For by tenacity I understand the desire by which each one
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strives, solely from the dictate of reasom, to preserve his being. By nobility 1
understand the desire by which each ome strives, solely from the dictate of
reason, to aid other men and join them to him in friendship.

Those actions, therefore, which aim only at the agent’s advantage, 1
relate to tenacity, and those which aim at another’ advantage, I relate to
nobility. So moderation, sobriety, presence of mind in danger, and so
forth, are species of tenacity, whereas courtesy, mercy, and so forth, are
species of nobility.

- And with this I think I have explained and shown through their first
causes the main affects and vacillations of mind which arise from the
compositon of the three primitive affects, namely, desire, joy, and sad-
ness. From what has been said it is clear that we are driven about in
many ways by external causes, and that, like waves on the sea, driven by
contrary winds, we toss about, not knowing our outcome and fate.

But I said that I have shown only the main [NS: affects], not all the
conflicts of mind there can be. For by proceeding in the same way as
above, we can easily show that love is joined to repentance, contempt,
shame, and so on. Indeed, from what has already been said I believe it
is clear to anyone that the various affects can be compounded with one
another in so many ways, and that so many variations can arise from this
composition that they cannot be defined by any number. But it is suffi-
cient for my purpose to enumerate only the main affects. {To censider]
those I have omitted would be more curious than useful.

Nevertheless, this remains to be noted about love: very often it hap-
pens that while we are enjoying a thing we wanted, the body acquires
from this enjoyment a new constitution, by which it is differently deter-
mined, and other images of things are aroused in it; and at the same time
the mind begins to imagine other things and desire other things.

For example, when we imagine something which usually pleases us by
its taste, we desire to enjoy it—that is, to consume it. But while we thus
enjoy it, the stomach is filled, and the body constituted differently. So if
(while the body is now differently disposed) the presence of the food or
drink encourages the image of it, and consequently also the striving, or
desire to consume it, then that new constitution will be opposed to this
desire, or striving. Hence, the presence of the food or drink we used to
want will be hateful. This is what we call disgust and weariness.

As for the external affections of the body, which are observed in the
affects—such as twembling, paleness, sobbing, laughter, and the like—I
have neglected them, because they are related to the body only, without
any relation to the mind. Finally, there are certain things to be noted
about the definitdons of the affects. I shall therefore repeat them here in
order, interposing the observations required on each one.
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DEFINITIONS OF THE AFFECTS

I. Desire is man’s very essence, insofar as it is conceived to be deter-
mined, from any given affecton of it, to do something.

Exp.: We said above, in P9S, that desire is appetite together with the
consciousness of it. And appetite is the very essence of man, insofar as it
is determined to do what promotes his preservation.

But in the same scholium I also warned that I really recognize no
difference between human appetite and desire. For whether a man is
conscious of his appetite or not, the appetite stll remains one and the
same. And so—not to seem to commit a tautology—I did not wish to
explain desire by appetite, but was anxious to so define it that I would
comprehend together all the strivings of human nature that we signify
by the name of appetite, will, desire, or impulse. For I could have said
that desire is man’s very essence, insofar as it is conceived to be deter-
mined to do something. But from this definition (by IIP23) it would not
follow that the mind could be conscious of its desire, or appetite. There-
fore, in order to involve the cause of this consciousness, it was necessary
(by the same propositon) to add: insefar as it is conceived, from some given
affection of it, 1o be determined, and so on. For by an affection of the
human essence we understand any constitution of that essence, whether
it is innate {INS: or has come from outside], whether it is conceived
through the attribute of thought alone, or through the attribute of ex-
tension alone, or is referred to both at once.

Here, therefore, by the word desire I understand any of a man’s striv-
ings, impulses, appetites, and volitons, which vary as the man’s con-
stitution varies, and which are not infrequently so opposed to one an-
other that the man is pulled in different directions and knows not where
to turn.

IL Joy is a man’s passage from a lesser to a greater perfection.

IT1. Sadness is a man’s passage from a greater to a lesser perfection.

Exp.: I say a passage. For joy is not perfection itself. If a man were
born with the perfection to which he passes, he would possess it without
an affect of joy.

This is clearer from the affect of sadness, which is the opposite of
joy. For no one can deny that sadness consists in a passage to a lesser
perfection, not in the lesser perfection itself, since a man cannot be
saddened inscfar as he participates in some perfection. Nor can we say
that sadness consists in the privation of a greater perfection. For a priva-
tion is nothing, whereas the affect of sadness is an act, which can there-
fore be no other act than that of passing to a lesser perfection, that is, an
act by which man’s power of acting is diminished or restrained (see
P11S).
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As for the definitions of cheerfulness, pleasure, melancholy, and pain,
I omit them, because they are chiefly related to the body, and are only
species of joy or sadness.

IV. Wonder is an imagination of a thing in which the mind remains
fixed because this singular imagination has no connection with the oth-
ers. (See P52 and P52S.)

Exp.: In ITP18S we showed the cause why the mind, from considering
one thing, immediately passes to the thought of another—because the
images of these things are connected with one another, and so ordered
that one follows the other. This, of course, cannot be conceived when
the image of the thing is new. Rather the mind will be detained in re-
garding the same thing until it is determined by other causes to think of
other things.

So the imagination of a new thing, considered in itself, is of the same
nature as the other [imaginations], and for this reason I do not number
wonder among the affects. Nor do I see why I should, since this distrac-
tion of the mind does not arise from any posidve cause which distracts
the mind from other things, but only from the fact that there is no cause
determining the mind to pass from regarding one thing to thinking of
others.

So as I pointed out in P11S, I recognize only three primitive, o7 pri-
mary, affects: joy, sadness, and desire. I have spoken of wortder only
because it has become customary for some to indicate the affects derived
from these three by other names when they are related to objects we
wonder at. For the same reason I shall also add the definition of disdain
to these.

V. Disdain is an imagination of a thing which touches the mind so
little that the thing’s presence moves the mind to imagining more what
is not in it than what is. (See P52S).

I omit, here, the definitions of veneration and contempt because no
affects that [ know of derive their names from them.

VA. Love is a joy, accompanied by the idea of an external cause.

Exp.: This definition explains the essence of love clearly enough. But
the definition of those authors who define love as g will of the lover to join
himself to the thing loved expresses a property of love, not its essence. And
because these authors did not see clearly enough the essence of love,
they could not have any clear concept of this property. Hence everyone
has judged their definidon quite obscure.

But it should be noted that when I say it is a property in the lover, that
he wills to join himself to the thing loved, I do not understand by will a
consent, or a deliberation of the mind, o free decision (for we have
demonstrated that this is a ficdon in ITP48). Nor do I understand a
desire of joining onesclf to the thing loved when it is absent or condnu-
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ing in its presence when it is present. For love can be conceived without
either of these desires. Rather, by will I understand a satisfaction in the
lover on account of the presence of the thing loved, by which the lover’s
joy is srengthened or at least encouraged.

VIIL Hate is a sadness, accompanied by the idea of an external cause.

Exp.: The things to be noted here will be perceived easily from what
has been said in the explanation of the preceding definition. (See also
P13S))

VIII. Inclination is a joy accompanied by the idea of a thing which is
the accidental cause of joy.

IX. Aversion is a sadness accompanied by the idea of something
which is the accidental cause of sadness. (On this see P15S.)

X. Devotion is a love of one whom we wonder at.

Exp.: That wonder arises from the newness of the thing we have
shown in P52. So if it happens that we often imagine what we wonder
at, we shall cease to wonder at it. And so we see that the affect of devo-
tion easily changes into simple love.

XI. Mockery is a joy born of the fact that we imagine something we
disdain in a thing we hate.

Exp.: Insofar as we disdain a thing we hate, we deny existence to it
(see P52S), and so far we rejoice (by P20). But since we suppose that
man nevertheless hates what he mocks, it follows that this joy is not
enduring. (See P47S.)

XII. Hope is an inconstant joy, born of the idea of a future or past
thing whose outcome we to some extent doubt.

XTII. Fear is an inconstant sadness, born of the idea of a future or past
thing whose outcome we to some extent doubt. (See P1852.)

Exp.: From these definitions it follows that there is neither hope
without fear, nor fear without hope. For he who is suspended in hope
and doubts a thing’s outcome is supposed to imagine something which
excludes the existence of the future thing. And so to that extent he is
saddened (by P19), and consequently, while he is suspended in hope, he
fears that the thing [he imagines] will happen.

Conversely, he who is in fear, that is, who doubts the outcome of a
thing he hates, also imagines something which excludes the existence of
that thing. And so (by P20) he rejoices, and hence, to that extent has
hope that the thing will not take place.

XTV. Confidence is a joy born of the idea of a future or past thing,
concerning which the cause of doubting has been removed.

XV. Despair is a sadness born of the idea of a future or past thing
concerning which the cause of doubting has been removed.

Exp.: Confidence, therefore, is born of hope and despair of fear,
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when the cause of doubt concerning the thing’s outcome is removed.
This happens because man imagines that the past or future thing is
there, and regards it as present, or because he imagines other things,
excluding the existence of the things which put him in doubt. For
though we can never be certain of the outcome of singular things (by
ITP31C), it can sdll happen that we do not doubt their outcome. As we
have shown (see IIP49S), it is one thing not to doubt a thing, and an-
other to be certain of it. And so it can happen that we are affected, from
the image of a past or future thing, with the same affect of joy or sadness
as from the irnage of a present thing (as we have demonstrated in P18;
see also its [first] scholium).

XVI. Gladness is a joy, accompanied by the idea of a past thing which
has turned out better than we had hoped.

XVIL Remorse is a sadness, accompanied by the idea of a past thing
which has turned out worse than we had hoped.

XVIIL Pity is a sadness, accompanied by the idea of an evil which has
happened to another whom we imagine to be like us. (See P22S and
P27S.)

Exp.: There seems to be no difference between pity and compassion,
except perhaps that pity concerns the singular affect, whereas compas-
sion concerns the habitual disposition of this affect.

XIX. Favor is a love toward someone who has benefited another.

XX. Indignation is a hate toward someone who has done evil to
another.

Exp.: I know that in their common usage these words mean some-
thing else. But my purpose is to explain the nature of things, not the
meaning of words. I intend to indicate these things by words whose
usual meaning is not entirely opposed to the meaning with which I wish
to use them. One warning of this should suffice. As for the cause of these
affects, see P27C1 and P22S.

XXT. Overestimation is thinking more highly of someone than is just,
out of love.

XXTI. Scorn is thinking less highly of someone than is just, out of
hate.

Exp.: Overestimation, therefore, is an effect, or property, of love, and
scorn an effect of hate. And so overestimation can also be defined as Jove
insofar as it so affects a man that be thinks more bighly than is just of the thing
loved. On the other hand, scorn can be defined as hate insofar as it so
affects a man that be thinks less bighly than is just of the one be hates. (See
P26S.)

XXTII. Envy is hate insofar as it so affects a man that he is saddened
by another’s happiness and, conversely, glad at his ill fortune.
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Exp.: To envy one commonly opposes compassion, which can there-
fore (in spite of the meaning of the word) be defined as follows.

XXTV. Compassion is love, insofar as it so affects a man that he is glad
at another’s good fortune, and saddened by his ill fortune.

Exp.: As far as envy is concerned, see P24S and P32S. These are the
affects of joy and sadness which are accompanied by the idea of an exter-
nal thing as cause, either through itself or accidentally. I pass now to the
others, which are accompanied by the idea of an internal thing as cause.

XXV. Self-esteem is a joy born of the fact that a man considers him-
self and his own power of acting.

XXVI. Humility is a sadness born of the fact that a man considers his
own lack of power, or weakness.

Exp.: Self-esteem is opposed to humility, insofar as we understand by
ita joy born of the fact that we consider our power of acting. But insofar
as we also understand by it a joy, accompanied by the idea of some deed
which we believe we have done from a free decision of the mind, it is
opposed to repentance, which we define as follows.

XXVII. Repentance is a sadness accompanied by the idea of some
deed we believe ourselves to have done from a free decision of the mind.

Exp.: We have shown the causes of these affects in P51S, P53, P54,
P55, and P55S. On the free decision of the mind, see IIP35S.

But we ought also to note here that it is no wonder sadness follows
absolutely all those acts which from custom are called wrong, and joy,
those which are called 7ight. For from what has been said above we
easily understand that this depends chiefly on education. Parents—by
blaming the former acts, and often scolding their children on account of
them, and on the other hand, by recommending and praising the latter
acts—have brought it about that emotions of sadness were joined to the
one kind of act, and those of joy to the other.

Experience itself also confirms this. For not everyone has the same
custom and religion. On the contrary, what among some is holy, among
others is unholy; and what among some is honorable, among others is
dishonorable. Hence, according as each one has been educated, so he
either repents of a deed or exults at being esteemed for it.

XXVIII. Pride is thinking more highly of oneself than is just, out of
love of oneself. .

Exp.: The difference, therefore, between pride and overestimation is
that the latter is related to an external object, whereas pride is related to
the man himself, who thinks more highly of himself than is just. Fur-
ther, as overestimation is an effect or property of love, so pride is an
effect or property of self-love. Therefore, it can also be defined as Jove
of omeself, or self-esteem, insofar as it so affects @ man that be thinks more
highly of himself than is just. (See P26S.)
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There is no opposite of this affect. For no one, out of hate, thinks less
highly of himself than is just. Indeed, no one thinks less highly of him-
self than is just, insofar as he imagines that he cannot do this or that. For
whatever man imagines he cannot do, he necessarily imagines; and he is
so disposed by this imagination that he really cannot do what he imag-
ines he cannot do. For so long as he imagines that he cannot do this or
that, he is not determined to do it, and consequently it is impossible for
him to do it.

" But if we attend to those things which depend only on opinion, we
shall be able to conceive it possible that a man thinks less highly of
himself than is just. For it can happen that, while someone sad considers
his weakness, he imagines himself to be disdained by everyone—even
while the others think of nothing less than to disdain him. Moreover, it
can happen that a man thinks less highly of himself than is just, if in the
present he denies something of himself in reladon to a future time of
which he is uncertain—for example, if he denies that he can conceive of
anything certain, or that he can desire or do anything but what is wrong
or dishonorable. Again, we can say that someone thinks less highly of
himself than is just, when we see that, from too great a fear of shame, he
does not dare things which others equal to him dare.

So we can oppose this affect—which I shall call despondency—to
pride. For as pride is born of self-esteem, so despondency issborn of
humility. We can therefore define it as follows.

XXIX. Despondency is thinking less highly of oneself than is just, out
of sadness.

Exp.: We are, nevertheless, often accustomed to oppose humility to
pride. But then we attend more to the effects than to the nature of the
two. For we usually call him proud who exults too much at being es-
teemed (see P30S), who tells of nothing but his own virtues and the
vices of others, who wishes to be given precedence over all others, and
finally who proceeds with the gravity and attire usually adopted by oth-
ers who are placed far above him.

On the other hand, we call him humble who quite often blushes, who
confesses his own vices and tells the virtues of others, who yields to al,
and finally, who walks with head bowed, and neglects to adorn himself.

These affects—humility and despondency—are very rare. For human
nature, considered in itself, strains against thern, as far as it can (see P13
and P54). So those who are believed to be most despondent and humble
are usually most ambidous and envious.

XXX. Love of esteem is a joy accompanied by the idea of some acton
of ours which we imagine that others praise.

XXXI. Shame is a sadness, accompanied by the idea of some action
[NS: of ours] which we imagine that others blame.
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Exp.: On these, see P30S. But the difference between shame and a
sense of shame should be noted here. For shame is a sadness which
follows a deed one is ashamed of; whereas a sense of shame is a fear of,
or timidity regarding, shame, by which man is restrained from doing
something dishonorable. To a sense of shame is usually opposed shame-
lessness, but the latter is really not an affect, as I shall show in the proper
place. But as I have already pointed out, the names of the affects are
guided more by usage than by nature.

And with this I have finished what I had set out to explain concerning
the affects of joy and sadness. So I proceed to those I relate to desire.

XXXII. Longing is a desire, or appetite, to possess something which
is encouraged by the memory of that thing, and at the same time re-
strained by the memory of other things which exclude the existence of
the thing wanted.

Exp.: When we recollect 2 thing (as we have often said before), we are
thereby disposed to regard it with the same affect as if it were present.
But while we are awake, this dispositon, or striving, is generally re-
strained by images of things which exclude the existence of what we
recollect. So when we remember a thing which affects us with some
kind of joy, we thereby strive to regard it as present with the same affect
of joy—a striving which, of course, is immediately restrained by the
memory of things which exclude its existence.

Longing, therefore, is really a sadness which is opposed to that joy
which arises from the absence of a thing we hate (see P47S). But because
the word longing seems to concern desire, I relate this affect to the af-
fects of desire.

XXXI1I. Emulation is a desire for a thing which is generated in us
because we imagine that others have the same desire.

Exp.: If someone flees because he sees others flee, or is timid because
he sees others timid, or, because he sees that someone else has burned
his hand, withdraws his own hand and moves his body as if his hand
were burned, we shall say that he imitates the other’s affect, but not that
he emulates it—rnot because we know that emulation has one cause and
imitation another, but because it has come about by usage that we call
emulous only one who imitates what we judge to be honorable, useful,
or pleasant.

As for the cause of emulation, see P27 and P27S. And on why envy is
generally joined to this affect, see P32 and P32S.

XXXIV. Thankfulness, o7 gratitude, is a desire, or eagemess of love,
by which we strive to benefit one who has benefited us from a like affect
of love. (See P39 and P41S.)

XXXV. Benevolence is a desire to benefit one whom we pity. (See
P27S.)
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XXXVI. Anger is a desire by which we are spurred, from hate, to do
evil to one we hate. (See P39.)

XXXVIIL Vengeance is a desire by which, from reciprocal hate, we
are roused to do evil to one who, from a like affect, has injured us. (See
P40C2 and P40C2S.)

XXXVIIL Cruelty, or severity, is a desire by which someone is roused
to do evil to one whom we love or pity.

Exp.: To cruelty is opposed mercy, which is not a passion, but a
power of the mind, by which a man governs anger and vengeance.

XXXIX. Timidity is a desire to avoid a greater evil, which we fear, by
a lesser one. (See P39S.)

XL. Daring is a desire by which someone is spurred to do something
dangerous which his equals fear to take on themselves.

X1.1. Cowardice is ascribed to one whose desire is restrained by 4-
midity regarding a danger which his equals dare to take on themselves.

Exp.: Cowardice, therefore, is nothing but fear of some evil, which
most people do not usually fear. So I do not relate it to affects of desire.
Nevertheless I wished to explain it here, because insofar as we attend to
the desire, it is really opposed to daring.

XLII Consternation is attributed to one whose desire to avoid an evil
is restrained by wonder at the evil he fears.

.Exp.: Consternation, therefore, is a species of cowardice. Butbecause
consternation arises from a double timidity, it can be more conveniently
defined as a fear which keeps a man senseless or vacillating so that be cannot
avert the evil. 1 say senseless insofar as we understand that his desire to
avert the evil is restrained by wonder, and vacilating insofar as we con-
ceive that that desire is restrained by timidity regarding another evil,
which torments him equally, so that he does not know which of the two
to avert. On these see P39S and P52S. As for cowardice and daring, see
Ps51S.

"~ XLIIX. Human kindness, o courtesy, is a desire to do what pleases
men and not do what displeases thermn.

XLIV. Ambition is an excessive desire for esteem.

Exp.: Ambition is a desire by which all the affects are encouraged and
strengthened (by P27 and P31); so this affect can hardly be overcome.
For as long as a man is bound by any desire, he must at the same time be
bound by this one. As Cicero says, Every man is led by love of esteem, and
the move so, the bettev be is. Even the philosophers who write books on how
esteemn is to be disdained put their names to these works.

XLV. Gluttony is an immoderate desire for and love of eating.

XLVI Drunkenness is an immoderate desire for and love of drink-
ing.
XLVIL. Greed is an immoderate desire for and love of wealth.
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XLVIIIL. Lust is also a desire for and love of joining one body to
another.

Exp.: Whether this desire for sexual union is moderate or not, it is
usually called lust.

Moreover, these five affects (as I pointed out in P56S) have no oppo-
sites. For courtesy is a species of ambidon (see P29S), and I have already
pointed out also that moderation, sobriety, and chastity indicate the
power of the mind, and not a passion. And even if it can happen that a
greedy, ambitous, or timid man abstains from too much food, drink,
and sexual union, still, greed, ambition, and tdmidity are not opposites
of gluttony, drunkenness, or lust.

For the greedy man generally longs to gorge himself on another’s
food and drink. And the ambitious will not be moderate in anything,
provided he can hope he will not be discovered; if he lives among the
drunken and the lustful, then because he is ambitious, he will be the
more inclined to these vices. Finally, the timid man does what he does
not wish to do. For though he may hurl his wealth into the sea to avoid
death, he stll remains greedy. And if the lustful man is sad because he
cannot indulge his inclinations, he does not on that account cease to be
Tustful.

Absolutely, these affects do not so much concern the acts of eating,
drinking, and so forth, as the appetite itself and the love. Therefore,
nothing can be opposed to these affects except nobility and tenacity,
which will be discussed later on.

I pass over in silence the definitions of jealousy and the other vacilla-
tions of mind, both because they arise from the composition of affects
we have already defined, and because most of them do not have names.
"This shows that it is sufficient for practical purposes to know them only
in general. Furthermore, from the definidons of the affects which we
have explained it is clear that they all arise from desire, joy, or sadness—
o rather, that they are nothing but these three, each one generally being
called by a different name on account of its varying relatdons and extrin-
sic denominations. If we wish now to attend to these primitve affects,
and to what was said above about the nature of the mind, we shall be
able to define the affects, insofar as they are related only to the mind, as
follows.

GENERAL DEFINITION OF THE AFFECTS

An affect which is called a passion of the mind is a confused idea, by
which the mind affirms of its body, or of some part of it, a greater or

lesser force of existing than before, which, when it is given, determines
the mind to think of this rather than that.
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Exp.: I say, first, that an affect, or passion of the mind, is a confused idea.
For we have shown (P3) that the mind is acted on only insofar as it has
inadequate, or confused, ideas.

Next, I say by which the mind affirms of its body or of some part of it a
greater or lesser force of existing than before. For all the ideas we have of
bodies indicate the actual constitution of our own body (by ITP16C2)
more than the nature of the external body. But this [idea], which consti-
tutes the form of the affect, must indicate or express a consttution of
the body (or of some part of it), which the body (or some part of it) has
because its power of acting, or force of existng, is increased or dimin-
ished, aided or restrained.

But it should be noted that, when I say z greater or lesser force of existing
than before, I do not understand that the mind compares its body’s pres-
ent constituton with a past constitution, but that the idea which consd-
tutes the form of the affect affirms of the body something which really
involves more or less of reality than before.

And because the essence of the mind consists in this (by IIP11 and
P13), that it affirmos the actual existence of its body, and we understand
by perfection the very essence of the thing, it follows that the mind
passes to a greater or lesser perfection when it happens that it affirms of
its body (or of some part of the body) something which involves more
or less reality than before. So when I said above that the mind’s power
of thinking is increased or diminished, I meant nothing but that the
mind has formed of its body (or of some part of it) an idea which ex-
presses more or less reality than it had affirmed of the body. For the
excellence of ideas and the [mind’] actual power of thinking are mea-
sured by the excellence of the object.

Finally, I added which determines the mind to think of this rather than
that in order to express also, in addition to the nature of joy and sadness
(which the first part of the definition explains), the nature of desire.

Fourtu ParRT oF THE ETHIcS
Or Humaw BonDAGE, ok THE POWERS
OF THE AFFECTS

PREFACE

Man’s lack of power to moderate and restrain the affects I call bondage.
For the man who is subject to affects is under the control, not of him-
self, but of fortune, in whose power he so greatly is that often, though
he sees the better for himself, he is still forced to follow the worse. In
this part, I have undertaken to demonstrate the cause of this, and what
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there is of good and evil in the affects. But before I begin, I choose to say
a few words first on perfection and imperfection, good and evil.

If someone has decided to make something, and has finished it, then
he will eall his thing perfect—and so will anyone who righty knows, or
thinks he knows, the mind and purpose of the author of the work. For
exarnple, if someone sees a work (which I suppose to be not yet com-
pleted), and knows that the purpose of the author of that work is to
build a house, he will say that it is imperfect. On the other hand, he will
call it perfect as soon as he sees that the work has been carried through
to the end which its author had decided to give it. But if someone sees
a work whose like he has never seen, and does not know the mind of its
maker, he will, of course, not be able to know whether that work is
perfect or imperfect. And this seems to have been the first meaning of
these words.

But after men began to form universal ideas, and devise models of
houses, buildings, towers, and the like, and to prefer some models of
things to others, it came about that each one called perfect what he saw
agreed with the universal idea he had formed of this kind of thing, and
imperfect, what he saw agreed less with the model he had conceived,
even though its maker thought he had entirely finished it.

Nor does there seem to be any other reason why men also commonly
call perfect or imperfect natural things, which have not been made by
human hand. For they are accustomed to form universal ideas of natural
things as much as they do of artificial ones. They regard these universal
ideas as models of things, and believe that Nature (which they think
does nothing except for the sake of some end) looks to them, and sets
them before itself as models. So when they see something happen in
Nature which does not agree with the model they have conceived of this
kind of thing, they believe that Nature itself has failed or sinned, and
left the thing imperfect.

We see, therefore, that men are accustomed to call natural things
perfect or imperfect more from prejudice than from true knowledge of
those things. For we have shown in the Appendix of Part I, that Nature
does nothing on account of an end. That eternal and infinite being we
call God, o# Nature, acts from the same necessity from which he exists.
For we have shown (IP16) that the necessity of nature from which he
acts is the same as that from which he exists. The reason, therefore, o7
cause, why God, o7 Nature, acts, and the reason why he exists, are one
and the same. As he exists for the sake of no end, he also acts for the sake
of no end. Rather, as he has no principle or end of existing, so he also
has none of acting. What is called a final cause is nothing but a human
appetite insofar as it is considered as a principle, o primary cause, of
some thing.
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For example, when we say that habitation was the final cause of this
or that house, surely we understand nothing but that 2 man, because he
imagined the conveniences of domestic life, had an appetite to build a
house. So habitadon, insofar as it is considered as a final cause, is noth-
ing more than this singular appetite. It is really an efficient cause, which
is considered as a first cause, because men are commonly ignorant of the
causes of their appetites. For as I have often said before, they are con-
scious of their actons and appetites, but not aware of the causes by
-which they are determined to want something.

As for what they commonly say—that Nature sometimes fails or sins,
and produces imperfect things—I number this among the fictions I
treated in the Appendix of Part I.

Perfection and imperfection, therefore, are only modes of thinking,
that is, notions we are accustomed to feign because we compare individ-
uals of the same species or genus to one another. This is why I said
above (ITD6) that by reality and perfection I understand the same thing.
For we are accustomed to refer all individuals in Nature to one genus,
which is called the most general, that is, to the notion of being, which
pertains absolutely to all individuals in Nature. So insofar as we refer all
individuals in Nature to this genus, compare them to one another, and
find that some have more being, or reality, than others, we say that some
are more perfect than others. And insofar as we attribute something to
them which involves negation, like a limit, an end, lack of power, and so
on, we call them imperfect, because they do not affect our mind as much
as those we call perfect, and not because something is lacking in them
which is theirs, or because Nature has sinned. For nothing belongs to
the nature of anything except what follows from the necessity of the
nature of the efficient cause. And whatever follows from the necessity of
the nature of the efficient cause happens necessarily.

As far as good and evil are concerned, they also indicate nothing pos-
itive in things, considered in themselves, nor are they anything other
than modes of thinking, or notions we form because we compare things
to one another. For one and the same thing can, at the same time, be
good, and bad, and also indifferent. For example, music is good for one
who is melancholy, bad for one who is mourning, and neither good nor
bad to one who is deaf.

But though this is so, sdll we must retain these words. For because we
desire to form an idea of man, as a model of human nature which we
may look to, it will be useful to us to retain these same words with the
meaning I have indicated. In what follows, therefore, I shall understand
by good what we know certainly is a means by which we may approach
nearer and nearer to the model of human nature we set before ourselves.
By evil, what we certainly know prevents us from becoming like that
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model. Next, we shall say that men are more perfect or imperfect, inso-
far as they approach more or less near to this model.

For the main thing to note is that when I say that someone passes
from a lesser to a greater perfection, and the opposite, I do not un-
derstand that he is changed from one essence, or form, to another. For
example, a horse is destroyed as much if it is changed into a man as if
it is changed into an insect. Rather, we conceive that his power of ac-
ung, insofar as it is understood through his nature, is increased or
diminished.

Finally, by perfection in general I shall, as I have said, understand
reality, that is, the essence of each thing insofar as it exists and produces
an effect, having no regard to its duration. For no singular thing can be
called more perfect for having persevered in existing for a longer time.
Indeed, the duration of things cannot be determined from their essence,
since the essence of things involves no certain and determinate time of
existing. But any thing whatever, whether it is more perfect or less, will
always be able to persevere in existing by the same force by which it
begins to exist; so they are all equal in this regard.

DEFINITIONS

D1: By good I shall understand what we certainly know to be useful to
us. r

D2: By evil, however, I shall understand what we certainly know pre-
vents us from being masters of some good.
Exp.: On these definitons, see the preceding preface [208/18-22].

D3: I call singular things contngent insofar as we find nothing, while
we attend only to their essence, which necessarily posits their existence
or which necessarily excludes it.

D4: 1 call the same singular things possible, insofar as, while we attend
to the causes from which they must be produced, we do not kmow
whether those causes are determined to produce them.

In IP33S1 I drew no distinction between the possible and the contin-
gent, because there was no need there to distinguish them accurately.

D5: By opposite affects I shall understand, in what follows, those which
pull 2 man differently, although they are of the same genus—such as
gluttony and greed, which are species of love, and are opposite, not by
nature, but accidentally.

D6: I have explained in ITTP18S1 and S2 what I shall understand by an
affect toward a future thing, a present one, and a past.
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But here it should be noted in additfon that just as we can distinctly
imagine distance of place only up to a certain limit, so also we can dis-
tinctly imagine distance of time only up to a certain limit. That is, we
usually imagine all those objects which are more than two hundred feet
away from us, or whose distance from the place where we are surpasses
what we can distinctly imagine, to be equally far from us; we therefore
usually imagine them as if they were in the same plane; in the same way,
we imagine to be equally far from the present all those objects whose
‘ime of existng we imagine to be separated from the present by an in-
terval longer than that we are used to imagining distinctly; so we relate
them, as it were, to one moment of tme.

D7: By the end for the sake of which we do something I understand
appetite.

D8: By virtue and power I understand the same thing, that is (by I1IP7),
virtue, insofar as it is related to man, is the very essence, or nature, of
man, insofar as he has the power of bringing about certain things, which
can be understood through the laws of his nature alone.

AXIOM

[Al:] There is no singular thing in Nature than which there #s not an-
other more powerful and stronger. Whatever one is given, there is
another more powerful by which the first can be destroyed.

P1: Nothing positive which a false idea bas is removed by the presence of the
true insofar 4s it is true.

Dem.: Falsity consists only in the privation of knowledge which inad-
equate ideas involve (by IIP35), and they do not have anything positive
on account of which they are called false (by IIP33). On the contrary,
insofar as they are related to God, they are true (by 1IP32). So if whata
false idea has which is positive were removed by the presence of the true
insofar as it is true, then a true idea would be removed by itself, which
(by IITP4) is absurd. Therefore, nothing positive which a false idea has,
and so on, g.e.d.

Schol.: This proposidon is understood more clearly from IIP16C2.
For an imaginaton is an idea which indicates the present consttution of
the human body more than the nature of an external body—not dis-
tinctly, of course, but confusedly. This is how it happens that the mind
is said to err.

For example, when we look at the sun, we imagine it to be about two
hundred feet away from us. In this we are deceived so long as we are
ignorant of its true distance; but when its distance is known, the error is

/211



11212

117213

THE ETHICS

removed, not the imagination, that is, the idea of the sun, which ex-
plains its nature only so far as the body is affected by it. And so, although
we come to know the true distance, we shall nevertheless imagine it as
near us. For as we said in IIP35S, we do not imagine the sun to be so
near because we are ignorant of its true distance, but because the mind
conceives the sun’s size insofar as the body is affected by the sun. Thus,
when the rays of the sun, falling on the surface of the water, are reflected
to our eyes, we imagine it as if it were in the water, even if we know its
true place.

And so it is with the other imaginations by which the mind is de-
ceived, whether they indicate the natural constitution of the body, or
that its power of acting is increased or diminished: they are not contrary
to the true, and do not disappear on its presence. It happens, of course,
when we wrongly fear some evil, that the fear disappears on our hearing
news of the truth. But on the other hand, it also happens, when we fear
an evil which is certain to come, that the fear vanishes on our hearing
false news. So imaginadons do not disappear through the presence of
the true insofar as it is true, but because theré occur others, stronger
than them, which exclude the present existence of the things we imag-
ine, as we showed in IIP17.

P2: We are acted on, insofar as we are a part of Natuve, which cannot be
concerved through itself, without the others.

Dem.: We say that we are acted on when something arises in us of
which we are only the partial cause (by IIID2), that is (by IIID1), some-
thing which cannot be deduced from the laws of our nature alone.
Therefore, we are acted on insofar as we are a part of Nature, which
cannot be conceived through itself without the others, g.e.d.

P3: The force by which a man perseveres in existing is limited, and infinitely
surpassed by the power of external causes.

Dem.: This is evident from Al. For given a man, there is something
else, say A, more powerful. And given A, there is something else again,
say B, more powerful than A, and so on, to infinity. Therefore, the
power of man is limited by the power of another thing and infinitely
surpassed by the power of external causes, q.e.d.

P4: Ir is impossible that a man should not be a part of Nature, and that he
should be able to undergo no changes except those which can be understood
through bis own nature alone, and of which he is the adequate cause.

Dem.: [i] The power by which singular things (and consequently,
[any] man) preserve their being is the power itself of God, or Nature (by
IP24C), not insofar as it is infinite, but insofar as it can be explained
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through the man’s actual essence (by I1IP7). The man’s power, there-
fore, insofar as it is explained through his actual essence, is part of God
or Nature’s infinite power, that is (by IP34), of its essence. This was the
first point.

[ii] Next, if it were possible that a man could undergo no changes
except those which can be understood through the man’s nature alone,
it would follow (by IIIP4 and P6) that he could not perish, but that
necessarily he would always exist. And this would have to follow from a
cause whose power would be either finite or infinite, namely, either
from the power of the man alone, who would be able to avert from
himself other changes which could arise from external causes, or from
the infinite power of Nature, by which all singular things would be di-
rected so that the man could undergo no other changes except those
which assist his preservation. But the first is absurd (by P3, whose dem-
onstration is universal and can be applied to all singular things).

Therefore, if it were possible for a man to undergo no changes except
those which could be understood through the man’s nature alone, so
that (as we have already shown) he would necessarily always exist, this
would have to follow from God’s infinite power; and consequently (by
IP16) the order of the whole of Nature, insofar as it is conceived under
the attributes of extension and thought, would have to be deduced from
the necessity of the divine nature, insofar as it is considered Yo be af-
fected with the idea of some man. And so (by IP21) it would follow that
the man would be infinite. But this (by part [i] of this demonstration) is
absurd.

Therefore, it is impossible that a man should undergo no other
changes except those of which he himself is the adequate cause, q.e.d.

Cor.: From this it follows that man is necessarily always subject to
passions, that he follows and obeys the common order of Nature, and
accommodates himself to it as much as the nature of things requires.

P5: The force and growth of any passion, and its perseverance in existing, are
not defined by the power by which we strive to persevere in existing, but by the
power of an external cause compared with our own.

Dem.: The essence of a passion cannot be explained through our
essence alone (by IIID1 and D2), that is (by IIIP7), the power of a pas-
sion cannot be defined by the power by which we strive to persevere in
our being; but (as has been shown in I1IP16) it must necessarily be de-
fined by the power of an external cause compared with our own, q.e.d.

P6: The force of any passion, or affect, can surpass the other actions, or power,
of a man, so that the affect stubbornly clings to the man.
Dem.: The force and growth of any passion, and its perseverance in
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existing, are defined by the power of an external cause compared with
our own (by P5). And so (by P3) it can surpass the power of a man, and
so on, q.e.d.

P7: An affect cannot be restrained or taken away except by an affect opposite to,
and stromger than, the affect to be restrained.

Dem.: An affect, insofar as it is related to the mind, is an idea by
which the mind affirms of its body a greater or lesser force of existing
than before (by the general Definition of the Affects [11/203/29-33]).
When, therefore, the mind is troubled by some affect, the body is at the
same tme affected with an affecdon by which its power of acting is
increased or diminished.

Next, this affection of the body (by P5) receives from its cause its
force for persevering in its being, which, therefore, can neither be re-
strained nor removed, except by a corporeal cause (by IIP6) which af-
fects the body with 2an affecdon opposite to it (by IIIP5), and stronger
than it (by Al).

And so (by IIP12), the mind will be affected with the idea of an affec-
don stronger than, and opposite to, the first affection, that is (by the
general definition of the affects), the mind will be affected with an affect
stronger than, and opposite to, the first affect, which will exclude or take
away the existence of the first affect.

Therefore, an affect can neither be taken away nor restrained except
through an opposite and stronger affect, q.e.d.

Cor.: An affect, insofar as it is related to the mind, can neither be
restrained nor taken away except by the idea of an opposite affection of
the body stronger than the affection by which we are acted on. For an
affect by which we are acted on can neither be restrained nor taken away
except by an affect stronger than it and contrary to it (by P7), that is (by
the general definition of the affects), except by an idea of an affection of
the body stronger than and contrary to the affection by which we are
acted om.

P8: The knowledge of good and evil is nothing but an affect of joy or sadness,
insofar as we are conscious of it.

Dem.: We call good, or evil, what is useful to, or harmful to, preserv-
ing our being (by D1 and D2), that is (by IIIP7), what increases or
diminishes, aids or restrains, our power of acting. Therefore (by the
definitions of joy and sadness in ITIP11S), insofar as we perceive that a
thing affects us with joy or sadness, we call it good or evil. And so
knowledge of good and evil is nothing but an idea of joy or sadness
which follows necessarily from the affect of joy or sadness itself (by
I1P22).
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But this idea is united to the affect in the same way as the mind is
united to the body (by IIP21), that is (as I have shown in IIP21S), this
idea is not really distinguished from the affect itself, or (by the general
definiton of the affects) from the idea of the body’s affection; it is only
conceptually distinguished from it. Therefore, this knowledge of good
and evil is nothing but the affect itself, insofar as we are conscious of it,
q.e.d.

P9: An affect whose cause we imagine to be with us in the present is stronger
than if we did not imagine it to be with us.

Dem.: An imagination is an idea by which the mind considers a thing
as present (see its definition in IIP17S), which nevertheless indicates the
constitution of the human body more than the nature of the external
thing (by IIP16C2). An affect, therefore (by the general definition of the
affects), is an imagination, insofar as [the affect] indicates the constitu-
tion of the body. But an imagination (by I[P17) is more intense so long
as we imagine nothing which excludes the present existence of the exter-
nal thing. Hence, an affect whose cause we imagine to be with us in the
present is more intense, o7 stronger, than if we did not imagine it to be
with us, q.e.d.

Schol.: I said above (in ITIP18) that when we imagine a future or past
thing, we are affected with the same affect as if we were imagining
something present; but I expressly warned then that this is trie insofar
as we attend to the thing’s image only. For it is of the same nature
whether we have imagined the thing as present or not. But I did not
deny that it is made weaker when we consider as present to us other
things, which exclude the present existence of the future thing. I ne-
glected to point this out then, because I had decided to treat the powers
of the affects in this Part.

Cor.: Other things equal, the image of a future or past thing (i.e., of
a thing we consider in relation to a future or past time, the present being
excluded) is weaker than the image of a present thing; and consequently,
an affect toward a future or past thing is milder, other things equal, than
an affect toward a present thing.

P10: We are affected more intensely toward a future thing which we imag-
ine will quickly be present, than if we imagined the time when it will exist
to be further from the present. We are also affected more intemsely by the
memory of a thing we imagine to be not long past, than if we imagined it to be
long past.

Dem.: Insofar as we imagine that a thing will quickly be present, or is
not long past, we thereby imagine something which excludes the pres-
ence of the thing less than if we imagined that the time when it will exist
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were further from the present, or that it were far in the past (as is known
through itself). And so (by P9), to that extent we will be affected more
intensely toward it, g.e.d.

Schol.: From what we noted at DS, it follows that we are still affected
equally mildly toward objects separated from the present by an interval
of time longer than that we can determine by imagining, even though
we may understand that they are separated from one another by a long
interval of time. <

P11: An affect toward a thing we imagine as necessary is more intense, other
things equal, than one toward a thing we imagine as possible or contingent, or
7101 MECESSATY.

Dem.: Insofar as we imagine a thing to be necessary, we affirm its
existence. On the other hand, we deny its existence insofar as we imag-
ine it not o be necessary (by IP33S1), and therefore (by P9), an affect
toward a necessary thing is more intense, other things equal, than to-
ward one not necessary, q.e.d.

P12: An affect toward a thing which we know does not exist in the present, and
which we imagine as possible, is move intense, other things equal, than one
toward a contingent thing.

Dem.: Insofar as we imagine a thing as contingent, we are not af-
fected by any image of another thing which posits the thing’s existence
(by D3); but on the other hand (according to the hypothesis), we imag-
ine certain things which exclude its present existence. But insofar as we
imagine a thing in the future to be possible, we imagine certain things
which posit its existence (by D4), that is (by ITIP18), which encourage
hope or fear. And so an affect toward a possible thing is more violent
[, other things equal, than one toward a contingent thing], q.e.d.

Cor.: An affect toward a thing which we know does not exist in the
present, and which we imagine as contingent, is much milder than if we
imagined the thing as with us in the present.

Dem.: An affect toward a thing which we imagine to exist in the pres-
ent is more intense than if we imagined it as future (by P9C), and [an
affect toward a thing we imagine to exist in the future is] much more
violent if we imagine the future time to be not far from the present (by
P10). Therefore, an affect toward a thing which we imagine will exist at
a time far from the present is much milder than if we imagined it as
present. And nevertheless (by P12), it is more intense than if we imag-
ined that thing as contingent. And so an affect toward a contingent
thing will be much mijlder than if we imagined the thing to be with us
in the present, g.e.d.
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P13: An affect toward a contingent thing which we know does not exist in the
present is milder, other things equal, than an affect toward a past thing.

Dem.: Insofar as we imagine a thing as contdngent, we are not af-
fected by any image of another thing which posits the thing’s existence
(by D3). But on the other hand (according to the hypothesis), we imag-
ine certain things which exclude its present existence. Now insofar as we
imagine a thing in relation to past time, we are supposed to imagine
something which brings it back to our memory, o that arouses the
image of the thing (see IIP18 and P18S), and therefore brings it about
that we consider it as if it were present (by IIP17C). And so (by P9) an
affect toward a contingent thing which we know does not exist in the
present will be milder, other things equal, than an affect toward a past
thing, q.e.d.

P14: No affect can be restrained by the true knowledge of good and evil insofar
as 1t is true, but only insofar as it is considered as an affect.

Dem.: An affect is an idea by which the mind affirms of its body 2
greater or lesser force of existing than before (by the general Definition
of the Affects). So (by P1), it has nothing positive which could be re-
moved by the presence of the true. Consequently the true knowledge of
good and evil, insofar as it is true, cannot restrain any affect.

But insofar as it is an affect (see P8), if it is stronger than the affect to
be restrained, to that extent only (by P7) can it restrain the affect, q.e.d.

P15: A desire which arises from a true knowledge of good and evil can be
extinguished or vestrained by many other desives which arise from affects by
which we are tormented.

Dém.: From a mue knowledge of good and evil, insofar as this is an
affect (by P8), there necessarily arises a desire (by Def. Aff. I), which is
the greater as the affect from which it arises is greater (by IITP37). But
because this desire arises (by hypothesis) from the fact that we under-
stand something truly, it follows in us insofar as we act (by II1IP3). And
so it must be understood through our essence alone (by IIID2), and
consequenty (by IIIP7), its force and growth can be defined only by
human power alone.

Next, desires which arise from affects by which we are torn are also
greater as these affects are more violent. And so their force and growth
(by P5) must be defined by the power of external causes, which, if it
were compared with ours, would indefinitely surpass our power (by P3).
Hence, desires which arise from such affects can be more violent than
the desire which arises from a true knowledge of good and evil, and can
therefore (by P7) restrain or extinguish it, q.e.d.
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P16: A desire which avises from a true knowledge of good and evil, insofar as
this knowledge concerns the future, can be quite easily vestrained ov extin-
guished by a desire for the pleasures of the moment.

Dem.: An affect toward a thing we imagine as future is milder than
one-toward a present thing (by P9C). But a desire which arises from a
true knowledge of good and evil, even if this knowledge concerns things
which are good now, can be restrained or exdnguished by some rash
desire (by P15, whose demonstraton is universal). Therefore, a desire
which arises from the same knowledge, insofar as this concerns a future
thing, can be quite easily restrained or extinguished, and so on, q.e.d.

P17: A desire which arises from a true knowledge of good and evil, insofar as
this concerns contingent things, can be restrained much move easily still by a
desire for things which are present.

Dem.: This proposition is demonstrated in the same way as the pre-
ceding one, from P12C.

Schol.: With this T believe I have shown the cause why men are
moved more by opinion than by true reason, and why the true knowl-
edge of good and evil arouses disturbances of the mind, and often yields
to lust of every kind. Hence that verse of the Poet:

.+ . video meliora, proboque,

deteriora sequor. . . .2

Ecclesiastes also seems to have had the same thing in mind when he said:
“He who increases knowledge increases sorrow.”

I do not say these things in order to infer that it is better to be igno-
rant than to know, or that there is no difference between the fool and
the man who understands when it comes to moderating the affects. My
reason, rather, is that it is necessary to come to know both our nature’s
power and its lack of power, so that we can determine what reason can
do in moderating the affects, and what it cannot do. I said that in this
part I would weat only of man’s lack of power. For I have decided to
treat reason’s power over the affects separately.

P18: A desire which arises from joy is stronger, other things equal, than one
which arises from sadness.

Dem.: Desire is the very essence of man (by Def. Aff. I), that is (by
IIIP7), a striving by which a man strives to persevere in his being. So a
desire which arises from joy is aided or increased by the affect of joy
itself (by the Def. of joy in ITIP11S), whereas one which arises from

? Ovid, Metamorphoses VII, 20-21: “I see and approve the better, but follow the worse.”
Medea is torn between reason’s demand that she obey her father and her passion for Jason.

3 Ecclesiastes 1:18.
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sadness is diminished or restrained by the affect of sadness (by the same
Schol.). And so the force of a desire which arises from joy must be de-
fined both by human power and the power of the external cause,
whereas the force of a desire which arises from sadness must be defined
by human power alone. The former, therefore, is stronger than the lat-
ter, g.e.d.

Schol.: With these few words I have explained the causes of man’s
lack of power and inconstancy, and why men do not observe the pre-
“cepts of reason. Now it remains for me to show what reason prescribes
to us, which affects agree with the rules of human reason, and which, on
the other hand, are contrary to those rules. But before I begin to dem-
onstrate these things in our cumbersome geometric order, I should like
first to show briefly here the dictates of reason themselves, so that ev-
eryone may more easily perceive what I think.

Since reason demands nothing contrary to Nature, it demands that
everyone love himself, seek his own advantage, what is really useful to
him, want what will really lead a man to greater perfection, and abso-
lutely, that everyone should strive to preserve his own being as far as he
can. This, indeed, is as necessarily true as that the whole is greater than
its part (see IITP4).

Further, since virtue (by D8) is nothing but acting from the laws of
one’s own nature, and no one strives to preserve his being (by IITP7)
except from the laws of his own nature, it follows:

(1) that the foundation of virtue is this very striving to preserve one’s
own being, and that happiness consists in a man’s being able to preserve
his being;

(i) that we ought to want virtue for its own sake, and that there is not
anything preferable to it, or more useful to us, for the sake of which we
ought to want it; and finally (iii) that those who kill themselves are weak-
minded and completely conquered by external causes contrary to their
nature.

Again, from T1Post. 4 {I1/102/29-31] it follows that we can never
bring it about that we require nothing outside ourselves to preserve our
being, nor that we live without having dealings with things outside us.
Moreover, if we consider our mind, our intellect would of course be
more imperfect if the mind were alone and did not understand anything
except itself. There are, therefore, many things outside us which are
useful to us, and on that account to be sought.

Of these, we can think of none more excellent than those which agree
entirely with our nawre. For if, for example, two individuals of entirely
the same nature are joined to one another, they compose an individual
twice as powerful as each one. To man, then, there is nothing more
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useful than man. Man, I say, can wish for nothing more helpful to the
preservation of his being than that all should so agree in all things that
the minds and bodies of all would compose, as it were, one mind and
one body; that all should strive together, as far as they can, to preserve
their being; and that all, together, should seek for themselves the com-
mon advantage of all.

From this it follows that men who are governed by reason—that is,
men who, from the guidance of reason, seek their own advantage—want
nothing for themselves which they do not desire for other men. Hence,
they are just, honest, and honorable.

These are those dictates of reason which I promised to present briefly
here before I began to demonstrate them in a more cumbersome order.
I have done this to win, if possible, the attention of those who believe
that this principle—that everyone is bound to seek his own advantage—
is the foundation, not of virtue and morality, but of immorality. Now
that I have shown briefly that the contrary is true, I proceed to demon-
strate this in the same way I have followed up to this point.

P19: From the laws of bis own nature, everyone necessarily wants, or is re-
pelled by, what be judges to be good or evil.

Dem.: Knowledge of good and evil (by P8) is itself an affect of joy or
sadness, insofar as we are conscious of it. And therefore (by IIIP28),
everyone necessarily wants what he judges to be good, and conversely,
is repelled by what he judges to be evil. But this appetite is nothing but
the very essence, or nature, of man (by the definition of appetite; see
IIIP9S and Def. Aff. I). Therefore, everyone, from the laws of his own
nature, necessarily, wants or is repelled by, and so on, q.e.d.

P20: The more each ome strives, and is able, to seek bis own advantage, that is,
to preserve his being, the more be is endowed with virtue; conversely, insofar as
each one neglects his own advantage, that is, neglects vo preserve his being, be
lacks power.

Dem.: Virtue is human power itself, which is'defined by man’s es-
sence alone (by D8), that is (by IIIP7), solely by the striving by which
man strives to persevere in his being. So the more each one strives, and
is able, to preserve his being, the more he is endowed with virtue. And
consequently (by IITP4 and P6), insofar as someone neglects to preserve
his being, he lacks power, q.e.d.

Schol: No one, therefore, unless he is defeated by causes external, and
contrary, to his nature, neglects to seek his own advantage, o7 to pre-
serve his being. No one, I say, avoids food or kills himself from the
necessity of his own nature. Those who do such things are compelled by
external causes, which can happen in many ways. Someone may kill
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himself because he is compelled by another, who twists his right hand
(which happened to hold a sword) and forces him to direct the sword
against his heart; or because he is forced by the command of a tyrant (as
Seneca was) to open his veins, that is, he desires to avoid a greater evil
by [submitting to] a lesser; or finally because hidden external causes so
dispose his imagination, and so affect his body, that it takes on another
nature, contrary to the former, a nature of which there cannot be an idea
in the mind (by IITP10). But that a man should, from the necessity of his
own nature, strive not to exist, or to be changed into another form, is as
impossible as that something should come from nothing. Anyone who
gives this a little thought will see it.

P21: No one can desire to be blessed, to act well and to live well, unless at the
same time be desires to be, to act, and to lve, that is, to actually exist.

Dem.: The demonstration of this proposition, o7 rather the thing
itself, is evident through itself, and also from the definition of desire.
For the desire (by Def. Aff. I) to live blessedly, o7 well, to act, and so on,
is the very essence of man, that is (by IIIP7), the striving by which each
one strives to preserve his being. Therefore, no one can desire, and so
on, q.e.d.

P22: No virtue can be conceived prior to this [virtue] (viz. the striving to
preserve omeself). s

Dem.: The striving to preserve itself is the very essence of a thing (by
IIIP7). Therefore, if some virtue could be conceived prior to this [vir-
tue], namely, to this striving, the very essence of the thing would be
conceived prior to itself (by D8), which is absurd (as is known through
itself). Therefore, no virtue, and so on, g.e.d.

Cor.: The saiving to preserve oneself is the first and only foundation
of virtue. For no other principle can be conceived prior to this one (by
P22) and no virtue can be conceived without it (by P21).

P23: A man cannot be said absolutely to act from virtue insofar as be is deter-
mined to do something because be has inadequate ideas, but only insofar as he
is determined because be understands.

Dem.: Insofar as 2 man is determined to act from the fact that he has
inadequate ideas, he is acted on (by IIIP1), that is (by IIID1 and D2), he
does something which cannot be perceived through his essence alone,
that is (by D8), which does not follow from his virtue. But insofar as he
is determined to do something from the fact that he understands, he
acts (by IIIP1), that is (by IIID2), does something which is perceived
through his essence alone, o7 (by D8) which follows adequately from his
virtue, q.e.d.
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P24: Acting absolutely from virtue is nothing else in us but acting, living, and
preserving our being (these three signify the same thing) by the guidance of
reason, from the foundation of secking one’s own advantage.

Dem.: Acting absolutely from virtue is nothing but acting from the
laws of our own nature (by D8). But we act only insofar as we under-
stand (by ITIP3). Therefore, acting from virtue is nothing else in us but
actng, living, and preserving one’s being by the guidance of reason, and
doing this (by P22C) from the foundation of seeking one’s own advan-
tage, q.e.d.

P25: No one strives to preserve his being for the sake of anything else.

Dem.: The striving by which each thing strives to persevere in its
being is defined by the thing’s essence alone (by IIIP7). If this [essence]
alone is given, then it follows necessarily that each one strives to pre-
serve his being—but this does not follow necessarily from the essence of
any other thing (by IITP6).

This proposition, moreover, is evident from P22C. For if a man
strove to preserve his being for the sake of something else, then that
thing would be the first foundation of virtue (as is known through it-
self). But (by P22C) this is absurd. Therefore, no one strives, and so on,
g.e.d.

P26: What we strive for from reasom is nothing but understanding; nor does
the mind, insofar as it uses reason, judge anytbing else useful to itself except
what leads to understanding.

Dem.: The striving to preserve itself is nothing but the essence of the
thing itself (by ITIIP7), which, insofar as it exists as it does, is conceived
to have a force for persevering in existing (by IIIP6) and for doing those
things which necessarily follow from its given nature (see the definition
of appedte in IITP9S). But the essence of reason is nothing but our
mind, insofar as it understands clearly and distinctly (see the definition
of this in ITP40S2). Therefore (by IIP40) whatever we strive for from
reason is nothing but understanding.

Next, since this striving of the mind, by which the mind, insofar as it
reasons, strives to preserve its being, is nothing but understanding (by
the first part of this demonstration), this striving for understanding
(by P22C) is the first and only foundation of virtue, nor do we strive to
understand things for the sake of some end (by P25). On the contrary,
the mind, insofar as it reasons, cannot conceive anything to be good for
itself except what leads to understanding (by D1), q.e.d.

P27: We know nothing to be certainly good or evil, except what really leads to
understanding or what can prevent us from understanding.
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Dem.: Insofar as the mind reasons, it wants nothing other than to
understand, nor does it judge anything else to be useful to itself except
what leads to understanding (by P26). But the mind (by IIP41, P43, and
P43S) has certainty of things only insofar as it has adequate ideas, or
(what is the same thing, by IIP40S) insofar as it reasons. Therefore, we
know nothing to be certainly good except what really leads to under-
standing, and conversely, know nothing to be certainly evil except what
can prevent us from understanding, q.e.d.

P28: Knowledge of God is the mind’s greatest good; its greatest virtue is to
know God.

Dem.: The greatest thing the mind can understand is God, that is (by
1D6), a being absolutely infinite, without which (by IP15) nothing can
either be or be conceived. And so (by P26 and P27), the mind’s greatest
advantage, or (by D1) good, is knowledge of God.

Next, only insofar as the mind understands (by IITP1 and P3), does it
act, and can it be said absolutely to act from virtue (by P23). The abso-
lute virtue of the mind, then, is understanding. But the greatest thing
the mind can understand is God (as we have already demonstrated).
Therefore, the greatest virtue of the mind is to understand, o7 know,
God, g.e.d.

P29: Any singular thing whose nature is entirely different from ows can nei-
ther aid nor restrain our power of acting, and absolutely, no thing can be either
good or evil for us, unless it has sometbing in convmon with us.

Dem.: The power of each singular thing, and consequently (by
IIP10C), man’s power, by which he exists and produces an effect, is not
determined except by another singular thing (by IP28), whose nature
must be understood (by IIP6) through the same atmibute through
which human nature is conceived. Our power of acting, therefore, how-
ever it is conceived, can be determined, and hence aided or restrained,
by the power of another singular thing which has something in common
with us, and not by the power of a thing whose nature is completely
different from ours.

And because we call good or evil what is the cause of joy or sadness
(by P8), that is (by IIIP11S), what increases or diminishes, aids or re-
strains, our power of acting, a thing whose nature is completely differ-
ent from ours can be neither good nor evil for us, q.e.d.

P30: No thing can be evil through what it has in common with our nature; but
insofar as it is evil for us, it is comtrary to us.

Dem.: We call evil what is the cause of sadness (by P8), thatis (by the
definition of sadness, see IIIP11S), what diminishes or restrains our
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power of acting. So if a thing were evil for us through what it has in
common with us, then the thing could diminish or restrain what it has
in common with us. But (by IIIP4) this is absurd. Therefore, no thing
can be evil for us through what it has in common with us. On the con-
trary, insofar as it is evil, that is (as we have already shown), insofar as it
can diminish or restrain our power of acting, it is contrary to us (by
IIIPS), q.e.d.

P31: Insofar as a thing agrees with our nature, it is necessarily good.

Dem.: Insofar as a thing agrees with our nature, it cannot be evil (by
P30). So it must either be good or indifferent. If the latter is posited,
namely, that it is neither good nor evil, then (by A3) nothing will follow
from its nature which aids the preservaton of our nature, that is
(by hypothesis), which aids the preservation of the nature of the thing
itself. But this is absurd (by IIIP6). Hence, insofar as it agrees with our
nature, it must be good, g.e.d.

Cor.: From this it follows that the more a thing agrees with our na-
ture, the more useful, or better, it is for us, and conversely, the more a
thing is useful to us, the more it agrees with our nature.

For insofar as it does not agree with our nature, it will necessarily be
different from it or contrary to it. If it is different from it, then (by P29)
it can be neither good nor evil. And if it is contrary, then it will also be
contrary to that which agrees with our nature, that is (by P31), contrary
to the good, or evil. Nothing, therefore, can be good except insofar as it
agrees with our nature. So the more a thing agrees with our nature, the
more useful it is, and conversely, g.e.d.

P32: Insofar as men are subject to passions, they cannot be said to agree in
nature.

Dem.: Things which are said to agree in nature are understood to
agree in power (by IIIP7), but not in lack of power, o7 negation, and
consequently (see IIIP3S) not in passion either. So insofar as men are
subject to passions, they cannot be said to agree in nature, q.e.d.

Schol.: This matter is also evident through itself. If someone says
that black and white agree only in this, that neither is red, he affirms
absolutely that black and white agree in nothing. Similarly, if someone
says that a stone and a man agree only in this, that each is finite, lacks
power, does not exist from the necessity of its nature, or, finally, is in-
definitely surpassed by the power of external causes, he affirms com-
pletely that a stone and a man do not agree in anything. For things
which agree only in a negation, o7 in what they do not have, really agree
in nothing.
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P33: Men can disagree in nature insofar as they are torn by affects which ave
passions; and to that extent also ome and the same man is changeable and
inconstant.

Dem.: The nature, or essence, of the affects cannot be explained
through our essence, or nature, alone (by IIID1 and D2), but must be
defined by the power, that is (by IIIP7), by the nature of external causes
compared with our own. That is why there are as many species of each
affect as there are species of objects by which we are affected (see
IIIP56); that is why men are affected differently by one and the same
object (see IITP51), and to that extent, disagree in nature. And finally,
that is also why one and the same man (again, by IIIP51) is affected
differently toward the same object, and to that extent is changeable, and
so on, q.e.d.

P34: Insofar as men are torn by affects which are passions, they can be contrary
to one another.

‘Dem.: A man—Peter, say—can be a cause of Paul’s being saddened,
because he has something like a thing Paul hates (by IIIP16), or because
Peter alone possesses something which Paul also loves (see ITIP32 and
P32S), or on account of other causes (for the main causes, see ITIP55S).
And so it will happen, as a result (by Def. Aff. VII), that Paul hates Peter.
Hence, it will easily happen (by IIIP40 and P40S) that Peter hates Paul
in return, and so (by I1IP39) that they sttive to harm one another; that
is (by P30), that they are contrary to one another. But an affect of sad-
ness is always a passion (by IIIP59). Therefore, men, insofar as they are
torn by affects which are passions, can be contrary to one another, q.e.d.

Schol.: I have said that Paul hates Peter because he imagines that
Peter possesses what Paul himself also loves. At first glance it seems to
follow from this that these two are injurious to one another because
they love the same thing, and hence, because they agree in nature. If this
were true, then P30 and P31 would be false.

But if we are willing to examine the matter fairly, we shall see that all
these propositions are completely consistent. For these two are not
troublesome to one another insofar as they agree in nature, that is, inso-
far as each loves the same thing, but insofar as they disagree with one
another. For insofar as each loves the same thing, each one’ love is
thereby encouraged (by IIIP31). That is (by Def. Aff. VI), each one’s joy
is thereby encouraged. So it is far from true that they are troublesome
to one another insofar as they love the same thing and agree in nature.

Instead, as I have said, the cause of [their enmity] is nothing but the
fact that (as we suppose) they disagree in nature. For we suppose that
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Peter has the idea of a thing he loves which is already possessed, whereas
Paul has the idea of a thing he loves which is lost. That is why the one
is affected with joy and the other with sadness, and to that extent they
are contrary to one another.

In this way we can easily show that the other causes of hate depend
only on the fact that men disagree in nature, not on that in which they
agree.

P35: Only insofar as men live according to the guidance of reason, must they
always agree in nature.

Dem.: Insofar as men are torn by affects which are passions, they can
be different in nature (by P33), and contrary to one another (by P34).
But insofar as men live according to the guidance of reason, they are
said only to act (by IIIP3). Hence, whatever follows from human nature,
insofar as it is defined by reason, must be understood through human
nature alone (by IIID2), as through its proximate cause. But because
each one, from the laws of his own nature, wants what he judges to be
good, and strives to avert what he judges to be evil (by P19), and more-
over, because what we judge to be good or evil when we follow the
dictate of reason must be good or evil (by ITP41), it follows that insofar
as men live according to the guidance of reason, they must do only those
things which are good for human nature, and hence, for each man, that
is (by P31C), those things which agree with the nature of each man.
Hence, insofar as men live according to the guidance of reason, they
must always agree among themselves, q.e.d.

Cor. 1: There is no singular thing in Nature which is more useful to
man than a man who lives according to the guidance of reason.

For what is most useful to man is what most agrees with his nature
(by P31C), that is (as is known through itself), man. But a man acts
entrely from the laws of his own nature when he lives according to the
guidance of reason (by IIID2), and only to that extent must he always
agree with the nature of the other man (by P35). Therefore, among
singular things there is nothing more useful to man than a man, and so
on, q.e.d.

Cor. 2.: When each man most seeks his own advantage for himself,
then men are most useful to one another.

For the more each one seeks his own advantage, and strives to pre-
serve himself, the more he is endowed with virtue (by P20), or what is
the same (by D8), the greater is his power of acting according to the
laws of his own nature, that is (by I1IP3), of living from the guidance of
reason. But men most agree in nature, when they live according to the
guidance of reason (by P35). Therefore (by P35C1), men will be most
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useful to one another, when each one most seeks his own advantage,
g.e.d.

Schol.: What we have just shown is also confirmed by daily experi-
ence, which provides so much and such clear evidence that this saying is
i almost everyone’s mouth: man is 2 God to man.

Sdll, it rarely happens that men live according to the guidance of
reason. Instead, their lives are so constituted that they are usually envi-
ous and burdensome to one another. They can hardly, however, live 2
solitary life; hence, that definition which makes man a social animal has
been quite pleasing to most. And surely we do derive, from the society
of our fellow men, many more advantages than disadvantages.

So let the sadrists laugh as much as they like at human affairs, let the
theologians curse them, let melancholics praise as much as they can a
life that is unculuvated and wild, let them disdain men and admire the
lower animals. Men still find from experience that by helping one an-
other they can provide themselves much more easily with the things
they require, and that only by joining forces can they avoid the dangers
which threaten on all sides—not to mention that it is much preferable
and more worthy of our knowledge to consider the deeds of men, rather
than those of the lower animals. But I shall treat this topic more fully
elsewhere.

P36: The greatest good of those who seek virtue is cormmon to all, and can be
enjoyed by all equally.

Dem.: To act from virtue is to act according to the guidance of reason

(by P24), and whatever we strive for from reason is understanding (by
P26). Hence (by P28), the greatest good of those who seek virtue is to
know God, that is (by IIP47 and P47S), a good that is common to all
men, and can be possessed equally by all men insofar as they are of the
same nature, q.e.d.
. Schol.: But suppose someone should ask: what if the greatest good of
those who seek virtue were not common to all? Would it not follow
from that, as above (see P34), that men who live according to the guid-
ance of reason, that is (by P35), men, insofar as they agree in nature,
would be contrary to one another?

To this the answer is that it is not by accident that man’s greatest
good is common to all; rather, it arises from the very nature of reason,
because it is deduced from the very essence of man, insofar as [that
essence] is defined by reason, and because man could neither be nor be
conceived if he did not have the power to enjoy this greatest good. For
it pertains to the essence of the huran mind (by ITP47) to have an ade-
quate knowledge of God’s eternal and infinite essence.
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P37: The good which everyone who seeks virtue wants for himself, be also
desires for other men; and this desire is greater as bis knowledge of (od is
greater.

Dem.: Insofar as men live according to the guidance of reason, they
are most useful to man (by P35Cl1); hence (by P19), according to the
guidance of reason, we necessarily strive to bring it about that men live
according to the guidance of reason. Now, the good which everyone
who lives according to the dictate of reason (i.e., by P24, who seeks
virtue) wants for himself is understanding (by P26). Therefore, the
good which everyone who seeks virtue wants for himself, he also desires
for other men.

Next, desire, insofar as it is related to the mind, is the very essence of
the mind (by Def. Aff. I). Now the essence of the mind consists in
knowledge (by IIP11), which involves knowledge of God (by 1IP47).
Without this [knowledge the mind] can neither be nor be conceived (by
IP15). Hence, as the mind’s essence involves a greater knowledge of
God, so will the desire also be greater by which one who seeks virtue
desires for another the good he wants for himself, q.e.d.

Alternative Dem.: The good which man wants for himself and loves,
he will love more constantly if he sees that others love it (by ITIP31). So
(by IIIP31C), he will strive to have the others love the same thing. And
because this good is common to all (by P36), and all can enjoy it, he will
therefore (by the same reason) suive that all may enjoy it. And this
striving will be the greater, the more he enjoys this good (by IIIP37),

.e.d.

! Schol. 1: He who strives, only because of an affect, that others should
love what he loves, and live according to his temperament, acts only
from impulse and is hateful—especially to those to whom other things
are pleasing, and who also, therefore, strive eagerly, from the same im-
pulse, to have other men live according to their own temperament. And
since the greatest good men seek from an affect is often such that only
one can possess it fully, those who love are not of one mind in their
love—while they rejoice to sing the praises of the thing they love, they
fear to be believed. But he who strives from reason to guide others acts
not by impulse, but kindly, generously, and with the greatest steadfast-
ness of mind.

Again, whatever we desire and do of which we are the cause insofar as
we have the idea of God, o7 insofar as we know God, I relate to religion.
The desire to do good generated in us by our living according to the
guidance of reason, I call morality. The desire by which a man who lives
according to the guidance of reason is bound to join others to himself in
friendship, I call being honorable, and I call that honorable which men
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who live according to the guidance of reason praise; on the other hand,
what is contrary to the formation of friendship, I call dishonorable.

In addition to this, I have also shown what the foundations of the state
are.

Furthermore, from what has been said above, one can easily perceive
the difference between true virtue and lack of power; true virtue is noth-
ing but living according to the guidance of reason, and so lack of power
consists only in this, that 2 man allows himself to be guided by things
outside him, and to be determined by them to do what the common
constitution of external things demands, not what his own nature, con-
sidered in itself, demands.

These are the things I promised, in P18S, to demonstrate. From
them it is clear that the law against killing animals is based more on
empty superstition and unmanly compassion than sound reason. The
rational principle of seeking our own advantage teaches us to establish
a bond with men, but not with the lower animals, or with things whose
nature is different from human nature. We have the same right against
them that they have against us. Indeed, because the right of each one is
defined by his virtue, o7 power, men have a far greater right against the
lower animals than they have against men. Not that I deny that the
lower animals have sensations. But I do deny that we are therefore not
permitted to consider our own advantage, use them at our pleasure, and
treat them as is most convenient for us. For they do not agree in nature
with us, and their affects are different in nature from human affects (see
IIIP575).

It remains now for me to explain what is just and what unjust, what sin
is, and finally, what merit is. These matters will be taken up in the fol-
lowing scholium.

Schol. 2: In the Appendix of Part I, I promised to explain what praise
and blame, merit and sin, and justice and injustice are. As far as praise
and blame are concerned, I have explained them in IITP29S. This will be
the place to speak of the others. But first a few words must be said about
man’s natural state and his civil state.

Everyone exists by the highest right of Nature, and consequently
everyone, by the highest right of Nature, does those things which fol-
low from the necessity of his own nature. So everyone, by the highest
right of Nature, judges what is good and what is evil, considers his own
advantage according to his own temperament (see P19 and P20),
avenges himself (see IITP40C2), and strives to preserve what he loves
and destroy what he hates (see IIIP28).

If men lived according to the guidance of reason, everyone would
possess this right of his (by P35C1) without any injury to anyone else.
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But because they are subject to the affects (by P4C), which far surpass
man’s power, o virtue (by P6), they are often drawn in different direc-
dons (by P33) and are contrary to one ancther (by P34), while they
require one another’ aid (by P35S).

In order, therefore, that men may be able to live harmoniously and be
of assistance to one another, it is necessary for them to give up their
natural right and to make one another confident that they will do noth-
ing which could harm others. How it can happen that men who are
necessarily subject to affects (by P4C), inconstant and changeable (by
P33) should be able to make one another confident and have trust in one
another, is clear from P7 and IIIP39. No affect can be restrained except
by an affect stronger than and contrary to the affect to be restrained, and
everyone refrains from doing harm out of timidity regarding a greater
harm.

By this law, therefore, society can be maintained, provided it ap-
propriates to itself the right everyone has of avenging himself, and of
judging concerning good and evil. In this way society has the power to
prescribe a common rule of life, to make laws, and to maintain thern—
not by reason, which cannot restrain the affects (by P17S), but by
threats. This society, maintained by laws and the power it has of pre-
serving itself, is called a state, and those who are defended by its law,
citizens.

From this we easily understand that there is nothing in the state of
nature which, by the agreement of all, is good or evil; for everyone who
is in the state of nature considers only his own advantage, and decides
what is good and what is evil from his own temperament, and only inso-
far as he takes account of his own advantage. He is not bound by any law
to submit to anyone except himself. So in the state of nature no sin can
be conceived.

But in the civil state, of course, it is decided by common agreement
what is good or what is evil. And everyone is bound to submit to the
state. Sin, therefore, is nothing but disobedience, which for that reason
can be punished only by the law of the state. On the other hand, obedi-
ence is considered a merit in a ditizen, because on that account he is
judged worthy of enjoying the advantages of the state.

Again, in the state of nature there is no one who by common consent
is Master of anything, nor is there anything in Nature which can be said
to be this man’s and not that man’s. Instead, all things belong to all. So
in the state of nature, there cannot be conceived any will to give to each
his own, or to take away from someone what is his. That is, in the state
of nature nothing is done which can be called just or unjust.

But in the civil state, of course, where it is decided by common con-
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sent what belongs to this man, and what to that [, things are done which
can be called just or unjust].

From this it is clear that just and unjust, sin and merit, are extrinsic
nodons, not attributes which explain the nature of the mind. But
enough of this.

P38: Whatever so disposes the buman body that it can be affected in a great
many ways, or renders it capable of affecting external bodies in 4 great many
ways, is useful to man; the more it venders the body capable of being affected in
a great many ways, or of affecting other bodies, the move useful it is; on the
other band, what renders the body less capable of these things is harmful.

Dem.: The more the body is rendered capable of these things, the
more the mind is rendered capable of perceiving (by IIP14). And so
what disposes the body in this way, and renders it capable of these
things, is necessarily good, o useful (by P26 and P27), and the more
useful the more capable of these things it renders the body. On the
other hand (by the converse of IIP14, and by P26 and P27), it is harmful
if it renders the body less capable of these things, q.e.d.

P39: Those things are good which bring about the preservation of the propor-
tion of motion and rest the human body’s parts have to one another; on the
other band, those things are evil which bring it about that the parts of the
buman body have a different proportion of motion and rest to one another.

Dem.: To be preserved, the human body requires a great many other
bodies (by ITPost. 4). But what constitutes the form of the human body
consists in this, that its parts communicate their motions to one another
in a certain fixed proportion (by the definition [at I1/99-100]). There-
fore, things which bring it about that the parts of the human body pre-
serve the same proportion of moton and rest to one another, preserve
the human body’s form. Hence, they bring it about that the human
body can be affected in many ways, and that it can affect external bodies
in many ways (by IIPost. 3 and Post. 6). So they are good (by P38).

Next, things which bring it about that the human body’s parts acquire
a different proportion of motion and rest to one another bring it about
(by the same definition [at 11/99-100]) that the human body takes on
another form, that is (as is known through itself, and as I pointed out at
the end of the preface of this part), that the human body is destroyed,
and hence rendered completely incapable of being affected in many
ways. So (by P38), they are evil, q.e.d.

Schol.: In Part V 1 shall explain how much these things can be harm-
ful to or beneficial to the mind. But here it should be noted that I under-
stand the body to die when its parts are so disposed that they acquire a
different proportion of motion and rest to one another. For I dare not
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deny that—even though the circulation of the blood is maintained, as
well as the other [signs] on account of which the body is thought to be
alive—the human body can nevertheless be changed into another na-
ture entirely different from its own. For no reason compels me to main-
tain that the body does not die unless it is changed into a corpse.

And, indeed, experience seems to urge a different conclusion. Some-
times a man undergoes such changes that I should hardly have said he
was the same man. ] have heard stories, for example, of a spanish poet
who suffered an illness; though he recovered, he was left so oblivious to
his past life that he did not believe the tales and tragedies he had written
were his own. He could surely have been taken for a grown-up infant if
he had also forgotten his native language.

If this seems incredible, what shall we say of infants? A man of ad-
vanced years believes their nature to be so different from his own that
he could not be persuaded that he was ever an infant, if he did not make
this conjecture concerning himself from [INS: the example of] others.
But rather than provide the supersttious with material for raising new
questions, I prefer to leave this discussion unfinished.

P40: Things which are of assistance to the common sociery of men, or which
bring it about that men live harmoniously, are useful; those, on the other band,
are evil which bring discord to the state.

Dem.: For things which bring it about that men live harmoniously, at
the same time bring it about that they live according to the guidance of
reason (by P35). And so (by P26 and P27) they are good.

And on the other hand (by the same reasoning), those are evil which

arouse discord, g.e.d.

P41: Joy is not directly evil, but good; sadness, on the other hand, is directly
evil.

Dem.: Joy (by IIIP11 and P11S) is an affect by which the body’s
power of acting is increased or aided. Sadness, on the other hand, is an
affect by which the body’s power of acting is diminished or restrained.
And so (by P38) joy is directly good, and so on, q.e.d.

Pa2: Cheerfulness cannot be excessive, but is always good; melancholy, on the
other band, is always evil.

Dem.: Cheerfulness (see its Def. in ITIP11S) is a joy which, insofar as
it is related to the body, consists in this, that all parts of the body are
equally affected. That is (by IIIP11), the body’s power of actng is in-
creased or aided, so that all of its parts maintain the same proportion of
motion and rest to one another. And so (by P39), cheerfulness is always
good, and cannot be excessive.
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But melancholy (see its Def., also in IIIP11S) is a sadness, which,
insofar as it is related to the body, consists in this, that the body’s power
of acting is absolutely diminished or restrained. And so (by P38) it is
always evil, q.e.d.

PA43: Pleasure can be excessive and evil, whereas pain can be good insofar as the
pleasure, or joy, is evil.

Dem.: Pleasure is a joy which, insofar as it is related to the body,
consists in this, that one (or several) of its parts are affected more than
the others (see its Def. in IIIP11S). The power of this affect can be so
great that it surpasses the other actions of the body (by P6), remains
stubbornly fixed in the body, and so prevents the body from being capa-
ble of being affected in a great many other ways. Hence (by P38), it can
be evil.

Pain, on the other hand, which is a sadness, cannot be good, consid-
ered in itself alone (by P41). But because its force and growth are de-
fined by the power of an external cause compared with our power (by
P5), we can conceive infinite degrees and modes of the powers of this
affect (by P3). And so we can conceive it to be such that it can restrain
pleasure, so that it is not excessive, and thereby prevent the body from
being rendered less capable (by the first part of this proposition). To
that extent, therefore, it will be good, q.e.d.

P44: Love and desive can be excessive.

Dem.: Love is joy, accompanied by the idea of an external cause (by
Def. Aff. VI). Pleasure, therefore (by IIIP11S), accompanied by the idea
of an external cause, is love. And so, love (by P43) can be excessive.

Again, desire is greater as the affect from which it arises is greater (by
IIIP37). Hence, as an affect (by P6) can surpass the rest of man’s actions,
so also the desire which arises from that affect can surpass the rest of his
desires. It can therefore be excessive in the same way we have shown
pleasure can be (in P43), q.e.d.

Schol.: Cheerfulness, which I have said is good, is more easily con-
ceived than observed. For the affects by which we are daily torn are
generally related to a part of the body which is affected more than the
others. Generally, then, the affects are excessive, and occupy the mind
in the consideration of only one object so much that it cannot think of
others. And though men are liable to a great many affects, so that one
rarely finds them to be always agitated by one and the same affect, still
there are those in whom one affect is stubbornly fixed. For we some-
times see that men are so affected by one object that, although it is not
present, they still believe they have it with them.

When this happens to a man who is not asleep, we say that he is mad
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or insane. Nor are they thought to be less mad who burn with love, and
dream, both night and day, only of a lover or a courtesan. For they
usually provoke laughter. But when a greedy man thinks of nothing else
but profit, or money, and an ambitious man of esteem, they are not
thought to be mad, because they are usually troublesome and are con-
sidered worthy of hate. But greed, ambition, and lust really are species
of madness, even though they are not numbered among the diseases.

P45: Hate can never be good.

Dem.: We strive to destroy the man we hate (by IITP39), that is (by
P37), we strive for something which is evil. Therefore, and so on, q.e.d.

Schol.: Note that here and in what follows I understand by hate only
hate toward men.

Cor. 1: Envy, mockery, disdain, anger, vengeance, and the rest of the
affects which are related to hate or arise from it, are evil. This too is
evident from P37 and IIIP39.

Cor. 2: Whatever we want because we have been affected with hate is
dishonorable; and [if we live] in a state, it is unjust. This too is evident
from IIIP39, and from the definitions of dishonorable and unjust (see
P375).

Schol.: T recognize a great difference between mockery (which, in
Cor. 1, I said was evil) and laughter. For laughter and joking are pure
joy. And so, provided they are not excessive, they are good through
themselves (by P41). Nothing forbids our pleasure except a savage and
sad superstition. For why is it more proper to relieve our hunger and
thirst than to tid ourselves of melancholy?

My account of the matter, the view I have arrived at, is this: no deity,
nor anyone else, unless he is envious, takes pleasure in my lack of power
and my misfortune; nor does he ascribe to virtue our tears, sighs, fear,
and other things of that kind, which are signs of a weak mind. On the
contrary, the greater the joy with which we are affected, the greater the
perfection to which we pass, that is, the more we must participate in
the divine nature. To use things, therefore, and take pleasure in them
as far as possible—not, of course, to the point where we are disgusted
with them, for there is no pleasure in that—this is the part of a wise
man.

It is the part of a wise man, I say, to refresh and restore himself in
moderation with pleasant food and drink, with scents, with the beauty
of green plants, with decoration, music, sports, the theater, and other
things of this kind, which anyone can use without injury to another. For
the human body is composed of a great many parts of different natures,
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which constantly require new and varied nourishment, so that the whole
body may be equally capable of all the things which can follow from its
nature, and hence, so that the mind also may be equally capable of un-
derstanding many things at once.

This plan of living, then, agrees best both with our principles and
with common practice. So, if any other way of living [is to be com-
mended], this one is best, and to be commended in every way. Nor is it
necessary for me to treat these matters more clearly or more fully.

P46: He who lives according to the guidance of reason strives, as far as be can,
to vepay the other’s bate, anger, and disdain toward him, with love, or nobility.

Dem.: All affects of hate are evil (by P45C1). So he who lives accord-
ing to the guidance of reason will strive, as far as he can, to bring it about
that he is not wroubled with affects of hate (by P19), and consequently
(by P37), will strive that the other also should not undergo those affects.
Now hate is increased by being returned, and on the other hand, can be
destroyed by love (by IIIP43), so that the hate passes into love (by
I11P44). Therefore, one who lives according to the guidance of reason
will strive to repay the other’ hate, and so on, with love, and so on, with
nobility (see its Def. in ITTP59S), q.e.d.

Schol.: He who wishes to avenge wrongs by hating in return surely
lives miserably. On the other hand, one who is eager to overcome hate
by love, strives joyously and confidently, resists many men as easily as
one, and requires the least help from fortune. Those whorn he conquers
yield joyously, not from a lack of strength, but from an increase in their
powers. All these things follow so clearly simply from the definitions of
love and of intellect, that there is no need to demonstrate them sepa-
rately.

PA47: Affects of hope and fear cannot be good of themselves.

Dem.: There are no affects of hope or fear without sadness. For fear
is a sadness (by Def. Aff. XIII), and there is no hope without fear (see the
explanation following Def. Aff. XIT and XTIII). Therefore (by P41) these
affects cannot be good of themselves, but only insofar as they can re-
strain an excess of joy (by P43), q.e.d.

Schol.: We may add to this that these affects show a defect of knowl-
edge and a lack of power in the mind. For this reason also confidence
and despair, gladness and remorse are signs of a mind lacking in power.
For though confidence and gladness are affects of joy, they still presup-
pose that a sadness has preceded them, namely, hope and fear. There-
fore, the more we strive to live according to the guidance of reason, the
more we strive to depend less on hope, to free ourselves from fear, to
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conquer fortune as much as we can, and to direct our actions by the
certain counsel of reason.

PA48: Affects of overestimation and scorn are always evil.
Dem.: These affects are contrary to reason (by Def. Aff. XXI and
XXTI). So (by P26 and P27) they are evil, g.e.d.

P49: Overestimation easily makes the man who is overestimated proud.

Dem.: If we see that someone, out of love, thinks more highly of us
than is just, we shall easily exult at being esteemed (by I1TP41S), or be
affected with joy (by Def. Aff. XXX), and we shall easily believe the
good we hear predicated of us (by IIIP25). And so, out of love of our-
selves, we shall think more highly of ourselves than is just, that is (by
Def. Aff. XXVIII), we shall easily become proud, g.e.d.

P50: Pity, in a man who lives according to the guidance of reason, is evil of
itself and useless.

Dem.: For pity (by Def. Aff. XVIII) is a sadness, and therefore (by
P41), of itself, evil.

Moreover, the good which follows from it, namely, that we strive to
free the man we pity from his suffering (by IIIP27C3), we desire to do
from the dictate of reason alone (by P37), and we can only do from the
dictate of reason alone something which we know certainly to be good
(by P27).

Hence, pity, in a man who lives according to the guidance of reason,
is both evil of itself and useless, q.e.d.

Cor.: From this it follows that a man who lives according to the dic-
tate of reason, strives, as far as he can, not to be touched by pity.

Schol.: He who rightly knows that all things follow from the necessity
of the divine nature, and happen according to the eternal laws and rules
of Nature, will surely find nothing worthy of hate, mockery, or disdain,
nor anyone whom he will pity. Instead he will strive, as far as human
virtue allows, to act well, as they say, and rejoice.

To this we may add that he who is easily touched by the affect of pity,
and moved by another’s suffering or tears, often does something he
later repents—both because, from an affect, we do nothing which we
certainly know to be good, and because we are easily deceived by false
tears.

Here I am speaking expressly of a man who lives according to the
guidance of reason. For one who is moved to aid others neither by rea-
son nor by pity is rightly called inhuman. For (by IITP27) he seems to be
unlike a man.
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P51: Favor is not contrary to veason, but can agree with it and arise from it.

Dem.: For favor is a love toward him who has benefited another (by
Def. Aff. XIX), and so can be related to the mind insofar as it is said to
act (by IIIP59), that is (by ITIP3), insofar as it understands. Therefore,
it agrees with reason, and so on, q.e.d.

Alternate Dem.: He who lives according to the guidance of reason,
desires for the other, too, the good he wants for himself (by P37). So
because he sees someone benefiting another, his own striving to do
good is aided, that is (by IIIP11S), he will rejoice. And this joy (by hy-
pothesis) will be accompanied by the idea of him who has benefited
another. He will, therefore (by Def. Aff. XIX), favor him, q.e.d.

Schol.: Indignation, as we define it (see Def. Aff. XX), is necessarily
evil (by P45). But it should be noted that when the supreme power,
bound by its desire to preserve peace, punishes a citizen who has
wronged another, I do not say that it is indignant toward the citizen. For
it punishes him, not because it has been aroused by hate to destroy him,
but because it is moved by duty.

P52: Self-esteemn can arise from reason, and only that self-esteemn which does
arise from reasom is the greatest there can be.

Dem.: Self-esteem is a joy born of the fact that man considers himself
and his power of acting (by Def. Aff. XXV). But man’s true power of
acting, or virtue, is reason itself (by I1TP3), which man consider? clearly
and distincdy (by IIP40 and P43). Therefore, self-esteemn arises from
reason.

Next, while a man considers himself, he perceives nothing clearly and
distinctly, or adequately, except those things which follow from his
power of acting (by IITD2), that is (by IIIP3), which follow from his
power of understanding. And so the greatest self-esteemn there can be
arises only from this reflection, g.e.d.

Schol.: Self-esteem is really the highest thing we can hope for. For (as
we have shown in P25) no one strives to preserve his being for the sake
of any end. And because this self-esteemn is more and more encouraged
and strengthened by praise (by IIIP53C), and on the other hand, more
and more upset by blame (by ITIP55C), we are guided most by love of
esteemn and can hardly bear a life in disgrace.

P53: Humility is not 4 virtue, or does not arise from reason.

Dem.: Humility is a sadoess which arises from the fact that a man
considers his own lack of power (by Def. Aff. XXVT). Moreover, insofar
as a man knows himself by true reason, it is supposed that he under-
stands his own essence, that is (by 1IIP7), his own power. So if 2 man, in
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considering himself, perceives some lack of power of his, this is not
because he understands himself, but because his power of acting is re-
strained (as we have shown in IIIP55). But if we suppose that the man
conceives his lack of power because he understands something more
powerful than himself, by the knowledge of which he determines his
power of acting, then we conceive nothing but that the man under-
stands himself distinctly or (by P26) that his power of acting is aided. So
humility, or the sadness which arises from the fact that a man reflects on
his own lack of power, does not arise from 2 true reflection, o7 reason,
and is a passion, not a virtue, g.e.d.

P54: Repentance is not a virtue, or does not arise from reason; instead, be who
repents what he has done is twice wretched, or lacking in power.

Dem.: The first part of this is demonstrated as P53 was. The second
is evident simply from the definition of this affect (see Def. Aff. XXVII).
For first he suffers himself to be conquered by an evil desire, and then
by sadness.

Schol.: Because men rarely live from the dictate of reason, these two
affects, humility and repentance, and in addidon, hope and fear, bring
more advantage than disadvantage. So since men must sin, they ought
rather to sin in that direction. If weak-minded men were all equally
proud, ashamed of nothing, and afraid of nothing, how could they be
united or restrained by any bonds?

The mob is terrifying, if unafraid. So it is no wonder that the proph-
ets, who considered the common advantage, not that of the few, com-
mended humility, repentance, and reverence so greatly. Really, those
who are subject to these affects can be guided far more easily than oth-
ers, so that in the end they may live from the guidance of reason, that is,
may be free and enjoy the life of the blessed.

P55: Either very great pride or very great despondency is very great ignorance

of oneself.
Dem.: This is evident from Defs. Aff. XXVIII and XXIX.

P56: Either very great pride or very great despondency indicates very great
weakness of mind.

Dem.: The first foundaton of virtue is preserving one’s being (by
P22C) and doing this from the guidance of reason (by P24). Therefore,
he who is ignorant of himself is ignorant of the foundation of all the
virtues, and consequently, ignorant of all the virtues. Next, acting from
virtue is nothing but acting from the guidance of reason (by P24), and
he who acts from the guidance of reason must know that he acts from
the guidance of reason (by IIP43). Therefore, he who is ignorant of
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himself, and consequently (as we have just now shown) of all the virtues,
does not act from virtue at all, that is (as is evident from D8), 1s ex-
tremely weak-minded. And so (by P55) either very great pride or very
great despondency indicate very great weakness of mind, q.e.d.
Cor.: From this it follows very clearly that the proud and the despon-

dent are highly liable to affects.

. Schol.: Nevertheless, despondency can be corrected more easily than
pride, since pride is an affect of joy, whereas despondency is an affect of
sadness. And so (by P18), pride is stronger than despondency.

P57: The proud man loves the presence of parasites, or flatterers, but bates the
presence of the noble.

Dem.: Pride is a joy born. of the fact that man thinks more highly of
himself than is just (see Defs. Aff. XXVIII and VI). The proud man will
strive as far as he can to encourage this opinion (see ITTP13S). And so the
proud will love the presence of parasites or flatterers (I have omitted the
definitions of these because they are too well known) and will flee the
presence of the noble, who think of them as is appropriate, q.e.d.

Schol.: It would take too long to enurnerate all the evils of pride here,
since the proud are subject to all the affects (though they are least sub-
ject to affects of love and compassion). But we ought not to pass over in
silence here the fact that he also is called proud who thinks less highly
of others than is just. So in this sense pride should be defined as a joy
born of a2 man’s false opinion that he is above others. And the despon-
dency contrary to this pride would need to be defined as a sadness born
of a man’s false opinion that he is below others.

But this being posited, we easily conceive that the proud man must
be envious (see ITIP55S) and hate those most who are most praised for
their virtues, that his hatred of them is not easily conquered by love
or benefits (see IIIP41S), and that he takes pleasure only in the presence
of those who humor his weakness of mind and make a madman of a
fool.

Although despondency is contrary to pride, the despondent man is
stll very near the proud one. For since his sadness arises from the fact
that he judges his own lack of power from the power, o7 virtue, of oth-
ers, his sadness will be relieved, that is, he will rejoice, if his imagination
is occupied in considering the vices of others. Hence the proverb: misery
Joves company.

On the other hand, the more he believes himself to be below others,
the more he will be saddened. That is why no one is more prone to envy
than the despondent man is, and why they strive especially to observe
men’s deeds, more for the sake of finding fault than to improve them,
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and why, finally, they praise only despondency, and exult over it—but in
such a way that they sdll seem despondent.

These things follow from this affect as necessarily as it follows from
the nature of a triangle that its three angles are equal to two right angles.
I have already said that I call these, and like affects, evil insofar as I
attend only to human advantage. But the laws of Nature concern the
common order of Nature, of which man is a part. I wished to remind my
readers of this here, in passing, in case anyone thought my purpose was
only to tell about men’s vices and their absurd deeds, and not to demon-
strate the nature and properties of things. For as I said in the Preface of
Part IT1, I consider men’s affects and propertes just like other natural
things. And of course human affects, if they do not indicate man’s
power, at least indicate the power and skill of Nature, no less than many
other things we wonder at and take pleasure in contemplating. But I
continue to note, concerning the affects, those things which bring ad-
vantage to men, and those which bring them harm.

P58: Love of esteem is not comtrary to reasom, but can arise from it.

Dem.: This is evident from Def. Aff. XXX, and from the definition of
what is honorable (see P37S1).

Schol.: The love of esteem which is called empty is a self-esteem that
is encouraged only by the opinion of the multtude. When that ceases,
the self-esteem ceases, that is (by P52S), the highest good that each one
loves. That is why he who exults at being esteemed by the multitude is
made anxious daily, strives, acts, and schemes, in order to preserve his
reputation. For the multitude is fickle and inconstant; unless one’s repu-
tation is guarded, it is quickly destroyed. Indeed, because everyone de-
sires to secure the applause of the multtude, each one willingly puts
down the reputation of the other. And since the sauggle is over a good
thought to be the highest, this gives rise to a monstrous lust of each to
crush the other in any way possible. The one who at last emerges as
victor exults more in having harmed the other than in having benefited
himself. This love of esteem, or self-esteem, then, is really empty, be-
cause it is nothing.

The things which must be noted about shame are easily inferred from
what we said about compassion and repentance. I add only this, that like
pity, shame, though not a virtue, is still good insofar as it indicates, in
the man who blushes with shame, a desire to live honorably. In the same
way pain is said to be good insofar as it indicates that the injured part is
not yet decayed. So though a man who is ashamed of some deed is really
sad, he is sall more perfect than one who is shameless, who has no desire
to live honorably.
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These are the things I undertook to note concerning the affects of joy
and sadness. As far as desires are concerned, they, of course, are good or
evil insofar as they arise from good or evil affects. But all of them, really,
insofar as they are generated in us from affects which are passions, are
blind (as may easily be inferred from what we said in P44S), and would

_be of no use if men could easily be led to live according to the dictate of
reason alone. I shall now show this concisely.

P59: To every action to which we are determined from an affect which is a
passion, we can be determined by reason, without that affect.

Dem.: Acting from reason is nothing but doing those things which
follow from. the necessity of our nature, considered in itself alone (by
IIIP3 and D2). But sadness is evil insofar as it decreases or restrains this
power of acting (by P41). Therefore, from this affect we cannot be de-
termined to any action which we could not do if we were led by reason.

_ Furthermore, joy is bad [only] insofar as it prevents man from being
capable of acting (by P41 and P43), and so to that extent also, we cannot
be determined to any action which we could not do if we were guided
by reason.

Finally, insofar as joy is good, it agrees with reason (for it consists in
this, that a man’s power of acting is increased or aided), and is not 2
passion except insofar as the man’s power of actng is not increased to
the point where he conceives himself and his acdons adequately. So if a
man affected with Joy were led to such a great perfection that he con-
ceived himself and his acdons adequately, he would be capable—indeed
more capable—of the same actions to which he is now determined from
affects which are passions.

But all affects are related to joy, sadness, or desire (see the explanatdon
of Def. Aff. IV), and desire (by Def. Aff. I) is nothing but the striving to
act itself. Therefore, to every action to which we are determined from
an affect which is a passion, we can be led by reason alone, without the
affect, g.e.d.

Alternate Dem.: Any action is called evil insofar as it arises from the
fact that we have been affected with hate or with some evil affect (see
P45C1). But no action, considered in itself, is good or evil (as we have
shown in the Preface of this Part); instead, one and the same action is
now good, now evil. Therefore, to the same action which is now evil, or
which arises from some evil affect, we can (by P19) be led by reason,
q.e.d.

Schol.: These things are more clearly explained by an example. The
act of beating, insofar as it is considered physically, and insofar as we
attend only to the fact that the man raises his arm, closes his fist, and
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moves his whole arm forcefully up and down, is a virtue, which is con-
ceived from the structure of the human body. Therefore, if a man
moved by anger or hate is determined to close his fist or move his arm,
that (as we have shown in Part II) happens because one and the same
action can be joined to any images of things whatever. And so we can be
determined to one and the same acton both from those images of
things which we conceive confusedly and [from those images of things?]
we conceive clearly and disdnctly:

It is evident, therefore, that every desire which arises from an affect
which is a passion would be of no use if men could be guided by reason.
Let us see now why we call a desire blind which arises from an affect
which is a passion.

P60: A desire arising from either a joy or a sadness velated to one, or several,
but not to all parts of the body, bas no regard for the advantage of the whole
man.

Dem.: Suppose, for example, that part A of the body is so strength-
ened by the force of some external cause that it prevails over the others
(by P6). This part will not, on that account, strive to lose its powers so
that the other parts of the body may fulfill their function. For [if it did],
it would have to have a force, o» power, of losing its own powers, which
(by IIIP6) is absurd. Therefore, that part will strive, and consequently
(by IIIP7 and P12), the mind also will strive, to preserve that state. And
so the desire which arises from such an affect of joy does not have regard
to the whole.

If, on the other hand, it is supposed that part A is restrained so that
the others prevail, it is demonstrated in the same way that the de-
sire which arises from sadness also does not have regard to the whole,
q.ed.

Schol.: Therefore, since joy is generally (by P44S) related to one part
of the body, for the most part we desire to preserve our being without
regard to our health as a whole. To this we may add that the desires by
which we are most bound (by P9C) have regard only to the present and
not to the future.

P61: A desire which arises from reason cannot be excessive.

Dem.: Desire, considered absolutely, is the very essence of man (by
Def. Aff. I), insofar as it is conceived to be determined in any way to
doing something. And so a desire which arises from reason, that is
(by IIIP3), which is generated in us insofar as we act is the very essence,
or nature, of man, insofar as it is conceived to be determined to doing
those things which are conceived adequately through man’s essence
alone (by IIID2). So if this desire could be excessive, then human na-
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ture, considered in itself alone, could exceed itself, o7 could do more
than it can. This is a manifest contradiction. Therefore, this desire can-
not be excessive, g.e.d.

P62: Insofar as the mind comceives things from the dictate of reason, it is
affected equally, whether the idea is of a future or past thing, or of & present
one.

Dem.: Whatever the mind conceives under the guidance of reason, it
conceives under the same species of eternity, or necessity (by IIP44C2)
and is affected with the same certainty (by IIP43 and P43S). So whether
the idea is of a future or a past thing, or of a present one, the mind
conceives the thing with the same necessity and is affected with the same
certainty. And whether the idea is of a future or a past thing or of a
present one, it will nevertheless be equally true (by IIP41), that is (by
IID4), it will nevertheless always have the same properties of an ade-
quate idea. And so, insofar as the mind conceives things from the dictate
of reason, it is affected in the same way, whether the idea is of a future
or 2 past thing, or of a present one, g.e.d.

Schol.: If we could have adequate knowledge of the duration of
things, and determine by reason their times of exisung, we would regard
future things with the same affect as present ones, and the mind would
want the good it conceived as future just as it wants the good it con-
ceives as present. Hence, it would necessarily neglect a lesserpresent
good for a greater future one, and what would be good in the present,
but the cause of some future ill, it would not want at all, as we shall soon
demonstrate.

But we can have only a quite inadequate knowledge of the duration of
things (by IIP31), and we determine their times of existing only by the
imagination (by IIP44S), which is not equally affected by the image of
a present thing and the image of a future one. That is why the true
knowledge we have of good and evil is only abstract, o universal, and
the judgment we make concerning the order of things and the connec-
tion of causes, so that we may be able to determine what in the present
is good or evil for us, is imaginary, rather than real. And so it is no
wonder if the desire which arises from a knowledge of good and evil,
insofar as this looks to the future, can be rather easily restrained by a
desire for the pleasures of the moment. On this, see P16.

P63: He who is guided by fear;, and does good to avoid evil, is not guided by
reason.

Dem.: The only affects which are related to the mind insofar as it
acts, that is (by IIIP3), which are related to reason, are affects of joy and
desire (by ITIP59). And so (by Def. Aff. XIII) one who is guided by fear,
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and does good from timidity regarding an evil, is not guided by reason,
g.ed.

Schol.: The superstitious know how to reproach people for their
vices better than they know how to teach them virtues, and they strive,
not to guide men by reason, but to restrain them by fear, so that they
flee the evil rather than love virtues. Such people aim only to make
others as wretched as they themselves are, so it is no wonder that they
are generally burdensome and hateful to men.

Cor.: By a desire arising from reason, we directly follow the good,
and indirecdy flee the evil.

Dem.: For a desire which arises from reason can arise solely from an
affect of joy which is not a passion (by ITIP59), that is, from a joy which
cannot be excessive (by P61). But it cannot arise from sadness, and
therefore this desire (by P8) arises from knowledge of the good, not
knowledge of the evil. And so from the guidance of reason we want the
good directly, and to that extent only, we flee the evil, q.e.d.

Schol.: This corollary may be illustrated by the example of the sick
and the healthy. The sick man, from timidity regarding death, eats what
he is repelled by, whereas the healthy man enjoys his food, and in this
way enjoys life better than if he feared death, and directly desired to
avoid it. Similarly, a judge who condemns a guilty man to death—not
from hate or anger, and the like, but only from a love of the general
welfare—is guided only by reason.

P64: Knowledge of evil is an inadequate knowledge.

Dem.: Knowledge of evil (by P8) is sadness itself, insofar as we are
conscious of it. But sadness is a passage to a lesser perfection (by Def.
Aff. IIT), which therefore cannot be understood through man’s essence
itself (by IIIP6 and P7). Hence (by IIID2), it is a passion, which (by
IIIP3) depends on inadequate ideas. Therefore (by IIP29), knowledge
of this, namely, knowledge of evil, is inadequate, g.e.d.

Cor.: From this it follows that if the human mind had only adequate
ideas, it would form no notion of evil.

P65S: From the guidance of reason, we shall follow the greater of two goods or
the lesser of two evils.

Dem.: A good which prevents us from enjoying a greater good is
really an evil. For good and evil (as we have shown in the Preface of this
Part) are said of things insofar as we compare them to one another. By
the same reasoning, a lesser evil is really a good, so (by P63C) from the
guidance of reason we want, o7 follow, only the greater good and the
lesser evil, q.e.d.

Cor.: From the guidance of reason, we shall follow a lesser evil as a

234



IV. OF HUMAN BONDAGE

greater good, and pass over a lesser good which is the cause of a greater
evil. For the evil which is here called lesser is really good, and the good
which is here called lesser, on the other hand, is evil. So (by P63C) we
want the [lesser evil] and pass over the [lesser good], q.e.d.

P66: From the guidance of reason we want a greater future good in preference
1o @ lesser present ome, and a lesser present evil in preference 1o a greater future
one.

Dem.: If the mind could have an adequate knowledge of a future
thing, it would be affected toward it with the same affect as it is toward
a present one (by P62). So insofar as we attend to reason itself, as in this
propositon we suppose ourselves to do, the thing will be the same,
whether the greater good or evil is supposed to be furure or present.
And therefore (by P65), we want the greater future good in preference
to the lesser present one, and so on, g.e.d.

:Cor.: From the guidance of reason, we shall want a lesser present evil
which is the cause of a greater future good, and pass over a lesser present
good which is the cause of a greater future evil. This corollary stands to
P66 as P65C does to P65.

Schol.: If these things are compared with those we have shown in this
Part up to P18, concerning the powers of the affects, we shall easily see
what the difference is between a man who is led only by an affect, or
by opinion, and one who is led by reason. For the former, whether he
will or not, does those things he is most ignorant of, whereas the lat-
ter complies with no one’s wishes but his own, and does only those
things he knows to be the most important in life, and therefore desires
very greatly. Hence, I call the former a slave, but the latter, a free
man.

I wish now to note a few more things concerning the free man’s tem-
perament and manner of living.

P67: A free man thinks of nothing less than of death, and his wisdom is a
meditation on life, not on death.

Dem.: A free man, that is, one who lives according to the dictate of
reason alone, is not led by fear (by P63), but desires the good directly
(by P63C), that is (by P24), acts, lives, and preserves his being from the
foundation of seeking his own advantage. And so he thinks of nothing
less than of death. Instead his wisdom is a meditadon on life, q.e.d.

P68: If men were born free, they would form no concept of good and evil so long
as they remained free.

Dem.: I call him free who is led by reason alone. Therefore, he who
is born free, and remains free, has only adequate ideas, and so has no
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concept of evil (by P64C). And since good and evil are correlates, he
also has no concept of good, q.e.d.

Schol.: It is evident from P4 that the hypothesis of this proposition is
false, and cannot be conceived unless we attend only to human nature,
or rather to God, not insofar as he is infinite, but insofar only as he is the
cause of man’s existence.

This and the other things I have now demonstrated seem to have
been indicated by Moses in that story of the first man. For in it the only
power of God conceived is that by which he created man, that is, the
power by which he consulted only man’s advantage. And so we are told
that God prohibited a free man from eating of the wee of knowledge
of good and evil, and that as soon as he should eat of it, he would imme-
diately fear death, rather than desiring to live; and then, that, the man
having found a wife who agreed completely with his nature, he knew
that there could be nothing in Nature more useful to him than she
was; but that after he believed the lower animals to be like himself, he
immediately began to imitate their affects (see IITP27) and to lose his
freedom; and that afterwards this freedom was recovered by the patri-
archs, guided by the Spirit of Christ, that is, by the idea of God, on
which alone it depends that man should be free, and desire for other
men the good he desires for himself (as we have demonstrated above, by
P37).

P69: The virtue of a free man is seen to be as great in avoiding dangers as in
overcoming them.

Dem.: An affect can be neither restrained nor removed except by an
affect contrary to and stronger than the affect to be restrained (by P7).
But blind daring and fear are affects which can be conceived to be
equally great (by P3 and P5). Therefore, an equally great virtue of the
mind, o7 strength of character (for the definition of this, see ITIP59S) is
required to restrain daring as to restrain fear, that is (by Defs. Aff. XL
and XLI), a free man avoids dangers by the same virtue of the mind by
which he tries to overcome them, q.e.d.

Cor.: In a free man, a umely flight is considered to show as much
tenacity as fighting; or a free man chooses flight with the same tenacity,
or presence of mind, as he chooses a contest.

Schol.: I have explained in ITIP59S what tenacity is, or what I under-
stand by it. And by danger I understand whatever can be the cause of
some evil, such as sadness, hate, discord, and the like.

P70: A free man who lives among the ignorant strives, as far as be can, to
avoid their favors. '

Dem.: Everyone judges according to his own temperament what is
good (see IIIP39). Someone who is ignorant, therefore, and who has
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conferred a favor on someone else, will value it according to his own
temperament, and will be saddened if he sees it valued less by him to
whom it was given (by IIIP42). But a free man strives to join other men
to him in friendship (by P37), not to repay men with benefits which are
equivalent in their eyes, but to lead himself and the others by the free
judgment of reason, and to do only those things which he himself knows
to be most excellent. Therefore, a free man will strive, as far as he can,
to avoid the favors of the ignorant, so as not to be hated by them, and at
the same time to yield only to reason, not to their appette, q.e.d.

Schol.: I say as far as be can. For though men may be ignorant, they are
still men, who in situations of need can bring human aid. And there isno
better aid than that. So it often happens that it is necessary to accept
favors from them, and hence to return thanks to them according to their
temperament [i.e., in a way they will appreciate].

To this we may add that we must be careful in declining favors, so
that we do not seem to disdain them, or out of greed to be afraid of
repayment. For in that way, in the very act of avoiding their hate, we
would incur it. So in declining favors we must take account both of what
is useful and of what is honorable.

P71: Only free men are very thankful to one another.

. Dem.: Only free men are very useful to one another, are joined to one
another by the closest bond of friendship (by P35 and P35C1), and
strive to benefit one another with equal eagerness for love (by P37). So
(by Def. Aff. XXXIV) only free men are very thankful to one another,
g.ed.

Schol.: The thankfulness which men are led by blind desire to display
toward one another is for the most part a business transaction o7 an
entrapment, rather than thankfulness.

Again, ingradtude is not an affect. Nevertheless, ingratitude is dis-
honorable because it generally indicates that the man is affected with
too much hate, anger, pride, greed, and so on. For one who, out of
foolishness, does not know how to reckon one gift against another, is
not ungrateful; much less one who is not moved by the gifts of a courte-
san to assist her lust, nor by those of 2 thief to conceal his thefts, nor by
those of anyone else like that. On the contrary, he shows firmness of
mind who does not allow any gifts to corrupt him, to his or to the gen-
eral ruin. '

P72: A free man always acts honestly, not deceptively.

Dem.: If a free man, insofar as he is free, did anything by deception,
he would do it from the dictate of reason (for so far only do we call him
free). And so it would be a virtue to act deceptively (by P24), and hence
(by the same Prop.), everyone would be better advised to act deceptively

/264



10/265

THE ETHICS

to preserve his being. That is (as is known through itself), men would be
better advised to agree only in words, and be contrary to one another in
fact. But this is absurd (by P31C). Therefore, a free man and so on,
q.e.d.

Schol.: Suppose someone now asks: What if 2 man could save himself
from the present danger of death by treachery? Would not the principle
of preserving his own being recommend, without qualification, that he
be treacherous?

The reply to this is the same. If reason should recommend that, it
would recommend it to all men. And so reason would recommend,
without qualification, that men should make agreements to join forces
and to have common laws only by deception—that is, that really they
should have no comimon laws. This is absurd.

P73: A man who is guided by reason is more free in a state, where be lives
according to a4 common decision, than in solitude, where be obeys only himself.

Dem.: A man who is guided by reason is not led to obey by fear (by
P63), but insofar as he strives to preserve his being from the dictate of
reason, that is (by P66S), insofar as he strives to live freely, desires to
maintain the principle of common life and common advantage (by P37).
Consequently (as we have shown in P3752), he desires to live according
to the common decision of the state. Therefore, a man who is guided by
reason desires, in order to live more freely, to keep the common laws of
the state, g.e.d.

Schol.: These and similar things which we have shown concerning
the tue freedom of man are related to strength of character, that is (by
IIIP59S), to tenacity and nobility: I do not consider it worthwhile to
demonstrate separately here all the properdes of strength of character,
much less that a man strong in character hates no one, is angry with no
one, envies no ore, is indignant with no one, scorns no one, and is not
at all proud. For these and all things which relate to true life and reli-
gion are easily proven from P37 and P46, namely, that hate is to be
conquered by returning love, and that everyone who is led by reason
desires for others also the good he wants for himself.

To this we may add what we have noted in P50S and in other places:
a man strong in character considers this most of all, that all things follow
from the necessity of the divine nature, and hence, that whatever he
thinks is troublesome and evil, and moreover, whatever seems immoral,
dreadful, unjust, and dishonorable, arises from the fact that he conceives
the things themselves in a way which is disordered, mutilated, and con-
fused. For this reason, he strives most of all to conceive things as they
are in themselves, and to remove the obstacles to true knowledge, like
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hate, anger, envy, mockery, pride, and the rest of the things we have
‘noted in the preceding pages.

And so, as we have said [I1/47/21], he strives, as far as he can, to act
well and rejoice. In the following part, I shall demonstrate how far
human virtee can go in the attainment of these things, and what it is
capable of.

APPENDIX

The things I bave taught in this part concerning the right way of living have
not been so arranged that they could be seen at a glance. Instead, I have demon-
strated them at one place or another, as I could more easily deduce one from
another. So I have undertaken to collect them heve and bring them under main
headings.

. 1. All our strivings, o7 desires, follow from the necessity of our nature
in such a way that they can be understood either through it alone, as
through their proximate cause, or insofar as we are a part of Nature,
which cannot be conceived adequately through itself without other
individuals.

II. The desires which follow from our nature in such a way that they
can be understood through it alone are those which are related to the
mind insofar as it is conceived to consist of adequate ideas. The remain-
ing desires are not related to the mind except insofar as it conceives
things inadequately, and their force and growth must be defined not by
human power, but by the power of things which are outside us. The
former, therefore, are rightly called actions, while the latter are rightly
called passions. For the former always indicate our power, whereas the
latter indicate our lack of power and mutilated knowledge.

ITI. Our actions—that is, those desires which are defined by man’
power, or reason—are always good; but the other [desires] can be both
good and evil.

IV. In life, therefore, it is especially useful to perfect, as far as we can,
our intellect, o7 reason. In this one thing consists man’ highest happi-
ness, o7 blessedness. Indeed, blessedness is nothing but that satisfaction
of mind which stems from the intuitive knowledge of God. But perfect-
ing the intellect is nothing but understanding God, his attributes, and
his actions, which follow from the necessity of his nature. So the ult-
mate end of the man who is led by reason, that is, his highest desire, by
which he strives to moderate all the others, is that by which he is led to
conceive adequately both himself and all things which can fall under his
understanding.

V. No life, then, is rational without understanding, and things are
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good only insofar as they aid man to enjoy the life of the mind, which is
defined by understanding. On the other hand, those which prevent man
from being able to perfect his reason and enjoy the rational life, those
only we say are evil.

VI. But because all those things of which man is the efficient cause
must be good, nothing evil can happen to a man except by external
causes, namely, insofar as he is a part of the whole of Nature, whose laws
human nature is compelled to obey, and to which it is forced to accom-
modate itself in ways nearly infinite.

VII. It is impossible for man not to be a part of Nature and not to
follow the common order of Nature. But if he lives among such individ-
uals as agree with his nature, his power of acting will thereby be aided
and encouraged. On the other hand, if he is among men who do not
agree at all with his nature, he will hardly be able to accommodate him-
self to them without greatly changing himself.

VIIL. It is permissible for us to avert, in the way which seems safest,
whatever there is in Nature which we judge to be evil, o7 able to prevent
us from being able to exist and enjoy a rational life. On the other hand,
we may take for our own use, and use in any way, whatever there is
which we judge to be good, or useful for preserving our being and en-
joying a rational life. And absolutely, it is permissible for everyone to
do, by the highest right of Nature, what he judges will contribute to his
advantage.

IX. Nothing can agree more with the nature of any thing than other
individuals of the same species. And so (by VII) nothing is more useful
to man in preserving his being and enjoying a rational life than a man
who is guided by reason. Again, because, among singular things, we
know nothing more excellent than a man who is guided by reason, we
can show best how much our skill and understanding are worth by edu-
cating men so that at last they live according to the command of their
own reason.

X. Insofar as men are moved against one another by envy or some
[NS: other] affect of hate, they are contrary to one another, and conse-
quently are the more to be feared, as they can do more than other indi-
viduals in Nature.

XI. Minds, however, are conquered not by arms, but by love and
nobility.

XITI. It is especially useful to men to form associations, to bind them-
selves by those bonds most apt to make one people of them, and abso-
lutely, to do those things which serve to stengthen friendships.

XIII. But skill and alertness are required for this. For men vary—
there being few who live according to the rule of reason—and yet gen-
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erally they are envious, and more inclined to vengeance than to compas-
sion. So it requires a singular power of mind to bear with each one
according to his understanding, and to restrain oneself from imitating
their affects.

But those who know how to find fault with men, to castigate vices
rather than teach virtues, and to break men’s minds rather than
strengthen them—they are burdensome both to themselves and to oth-
ers. That is why many, from too great an impatience of mind, and a false
zeal for religion, have preferred to live among the lower animals rather
than among men. They are like boys or young men who cannot bear
calmly the scolding of their parents, and take refuge in the army. They
choose the inconveniences of war and the discipline of an absolute com-
mander in preference to the conveniences of home and the admonitions
of a father; and while they take vengeance on their parents, they allow
all sorts of burdens to be placed on them.

XIV. Though men, therefore, generally direct everything according
to their own lust, nevertheless, more advantages than disadvantages fol-
low from their forming a cormmon society. So it is better to bear men’s
‘wrongs calmly, and apply one’s zeal to those things which help to bring
men together in harmony and friendship.

XV. The things which beget harmony are those which are related to
justice, fairness, and being honorable. For men find it difficult te bear,
not only what #s unjust and unfair, but also what is thought dishonorable,
or that someone rejects the accepted practices of the state. But especially
necessary to bring people together in love, are the things which concern
religion and morality. On this, see P37S1 and S2, P46S, and P73S.

XVI. Harmony is also commonly born of fear, but then it is without
trust. Add to this that fear arises from weakness of mind, and therefore
does not pertain to the exercise of reason. Nor does pity, though it
seems to present the appearance of morality.

XVII. Men are also won over by generosity, especially those who do
not have the means of acquiring the things they require to sustain life.
But to bring aid to everyone in need far surpasses the powers and advan-
tage of a private person. For his riches are quite unequal to the task
Moreover the capacity of one man is too limited for him to be able to
unite all men to him in friendship. So the care of the poor falls upon
society as a whole, and concerns only the general advantage.

XVIII. In accepting favors and returning thanks an altogether differ-
ent care must be taken. See P70S and P71S.

XTX. A purely sensual Jove, moreover, that is, a Lust to procreate
which arises from external appearance, and absolutely, all love which
has a cause other than freedom of mind, easily passes into hate—unless
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(which is worse) it is a species of madness. And then it is encouraged
more by discord than by harmony. See IIIP31.

XX. As for marriage, it certainly agrees with reason, if the desire for
physical union is not generated only by external appearance but also by
a love of begetting children and educating them wisely, and moreover,
if the love of each, of both the man and the woman, is caused not by
external appearance only, but mainly by freedom of mind.

XX1. Flattery also gives rise to harmony, but by the foul crime of
bondage, or by treachery. No one is more taken in by flattery than the
proud, who wish to be first and are not.

XXII. In despondency, there is a false appearance of morality and
religion. And though despondency is the opposite of pride, still the de-
spondent man is very near the proud. See P578S.

XXIII. Shame, moreover, contributes to harmony only in those
things which cannot be hidden. Again, because shame itself is a species
of sadness, it does not belong to the exercise of reason.

XXIV. The other affects of sadness toward men are directly opposed
to justice, fairness, being honorable, morality, and religion. And though
indignation seems to present an appearance of fairness, nevertheless,
when each one is allowed to pass judgment on another’s deeds, and to
enforce either his own or another’s right, we live without a law.

XXV. Courtesy, that is, the desire to please men which is determined
by reason, is related to morality (as we said in P37S1). But if it arises
from an affect, it is ambition, or a desire by which men generally arouse
discord and seditions, from a false appearance of morality. For one who
desires to aid others by advice or by action, so that they may enjoy the
highest good together, will aim chiefly at arousing their love for him,
but not at leading them into admiration so that his teaching will be
called after his name. Nor will he give any cause for envy. Again, in
cominon conversations he will beware of relating men’s vices, and will
take care to speak only sparingly of a man’s lack of power, but gener-
ously of the man’s virtue, or power, and how it can be perfected, so that
men, moved not by fear or aversion, but only by an affect of Joy, may
strive to live as far as they can according to the rule of reason.

XXVI. Apart from men we know no singular thing in Nature whose
mind we can enjoy, and which we can join to ourselves in friendship, or
some kind of association. And so whatever there is in Nature apart from
men, the principle of seeking our own advantage does not demand that
we preserve it. Instead, it teaches us to preserve or destroy it according
to its use, or to adapt it to our use in any way whatever.

XXVIL The principal advantage we derive from things outside us—
apart from the experience and knowledge we acquire from observing
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them and changing them from one form into another—lies in the pres-
-ervation of our body. That is why those things are most useful to us
which can feed and maintain it, so that all its parts can perform their
functdon properly. For the more the body is capable of affecting, and
being affected by, external bodies in a great many ways, the more the
mind is capable of thinking (see P38 and P39). ’

But there seem to be very few things of this kind in Nature. So to
nourish the body in the way required, it is necessary to use many differ-
ent kinds of food. Indeed, the human body is composed of a great many
parts of different natures, which require continuous and varied food so
that the whole body may be equally capable of doing everything which
can follow from its nature, and consequently, so that the mind may also
be equally capable of conceiving many things.

XXVIIL Now to achieve these things the powers of each man would
hardly be sufficient if men did not help one another. But money has
provided a convenient instrument for acquiring all these aids. That is
why its image usually occupies the mind of the multitude more than
anything else. For they can imagine hardly any species of joy without
‘the accompanying idea of money as its cause.

XXTX. But this is a vice only in those who seek money neither from
need nor on account of necessities, but because they have learned the art
of making money and pride themselves on it very much. As for the
body, they feed it according to custom, but sparingly, because they be-
lieve they lose as much of their goods as they devote to the preservation
of their body. Those, however, who know the true use of money, and set
bounds to their wealth according to need, live contentedly with litde.

XXX. Since those things are good which assist the parts of the body
to perform their function, and joy consists in the fact that man’s power,
insofar as he consists of mind and body, is aided or increased, all things
which bring joy are good. Nevertheless, since things do not act in order
to affect us with joy, and their power of acting is not regulated by our
advantage, and finally, since joy is generally related particularly to one
part of the body, most affects of joy are excessive (unless reason and
alertness are present). Hence, the desires generated by them are also
excessive. To this we may add that when we follow our affects, we value
most the pleasures of the moment, and cannot appraise future things
with an equal affect of mind. See P44S and P60S.

XXXI. Superstition, on the other hand, seems to maintain that the
good is what brings sadness, and the evil, what brings joy. But as we have
already said (see P45S), no one, unless he is envious, takes pleasure in
my lack of power and misfortune. For as we are affected with a greater
joy, we pass to a greater perfection, and consequently participate more
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in the divine nature. Nor can joy which is governed by the true principle
of our advantage ever be evil. On the other hand, he who is led by fear,
and does the good only to avoid evil, is not governed by reason.

XXXTI. But human power is very limited and infinitely surpassed by
the power of external causes. So we do not have an absolute power to
adapt things outside us to our use. Nevertheless, we shall bear calmly
those things which happen to us contrary to what the principle of our
advantage demands, if we are conscious that we have done our duty, that
the power we have could not have extended itself to the point where we
could have avoided those things, and that we are a part of the whole of
Nature, whose order we follow. If we understand this clearly and dis-
tinctly, that part of us which is defined by understanding, that is, the
better part of us, will be entirely satsfied with this, and will strive to
persevere in that satisfaction. For insofar as we understand, we can want
nothing except what is necessary, nor absolutely be satsfied with any-
thing except what is true. Hence, insofar as we understand these things
rightly, the striving of the better part of us agrees with the order of the
whole of Nature.

FirtH ParT 0F THE ETHICS
OF THE POWER OF THE INTELLEGT, OR ON
Humanw FrREEDOM

PREFACE

I pass, finally, to the remaining part of the Ethics, which concerns the means,
or way, leading to freedom. Here, then, I shall treat of the power of veason,
showing what it can do against the affects, and what freedom of mind, or
blessedness, is. From this we shall see how much more the wise man can do than
the ignorant. But it does not pertain to this investigation to show bow the
intellect must be perfected, or in what way the body must be cared for, so that
it can perform its function properly. The former is the concern of logic, and the
latter of medicine.

Here, then, as I bave said, I shall treat only of the power of the mind, or of
reason, and shall show, above all, how great its dominion over the affects is, and
what kind of dominion it bas for restraining and moderating them. For we
bave already demonstrated above that it does not bave an absolute dominion
over them. Nevertheless, the Stoics thought that they depend entirely on our
will, and that we can command them absolutely. But experience cries out
against this, and bas forced them, in spite of their principles, to confess that
much practice and application are required to vestrain and moderate them. If
I vemmember rightly, someone tried to show this by the example of two dogs, one
a house dog, the other a bunting dog. For by practice be was finally able to bring
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it about that the house dog was accustormed to bhunt, and the hunting dog to
. vefrain from chasing hares.

Descartes was rather inclined to this opinion. For he mainiained that the
sonl, ot mind, was especially united to a certain part of the brain, called the
pineal gland, by whose aid the mind is aware of all the motions avoused in the
body and of external objects, and which the mind can move in various ways
simply by willing. He contended that this gland was suspended in the middle of
the brain in such 4 way that it could be moved by the least motion of the animal
spirits. He maintained further that this gland is suspended in the middle of the
brain in as many varying ways as there are varying ways that the animal
spirits strike against it, and moreover, that as many varying traces are im-
pressed upon it as there ave varying external objects which drive the animal
spirits against it. That is why, if the soul’s will afterwards moves the gland so
that it is suspended as it once was by the motion of the animal spirits, the gland
will drive and determine the animal spirits in the same way as when they were
driven back before by a similar placement of the gland.

Furcbermore, he maintained that each will of the mind is united by na-
ture to a certain fixed motion of this gland. For example, if someone bas a will

“to look at & distant object, this will brings it about that the pupil is dilated.
Buit if be thinks only of the pupil which is to be dilated, nothing will be accom-
plished by having a will for this, because Nature has not joined the motion of
the gland which sevves to drive the animal spirits against the optic nérve in 2
way suitable for dilating or contracting the pupil with the will to dilate or
contract it. Instead, it bas joined that motion with the will to look at distant or
near objects.

Finally, be maintained that even though each motion of this gland seemts to
have been connected by nature from the beginning of our life with a particular
-ome of our thoughts, they can still be joined by babit to others. He tries to prove
this in The Passions of the Soul I, 50. From these claims, be infers that
there is no soul so weak that it cannot—wbhen it is well divected—acquire an
absolute power over its passions. For as be defines them, these are

perceptdons, or feelings, or emotions of the soul, which are particu-
larly related to the soul, and which [INB] are produced, preserved,
and strengthened by some motion of the spirits (see The Passions of
the Soul I, 27).

But since to any will we can join any motion of the gland (and consequently any
motion of the spirits), and since the determination of the will depends only on
our power, we shall acquire an absolute dominion over our passions, if we
determine our will by firm and certain judgments according to which we will
to direct the actions of our life, and if we join to these judgments the motions of
the passions we will to bave.

Such is the opinion of that most distinguished man—as far as I can gather

/279



117280

117281

THE ETHICS

it from his words. I would bardly have believed it bad been propounded by so
great a man, bad it not been so subtle. Indeed, I cannot wonder emough that a
philosopher of bis caliber—one who bad firmly decided to deduce nothing except
[rom principles known through themselves, and to affirm nothing which be did
not perceive clearly and distinctly, one who bad so often censured the Scholastics
for wishing to explain obscure things by occult qualities—that such a philoso-
pher should assume a hypotbesis more occult than any occult quality.

What, 1 ask, does be understand by the union of mind and body? What clear
and distinct concept does he have of a thought so closely united to some little
portion of quantity? Indeed, 1 wish be bad explained this union by its proximate
cause. But be had conceived the mind to be so distinct from the body that he
could not assign any singular cause, either of this union or of the mind itself-
Instead, it was necessary for bim to have vecourse to the cause of the whole
Universe, that is, to God.

Again, I should like very much to know bow many degrees of motion the
mind can give to that pineal gland, and how great a force is required to bold
it in suspense. For I do not know whether this gland is driven about more siowly
by the mind than by the animal spirits, or more quickly; nor do I know whether
the motions of the passions which we bave joined closely to firm judgments can
be separated from them again by corporeal causes. If so, it would follow that
although the mind bad firmly resolved to face dangers, and had joined the
motions of daring to this decision, nevertheless, once the danger bad been seen,
the gland might be so suspended that the mind could think only of flight. And
of course, since theve is no common measure between the will and motion, there
is also no comparison between the power, or forces, of the mind and those of the
body. Consequently, the forces of the body cannot in any way be determined by
those of the mind. To this we may add that this gland is not found to be so placed
in the middle of the brain that it can be driven about so easily and in so many
ways, and that not all the nerves extend to the cavities of the brain. Finally, I
pass over all those things be claimed about the will and its freedom, since I bave
already shown, more than adequately, that they ave false.

Therefore, because the power of the mind is defined only by understanding,
as I have shown above, we shall detevmine, by the mind’s knowledge alone, the
remedies for the affects. I believe everyone in fact knows them by experience,
though they neither observe them accurately, nor see them distinctly. From that
we shall deduce all those things which concern the mind’s blessedness.

AXIOMS

Al: If two contrary actions are aroused in the same subject, a change will
have to occur, either in both of them, or in one only, undl they cease to
be contrary.
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A2: The power of an effect is defined by the power of its cause, insofar
"as its essence is explained or defined by the essence of its cause.
This axiom is evident from IIIP7.

P1: In just the same way as thoughis and ideas of things are ordered and
connected in the mind, so the affections of the body, or images of things are
ordered and conmected in the body.

Dem.: The order and connection of ideas is the same as the order and
connection of things (by IIP7), and vice versa, the order and connection
of things is the same as the order and connection of ideas (by IIP6C and
P7). So just as the order and connection of ideas happens in the mind
according to the order and connection of affections of the body (by
ITP18), so vice versa (by IIIP2), the order and connection of affecions
of the body happens as thoughts and ideas of things are ordered and
connected in the mind, q.e.d.

P2: If we sepavate emotions, or affects, from the thought of an external cause,
and join them to other thoughts, then the love, or bate, toward the exter-
nal cause is destroyed, as are the vacillations of mind arising from these
affects.

Dem.: For what constitutes the form of love, or hate, is joy, or sad-
ness, accompanied by the idea of an external cause (by Defs. Aff. VI,
VID). So if this is taken away, the form of love or hate is taken away at the
same dme. Hence, these affects, and those arising from them, are de-
stroyed, q.e.d.

P3: An affect which is a passion ceases to be 4 passion as soon as we form: 4 clear
and distinct idea of it.

Dem.: An affect which is a passion is a confused idea (by Gen. Def.
‘Aff.). Therefore, if we should form a clear and distinct idea of the affect
itself, this idea will only be distinguished by reason from the affect itself,
insofar as it is related only to the mind (by ITP21 and P21S). Therefore
(by ITIP3), the affect will cease to be a passion, q.e.d.

Cor.: The more an affect is known to us, then, the more it is in our
power, and the less the mind is acted on by it.

P4: There is no affection of the body of which we cannot form a clear and
distinct concept.

Dem.: Those things which are common to all can only be conceived
adequately (by IIP38), and so (by IIP12 and 1.2 [11/98]) there is no affec-
ton of the body of which we cannot form some clear and distinct con-
cept, q.e.d.

Cor.: From this it follows that there is no affect of which we cannot
form some clear and distinct concept. For an affect is an idea of an
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affection of the body (by Gen. Def. Aff.), which therefore (by P4) must
involve some clear and distinct concept.

Schol.: There is nothing from which some effect does not follow (by
1P36), and we understand clearly and distinctly whatever follows from
an idea which is adequate in us (by ITP40); hence, each of us has—in
part, at least, if not absolutely—the power to understand himself and his
affects, and consequently, the power to bring it about that he is less
acted on by them.

We must, therefore, take special care to know each affect clearly and
distinctly (as far as this is possible), so that in this way the mind may be
determined from an affect to thinking those things which it perceives
clearly and distinctly, and with which it is fully satisfied, and so that the
affect itself may be separated from the thought of an external cause and
joined to true thoughts. The result will be not only that love, hate, and
the like, are destroyed (by P2), but also that the appetites, or desires,
which usually arise from such an affect, cannot be excessive (by IVP61).

For it must particularly be noted that the appette by which a man is
said to act, and that by which he is said to be acted on, are one and the
same. For example, we have shown that human nature is so constituted
that each of us wants the others to live according to his temperament
(see ITIP31S). And indeed, in a man who is not led by reason this appe-
tite is the passion called ambition, which does not differ much from
pride. On the other hand, in a man who lives according to the dictate of
reason it is the acdon, or virtue, called morality (see IVP3751 and P37
Alternate Dem.).

In this way, all the appetites, or desires, are passions only insofar as
they arise from inadequate ideas, and are counted as virtues when they
are aroused or generated by adequate ideas. For all the desires by which
we are determined to do something can arise as much from adequate
ideas as from inadequate ones (by IVP59). And—to return to the point
from which I have digressed—we can devise no other remedy for the
affects which depends on our power and is more excellent than this,
which consists in a true knowledge of them. For the mind has no other
power than that of thinking and forming adequate ideas, as we have
shown (by IIIP3) above.

PS5: The greatest affect of all, other things equal, is one toward a thing we
imagine simply, and neither as necessary, nor as possible, nor as contingent.
Dem.: An affect toward a thing we imagine to be free is greater than
that toward a thing we imagine to be necessary (by IIIP49), and conse-
quently is still greater than that toward a thing we imagine as possible or
contngent (by IVP11). But imagining a thing as free can be nothing but
simply imagining it while we are ignorant of the causes by which it has
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been determined to act (by what we have shown in IIP35S). Therefore,

" an affect toward a thing we imagine simply is, other things equal,
greater than that toward a thing we imagine as necessary, possible, or
contingent. Hence, it is the greatest of all, g.e.d.

P6: Insofar as the mind understands all things as necessary, it bas a greater
power over the affects, or is less acted on by them.

Dem.: The mind understands 2ll things to be necessary (by 1P29),
and to be determined by an infinite connection of causes to exist and
produce effects (by IP28). And so (by P5) to that extent [the mind]
brings it about that it is less acted on by the affects springing from these
things, and (by IIIP48) is less affected toward them, q.e.d.

Schol.: The more this knowledge that things are necessary is con-
cerned with singular things, which we imagine more distinctly and viv-
idly, the greater is this power of the mind over the affects, as experience
itself also testifies. For we see that sadness over some good which has
perished is lessened as soon as the man who has lost it realizes that this
good could not, in any way, have been kept. Similarly, we see that no
one pities infants because of their inability to speak, to walk, or to rea-
‘son, or because they live so many years, as it were, unconscious of them-
selves. But if most people were born grown up, and only one or two
were born infants, then everyone would pity the infants, because they
would regard infancy itself, not as a natural and necessary thing, but as
a vice of nature, o7 a sin. We could point out many other things along
this line.

P7: Affects arising from or aroused by reason are, if we take account of time,
more powerful than those related to singular things we regard as absent.

Dem.: We regard a thing as absent, not because of the affect by which
we imagine it, but because the body is affected by another affect which
excludes the thing’s existence (by IIP17). So an affect related to a thing
we regard as absent is not of such a nature that it surpasses men’s other
actions and power (see IVP6); on the contrary, its nature is such that it
can, in some measure, be restrained by those affecdons which exclude
the existence of its external cause (by IVP9). But an affect arising from
reason is necessarily related to the comumon properties of things (see the
Def. of reason in ITP40S2), which we always regard as present (for there
can be nothing which excludes their present existence) and which we
always imagine in the same way (by IIP38). So such an affect will always
remain the same, and hence (by Al), the affects which are contrary to it
and are not encouraged by their external causes will have to accommo-
date themselves to it more and more, until they are no longer contrary
to it. To that extent, an affect arising from reason is more powerful,
g-ed.
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P8: The more an affect avises from a number of causes concurving together, the
greater it is.

Dem.: A number of causes together can do more than if they were
fewer (by IIIP7). And so (by IVP5), the more an affect is aroused by 2
number of causes together, the stronger it is, q.e.d.

Schol.: This propositon is also evident from A2.

P9: If an affect is velated to more and different causes which the mind considers
together with the affect itself, it is less havmful, we are less acted on by it, and
we are affected less toward each cause, than is the case with another, equally
great affect, which is related only to ome cause, or to fewer causes.

Dem.: An affect is only evil, or harmful, insofar as it prevents the
mind from being able to think (by IVP26 and P27). And so that affect
which determines the mind to consider many objects together is less
harmful than another, equally great affect which engages the mind
solely in comsidering one, or a few objects, so that it cannot think of
others. This was the first point.

Next, because the mind’s essence, that is, power (by I1IP7), consists
only in thought (by IIP11), the mind is less acted on by an affect which
determines it to consider many things together than by an equally great
affect which keeps the mind engaged solely in considering one or a few
objects. This was the second point.

Finally (by I11P48), insofar as this affect is related to many external
causes, it is also less toward each one, g.e.d.

P10: So long as we are not torn by affects contrary to our nature, we have the
power of ordering and conmecting the affections of the body according to the
order of the intellect.

Dem.: Affects which are contrary to our nature, that is (by IVP30),
which are evil, are evil insofar as they prevent the mind from under-
standing (by IVP27). Therefore, so long as we are not torn by affects
contrary to our nature, the power of the mind by which it strives to
understand things (by IVP26) is not hindered. So long, then, the mind
has the power of forming clear and distinct ideas, and of deducing some
from others (see IIP40S2 and P47S). And hence, so long do we have (by
P1) the power of ordering and connecting the affections of the body
according to the order of the intellect, g.e.d.

Schol.: By this power of rightly ordering and connecting the affec-
tions of the body, we can bring it about that we are not easily affected
with evil affects. For (by P7) a greater force is required for restraining
affects ordered and connected according to the order of the intellect
than for restraining those which are uncertain and random. The best
thing, then, that we can do, so long as we do not have perfect knowledge
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of our affects, is to conceive a correct principle of living, o7 sure maxims
of life, to commit them to memory, and to apply them constantly to the
particular cases frequently encountered in life. In this way our imagina-
don will be extensively affected by them, and we shall always have them
ready.

For example, we have laid it down as a maxim of life (see IVP46 and
P46S) that hate is to be conquered by love, o nobility, not by repaying
it with hate in return. But in order that we may always have this rule of
reason ready when it is needed, we ought to think about and meditate
frequently on the common wrongs of men, and how they may be
warded off best by nobility. For if we join the image of a wrong to the
imagination of this maxim, it will always be ready for us (by IIP18) when
a wrong is done to us. If we have ready also the principle of our own true
advantage, and also of the good which follows from mutual friendship
and common society, and keep in mind, moreover, that the highest sat-
isfaction of mind stems from the right principle of living (by IVP52),
and that men, like other things, act from the necessity of nature, then
the wrong, or the hate usually arising from it, will occupy a very smalil
part of the imagination, and will easily be overcome.

Or if the anger which usually arises from the greatest wrongs is not so
easily overcome, it will sall be overcome, though not without some vac-
illation. And it will be overcome in far less time than if we had not
considered these things beforehand in this way (as is evident from P6,
P7, and P8).

"To put aside fear, we must think in the same way of tenacity: that is,
we must recount and frequently imagine the common dangers of life,
and how they can be best avoided and overcome by presence of mind
and strength of character.

But it should be noted that in ordering our thoughts and images, we
must always (by IVP63C and IIIP59) attend to those things which are
good in each thing so that in this way we are always determined to
acting from an affect of joy. For example, if someone sees that he pur-
sues esteemn too much, he should think of its correct use, the end for
which it ought be pursued, and the means by which it can be acquired,
not of its misuse and emptness, and men’s inconstancy, or other things
of this kind, which only someone sick of mind thinks of. For those who
are most ambitious are most upset by such thoughts when they despair
of attaining the honor they strive for; while they spew forth their anger,
they wish to seem wise. So it is certain that they most desire esteem who
cty out most against its misuse, and the emptness of the world.

Nor is this peculiar to the ambitious—it is common to everyone
whose luck is bad and whose mind is weak. For the poor man, when he
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is also greedy, will not stop talking about the misuse of money and the
vices of the rich. In doing this he only distresses himself, and shows
others that he cannot bear calmly either his own poverty, or the wealth
of others.

So also, one who has been badly received by a lover thinks of nothing
but the inconstancy and deceptiveness of women, and their other, often
sung vices. All of these he immediately forgets as soon as his lover re-
ceives him again.

One, therefore, who is anxious to moderate his affects and appetites
from the love of freedom alone will strive, as far as he can, to come to
know the virtues and their causes, and to fill his mind with the gladness
which arises from the true knowledge of them, but not at all to consider
men’s vices, or to disparage men, or to enjoy 2 false appearance of free-
dom. And he who will observe these [rules] carefully—for they are not
difficult—and practice them, will soon be able to direct most of his ac-
dons according to the command of reason.

P11: As an image is related to more things, the more frequent it is, or the more
often it flourishes, and the more it engages the mind.

Dem.: For as an image, or affect, is related to more things, there are
more causes by which it can be aroused and encouraged, all of which the
mind (by hypothesis) considers together as a result of the affect itself.
And so the affect is the more frequent, or flourishes more often, and (by
P8) engages the mind more, q.e.d.

P12: The images of things are more easily joined to images related to things we
understand clearly and distinctly than to other images.

Dem.: Things we understand clearly and disdnctly are either com-
mon propertes of things or deduced from them (see the Def. of reason
in ITP40S2), and consequently (by P11) are aroused in us more often.
And so it can more easily happen that we consider other things together
with them rather than with [things we do not understand clearly and
distinctly). Hence (by IIP18), [images of things] are more easily joined
with [things we understand clearly and distinctly] than with others,
g.e.d.

P13: The more an image is joined with other images, the more often it
flourishes. »

Dem.: For the more an image is joined with other images, the more
causes there are (by IIP18) by which it can be aroused, q.e.d.

P14: The mind can bring it about that all the body’s affections, or images of
things, ave velated to the idea of God.
Dem.: There is no affecton of the body of which the mind cannot
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form some clear and distinct concept (by P4). And so it can bring it
about (by IP15) that they are related to the idea of God, g.e.d.

P15: He who understands bimself and bis affects clearly and distinctly loves
God, and does so the more, the more be understands himself and bis affects.

Dem.: He who understands himself and his affects clearly and dis-
anctly rejoices (by IIIP53), and this joy is accompanied by the idea of
God (by P14). Hence (by Def. Aff. VI), he loves God, and (by the same
reasoning) does so the more, the more he understands himself and his
affects, g.e.d.

P16: This love toward God must engage the mind most.

Dem.: For this love is joined to all the affecdons of the body (by P14),
which all encourage it (by P15). And so (by P11), it must engage the
mind most, g.e.d.

P17: God is without passions, and is not affected with any affect of joy or
sadness.

Dem.: All ideas, insofar as they are related to God, are true (by
ITP32), that is (by IID4), adequate. And so (by Gen. Def. Aff.), God is
without passions.

Next, God can pass neither to a greater nor a lesser perfecdon (by
1P20C2); hence (by Defs. Aff. IT, IIT) he is not affected with any affect of
joy or sadness, q.e.d.

Cor.: Strictly speaking, God loves no one, and hates no one. For God
(by P17) is not affected with any affect of joy or sadness. Consequently
(by Defs. Aff. VI, VII), he also loves no one and hates no one.

P18: No one can hate God.

Dem.: The idea of God which is in us is adequate and perfect (by
I1P46, P47). So insofar as we consider God, we act (by IIIP3). Conse-
quently (by ITIP59), there can be no sadness accompanied by the idea of
God, that is (by Def. Aff. VII), no one can hate God, q.e.d.

Cor.: Love toward God cannot be turned into hate.

Schol.: But, it can be objected, while we understand God to be the
cause of all things, we thereby consider God to be the cause of sadness.
To this I reply that insofar as we understand the causes of sadness, it
ceases (by P3) to be a passion, thatis (by IIIP59), to that extent it ceases
to be sadness. And so, insofar as we understand God to be the cause of
sadness, we rejoice.

P19: He who loves God cannot strive that God should love bim in verurn.
Dem.: If a man were to strive for this, he would desire (by P17C) that
God, whom he loves, not be God. Consequently (by IITP19), he would
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desire to be saddened, which is absurd (by IIIP28). Therefore, he who
loves God, and so on, q.e.d.

P20: This love toward God cannot be tainted by an affect of envy or jealousy:
instead, the more men we imagine to be joined to God by the same bond of love,
the move it is encouraged.

Dem.: This love toward God is the highest good which we can want
from the dictate of reason (by IVP28), and is common to all men (by
IVP36); we desire that all should enjoy it (by IVP37). And so (by Def.
Aff. XXJII), it cannot be stained by an affect of envy, nor (by P18 and
the Def. of jealousy, see IIIP35S) by an affect of jealousy. On the con-
trary (by I1IP31), the more men we imagine to enjoy it, the more it must
be encouraged, q.e.d.

Schol.: Similarly we can show that there is no affect which is directly
contrary to this love and by which it can be destroyed. So we can con-
clude that this love is the most constant of all the affects, and insofar as
it is related to the body, cannot be destroyed, unless it is destroyed with
the body itself. What the nature of this love is insofar as it is related only
to the mind, we shall see later.

And with this, I have covered all the remedies for the affects, o7 all
that the mind, considered only in itself, can do against the affects. From
this it is clear that the power of the mind over the affects consists:

L. In the knowledge itself of the affects (see P4S);

IT. In the fact that it separates the affects from the thought of an
external cause, which we imagine confusedly (see P2 and P4S);

IIL. In the time by which the affections related to things we un-
derstand surpass those related to things we conceive confusedly, or
in a mutilated way (see P7);

IV. In the muldplicity of causes by which affections related to
common properties or to God are encouraged (see P9 and P11);

V. Finally, in the order by which the mind can order its affects and
connect them to one another (see P10, and in addition, P12, P13,
and P14).

But to understand better this power of the mind over the affects,
the most important thing to note is that we call affects great when we
compare the affect of one man with that of another, and see that the
same affect troubles one more than the other, or when we compare the
affects of one and the same man with each other, and find that he is
affected, o moved, more by one affect than by another. For (by IVP5)
the force of each affect is defined by the power of the external cause
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compared with our own. But the power of the mind is defined by knowl-
edge alone, whereas lack of power, or passion, is judged solely by the
privation of knowledge, that is, by that through which ideas are called
inadequate.

From this it follows that that mind is most acted on, of which inade-
quate ideas constitute the greatest part, so that it is distinguished more
by what it undergoes than by what it does. On the other hand, that mind
acts most, of which adequate ideas constitute the greatest part, so that
though it may have as many inadequate ideas as the other, it is stll
disunguished more by those which are attributed to human virtue than
by those which betray man’s lack of power.

Next, it should be noted that sickness of the mind and misfortunes
take their origin especially from too much love toward a thing which is
liable to many variations and which we can never fully possess. For no
one is disturbed or anxious concerning anything unless he loves it, nor
do wrongs, suspicions, and enmities arise except from love for a thing
which no one can really fully possess.

From what we have said, we easily conceive what clear and distinct
knowledge—and especially that third kind of knowledge (see ITP47S),
whose foundaton is the knowledge of God itself—can accomplish
against the affects. Insofar as the affects are passions, if clear and distinct
knowledge does not absolutely remove them (see P3 and P4S), at least
it brings it about that they constitute the smallest part of the mind (see
P14). And then it begets a love toward a thing immutable and eternal
(see P15), which we really fully possess (see IIP45), and which therefore
cannot be tainted by any of the vices which are in ordinary love, but can
always be greater and greater (by P15), and occupy the greatest part of
the mind (by P16), and affect it extensively.

With this I have completed everything which concerns this present
life. Anyone who attends to what we have said in this scholium, and at
the same time, to the definitions of the mind and its affects, and finally
to ITIP1 and P3, will easily be able to see what I said at the beginning of
this scholium, namely, that in these few words I have covered all the
remedies for the affects. So it is time now to pass to those things which
pertain to the mind’s duration without relation to the body.

P21: The mind can neither imagine anything, nor recollect past things, except
while the body endures.

Dem.: The mind neither expresses the actual existence of its body,
nor conceives the body’s affections as actual, except while the body en-
dures (by IIP8C); consequently (by IIP26), it conceives no body as actu-
ally existing except while its body endures. Therefore, it can neither
imagine anything (see the Def. of imagination in IIP17S) nor recollect
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past things (see the Def. of Memory in ITP18S) except while the body

endures, g.e.d.

P22: Nevertheless, in God there is necessarily an idea that expresses the essence
of this or that buman body, under a species of eternity.

Dem.: God is the cause, not only of the existence of this or that
human body, but also of its essence (by IP25), which therefore must be
conceived through the very essence of God (by IA4), by a certain eter-
nal necessity (by IP16), and this concept must be in God (by IIP3),
q.e.d.

P23: The buman mind cannot be absolutely destroyed with the body, but some-
thing of it remains which is eternal.

Dem.: In God there is necessarily a concept, o idea, which expresses
the essence of the human body (by P22), an idea, therefore, which is
necessarily something that pertains to the essence of the human mind
(by ITP13). But we do not attribute to the human mind any duraton that
can be defined by time, except insofar as it expresses the actual existence
of the body, which is explained by duration, and can be defined by time,
that 1s (by IIP8C), we do not atribute duration to it except while the
body endures. However, since what is conceived, with a certain eternal
necessity, through God’s essence itself (by P22) is nevertheless some-
thing, this something that pertains to the essence of the mind will neces-
sarily be eternal, g.e.d.

Schol.: As we have said, this idea, which expresses the essence of the
body under a species of eternity, is a certain mode of thinking, which
pertains to the essence of the mind, and which is necessarily eternal.
And though it is impossible that we should recollect that we existed
before the body—since there cannot be any traces of this in the body,
and eternity can neither be defined by dme nor have any relation to
time—still, we feel and know by experience that we are eternal. For the
mind feels those things that it conceives in understanding no less than
those it has in the memory. For the eyes of the mind, by which it sees
and observes things, are the demonstrations themselves.

Therefore, though we do not recollect that we existed before the
body, we nevertheless feel that our mind, insofar as it involves the es-
sence of the body under a species of eternity, is eternal, and that this
existence it has cannot be defined by time or explained through dura-
tdon. Our mind, therefore, can be said to endure, and its existence can
be defined by a certain time, only insofar as it involves the actual exis-
tence of the body, and to that extent only does it have the power of
determining the existence of things by time, and of conceiving them
under duration.
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P24: The more we understand singular things, the more we understand God.
Dem.: This is evident from IP25C.

P25: The greatest striving of the mind, and its greatest virtue is understand-
ing things by the third kind of knowledge.

Dem.: The third kind of knowledge proceeds from an adequate idea
of certain attributes of God to an adequate knowledge of the essence of
things (see its Def. in ITP40S2), and the more we understand things in
this way, the more we understand God (by P24). Therefore (by IVP28),
the greatest virtue of the mind, that is (by IVDS8), the mind’s power, or
nature, or (by IIIP7) its greatest striving, is to understand things by the
third kind of knowledge, q.e.d.

P26: The more the mind is capable of understanding things by the third kind
of knowledge, the more it desires to understand them by this kind of knowledge.

Dem.: This is evident. For insofar as we conceive the mind to be
capable of understanding things by this kind of knowledge, we conceive
it as determined to understand things by the same kind of knowledge.
Consequendy (by Def. Aff. I}, the more the mind is capable of this, the

more it desires it, q.e.d.

P27: The greatest satisfaction of mind there can be arises from this third kind
of knowledge.

Dem.: The greatest virtue of the mind is to know God (by TVP28),
or to understand things by the third kind of knowledge (by P25). In-
deed, this virtue is the greater, the more the mind knows things by this
kind of knowledge (by P24). So he who knows things by this kind of
knowledge passes to the greatest human perfecton, and consequently
(by Def. Aff. II), is affected with the greatest Joy, accompanied (by
IIP43) by the idea of himself and his virtue. Therefore (by Def. Aff.
XXV), the greatest satisfaction there can be arises from this kind of
knowledge, q.e.d.

P28: The striving, or desire, to know things by the third kind of knowledge
cannot arise from the first kind of knowledge, but can indeed arise from the
second.

Dem.: This proposition is evident through itself. For whatever we
understand clearly and distinetly, we understand either through itself,
or through something else which is conceived through itself; that is, the
ideas which are clear and distinct in us, o7 which are related to the third
kind of knowledge (see 1IP40S2), cannot follow from mutilated and
confused ideas, which (by IIP40S2) are related to the first kind of
knowledge; but they can follow from adequate ideass, or (by IIP4052)
from the second and third kind of knowledge. Therefore (by Def.
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Aff. T), the desire to know things by the third kind of knowledge cannot
arise from the first kind of knowledge, but can from the second, q.e.d.

P29:. Whatever the mind understands under a species of eternity, it under
stands not from the fact that it conceives the body’s present actual existence, but
from the fact that it concetves the body’s essence under 2 species of eternity.

Dem.: Insofar as the mind conceives the present existence of its body,
it conceives duration, which can be determined by time, and to that
extent only it has the power of conceiving things in relation to dme (by
P21 and ITP26). But eternity cannot be explained by duration (by ID8
and its explanation). Therefore, to that extent the mind does not have
the power of conceiving things under a species of eternity.

But because it is of the nature of reason to conceive things under a
species of eternity (by ITP44C2), and it also pertains to the nature of the
mind to conceive the body’s essence under a species of eternity (by
P23), and beyond these two, nothing else pertains to the mind’s essence
(by 1IP13), this power of conceiving things under a species of eternity
pertains to the mind only insofar as it conceives the body’s essence
under a species of eternity, q.e.d.

Schol.: We conceive things as actual in two ways: either insofar as we
concelve them to exist in relation to a certain time and place, or insofar
as we conceive them to be contained in God and to follow from the
necessity of the divine nature. But the things we conceive in this second
way as true, o7 real, we conceive under a species of eternity, and their
ideas involve the eternal and infinite essence of God (as we have shown
in TIP45 and P45S).

P30: Insofar as our mind knows itself and the body under a species of eternity,
it mecessarily bas knowledge of God, and knows that it is in God and is con-
ceived through God.

Dem.: Eternity is the very essence of God insofar as this involves
necessary existence (by ID8). To conceive things under a species of
eternity, therefore, is to conceive things insofar as they are conceived
through God’s essence, as real beings, o7 insofar as through God’s es-
sence they involve existence. Hence, insofar as our mind conceives itself
and the body under a species of eternity, it necessarily has knowledge of
God, and knows, and so on, q.e.d.

P31: The thivd kind of knowledge depends on the mind, as on a formal cause,
insofar as the mind itself is eternal.

Dem.: The mind conceives nothing under a species of eternity except
insofar as it conceives its body’s essence under a species of eternity (by
P29), that s, (by P21 and P23), except insofar as it is eternal. So (by P30)
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insofar as it is eternal, it has knowledge of God, knowledge which is
necessarily adequate (by ITP46). And therefore, the mind, insofar as itis
eternal, is capable of knowing all those things which can follow from
this given knowledge of God (by IIP40), that is, of knowing things by
the third kind of knowledge (see the Def. of this in IIP40S2); therefore,
the mind, insofar as it is eternal, is the adequate, or formal, cause of the
third kind of knowledge (by IIID1), q.e.d.

Schol.: Therefore, the more each of us is able to achieve in this kind
of knowledge, the more he is conscious of himself and of God, that is,
the more perfect and blessed he is. This will be even clearer from what
follows.

But here it should be noted that although we are already certain that
the mind is eternal, insofar as it conceives things under a species of
eternity, nevertheless, for an easier explanation and better understand-
ing of the things we wish to show, we shall consider it as if it were now
beginning to be, and were now beginning to understand things under a
species of eternity, as we have done up to this point. We may do this
without danger of error, provided we are careful to draw our conclu-
sions only from evident premises.

P32: Whatever we understand by the third kind of knowledge we take pleasure
in, and our pleasure is accompanied by the idea of God as a cause.

Dem.: From this kind of knowledge there arises the greatesesatisfac-
tion of mind there can be (by P27), that is (by Def. Aff. XXV), joy; this
joy is accompanied by the idea of oneself, and consequently (by P30) it
is also accompanied by the idea of God, as its cause, q.e.d.

Cor.: From the third kind of knowledge, there necessarily arises an
intellectual love of God. For from this kind of knowledge there arises
(by P32) joy, accompanied by the idea of God as its cause, that is (by
Def. Aff. VI), love of God, not insofar as we imagine him as present (by
P29), but insofar as we understand God to be eternal. And this is what
I call intellectual love of God.

P33: The intellectual love of God, which arises from the third kind of knowl-
edge, s eternal.

Dem.: For the third kind of knowledge (by P31 and by IA3) is eternal.
And so (by IA3), the love that arises from it must also be eternal, q.e.d.

Schol.: Although this love toward God has had no beginning (by
P33), it sdll has all the perfections of love, just as if it had come to be (as
we have feigned in P32C). There is no difference here, except that the
mind has had eternally the same perfections which, in our fiction, now
come to it, and that it is accompanied by the idea of God as an eternal
cause. If joy, then, consists in the passage to a greater perfection, bless-

259

117300

17301



117302

117303

THE ETHICS

edness must surely consist in the fact that the mind is endowed with
perfection itself.

P34: Only while the body endures is the mind subject to affects which are
related to the passions.

Dem.: An imagination is an idea by which the mind considers a thing
as present (see its Def. in IIP17S), which nevertheless indicates the pres-
ent constitution of the human body more than the nature of the external
thing (by IIP16C2). An affect, then, (by the Gen. Def. Aff.) is an imagi-
nation, insofar as it indicates the present constitution of the body. So
(by P21) only while the body endures is the mind subject to affects
which are related to passions, g.e.d.

Cor.: From this it follows that no love except intellectual love is
eternal.

Schol.: If we attend to the common opinion of men, we shall see that
they are indeed conscious of the eternity of their mind, but that they
confuse it with duration, and attribute it to the imagination, or memory,
which they believe remains after death.

P35: God loves himself with an infinite intellectual love.

Dem.: God is absolutely infinite (by ID6), that is (by IID6), the na-
ture of God enjoys infinite perfection, accompanied (by IIP3) by the
idea of himself, that is (by IP11 and D1), by the idea of his cause. And
this is what we said (P32C) intellectual love is.

P36: The mind’s intellectual love of God is the very love of God by which God
loves himself, not insofar as be is infinite, but insofar as be can be explained by
the buman mind’s essence, considered under a species of eternity; that is, the
mind’s intellectual love of God is part of the infinite love by which God loves
bimself.

Dem.: This love the mind has must be related to its actions (by P32C
and ITIP3); it is, then, an acton by which the mind contemplates itself,
with the accompanying idea of God as its cause (by P32 and P32C), that
is (by IP25C and ITP11C), an action by which God, insofar as he can be
explained through the human mind, contemplates himself, with the ac-
companying idea of himself [as the cause]; so (by P35), this love the
mind has is part of the infinite love by which God loves himself, q.e.d.

Cor.: From this it follows that insofar as God loves himself, he loves
men, and consequently that God’s love of men and the mind’s intellec-
tual love of God are one and the same.

Schol.: From this we clearly understand wherein our salvation, or
blessedness, or freedom, consists, namely, in a constant and eternal love
of God, o7 in God’s love for men. And this love, o7 blessedness, is called
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glory in the Sacred Scriptures—not without reason. For whether this
love is related to God or to the mind, it can rightly be called satisfaction
of mind, which is really not distinguished from glory (by Defs. Aff.
XXV and XXX). For insofar as it is related to God (by P35), it is joy (if
I may stll be permitted to use this term), accompanied by the idea of
himself [as its cause]. And similarly insofar as it is related to the mind (by
P27).

Again, because the essence of our mind consists only in knowledge, of
which God is the beginning and foundation (by IP15 and IIP47S), itis
clear to us how our mind, with respect both to essence and existence,
follows from the divine nature, and continually depends on God.

I thought this worth the trouble of noting here, in order to show by
this example how much the knowledge of singular things I have called
intuitive, or knowledge of the third kind (see [IP40S2), can accomplish,
and how much more powerful it is than the universal knowledge I have
called knowledge of the second kind. For although I have shown gener-
ally in Part I that all things (and consequently the human mind also)
depend on God both for their essence and their existence, nevertheless,
that demonstration, though legitimate and put beyond all chance of
doubt, stll does not affect our mind as much as when this is inferred
from the very essence of any singular thing which we say depends on
God.

P37: There is nothing in Nature which is contrary to this intellectual love, or
which can take it away.

Dem.: This intellectual love follows necessarily from the nature of
the mind insofar as it is considered as an eternal muth, through God’s
nature (by P33 and P29). So if there were something contrary to this
love, it would be contrary to the true; consequently, what could remove
this love would bring it about that what is true would be false. This (as
is known through itself) is absurd. Therefore, there is nothing in Na-
ture, and so on, g.e.d.

Schol.: IVAI1 concerns singular things insofar as they are considered
in relation to a certain time and place. I believe no one doubts this.

P38: The more the mind understands things by the second and third kind of
kmowledge, the less it is acted on by affects which are evil, and the less it fears
death.

Dem.: The mind’s essence consists in knowledge (by IIP11); there-
fore, the more the mind knows things by the second and third kind of
knowledge, the greater the part of it that remains (by P23 and P29), and
consequently (by P37), the greater the part of it that is not touched by
affects which are contrary to our nature, that is, which (by IVP30) are
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evil. Therefore, the more the mind understands things by the second
and third kind of knowledge, the greater the part of it that remains
unharmed, and hence, the less it is acted on by affects, and so on, q.e.d.

Schol.: From this we understand what I touched on in IVP39S, and
what I promised to explain in this part, namely, that death is less harm-
ful to us, the greater the mind’ clear and distinct knowledge, and hence,
the more the mind loves God.

Next, because (by P27) the highest satisfaction there can be arises
from the third kind of knowledge, it follows from this that the human
mind can be of such a nature that the part of the mind which we have
shown perishes with the body (see P21) is of no moment in relation to
what remains. But I shall soon treat this more fully.

P39: He who has a body capable of a great many things bas a mind whose
greatest part is eternal.

Dem.: He who has a body capable of doing a great many things is
least troubled by evil affects (by IVP38), that is (by IVP30), by affects
contrary to our nature. So (by P10) he has a power of ordering and
connecting the affections of his body according to the order of the intel-
lect, and consequently (by P14), of bringing it about that all the affec-
dons of the body are related to the idea of God. The result (by P15) is
that it is affected with a love of God, which (by P16) must occupy, o
constitute the greatest part of the mind. Therefore (by P33), he has a
mind whose greatest part is eternal, q.e.d.

Schol.: Because human bodies are capable of a great many things,
there is no doubt but what they can be of such a nature that they are
related to minds which have a great knowledge of themselves and of
God, and of which the greatest, or chief, part is eternal. So they hardly
fear death.

But for a clearer understanding of these things, we must note here
that we live in continuous change, and that as we change for the better

- or worse, we are called happy or unhappy. For he who has passed from

being an infant or child to being a corpse is called unhappy. On the
other hand, if we pass the whole length of our life with a sound mind in
a sound body, that is considered happiness. And really, he who, like an
infant or child, has a body capable of very few things, and very heavily
dependent on external causes, has a mind which considered solely in
itself is conscious of almost nothing of itself, or of God, or of things. On
the other hand, he who has a body capable of a great many things, has
a mind which considered only in itself is very much conscious of itself,
and of God, and of things.

In this life, then, we strive especially that the infants body may
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change (as much as its nature allows and assists) into another, capable of
a great many things and related to a mind very much conscious of itself,
of God, and of things. We strive, that is, that whatever is related to its
memory or imagination is of hardly any moment in relation to the intel-
lect (as I have already said in P38S).

P40: The more perfection each thing has, the move it acts and the less it is acted
on; and conversely, the more it acts, the more perfect it is.

Dem.: The more each thing is perfect, the more reality it has (by
IID6), and consequently (by IIIP3 and P3S), the more it acts and the less
it is acted on. This demonstratdon indeed proceeds in the same way in
reverse, from which it follows that the more a thing acts, the more per-
fect it is, q.e.d.

Cor.: From this it follows that the part of the mind that remains,
however great it is, is more perfect than the rest.

For the eternal part of the mind (by P23 and P29) is the intellect,
through which alone we are said to act (by IIIP3). But what we have
shown to perish is the imagination (by P21), through which alone we
are said to be acted on (by ITIIP3 and the Gen. Def. Aff.). So (by P40),
the intellect, however extensive it is, is more perfect than the imagina-
tion, g.e.d.

Schol.: These are the things I have decided to show concerning the
mind, insofar as it is considered without reladon to the body’sexistence.
From them—and at the same dme from IP21 and other things—it is
clear that our mind, insofar as it understands, is an eternal mode of
thinking, which is determined by another eternal mode of thinking, and
this again by another, and so on, to infinity; so that together, they all
constitute God’s eternal and infinite intellect.

P41: Even if we did not know that our mind is eternal, we would still regard
as of the first importance morality, religion, and absolutely all the things we
bave shown (in Part IV) to be velated to tenacity and nobility.

Dem.: The first and only foundation of virtue, or of the method of
living rightly (by IVP22C and P24) is the seeking of our own advantage.
But to determine what reason prescribes as useful, we took no account
of the eternity of the mind, which we only came to know in the Fifth
Part. Therefore, though we did not know then that the mind is eternal,
we still regarded as of the first importance the things we showed to be
related to tenacity and nobility. And so, even if we also did not know this
now, we would sdll regard as of the first importance the same rules of
reason, q.e.d.

Schol.: The usual conviction of the muldtude seems to be different.
For most people apparently believe that they are free to the extent that
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they are permitted to yield to their lust, and that they give up their right
to the extent that they are bound to live according to the rule of the
divine law. Morality, then, and religion, and absolutely everything re-
lated to strength of character, they believe to be burdens, which they
hope to put down after death, when they also hope to receive a reward
for their bondage, that is, for their mqrglity and religion. They are in-
duced to live according to the rule of the divine law (as far as their
weakness and lack of character allows) not only by this hope, but also,
and especially, by the fear that they may be punished horribly after
death. If men did not have this hope and fear, but believed instead that
minds die with the body, and that the wretched, exhausted with the
burden of morality, cannot look forward to a life to come, they would
return to their natural dispositon, and would prefer to govern all their
actions according to lust, and to obey fortune rather than themselves.

These opinions seem no less absurd to me than if someone, because
he does not believe he can nourish his body with good food to eternity,
should prefer to fill himself with poisons and other deadly things, or
because he sees that the mind is not eternal, o7 immortal, should prefer
to be mindless, and to live without reason. These [common beliefs] are
so absurd they are hardly worth mentioning.

P42: Blessedness is not the reward of virtue, but virtue itself; nor do we enjoy
1t because we restrain our lusts; on the contrary, because we enjoy it, we are able
to restrain them.

Dem.: Blessedness consists in love of God (by P36 and P36S), a love
which arises from the third kind of knowledge (by P32C). So this love
(by ITITP59 and P3) must be related to the mind insofar as it acts. There-
fore (by IVDS), it is virtue itself. This was the first point.

Next, the more the mind enjoys this divine love, or blessedness, the
more it understands (by P32), that is (by P3C), the greater the power it
has over the affects, and (by P38) the less it is acted on by evil affects. So
because the mind enjoys this divine love o7 blessedness, it has the power
of restraining lusts. And because human power to restrain the affects
consists only in the intellect, no one enjoys blessedness because he has
restrained the affects. Instead, the power to restrain lusts arises from
blessedness itself, g.e.d.

Schol.: With this I have finished all the things I wished to show con-
cerning the mind’s power over the affects and its freedom. From what
has been shown, it is clear how much the wise man is capable of, and
how much more powerful he is than one who is ignorant and is driven
only by lust. For not only is the ignorant man troubled in many ways by
external causes, and unable ever to possess true peace of mind, but he
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also lives as if he knew neither himself, nor God, nor things; and as soon
as he ceases to be acted on, he ceases to be. On the other hand, the wise
man, insofar as he is considered as such, is hardly troubled in spirit, but
being, by a certain eternal necessity, conscious of himself, and of God,
and of things, he never ceases to be, but always possesses true peace of
mind.

If the way I have shown to lead to these things now seems very hard,
stll, it can be found. And of course, what is found so rarely must be
hard. For if salvatdon were at hand, and could be found without great

effort, how could nearly everyone neglect it? But all things excellent are
as difficult as they are rare.
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Objections and Replies

FROM THE CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN
SPINOZA AND TSCHIRNHAUS

I. TscHIRNHAUS ON FREEDOM!

. . . Both Descartes, who argues for free will, and you, who argue against
it, seem to me to be speaking the truth, as each of you conceives of
freedom. For Descartes calls that free which is not compelled by any
cause, whereas you call that free which is not determined by any cause
to something. So I acknowledge, with you, that in everything we are
determined by a definite cause to something, and so that we have no free
will, but on the other hand I also think, with Descartes, that in certain
matters (as I shall immediately explain) we are not in any way com-
pelled, as so have free will. I shall take an example from what I am
presently doing.

There are three things to consider in this matter: (1) Whether we
have, absolutely, some power over things outside us? To this I say “no.”
For example, it is not absolutely in my power that I now write this letter,
since I certainly would have written earlier if I had not been prevented
either by the absence, or by the presence of friends. (2) Whether we
have, absolutely, power over the motions of the body, which follow,
when the will determines them to some mouon? This I answer with a
qualified “yes,” namely, provided we are living in a sound body. For if
I am healthy, then I can apply myself to writing or not. (3) Whether,
when I am permitted to exercise my reason, I can use it completely
freely, that is, absolutely? To this I say “yes.” For who could deny (with-
out contradicting his own consciousness) that in my thoughts I can
think either that I want to write or that I do not. As far also as the act of
writing is concerned (this concerns the second question), I have indeed
the capacity either to write or not to write because external causes per-
mit this. I acknowledge, indeed, with you, that there are causes which
determine me to this, that I am now writing, namely, because you first
wrote to me and in doing so asked me to reply as soon as I could, and
because there is now an opportunity, which I would not willingly lose.
But I also affirm as certain, on the evidence of consciousness and with

' From Letter 57, Tschirnhaus to Spinoza, 8 October 1674.
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Descartes, that things of that kind do not thereby compel me, and that
notwithstanding these reasons, I really can omit this [act of writing]. It
seems impossible to deny this.

Also, if we were compelled by external things, who could acquire the
habit of virtue? Indeed on this assumption every wicked act would be
excusable. But does not it often happen that we are determined to some-
thing by external things and yet we resist it, with an unyielding and
constant spirit?

II. FrREEDOM AND NECESSITY?

... I pass to that definition of freedom which he says is mine. But I do
not know where he got it from. I say that a thing is free if it exists and
acts from the necessity of its own nature alone, and compelled if it is
determined by something else to exist and produce effects in a certain
and determinate way. For example, even though God exists necessarily,
still he exists freely, because he exists from the necessity of his own
nature alone. So God also understands himself, and absolutely all
things, freely, because it follows from the necessity of his nature alone
that he understands all things. You see then that I place freedom not in
a free decree, but in free necessity.

But let us descend to created things, which are all detegmined by
external causes to exist and to produce an effect in a certain and determi-
nate way. To clearly understand this, let us conceive something very
simple—say, a stone which receives a certain quantity of moton from an
external cause which sets it in modon. Afterward the stone will necessar-
ily continue to move, even though the thrust of the external cause
ceases, because it has this quantity of motion. Therefore, this perma-
nence of the stone in motion is compelled, not because it is necessary,
but because it must be defined by the thrust of the external cause. What
is to be understood here concerning the stone should be understood
concerning any singular thing whatever, no matter how composite it is,
and capable of doing a great many things: that each thing is necessarily
determined by some external cause to exist and produce effects in a
certain and determinate way.

Next, conceive now, if you will, that while the stone continues to
move, it thinks, and knows that as far as it can, it strives to continue to
move. Of course since the stone is conscious only of its striving, and not

* From Letter 58, Spinoza to Schuller for Tschirnhaus. Sentences in italics seem to be
quotations from a letter from “Tschirnhaus to Schuller.
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at all indifferent, it will believe itself to be free, and to persevere in
motion for no other cause than because it wills to. And this is that fa-
mous human freedom which everyone brags of having, and which con-
sists only in this: that men are conscious of their appetite and ignorant
of the causes by which they are determined.

So the infant believes that he freely wants the milk; the angry boy that
he wants vengeance; and the timid, flight. Again, the drunk believes it is
from a free decision of the mind that he says those things which after-
ward, when sober, he wishes he had not said. Similarly, the madman, the
chatterbox, and a great many people of this kind believe that they act
from a free decision of the mind, and not that they are carried away by
impulse. Because this prejudice is innate in all men, they are not easily
freed from it. For though experience teaches abundandy that there is
nothing less in man’s power than to restrain his appetites, and that
often, when men are torn by contrary affects, they see the better and
follow the worse, they stll believe themselves to be free, because they
want certain things only slightly, so that their appetite for these things
can easily be restricted by the memory of another thing which they
recall more frequently.

With this, if I am not mistaken, I have explained sufficiently what
my opinion is concerning free and compelled necessity, and.concern-
ing that fictidous human freedom. From this it is easy to reply to your
friend’s objections. For when Descartes says that he is free who is
compelled by no external cause, if he understands by a man who is com-
pelled one who acts unwillingly, then I grant that in certain things
we are not at all compelled, and in this respect we have free will. But if
by compelled he understands one who acts necessarily, though not un-
willingly, then (as I have explained above) I deny that we are free in
anything.

But your friend affirms, for his part, that we can use the exercise of our
reasom completely freely, that is, absolutely. He persists in this opinion with
great—not to say too much—confidence. For who, he says, would deny,
except by contradicting bis own consciousness, that I can think, in my thoughts,
that I will to write, and that I do not will to write. I should very much like
to know what sort of consciousness he is speaking about, beyond that
which I have explained above in the example of the stone. For my part,
unless I contradict my consciousness, that is, contradict reason and ex-
perience, and unless I encourage prejudices and ignorance, I deny that
1 can think, by any absolute power of thinking, thatI do will to write and
that I do not will to write. But I appeal to his consciousness, for doubt-
less he has experienced that in dreams he does not have the power of
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thinking that he wills to write and does not will to write. Nor when he
dreams that he wills to write does he have the power of not dreaming
that he wills to write. Nor do I believe that he has learned anything less
from experience than that the mind is not always equally capable of
thinking of the same object, but that, as the body is more capable of
having the image of this or that object stirred up in it, so the mind is
more capable of contemplating this or that object.

When he adds, moreover, that the causes of his having applied his
mind to writing have indeed prompted him to write, but have not com-
pelled him to, all that signifies (if you wish to examine the matter fairly)
is that his mind was then so constituted that causes which could not have
caused him to go in thar direcdon at another time (e.g., when he was
torn by some great affect) could at that time easily do this. That is, that
the causes which could not compel him at another time have now com-
pelled him, not to write unwillingly, but to necessarily have a desire to
write.

As for what he has maintained next—that if we were compelled by exter-
nal causes, no one could acquire the babit of virtue—I do not know who has
told him that it cannot happen from a fatal necessity, but only from a
free decision of the mind, that we should have a strong and constant
disposition.

And as for what he adds finally—that if this is assumed, all wicked con-
duct would be excusable—what of it? For evil men are no less to be feared,
nor are they any less destructive, when they are necessarily evil. ...
Finally, I should like your friend, who raises these objections to me, to
tell me how he conceives the human virtue which arises from the free
decree of the mind to coexist with God’s preordination. If he confesses,
along with Descartes,’ that he does not know how to reconcile these
things, then he is trying to hurl at me the spear by which he himself is
already pierced through. . . .

ITI. TscHIRNHAUS ON PROBLEMS ABOUT THE
ATTRIBUTES AND INFINITE MoDESs*?

. . . First, would you be willing, Sir, to convince us by some direct dem-
onstraton, and not by a reduction to impossibility, that we cannot know
more attributes of God than thought and extension? Moreover, does it
follow from that that creatures which consist of other attributes cannot

¥ Cf. Descartes, Princples I, 39-41.
* From Letter 63, from Schuller to Spinoza on behalf of Tschirnhaus, 25 July 1675.
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conceive extension, so that there would seem to be constituted as many
worlds as there are attributes of God? For example, our world of exten-
sion, so to speak, exists with a certain abundance. So also, with the same
abundance, would there exist worlds which consist of other attributes.
And as we perceive nothing besides extension except thought, so the
creatures of those worlds would have to perceive nothing but the attri-
bute of their own world and thought.

Second, since God’s intellect differs from our intellect both in es-
sence and in existence, it will have nothing in common with our intel-
lect, and therefore, by IP3, God’s intellect cannot be the cause of our
intellect.

Third, in P10S you say that nothing in Nature is clearer than that
each being must be conceived under some atwribute (which I see very
well), and that the more reality or being it has, the more atributes be-
long to it. From this it would seem to follow that there are beings which
have three, four, and so on, attributes. Nevertheless, one could infer
from the things which have been demonstrated that each being consists
of only two attributes, of some definite attribute of God and the idea of
that ateribute.

Fourth, I would like examples of those things which are produced
immediately by God, and those which are produced by the mediaton of
some infinite modification. Thought and extension seem to me to be
examples of the first kind; examples of the second kind seem to be, in
thought, intellect, and in extension, motion, and so on.

These are the doubts which our Tschirnhaus and I would like you to
clear up, if your spare time permits. . . .

IV. O KNOWLEDGE oF OTHER ATTRIBUTES AND
ExaMPLEs OoF INFINITE MODES®

... To your first doubt I say that the human mind can only achieve
knowledge of those things which the idea of an actually existing body
involves, or what can be inferred from this idea itself. For the power of
each thing is defined solely by its essence (by E IIIP7). But (by 1IP13)
the essence of the mind consists only in this, that it is the idea of a body
which actually exists. And therefore, the mind’s power of understanding
extends only to those things which this idea of the body contains in
itself, or which follow from it. But this idea of the body neither involves
nor expresses any other atuributes of God than extension and thought.

* From Letter 64, Spinoza to Schuller for him and Tschirnhaus, 29 July 1675.
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For (by IIP6) its object, namely, the body, has God for a cause insofar
as he is considered under the atribute of extension, and not insofar as
he is considered under any other attribute. And so (by IA6) this idea of
the body involves knowledge of God only insofar as he is considered
under the attribute of extension.

Next, this idea, insofar as it is 2 mode of thinking, also (by IIP6 again)
has God for a cause insofar as he is a thinking thing, and not insofar as
he is considered under any other attribute. Therefore, (by IA6 again)
the idea of this idea involves knowledge of God insofar as he is consid-
ered under thought, but not insofar as he is considered under another
attribute.

It is evident, then, that the human mind, or the idea of the human
body, neither involves nor expresses any other attributes of God besides
these two. From these two attributes, moreover, or from their affec-
tons, no other atrribute of God (by IP10) can be inferred or conceived.
And so I infer that the human mind cannot achieve knowledge of any
other attribute of God beyond these, as was proposed.

You ask in addition, whether as a result there are not as many worlds
constituted as there are attributes? On this, see E ITP7S.

Moreover, this proposiion could be demonstrated more easily by
reducing the thing to an absurdity. Indeed, I usually prefer that kind of
demonstration when the proposition is negative, because it agrees bet-
ter with the nature of such propositions. But because you ask only for a
positive demonstration, I pass to the second thing, which is, whether
one thing can be produced by another from which it differs, both with
respect to essence and with respect to existence. For things which differ
in this way from one another seem to have nothing in common. But
since all singular things, except those which are produced by their likes,
differ from their causes, both with respect to essence and with respect to
existence, I do not see any reason for doubting here. Moreover, I believe
I have already explained sufficiently (in E IP25C and S) in what sense I
understand that God is the efficient cause both of the essence and of the
existence of things.

We form the axiom of IP10S (as I indicated at the end of that
scholium) from the idea which we have of an absolutely infinite being,
and not from the fact that there are, or could be, beings which have
three, four, and so on, attributes.

Finally, the examples [of infinite modes] which you ask for: examples
of the first kind [i.e., of things produced immediately by God] are, in
thought, absolutely infinite intellect, and in extension, motion and rest;
an example of the second kind [i.e., of those produced by the mediation
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of some infinite modification] is the face of the whole universe, which
[face], although it varies in infinite ways, nevertheless always remains
the same. On this, see L7S before ITP14 [11/101-102]. . ..

V. TscuirNHAUS ON KNOWLEDGE OF
OTHER ATTRIBUTES®

I ask you for a demonstration of what you say: namely, that the soul
cannot perceive more attributes of God than extension and thought.
Although I see this evidently, still it seems to me that the contrary can
be deduced from E IIP7S. Perhaps this is only because I do not perceive
the meaning of this scholium accurately enough. I have decided, there-
fore, to explain how I deduce these things, begging you urgently, Sir, to
be willing to come to my aid with your accustomed kindness, wherever
I do not follow your meaning rightly.

Here is how things stand. Although I gather from that scholium that
the world is absolutely unique, still it is no less clear also from that
scholium that it is expressed in infinite ways. And therefore each singu-
lar thing is expressed in infinite ways. From this it seems to follow that
that modificadon which constitutes my mind and that modificaton
which expresses my body, although it is one and the same modifica-
don, is nevertheless expressed in infinite ways, in one way through
thoughe, in another through extension, in a third through an ataibute
of God unknown to me, and so on to infinity, since there are infinitely
many attributes of God, and the order and connecdon of the modifi-
cations seem to be the same in all.

From this, now, the question arises why the mind, which represents
a certain modification, and which same modification is expressed
not only in extension, but also in infinite other ways, why, I ask, does
the mind perceive only that modification expressed through exten-
sion, that is, the human body, and no other expression through othe
attributes? . . . ’

VI. Eacu THiNnG Is ExXPRESSED BY MaNY MINDs’

To reply to your objection, I say that although each thing is expressed
in infinite ways in the infinite intellect of God, nevertheless those infi-
nite ideas by which it is expressed cannot consttute one and the same
mind of a singular thing, but infinitely many minds, since each of these

¢ From Letter 65, Tschirnhaus to Spinoza, 12 August 1675.
7 Letter 66, Spinoza to Tschirnhaus, 18 August 1675.
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infinite ideas has no connecton with any other, as I have explained in
the same scholium, that to E IIP7, and as is evident from IP10. If you
will attend a bit to these things, you will see that no difficulty remains.

VII. TscuirNuHAUS PrRESSES His OByECTION®

Regarding the objection [he] most recently made [in Letter 65], he re-
plies that those few words I had written at your request [relaying the
contents of Letter 66] have opened your meaning to him more ind-
mately, and that he had already harbored the same thoughts (since [your
words in the Ethics] chiefly admit of explanation in these two ways). But
two reasons led him to follow the train of thought which was contained
in the objection recendy made.

First, that otherwise PP5 and 7 of Book IT seem to him to be opposed.
In the first of these it is maintained that objects are the efficient cause of
ideas, which nevertheless seems to be overturned by the demonstratdon
of the latter, because of the citation of IA4, or (as I rather persuade
myself) I do not apply this axiom rightly, according to the intention of
the author, which, of course, I would be very glad to learn from him, if
his affairs permit it.

The second reason which prevented me from following the explana-
tion given was that in this way the atribute of thought is held to extend
itself much more widely than the other attributes. But since each of the
attributes constitutes the essence of God, I certainly do not see how the
one is not contrary to the other.

In any case, let me add this: if I may judge other understandings from
my own, IIPP7 and 8 will be very difficult to understand, for no other
reason than that it has pleased the author (no doubt because they
seemed so evident to him) to provide them with such short demonstra-
tions and not to explain them with more words. . . .

VIII. SpiNozA REPLIES AGAaIN®

... I do not see what [Tschirnhaus] finds in IA4 which seems to contra-
dict IIPS. For in this proposition it is affirmed that the essence of each
idea has God for a cause insofar as he is considered as a thinking thing;
but in that axiom it is affirmed that the knowledge or idea of an effect
depends on the knowledge or idea of its cause.

To confess the truth, I do not sufficiently follow the meaning of your

® From Letter 70, from Schuller to Spinoza, on behalf of Tschirnhaus, 14 November

1675.
® From Letter 72, Spinoza to Schuller for Tschirnhaus, 18 November 1675.
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letter in this matter, and I believe that there is a slip of the pen, due to
haste, either in your letter or in his copy [of the Ethics). For you write
that in P5 it is affirmed that objects are the efficient cause of ideas,
whereas this is expressly denied in the same proposition. And it is from
this, I now think, that all the confusion arises. So it would be pointless
for me now to undertake to write about this more fully. I ought to wait
uniil you explain his mind more clearly to me and I know whether he
has a copy which is adequately corrected. . . .

IX. TscHIRNHAUS ON DEDUCING THE
ExisTeENcCE oF Bopies!®

... it is only with great difficulty that I can conceive how the existence
of bodies, which have motions and shapes, is detmonstrated a priori. For
in extension, considering the thing absolutely, na such thing occurs. . . .

X. ON THE USELESSNESS OF DESCARTES’
PrincipLES oF NaTUurRAL THINGS!!

. .. from extension, it, that is, as a2 mass at rest, it is not only difficult to
demonstrate the existence of bodies, as you say, but quite impossible.
For matter at rest, insofar as it is in itself, will persevere in its rest, and
will not be set in motion unless by a more powerful external cause. For
this reason I did not hesitate, previously, to affirm that Descartes’ prin-
ciples of natural things are useless, not to say absurd.

XI. TscHIRNHAUS PrREssES THE OBJECTION?

I would like you to oblige me in this matter by indicating how, accord-
ing to your meditations, the variety of things can be shown a priori from
the concept of extension. For you recall Descartes’ opinion: he main-
tained that he could not deduce it from extension in any other way than
by supposing that this was brought about in extension by a motion
started by God. In my opinion, therefore, he does not deduce the exis-
tence of bodies from a matter which is at rest, unless, perhaps, you
would consider the supposition of God as a mover to be nothing. For
you do not show how [the existence of bodies] must necessarily follow
a priori from God’s essence, something which Descartes believed sur-
passed man’s grasp.
' From Letter 80, Tschirnhaus to Spinoza, 2 May 1676.

"' From Letter 81, Spinoza to Tschirnhaus, 5 May 1676.
2 From Letter 82, Tschimhaus to Spinoza, 23 June 1676.
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So T ask this of you, well knowing that you have other thoughts—
unless perhaps there is some other valid reason why you have so far not
wished to make this plain. And if this [concealment] had not been neces-
sary, which I do not doubt, you would not indicate such a thing so
obscurely. But be assured that whether you indicate something to me
openly or whether you conceal it, my feeling toward you will always
remain unchanged.

Nevertheless, the reasons why [ would pardcularly desire an explana-
tion of this are these: T have always observed in mathematics that we can
deduce only one property from any thing considered in itself, that is,
from the definition of any thing; but if we want to deduce more proper-
ties, it is necessary for us to relate the thing defined to others; then,
indeed, from the conjunction of the definitions of these things, new
properties result.

For example, if I consider only the circumference of a circle, I will not
be able to infer anything except that it is everywhere like itself, o7 uni-
form, by which property, indeed, it differs essentially from all other
curves. Nor will I ever be able to deduce any other properdes. But if I
relate it to other things, such as the radii drawn from the center, or two
lines intersecting [within the circle], or also to other lines, I shall cer-
tainly be able to deduce more properties from this.

In some way, in fact, this seems to be contrary to E IP16,nearly the
most important proposidon in Book I of your Treatise. In this proposi-
tion, it is assumed as known that from the given definition of any thing
many properties can be deduced. This seerns to me impossible, if we do
not relate the thing defined to other things. And it has the further result
that I cannot see how, from any attribute considered by itself, for exam-
ple, from infinite extension, the variety of bodies can arise. Or if you
think that this too cannot be inferred from one considered by itself, but
can be inferred from all of them taken together, I should like you to
explain how this would be conceived. . ..

XII. Spinoza’s Last Repry?

You ask whether the variety of things can be demonstrated a priori from
the concept of extension alone. I believe I have already shown suffi-
ciently clearly that this is impossible, and that therefore Descartes de-
fines matter badly by extension, but that it must necessarily be defined
by an attribute which expresses eternal and infinite essence. But perhaps
I will treat these matters more clearly with you some other time, if life

! From Letter 83, Spinoza to Tschirnhaus, 15 July 1676.
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lasts. For up till now I have not been able to set out anything concerning
them in an orderly way.

But as for what you add—that from the definition of any thing, con-
sidered in itself, we can only deduce one property—perhaps this is cor-
rect for very simple things, or beings of reason (under which I include
shapes also), but not for real beings. For from the mere fact that I define
God to be a being to whose essence existence pertains, I infer many of
his properties: that he exists necessarily, that he is unique, immutable,
infinite, and so on. In this way, I might bring up many other exarmnples,
but for the present I will omit them. . ..
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the glossary-index of volume 1 of the Collected Warks of Spinoza (Prince-
ton University Press, 1985), but cannot undertake anything so complex
here. Students who may want to undertake a more comprehensive in-
vestigation of Spinoza’s terminology, can consult the glossary-index of
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+I am very much indebted to my wife Ruth for her work on the construction of this
index, as well as for her help with the proofreading of the text.

$The electronic version of that volume is available now with a very fast and powerful
search program from InteLex Corp., P.O. Box 1827, Clayton, Georgia, 30525-1827.
(This provides, in effect, a complete concordance to the text)
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certainty/certain (cort,)
38,42, 45,47-48, 50-51, 71-74, 78, 92—
93, 142, 147, 150, 165, 191, 213, 226,
233

clear and distinct, 11, 17, 28, 37-38, 51, 70,
72-74, 89, 135-136, 139, 143, 153, 212,
227,232, 244, 246-248, 250, 252-253,
255,257,262

contingency, condngent, 104, 106-107%,
117, 136, 143-144, 200*, 206-208, 248—
249

creation/create/creator, 12-13, 16, 21, 34—
36, 52-33,71-72, 74, 75, 76, 89, 94, 98,
108, 112-113, 115, 122, 236

death, 196, 221-222, 235, 238, 260-262,
264

definition, 26-27, 41-42, 52-57, 67-71,
76-82, 86, 89-90, 97, 106-107, 159,
185, 188-189

desire, 7, 12, 25, 59, 105, 111, 112, 160-
163, 170, 171, 173-175, 183-189, 194—
197, 207-209, 211, 218, 223, 230-234,
239, 243, 248, 257. See also suiving

doubt, 7-8, 28, 37-39, 48, 71-74, 88-89,
93, 130, 142, 147, 150, 164-165, 190—
191

dream, 7, 11, 72, 150, 158, 224

duration, 86, 101-102, 116*, 120, 136, 145,
159-160, 200, 233, 255-256, 260

envy, 4, 9,23, 152-153, 167, 171-173, 175,
181, 183, 192*-194, 217, 224, 229, 238-
240, 242-243, 254

essence, 31, 51, 54, 58-65, 71, 75, 77, 79~
80, 85-86, 89, 97, 99-100, 102-103,
106, 111, 115, 121-122, 138, 141, 144—
147, 158-159, 184, 188-189, 197,
199-200, 212, 247, 250, 256-258,
260-261

esteem, 4-5, 170%, 172, 175-177, 182, 184,
192, 193*, 193, 224, 226, 230, 251

eternity/eternal, 4-3, 35, 36, 38, 44, 45,
53-55, 58, 62-63, 85-86, 90, 97, 100—
104, 105, 107, 112, 145, 255-256, 258-
264

evil, 3-5, 7-9, 18, 19, 23, 28, 31, 33, 110,
112-115, 166, 174-176, 180, 191-192,
197-198, 199-2007, 204, 207-210, 212-
214, 216, 219-222, 229-236, 238-241,
243-244, 250, 261-263

experience, 3, 11, 26, 50, 51, 54, 81-82,
111, 130, 149, 155, 156, 171, 192, 217,
222,242, 244, 249, 256

extension, 53, 38, 61, 67, 70-71, 94, 117,
119-120, 123, 132, 157, 188

falsity, 71, 99, 137, 141-143, 147, 201

fear, 7, 8, 165%, 190, 225, 228, 233-234*,
236, 238, 244, 251, 263-264

force, 10, 54, 145, 196-197, 200, 202-203,
207, 209, 212, 232, 246, 250

freedom, 8-10, 18, 22, 23, 30, 33, 63, 86*,
106, 110, 149, 157-158, 169, 192,
241-242, 244, 246, 252, 260, 264, 266—
269

free man, 235-238. See zkso bondage

friendship/friend, 172, 187, 218-219, 237,
241242, 251

God, 9, 10-26, 28-40, 43-45, 51, 55-59,
61-69, 71-74, 85*, 88, 91-95, 97-115,
117-123, 132-138, 141, 144-145, 151~
152, 154-155, 213, 239, 253-265

God or Nature, 16, 59, 198, 202-203. See
also idea, God’s, of God

good, 3-5, 7, 17, 22, 23, 28, 30, 42, 110,
113-114, 160, 175*, 180, 198-200*, 204,
210, 212-214, 216, 218-226, 230-231,
233-236, 239-240, 243-244, 251; high-
est (greatest) good, 3-5, 28-30, 55-56,
213,217-218, 230, 242, 254; knowledge
of good and evil, 33,215*,207-208, 212,
233-234, 236

hatred, 4, 8, 9, 16, 40, 46, 153, 162*-168,
170-180, 183-184, 190-191, 193, 195,
215, 224226, 229, 231, 234, 238-241,
247-248, 251, 253

idea, 7, 17, 51, 53, 59-61, 63-63, 70, 74,
81, 86, 89, 105, 116*-124, 128-151,
154-155, 160, 170, 180-182, 190-191,
197-198, 201-204, 234, 247, 256; God’s
idea (subj. gen.), 101, 117-120; idea of
God (obj. gen.), 11, 16, 28-29, 37, 39,
66, 73-74, 236, 252-253, 259, 262 infin-
ity/infinite, 4, 36, 39, 54, 55, 59, 63, 67,
85-86, 88, 90, 93-98, 100-103, 105,
109, 117-120, 144145, 149-150, 198,
260. See also intellect, infinite; modes, in-
finite

intellect/intellectual, 6, 9, 11, 13, 16, 18,
25,28-30, 48-49, 52, 63, 65, 80, 85, 96—
99, 105-106, 113, 114, 124, 131, 141,
146-150, 186, 209, 211, 212, 227, 239,
244, 246, 248, 250, 253, 257-264: infi-
nite intellect, 58, 63, 97, 105, 115, 118-
119, 123, 143, 263, 271-272

joy, 3-5, 18, 23, 161%-170, 172, 174, 178,
181-185, 188*, 192, 197, 204, 222, 231,
232, 251, 253, 258-259
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knowledge, 5, 10, 11, 23,42,48-51, 54-57,
73,78, 86, 88, 107, 115, 119, 121-124,
131-137, 141-142, 151, 225, 235, 238
239, 242, 246, 248, 250, 252, 254-255,
257-259, 261; of God, 28-30, 38-39, 51,
56-57,94,151, 213,217-218, 239, 258
262. See also good and evil, knowledge
of

law, 22-24, 26*-33, 46, 219-220, 238, 242,
264; laws of nature, 5, 11, 15, 25-27, 35—
40, 45, 54, 82-83, 97, 115, 152-153,
155-157, 201-202, 209-210, 216, 226,
230, 240

love, 4, 8,9, 45, 46, 59, 116, 152, 162-187,
189*-193, 223, 225, 240-242, 247-248,
251, 255; God, 4, 28-30, 66

lust/sensual pleasure, 3-5, 184*-186, 196,
208, 224, 237, 241, 264

memory, 130-131%, 157-158, 178, 194,
205, 251, 256, 260, 263

mind, 3-5, 7-8, 13, 15, 16, 33, 48, 51, 53,
55,137, 146-147, 185-186, 197, 204,
209-210, 242; the human mind, 84, 115,
116, 122-124, 128-136, 138-140, 145—
146, 151-158, 160-162, 181-182, 185-
187, 209-210, 212-213, 218, 221, 225,
239-240, 244-247, 249-250, 252-264.
See also soul

miracle, 17, 19, 24, 26, 34-36*-40, 113

mode/modification, 58-61, 66, 70, 85*, 88,
89, 94, 97, 103-105, 115-122, 126-129,
263; infinite modes, 57-58, 65-66, 100—
102, 270-272. See also affection

moton, 26, 58, 66, 67, 83, 125-128, 148,
245-246; and rest, 45, 61, 84, 106, 125-
128, 155, 157, 221-222, 271

nature (= essenta), 49, 54, 82, 85-88,
91, 101-104, 109, 123, 126-127, 135~
136, 171, 186, 191, 209-211, 213—
216

Nature (= whole of), 5, 7, 11, 15-16, 25, 27,
28, 34-42, 45, 51, 53, 57, 59, 82-84, 87,
89-92, 110-115, 127, 152-153, 155-
157, 198-199, 202-203, 230, 245, 249;
natura naturans, 57-358, 81, 104-105;
Datura naturata, 57-58, 81, 104-105. See
also God or Nature; laws of nature; order
of Nature

nobility, 186*, 196, 225, 238, 251, 263

order, 5, 21, 48, 51, 53-54, 106-108, 110,
113-114, 119, 121-122, 141, 189, 247,
250-251, 254, 262; common order of

Nature, 135-136, 203, 230, 240; order
of Nature, 24-25, 3440, 91, 106, 108,
116, 119, 133, 152, 203, 244

passion/passive (to be acted on, to un-
dergo), 25, 50, 62, 63, 94-95, 97, 116,
154*-155, 158, 161, 184185, 196-197,
202-203, 214-215, 231-232, 239, 245,
247-249, 253, 255, 260-265

perfection/perfect, 5-6, 14, 16, 28-30, 33,
36,48, 50-51, 55, 63, 67-68, 71, 76—
77,92-93, 95, 97-98, 107-108, 112,
115,116*-117, 137, 161, 188, 197-200%,
209, 230, 244, 253, 257, 259-260,
263

perseverance/to persevere, 102, 145, 159~
160, 185, 200, 202-203, 244

power, 25, 50, 54, 92, 94, 98, 108-109, 115,
117,119, 132, 149-154, 159-163, 169,
173, 182-186, 188, 192, 195, 197, 201-
204, 207210, 213-214, 219-220, 225,
227-230, 239, 241, 242-244, 247, 248-
249, 254, 257, 264

preservation, 4, 25-26, 30, 59, 71, 75-77,
127, 159-160, 202-204, 209-212, 221,
228, 230, 232, 237-238, 240, 242-243

pride, 167, 168*, 170, 192*-193, 226, 228-
229, 237-238, 242, 248

prophecy, 9-23, 32, 33, 40, 2%8

reason/reasoning, 89, 12, 16, 22, 27, 30—
32, 36, 61, 72, 96, 109, 141, 143-144,
153,157, 208, 212, 219, 227-228, 230-
235, 237-240, 242, 244, 248, 249, 252,
263

religion, 7-9, 11, 40, 77, 192, 218*, 238,
241, 242, 263-264

revelation. See prophecy

right, 20, 21, 26, 27, 117-118, 192, 219-
220, 264

sadness, 3-5, 18, 61, 161-170, 173, 175,
177-180, 182, 188*-189, 204, 213, 216,
225,232,242, 253

sensual pleasure. See lust

soclety/social, 5, 26, 217, 220, 222, 241,
251

soul, 58-61, 72, 137, 186, 245. See also
mind, human

striving, 159-160, 164-177, 182-183, 185~
188, 194, 203, 208-212, 231, 239, 244,
253,257

subsrance, 6§7-70%, 74-77, 80-81*, 84, 85*-
97, 100, 104, 105, 119, 121, 125

superstition, 6-10, 16, 22, 41, 111, 179,
219, 224, 234, 243
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tenacity, 186*-187, 196, 236, 238, 251, virtue, 15, 22, 25, 40, 42, 152, 153, 183,
263 ' 201*,209-213, 217-220, 226-232, 236,
thought/thinking thing, 53, 56, 58-60, 68, 244, 248, 253, 255, 257-297, 263-264
70, 79, 81, 85, 101, 105, 116-117%, 118-
121, 131-132, 245-248, 250-251, 256, will, 12, 71-72, 99, 105-110, 137, 146~
263 151, 160, 169, 188-189, 244-246






