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Spinoza

Benedict de Spinoza

THEETHICS

(Ethica Ordine Geometrico Demonstrata)
Trandlated by R. H. M. Elwes

Part |1:
ON THE NATURE AND ORIGIN
OF THE MIND

PREFACE

| now passonto explaining theresults, which must necessarily
follow from the essence of God, or of the eterna and infinite
being; not, indeed, al of them (for weprovedin Parti., Prop.
xvi., that aninfinitenumber must follow inaninfinitenumber of
ways), but only thosewhich areableto lead us, asit were by
the hand, to the knowledge of the human mind and itshighest
blessedness.

DEFINITIONS

[. By ‘body’ | mean amodewhich expressesin acertain de-
terminate manner the essence of God, insofar asheisconsid-
ered asan extended thing. (SeePt. i., Prop. xxv. Cor.)

[1. | consder asbelonging to the essence of athing that, which
being given, thething isnecessarily given a so, and, which be-
ing removed, thething isnecessarily removed a so; in other
words, that without which thething, and which itsalf without
thething, can neither be nor be concelved.

[11.By ‘idea,’ | meanthe mental conceptionwhichisformed
by themind asathinking thing.

Explanation—I say ‘ conception’ rather than perception, be-
cause the word perception seemsto imply that themindis
passivein respect to the obj ect; whereas conception seemsto
expressan activity of themind.

V. By ‘anadequateidea,’ | meananideawhich, insofar as
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itisconsideredinitself, without relation to the object, hasall
thepropertiesor intrinsic marksof atrueidea

Explanation—I say ‘intrinsic,” inorder to excludethat mark
whichisextring c, namely, the agreement between theideaand
itsobject (ideatum).

V. ‘Duration’ istheindefinite continuance of existing.

Explanation—I say ‘indefinite,” becauseit cannot be deter-
mined through theexistenceitsdf of theexigtingthing, or by its
efficient cause, which necessarily givesthe existence of the
thing, but doesnot takeit away.

V1. 'Redity’ and ' perfection’ | useassynonymousterms.

VII1. By ‘particularthings,’ | meanthingswhich arefiniteand
have aconditioned existence; but if severa individual things
concur inoneaction, so asto beall smultaneoudly the effect

of one cause, | consider them all, so far, as one particular

thing.

AXIOMS
|. The essence of man doesnot involve necessary existence,
thatis, it may, intheorder of nature, cometo passthat thisor
that man does or does not exist.
I1. Manthinks.
[11. Modesof thinking, such aslove, desire, or any other of the
passions, do not take place, unlessthere bein the sameindi-
vidual anideaof thethingloved, desired, & c. But theideacan
exist without the presence of any other mode of thinking.

I'V. We percelvethat acertain body isaffected in many ways.

V. Wefed and perceiveno particular things, save bodiesand
modesof thought.

N.B. The Postulatesaregiven after theconclusion of Prop. xiii.
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PROPOSITIONS

|. Thought isan attribute of God, or Godisathinking thing.

Proof—Particular thoughts, or thisand that thought, aremodes
which, inacertain conditioned manner, expressthe nature of
God (Pt. i., Prop. xxv., Cor.). God therefore possesses the
attribute (PX. 1., Def. v.) of which theconceptisinvolvedinal
particular thoughts, whichlatter areconcelved thereby. Thought,
therefore, isone of theinfinite attributes of God, which ex-
press God'seternal andinfinite essence (Pt. i., Def. vi.). In
other words, God isathinking thing.

Q.ED.

Note—Thispropositionisa so evident from thefact, that we
areableto concelve aninfinite thinking being. For, in propor-
tionasathinking being isconce ved asthinking morethoughts,
soisit conceived as containing morereality or perfection.
Thereforeabeing, which canthink aninfinitenumber of things
inaninfinitenumber of ways, is, necessarily, inrespect of think-

ing, infinite. As, therefore, from the consideration of thought
aone, weconcelveaninfinitebeing, thought isnecessarily (PX.
., Deff. iv. and vi.) one of theinfinite attributes of God, aswe
weredesirousof showing.

I1. Extendonisanattributeof God, or Godisan extendedthing.

Proof—Theproof of thispropositionissmilar tothet of theladt.

[11.1n God there is necessarily theideanot only of hises-
sence, but also of al thingswhich necessarily follow fromhis
essence.

Proof—God (by thefirst Prop. of thisPart) can think aninfi-
nite number of thingsininfiniteways, or (what isthe same
thing, by Prop. xvi., Parti.) canformtheideaof hisessence,
and of al thingswhich necessarily follow therefrom. Now all
that isinthe power of God necessarily is(PX. i., Prop. Xxxxv.).
Therefore, such anideaasweare considering necessarily is,
andinGod alone.
Q.E.D. (Parti., Prop. xv.)
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Note—The multitude understand by the power of God the
freewill of God, and theright over al thingsthat exist, which
|atter areaccordingly generally considered as contingent. For
itissaid that God hasthe power to destroy all things, and to
reduce them to nothing. Further, the power of God isvery
often likened to the power of kings. But thisdoctrinewehave
refuted (PX. 1., Prop. xxxii., Cors.i. andii.), and wehave shown
(Parti., Prop. xvi.) that God acts by the same necessity, as
that by which he understands himself; in other words, asit
followsfrom the necessity of thedivinenature (asall admit),
that God understands himself, so also doesit follow by the
samenecessity, that God performsinfiniteactsininfiniteways.
Wefurther showed (Parti., Prop. xxxiv.), that God’spower is
identical with God'sessencein action; thereforeit isasimpos-
siblefor usto conceive God asnot acting, asto conceivehim
asnon-existent. If wemight pursuethe subject further, I could
point out, that the power whichiscommonly attributed to God
isnot only human (as showing that God isconceived by the
multitudeasaman, or inthelikenessof aman), but involvesa
negation of power. However, | am unwilling to go over the
same ground so often. | would only beg the reader again and

again, toturn over frequently inhismind what | havesaidin
Parti. from Prop. xvi. totheend. No onewill beabletofollow
my meaning, unlessheisscrupuloudy careful not to confound
the power of God with the human power and right of kings.

I'V. Theideaof God, fromwhich aninfinitenumber of things
follow ininfiniteways, can only beone.

Proof—Infiniteintellect comprehends nothing save the at-
tributesof God and hismodifications(Parti., Prop. xxx.). Now
Godisone (Parti., Prop. xiv., Cor.). Therefore the idea of
God, wherefrom aninfinite number of thingsfollow ininfinite
ways, can only beone.

Q.ED.

V. Theactua being of ideasowns God asitscause, only in so
far asheisconsdered asathinking thing, notinsofar asheis
unfolded in any other attribute; that is, theideas both of the
attributesof God and of particular thingsdo not own astheir
efficient causetheir objects (ideata) or thethingsperceived,
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but God himself in sofar asheisathinking thing.

Proof—Thispropostionisevident from Prop. iii. of thisPart.
Wethere drew the conclusion, that God can form theidea of
hisessence, and of all thingswhichfollow necessarily there-
from, solely because heisathinking thing, and not becausehe
isthe object of hisownidea. Wherefore the actual being of
ideasownsfor cause God, insofar asheisathinking thing. It
may bedifferently proved asfollows: theactua being of ideas
is(obviously) amode of thought, that is(Part ., Prop. xxv.,
Cor.) amode which expressesin acertain manner the nature
of God, insofar asheisathinking thing, and therefore (Part .,
Prop. x.) involvesthe conception of no other attribute of God,
and consequently (by Parti., Ax. iv.) isnot the effect of any
atribute savethought. Thereforetheactud being of ideasowns
God asitscause, in sofar asheisconsidered asathinking
thing, &c.

Q.ED.

V1. Themodesof any given attribute are caused by God, in so

far asheisconsdered through the attribute of which they are
modes, and not inso far asheiscongdered through any other
attribute.

Proof—Each attributeisconceived throughitself, without any
other part (Parti., Prop. x.); whereforethe modes of each at-
tributeinvolvethe conception of that attribute, but not of any
other. Thus(Parti., Ax.iv.) they are caused by God, only inso
far asheisconsdered through the attributewhose modesthey
are, and not insofar asheisconsdered through any other.

Q.ED.

Corollary—Hencethe actual being of things, which are not
modesof thought, doesnot follow from the divine nature, be-
causethat nature has prior knowledge of thethings. Things
represented in ideasfollow, and are derived from their par-
ticular attribute, inthe same manner, and with the same neces-
Sty asideasfollow (according to what we have shown) from
theattribute of thought.
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V1I. The order and connection of ideas isthe same as the
order and connection of things.

Proof—Thispropositionisevident from Parti., AX. iv. For
theideaof everything that iscaused dependson aknowledge
of the cause, whereof it isan effect.

Corollary—Hence God's power of thinkingisequal to his
realized power of action— that is, whatsoever followsfrom
theinfinitenatureof Godintheworld of extensgon (formditer),
followswithout exception in the same order and connection
fromtheideaof Godintheworld of thought (objective).

Note—Beforegoing any further, | wishtorecdl to mind what
has been pointed out above—namely, that whatsoever can be
perceived by theinfiniteintellect as condtituting the essence of
substance, belongs atogether only to one substance: conse-
guently, substance thinking and substance extended are one
and the same substance, comprehended now through one at-
tribute, now through the other. So, also, amode of extension
and theideaof that mode are one and the samething, though

expressed intwo ways. Thistruth seemsto have been dimly
recognized by those Jewswho maintained that God, God’s
intellect, and thethingsunderstood by God areidentical. For
instance, acircleexisting in nature, and theideaof acircle
existing, whichisasoin God, areoneandthesamething dis-
played through different attributes. Thus, whether we conceive
nature under the attribute of extension, or under the attribute
of thought, or under any other attribute, we shall find the same
order, or oneand the same chain of causes—that is, the same
thingsfollowingineither case.

| said that God isthe cause of anidea—for instance, of the
ideaof acircle—insofar asheisathinkingthing; and of a
circle, insofar asheisan extended thing, smply becausethe
actual being of theideaof acirclecanonly bepercelvedasa
proximate cause through another mode of thinking, and that
again through another, and soontoinfinity; sothat, solong as
we consider thingsasmodesof thinking, we must explainthe
order of thewhole of nature, or the whole chain of causes,
through theattribute of thought only. And, insofar aswecon-
Sider thingsasmodes of extension, we must explainthe order
of thewholeof naturethrough theattributesof extensononly;
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and so on, in the case of the other attributes. Wherefore of
thingsasthey areinthemsalvesGodisreally the cause, inas-
much asheconsstsof infiniteattributes. | cannot for the present
explainmy meaningmoreclearly.

VI1I1. Theideasof particular things, or of modes, that do not
exist, must becomprehended intheinfiniteideaof God, inthe
sameway astheformal essencesof particular thingsor modes
arecontained in the attributes of God.

Proof—Thispropositionisevident fromthelast; itisunder-
stood more clearly from the preceding note.

Corollary—Hence, solong asparticular thingsdo not exist,
except in sofar asthey are comprehended in the attributes of
God, their representationsin thought or ideas do not exist,
exceptinsofar astheinfiniteideaof God exists, and whenthe
particular thingsaresaidto exist, not only insofar asthey are
involvedintheattributesof God, but dsoinso far asthey are
saidto continue, their ideaswill dsoinvolveexistence, through
whichthey aresaid to continue.

Note—If anyone desiresan exampleto throw morelight on
thisquestion, | shdll, | fear, not be ableto givehimany, which
adequately explainsthething of which | here spesk, inasmuch
asitisunique; however, | will endeavour toillugrateit asfar as
possible. Thenatureof acircleissuchthat if any number of
straight linesintersect withinit, the rectanglesformed by their
segmentswill beequa to oneanother; thus, infiniteequa rect-
anglesarecontainedinacircle. Yet noneof theserectanglescan
besaidtoexist, exceptinsofar asthecircleexists, nor canthe
ideaof any of theserectanglesbesaidtoexist, exceptinsofar
asthey arecomprehendedintheideaof thecircle. Let usgrant
that, fromthisinfinitenumber of rectangles, twoonly exist. The
ideasof thesetwo not only exi<, in sofar asthey arecontained
intheideaof thecircle, but dso asthey involvethe existenceof
thoserectangles, whereforethey aredistinguished fromthere-
mainingideasof theremaning rectangles.

I X. Theideaof anindividud thing actualy existingiscaused
by God, not in so far asheisinfinite, butinsofar asheis
consdered as affected by another ideaof athing actually ex-
isting, of which heisthecause, insofar asheisaffected by a
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thirdidea, and so ontoinfinity.

Proof—Theideaof anindividua thing actualy existingisan
individua mode of thinking, and isdistinct from other modes
(by the Cor. and Note to Prop. viii. of this part); thus (by
Prop. vi. of thispart) itiscaused by God, insofar only ashe
isathinkingthing. But not (by Prop. xxviii. of Parti.)insofar
asheisathingthinking absolutely, only in sofar asheiscon-
Sdered asaffected by another mode of thinking; and heisthe
cause of thislatter, asbeing affected by athird, and soonto
infinity. Now, the order and connection of ideasis (by Prop.
vii. of this book) the same as the order and connection of
causes. Thereforeof agivenindividud ideaanother individud
idea, or God, in sofar asheisconsidered asmodified by that
idea, isthe cause; and of thissecond ideaGod isthe cause, in
sofar asheisaffected by another idea, and soontoinfinity.

Q.ED.

Corollary—Whatsoever takes placein theindividual object
of any idea, theknowledgethereof isin God, insofar only as

10

he hastheideaof the object.

Proof—Whatsoever takes placein the object of any ides, its
ideaisin God (by Prop. iii. of thispart), notinsofar asheis
infinite, but in sofar asheiscons dered asaffected by another
ideaof anindividual thing (by thelast Prop.); but (by Prop. vii.
of thispart) the order and connection of ideasisthe sameas
theorder and connection of things. Theknowledge, therefore,
of that which takes placein any individual object will bein
God, in sofar only ashe hastheideaof that object.

Q.ED.

X. Thebeing of substance does not appertainto the essence
of man—in other words, substance does not constitute the
actua being (forma) of man.

Proof—Thebeing of substanceinvolves necessary existence
(Parti., Prop. vii.). If, therefore, the being of substance ap-
pertainsto the essence of man, substance being granted, man
would necessarily begranted also (I1. Def. ii.), and, conse-
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quently, manwould necessarily exist, whichisabsurd (1. Ax.
i.). Therefore&c.

Q.ED.

Note—Thispropositionmay dsobeprovedfrom1.v.,inwhich
it isshown that there cannot be two substances of the same
nature; for asthere may be many men, thebeing of substance
isnot that which congtitutestheactua being of man. Again, the
propositionisevident from the other propertiesof substance—
namely, that substanceisinitsnatureinfinite, immutable, indi-
vishle, &c., asanyonemay seefor himsalf.

Corollary—Henceit follows, that the essence of maniscon-
stituted by certain modifications of the attributes of God. For
(by thelast Prop.) the being of substance doesnot belong to
the essence of man. That essencetherefore(by 1. xv.) issome-
thing whichisin God, and which without God can neither be
nor be conceived, whether it beamodification (1. xxv. Cor.),
or amode which expresses God'snaturein acertain condi-
tioned manner.

11

Note—Everyonemust surely admit, that nothing can beor be
concelved without God. All men agreethat God istheoneand
only causeof dl things, both of their essenceand of their exist-
ence; that is, God isnot only the cause of thingsin respect to
their being made (secundum fieri), but alsoin respect to their
being (secundum esse).

At the same time many assert, that that, without which a
thing cannot be nor be concelved, belongsto the essence of
that thing; whereforethey believethat either thenature of God
appertainsto the essence of created things, or elsethat cre-
ated things can be or be conceived without God; or else, asis
more probably the case, they hold inconsistent doctrines. |
think the causefor such confusionismainly, that they do not
keep to the proper order of philosophic thinking. The nature
of God, which should bereflected onfirst, inasmuch asitis
prior bothintheorder of knowledge and the order of nature,
they havetakento belast inthe order of knowledge, and have
put into thefirst placewhat they call the objects of sensation;
hence, whilethey arecongdering naturd phenomena, they give
no attention at all to the divine nature, and, when afterwards
they apply their mind to the study of thedivinenature, they are
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quiteunableto bear in mind thefirst hypotheses, with which
they have overlaid theknowledge of natura phenomena, inas-
much as such hypothesesare no hel p towards understanding
thedivinenature. Sothat it ishardly to bewondered at, that
these persons contradict themsel vesfredly.

However, | passover thispoint. My intention her wasonly
to giveareasonfor not saying, that that, without which athing
cannot be or be conceived, belongs to the essence of that
thing: individua thingscannot beor be conceived without God,
yet God does not appertain to their essence. | said that “|
considered as bel onging to the essence of athing that, which
being given, thething isnecessarily given aso, and which be-
ing removed, the thing isnecessarily removed a so; or that
without which thething, and whichitself without thething can
neither be nor be conceived.” (11. Def. ii.)

XI1. Thefirst dement, which congtitutesthe actud being of the
humanmind, istheideaof someparticular thingactualy existing.

Proof—The essence of man (by the Cor. of thelast Prop.) is
constituted by certain modesof theattributes of God, namely

12

(by I1. Ax.1i.), by themodes of thinking, of all which (by I1.
Ax.1ii.) theideaisprior in nature, and, whentheideaisgiven,
the other modes (namely, those of whichtheideaispriorin
nature) must beinthe sameindividua (by the same Axiom).
Thereforeanideaisthefirst element constituting the human
mind. But not theideaof anon-existent thing, for then (1. viii.
Cor.) theideaitself cannot be said to exist; it must therefore
betheideaof something actualy exigting. But not of aninfinite
thing. For aninfinitething (1. xxi., xxii.), must alwaysnecessar-
ily exist; thiswould (by I1. Ax.i.) involvean absurdity. There-
forethefirst el ement, which congtitutesthe actual being of the
humanmind, istheideaof something actually existing.

Q.ED.

Corollary—Henceit follows, that the human mindispart of
theinfiniteintellect of God; thuswhenwe say, that the human
mind perceivesthisor that, we makethe assertion, that God
hasthisor thatideg, notinsofar asheisinfinite, butinsofar as
heisdisplayed through the nature of the human mind, or inso
far ashe congtitutesthe essence of the human mind; and when
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we say that God hasthisor that idea, not only insofar ashe
congtitutesthe essence of the human mind, but dsoinsofar as
he, s multaneoudy with the human mind, hasthefurther ideaof
another thing, we assert that the human mind percelvesathing
inpart or inadequately.

Note—Here, | doubt not, readerswill cometo astand, and
will call tomind many thingswhichwill causethemto hesitate;
| therefore beg them to accompany meslowly, step by step,
and not to pronounce on my statements, till they havereadto
theend.

XI11. Whatsoever comesto passintheobject of theidea, which
constitutesthe human mind, must be perceived by thehuman
mind, or therewill necessarily bean ideain thehuman mind of
thesaid occurrence. That is, if theobject of theideaconstitut-
ing the human mind be abody, nothing can take placein that
body without being perceived by themind.

Proof—Whatsoever comesto passin the object of any idea,
theknowledgethereof isnecessarily inGod (l1. ix. Cor.),inso

13

far asheisconsidered as affected by theideaof the said ob-
ject, that is (1. xi.), in so far as he constitutes the mind of
anything. Therefore, whatsoever takes placein the object
congtituting theideaof the human mind, the knowledgethereof
isnecessarily in God, in sofar ashe constitutes the essence of
thehumanmind; thatis(by I1. xi. Cor.) theknowledge of the
said thing will necessarily beinthe mind, in other wordsthe
mind perceivesit.

Note—Thispropositionisaso evident, andismoreclearly to
be understood from 1. vii., which see.

XI11. Theobject of theideacongtituting thehuman mindisthe
body, in other wordsacertain mode of extension which actu-
aly exigts, and nothing el se.

Proof—If indeed the body were not the object of the human
mind, theideas of the modificationsof the body would not be
inGod (l1.ix. Cor.) invirtueof hisconstituting our mind, butin
virtueof hiscongtituting themind of something else; thatis(l1.
xi. Cor.) theideasof the modifications of the body would not
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beinour mind: now (by I1. Ax. iv.) wedo possesstheideaof
themodificationsof thebody. Thereforethe object of theidea
constituting the human mind isthe body, and the body asit
actualy exists(I1. xi.). Further, if therewereany other object
of theideacongtituting themind besidesbody, then, asnothing
can exist from which someeffect doesnot follow (1. xxxvi.)
therewould necessarily haveto bein our mind anidea, which
would bethe effect of that other object (1. xi.); but (I. Ax. v.)
thereisno suchidea. Wherefore the object of our mindisthe
body asit exists, and nothing el se.

Q.ED.

Note—Wethuscomprehend, not only that thehumanmindis
united to the body, but a so the nature of the union between
mind and body. However, no onewill be ableto grasp thisad-
equately or distinctly, unlesshefirst hasadequate knowledge of
the nature of our body. The propositions we have advanced
hitherto have been entirely genera, applying not moreto men
thanto other individua things, al of which, thoughindifferent
degrees, areanimated (animatd). For of everythingthereisnec-

14

essarily anideain God, of which Godisthe cause,

inthe same way asthereisan idea of the human body; thus
whatever we have asserted of theideaof the human body must
necessarily aso beasserted of theideaof everything el se.

Still, onthe other hand, we cannot deny that ideas, like ob-
jects, differ onefrom the other, one being more excellent than
another and containing morereality, just asthe object of one
ideais more excellent than the object of another idea, and
containsmoreredlity.

Wherefore, in order to determine, whereinthe humanmind
differsfrom other things, and wherein it surpassesthem, itis
necessary for usto know the nature of itsobject, that is, of the
human body. What thisnatureis, | am not ableheretoexplain,
nor isit necessary for the proof of what | advance, that | should
doso. | will only say generaly, that in proportion asany given
body ismorefitted than othersfor doing many actionsor re-
ceiving many impressonsat once, sodsoisthemind, of which
itistheobject, morefitted than othersfor forming many smul-
taneous perceptions; and the more the actions of the body
depend onitsdlf done, and thefewer other bodies concur with
itinaction, themorefittedisthemind of whichitisthe object
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for distinct comprehens on. We may thus recognize the supe-
riority of onemind over others, and may further seethe cause,
why we have only avery confused knowledge of our body,
and dso many kindred questions, which | will, inthefollowing
propositions, deduce from what has been advanced. Where-
forel havethought it worth whileto explain and prove more
drictly my present satements. Inorder to do so, | must premise
afew propositions concerning the nature of bodies.

—AXxiom |. All bodiesareeither in motion or at rest.

—Axiom | I. Every body ismoved sometimes moresowly,
sometimesmorequickly.

Lemmal. Bodiesaredistinguished from oneancther inre-
spect of motion and rest, quicknessand downess, and not in
respect of substance.

Proof—Thefirst part of thispropositionis, | takeit, self-evi-
dent. That bodiesarenot distinguished in respect of substance,
isplainbothfrom|. v. and|. viii. It isbrought out still more

15

clearly froml. xv., Note.

Lemmall. All bodiesagreein certain respects.

Proof—All bodiesagreein thefact, that they involvethe con-
ception of oneand thesameattribute (1., Def. i.). Further, in
thefact that they may bemoved lessor morequickly, and may
beabsolutely inmotion or at rest.

Lemmalll. A body inmotion or at rest must be determined
tomotion or rest by another body, which other body hasbeen
determined to motion or rest by athird body, and that third
again by afourth, and soontoinfinity.

Proof—Bodies are individua things (I1., Def. i.), which
(Lemmai.) aredistinguished onefrom the other in respect to
motion and rest; thus (1. xxviii.) each must necessarily be de-
termined to motion or rest by another individua thing, namely
(11. vi.) by another body, which other body isalso (Ax.1.) in
motion or at rest. And thisbody again can only have been set
in motion or caused to rest by being determined by athird



The Ethics—Part Two

body to motion or rest. Thisthird body again by afourth, and
soontoinfinity.

Q.ED.

Corollary—Henceit follows, that abody in motion kegpsin
motion, until it isdetermined to astate of rest by some other
body; and abody at rest remainsso, until itisdeterminedtoa
gtate of motion by someother body. Thisisindeed self-evident.

For when | suppose, for instance, that agiven body, A, isat
rest, and do not takeinto consideration other bodiesin mo-
tion, | cannot affirm anything concerning the body A, except
that itisat rest. If it afterwards comesto passthat A isin
motion, thiscannot haveresulted fromitshaving been at rest,
for no other consequence could have beeninvolved thanits
remaining at rest. If, onthe other hand, A begiveninmotion,
weshall, solong asweonly consider A, be unableto affirm
anything concerningit, except that itisinmotion. If A issub-
sequently found to be at rest, thisrest cannot be the result of
A’s previous motion, for such motion can only haveled to
continued motion; the state of rest therefore must have re-

16

sulted from something, whichwasnotin A, namely, froman
external causedetermining A to astate of rest.

——AXxiom |—All modes, wherein one body isaffected by
another body, follow smultaneoudy fromthenatureof thebody
affected and the body affecting; so that one and the same body
may be moved in different modes, according to thedifference
inthe nature of the bodiesmovingit; on theother hand, differ-
ent bodiesmay be movedin different modes by one and the
same body.

——Axiom | I—When abody in motionimpingeson another
body at rest, whichitisunableto move, it recoils, in order to
continueitsmotion, and theanglemade by thelineof motionin
therecoil and the plane of thebody at rest, whereon themov-
ing body hasimpinged, will be equal to the angleformed by
thelineof motion of incidenceand the same plane.

Sofar we have been speaking only of themost smplebod-
ies, which areonly distinguished onefromthe other by motion
and rest, quickness and slowness. \We now pass on to com-
pound bodies.
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Definition—\When any given bodiesof the sameor different
magnitude are compelled by other bodiesto remainin con-
tact, or if they bemoved at the sameor different rates of speed,
sothat their mutual movements should preserveamong them-
selvesacertainfixed relation, we say that such bodiesare‘in
union,” and that together they compose onebody or individud,
whichisdistinguished from other bodies by thefact of this
union.

——Axiom I l1—In proportion asthe partsof anindividual,
or acompound body, are in contact over agreater or less
superficies, they will with greater or lessdifficulty admit of being
moved from their position; consequently theindividual will,
with greater or lessdifficulty, be brought to assume another
form. Those bodies, whose parts are in contact over large
superficies, arecaled ‘hard;’ those, whose partsarein con-
tact over small superficies, arecdled’ soft;’ those, whoseparts
areinmotion among oneanother, arecdled ‘fluid.’

Lemmal V. If fromabody or individua, compounded of sev-
eral bodies, certain bodies be separated, and if, at the same
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time, an equal number of other bodiesof the same naturetake
thelir place, theindividual will preserveitsnature asbefore,
without any changeinitsactudity (forma).

Proof—Bodies(Lemmai.) arenot distinguished in respect of
substance: that which constitutesthe actudity (formam) of an
individual consists(by thelast Def.) inaunion of bodies; but
thisunion, dthough thereisacontinua changeof bodies, will
(by our hypothesis) be maintained; theindividual, therefore,
will retain its nature as before, both in respect of substance
and inrespect of mode.

Q.E.D.
LemmalV. If thepartscomposing anindividua becomegrester
or less, but in such proportion, that they all preservethe same
mutua rel ationsof motionand rest, theindividua will still pre-

serveitsorigina nature, and itsactuaity will not be changed.

Proof—Thesameasfor thelast Lemma.
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LemmalV/I. If certain bodiescomposing anindividua becom-
pelled to changethemotion, whichthey haveinonedirection,
for motioninanother direction, but in such amanner, that they
be ableto continuetheir motionsand their mutua communica:
tioninthesamerdationsasbefore, theindividud will retainits
own naturewithout any change of itsactudity.

Proof—Thispropositionisself-evident, for theindividual is
supposedtoretainal that, which, initsdefinition, we spoke of
asitsactud being.

LemmaVII. Furthermore, theindividud thuscomposed pre-
servesitsnature, whether it be, asawhole, in motion or at
rest, whether it bemoved inthisor that direction; solong as
each part retainsitsmotion, and preservesitscommunication
with other partsasbefore.

Proof—Thispropositionisevident fromthe definition of an
individud prefixedto Lemmaiv.

Note—Wethus see, how acompositeindividua may be af-
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fected in many different ways, and preserveitsnature notwith-
standing. Thusfar we have concelved anindividual ascom-
posed of bodiesonly distinguished onefromtheother inre-
spect of motion and rest, speed and downess; that is, of bod-
ies of the most simple character. If, however, we now con-
celveanother individual composed of severa individual s of
diversenatures, weshdl find that the number of waysinwhich
it can beaffected, without losing itsnature, will begreatly mul-
tiplied. Each of itspartswould consist of several bodies, and
therefore (by Lemmavi.) each part would admit, without
changeto itsnature, of quicker or slower motion, and would
consequently be ableto transmit itsmotionsmore quickly or
more sowly totheremaining parts. If wefurther conceivea
third kind of individualscomposed of individual sof thissec-
ondkind, weshdl find that they may beaffectedinadtill grester
number of wayswithout changing their actuaity. Wemay eas-
ily proceed thustoinfinity, and conceivethewhol e of natureas
oneindividua, whoseparts, that is, all bodies, vary ininfinite
ways, without any changeintheindividua asawhole.

| should fedl bound to explain and demonstratethispoint at
morelength, if | werewriting aspecial treatise on body. But |
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havedready sadthat suchisnot my object; | haveonly touched
on the question, because it enables meto prove easily that
which| haveinview.

POSTULATESI. Thehuman body iscomposed of anum-
ber of individua parts, of diversenature, each oneof whichis
initself extremely complex.

[1. Of theindividual parts composing the human body some
arefluid, some soft, some hard.

[11. Theindividud partscompaos ng the human body, and con-
sequently the human body itself, are affected in avariety of
waysby externa bodies.

I'VV. The human body standsin need for its preservation of a
number of other bodies, by whichitiscontinually, soto spesk,
regenerated.

V. Whenthefluid part of the human body isdetermined by an
externa body toimpinge often on another soft part, it changes
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thesurfaceof thelatter, and, asit were, leavestheimpression
thereupon of the externa body whichimpelsit.

V1. Thehuman body can move externa bodies, and arrange
theminavariety of ways.

PROPOSI TIONS XI1V. Thehuman mind iscapabl e of per-
celving agreat number of things, andissoin proportion asits
body iscapable of receiving agreat number of impressions.

Proof—The human body (by Post. iii. andvi.) isaffectedin
very many ways by external bodies, and iscapableinvery
many waysof affecting externd bodies. But (I1.xii.) thehuman
mind must perceivedl that takesplacein the human body; the
human mindis, therefore, capable of perceiving agreat num-
ber of things, andissoin proportion, &c.

Q.ED.

XV. Theidea, which condtitutesthe actua being of thehuman
mind, isnot Smple, but compounded of agreat number of ideas.
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Proof—Theideaconstituting the actual being of the human
mindistheideaof thebody (I1. xiii.), which (Post. i.) iscom-
posed of agreat number of complex individua parts. But there
isnecessarily in God theideaof eachindividual part whereof
the body iscomposed (11. viii. Cor.); therefore (11. vii.), the
ideaof the human body iscomposed of each of these numer-
ousideasof itscomponent parts.

QED.

XVI. Theideaof every mode, in which the human body is
affected by external bodies, must involvethe nature of the hu-
man body, and a so the nature of the external bodly.

Proof—All themodes, in which any given body isaffected,
follow from the nature of the body affected, and dsofromthe
nature of the affecting body (by Ax. 1., after theCor. of Lemma
iii.), whereforetheir ideaisalso necessarily (by I, Ax.iv.) in-
volvesthe nature of both bodies; therefore, theideaof every
mode, inwhichthehuman body isaffected by externa bodies,
involvesthenatureof the human body and of theexternal body.
Q.E.D.
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Corollary . —Henceit follows, firgt, that the human mind per-
celvesthenature of avariety of bodies, together withthena-
tureof itsown.

Corallary I1.—Itfollows, secondly, that theideas, whichwe
have of external bodies, indicaterather the constitution of our
own body than the nature of external bodies. | have amply
illustrated thisinthe Appendix to Part 1.

XVI1. If the human body is affected in amanner whichin-
volvesthe nature of any external body, the human mind will
regard the said external body asactud ly existing, or aspresent
toitself, until the human body be affected in such away, asto
excludetheexistence or the presence of the said externa body.

Proof—Thispropositionisself-evident, for solong asthe hu-
man body continuesto bethusaffected, solongwill thehuman
mind (I1. xii.) regard thismodification of thebody —that is(by
thelast Prop.), it will havetheideaof the mode asactually
existing, and thisideainvolvesthe nature of theexterna body;
thereforethemind (by 11. xvi., Cor.i.) will regard theexternal



Spinoza

body asactually existing, until itisaffected, &c.

Q.ED.

Corollary—Themindisableto regard as present external
bodies, by which the human body has once been affected,
even though they benolonger in existence or present.

Proof—When externa bodiesdeterminethefluid partsof the
human body, so that they often impinge on the softer parts,
they change the surface of the last named (Post. v); hence
(Ax.1ii., after the Cor. of Lemmaiii.) they arerefracted there-
frominadifferent manner fromthat which they followed be-
foresuch change; and, further, when afterwardsthey impinge
onthenew surfacesby their own spontaneous movement, they
will berefracted inthe same manner, asthough they had been
impelled towardsthose surfaces by external bodies; conse-
quently, they will, whilethey continueto bethusrefracted, af-
fect the human body in the same manner, whereof themind
(11. xii.) will againtake cognizance—that is(I1. xvii.), themind
will again regard theexternal body aspresent, and will do so,
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asoften asthefluid parts of the human body impinge onthe
aforesaid surfacesby their own spontaneous motion. Where-
fore, although the externa bodies, by which the human body
has once been affected, be no longer in existence, themind
will neverthelessregard them as present, asoften asthisaction
of the body isrepeated.

Q.ED.

Note—Wethus see how it comesabout, asisoften the case,
that weregard as present many thingswhicharenot. Itispos-
sblethat the sameresult may be brought about by other causes,
but I think it sufficesfor me hereto haveindicated one pos-
sibleexplanation, just aswell asif | had pointed out thetrue
cause. Indeed, | do not think | am very far fromthetruth, for
all my assumptions are based on postul ates, which rest, a-
most without exception, on experience, that cannot be con-
troverted by those who have shown, aswe have, that the hu-
man body, aswefed it, exists (Cor. after 11. xiii.). Further-
more(ll. vii. Cor., 1. xvi. Cor.1i.), weclearly understand what
isthedifference betweentheidea, say, of Peter, which consti-
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tutes the essence of Peter’s mind, and the idea of the said
Peter, whichisin another man, say, Paul. Theformer directly
answersto the essence of Peter’sown body, and only implies
existence solong asPeter exigts; thelatter indicatesrather the
disposition of Paul’sbody than the nature of Peter, and, there-
fore, whilethisdisposition of Paul’sbody lasts, Paul’smind
will regard Peter aspresent toitself, even though heno longer
exists. Further, to retain the usual phraseol ogy, the modifica-
tionsof the human body, of whichtheideasrepresent externa
bodiesaspresent to us, wewill cal theimagesof things, though
they do not recal| thefigureof things. Whenthe mind regards
bodiesinthisfashion, wesay that itimagines. | will heredraw
attentiontothefact, inorder toindicatewhereerror lies, that
theimaginationsof themind, looked at inthemselves, do not
contain error. Themind doesnot err inthemereact of imagin-
ing, but only in sofar asit isregarded as being without the
idea, which excludestheexistence of suchthingsasitimagines
to bepresent toit. If themind, whileimagining non-existent
thingsaspresent toit, isat the sametime consciousthat they
donot redly exigt, thispower of imagination must be set down
totheefficacy of itsnature, and not to afault, especialy if this
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faculty of imagination depend solely onitsown nature—that is
(1. Def. vil.), if thisfaculty of imagination befree.

XVI11. If the human body has once been affected by two or
morebodiesat thesametime, whenthemind afterwardsimag-
inesany of them, it will straightway remember the othersal so.

Proof—Themind (I1. xvii. Cor.) imaginesany given body,
because the human body is affected and disposed by theim-
pressionsfrom an externa body, in the same manner asitis
affected when certain of its parts are acted on by the said
external body; but (by our hypothesis) the body wasthen so
disposed, that the mind imagined two bodies at once; there-
fore, itwill dsointhe second caseimaginetwo bodiesat once,
and themind, whenitimaginesone, will straightway remem-
ber the other.

Q.ED.

Note—Wenow clearly seewhat ‘Memory’ is. Itissimply a
certain association of ideasinvolving the nature of thingsout-
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s dethe human body, which association arisesinthemind ac-
cording to the order and association of the modifications
(affectiones) of thehuman body. | say, firgt, itisan association
of thoseideasonly, whichinvolvethe nature of thingsoutside
the human body: not of ideaswhich answer to the nature of the
said things: ideas of the modificationsof the human body are,
grictly speaking (11. xvi.), thosewhichinvolvethe natureboth
of the human body and of external bodies.

| say, secondly, that thisassociation arisesaccording tothe
order and association of the modificationsof the human bodly,
inorder todistinguishit from that association of ideas, which
arisesfromthe order of theintellect, whereby the mind per-
ceivesthingsthroughtheir primary causes, andwhichisinal
men the same. And hencewe can further clearly understand,
why the mind from the thought of onething, should straight-
way arriveat thethought of another thing, which hasno simi-
larity withthefirgt; for instance, from thethought of theword
‘pomum’ (an apple), aRoman would straightway arrive at the
thought of thefruit apple, which hasno similitudewith thear-
ticulate soundin question, nor anythingincommonwithit, ex-
cept that the body of the man has often been affected by these
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two things; that is, that the man has often heard the word
‘pomum,” whilehewaslooking at thefruit; Smilarly every man
will go onfrom onethought to another, according ashishabit
has ordered theimagesof thingsin hisbody. For asoldier, for
instance, when he seesthetracks of ahorsein sand, will at
once passfromthethought of ahorseto thethought of a horse-
man, and thence to the thought of war, & c.; whileacountry-
manwill proceed from thethought of ahorseto thethought of
aplough, afield, &c. Thusevery manwill follow thisor that
train of thought, according ashe hasbeenin the habit of con-
joining and associ ating the mental images of thingsinthisor
that manner.

X1 X. The human mind has no knowledge of the body, and
doesnot know it to exist, save through theideas of the modi-
ficationswhereby the body isaffected.

Proof—Thehuman mindisthevery ideaor knowledgeof the
humanbody (1. xiii.), which (I1.ix.) isinGod, insofar asheis
regarded asaffected by another ideaof aparticular thing actu-
aly existing: or, inasmuch as(Pogt. iv.) the human body stands
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inneed of very many bodieswhereby it is, asit were, continu-
ally regenerated; and the order and connection of ideasisthe
sameastheorder and connection of causes(l1. vii.); thisidea
will thereforebein God, in so far asheisregarded asaffected
by theideasof very many particular things. Thus God hasthe
ideaof the human body, or knowsthe human body, insofar as
heisaffected by very many other ideas, and notinsofar ashe
constitutes the nature of the human mind; that is (by I1. xi.
Cor.), the human mind does not know the human body. But
theideasof themodificationsof body arein God, insofar as
he constitutes the nature of the human mind, or the human
mind percelvesthosemodifications(l1. xii.), and consequently
(11. xvi.) thehuman body itself, and asactualy existing; there-
forethe mind perceivesthusfar only the human body.

Q.ED.

XX. Theideaor knowledgeof thehumanmindisasoin God,
following in God inthe same manner, and being referred to
God in the same manner, as the idea or knowledge of the

human body.
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Proof—Thought isan attribute of God (11.1.); therefore(11.
iii.) theremust necessarily bein God theideaboth of thought
itself and of al itsmodifications, consequently aso of the hu-
manmind (l1. xi.). Further, thisideaor knowledge of themind
doesnot follow from God, insofar asheisinfinite, butinso
far asheisaffected by another ideaof anindividual thing (I1.
ix.). But (1. vii.) theorder and connection of ideasisthe same
asthe order and connection of causes; thereforethisideaor
knowledge of themindisin God andisreferred to God, inthe
samemanner astheideaor knowledge of the body.

Q.ED.

XXI. Thisideaof themindisunited to themind inthe same
way asthemind isunited to the body.

Proof—That themind isunited to the body we have shown
fromthefact, that the body isthe object of themind (I1. xii.
andxiii.); and sofor the samereason theideaof themind must
be united with its object, that is, with the mind in the same
manner asthemind isunited to the bodly.

Q.E.D.
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Note—Thisproposition iscomprehended much moreclearly
fromwhat wehavesaidinthenotetoll. vii. Wethere showed
that the idea of body and body, that is, mind and body (I1.
xiii.), areone and the sameindividual conceived now under
theattribute of thought, now under the attribute of extension;
whereforetheideaof themind and themind itsalf areoneand
the samething, whichisconceived under one and the same
attribute, namely, thought. Theideaof themind, | repeat, and
theminditself arein God by the same necessity and follow
from him from the same power of thinking. Strictly speaking,
theideaof themind, that is, theideaof anidea, isnothing but
thedistinctivequdity (forma) of theideain sofar asitiscon-
celved asamode of thought without referenceto theobject; if
aman knows anything, he, by that very fact, knowsthat he
knowsit, and at the sametime knowsthat he knowsthat he
knowsit, and soontoinfinity. But | will treat of thisheresfter.

XXI1. Thehuman mind perceivesnot only themodifications
of the body, but also theideas of such modifications.

Proof—Theideas of theideas of modificationsfollow in God
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inthe samemanner, and arereferred to God in the same man-
ner, astheideasof the said modifications. Thisisprovedinthe
sameway asll. xx. But theideas of the modifications of the
body areinthe humanmind (11. xii.), that is, in God, insofar
ashe congtitutesthe essence of the human mind; thereforethe
ideas of theseideaswill bein God, in so far as he hasthe
knowledge or ideaof the human mind, that is(l1. xxi.), they
will beinthehuman minditsdlf, whichtherefore perceivesnot
only the modifications of the body, but a so theideasof such
modifications.

Q.ED.

XXI11. Themind doesnot know itself, exceptinsofar asit
perceivestheideasof the modifications of the bodly.

Proof—Theideaor knowledgeof themind (I1. xx.) followsin
God inthe same manner, and isreferred to God in the same
manner, astheideaor knowledge of the body. But since(l1.
xix.) the human mind does not know the human body itself,
thatis (1. xi. Cor.), sncetheknowledge of thehumanbody is
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not referred to God, in so far ashe congtitutesthe nature of the
human mind; therefore, neither istheknowledge of themind
referred to God, in so far ashe congtitutesthe essence of the
human mind; therefore (by thesame Cor. 11. xi.), the human
mind thusfar hasno knowledge of itself. Further theideas of
themodifications, whereby thebody isaffected, involvethe
nature of the human body itself (11. xvi.), thatis(ll. xiii.), they
agreewiththenature of themind; whereforetheknowledge of
theseideas necessarily involvesknowledge of the mind; but
(by thelast Prop.) the knowledge of theseideasisin the hu-
man mind itself; whereforethe human mind thusfar only has
knowledgeof itself.

Q.ED.

XXIV. Thehuman mind doesnot involve an adequate knowl-
edge of the parts composing the human body.

Pr oof—The parts compos ng the human body do not belong
to the essence of that body, except in so far asthey communi-
catetheir motionsto one another in acertainfixed relation
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(Def. after Lemmaiii.), notinsofar asthey can beregarded as
individua swithout relation to the human body. The parts of
thehuman body arehighly complex individuas(Pogt.i.), whose
parts(Lemmaiv.) can be separated from the human body with-
out in any way destroying the natureand distinctive quality of
thelatter, and they can communicatetheir motions (Ax.i., af-
ter Lemmaiii.) to other bodiesin another relation; therefore
(I1.1ii.) theideaor knowledge of each part will bein God,
inasmuch (11. ix.) asheisregarded asaffected by another idea
of aparticular thing, which particular thingisprior intheorder
of natureto the aforesaid part (I1. vii.). We may affirm the
samething of each part of eachindividua composing thehu-
man body; therefore, the knowledge of each part composing
the human body isin God, in so far asheisaffected by very
many ideasof things, and notin sofar ashehastheideaof the
human body only, in other words, theideawhich constitutes
thenature of thehumanmind (11. xiii.); therefore (1. xi. Cor.),
the human mind does not invol ve an adequate knowledge of
the human body.

Q.ED.
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XXV. Theideaof each modification of the human body does
not involve an adequate knowledge of the external bodly.

Proof—We have shown that theideaof amodification of the
human body involvesthe nature of an external body, insofar
asthat external body conditionsthe human body inagiven
manner. But, in so far asthe external body isanindividual,
which has no referenceto the human body, the knowledge or
ideathereof isinGod (1. ix.), insofar asGod isregarded as
affected by theideaof afurther thing, which (1. vii.) isnatu-
rally prior to the said external body. Wherefore an adequate
knowledge of the external body isnotin God, insofar ashe
hastheideaof the modification of the human body; in other
words, theideaof the modification of the human body does
not involve an adequate knowledge of the external bodly.

Q.ED.
XXVI. Thehuman mind doesnot perceive any externa body

asactudly existing, except through theideas of themodifica-
tionsof itsown body.
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Proof—If the human body isin noway affected by agiven
external body, then (I1. vii.) neither istheideaof the human
body, in other words, the human mind, affected in any way by
theideaof the existence of the said externa body, nor doesit
Inany manner percelveitsexistence. But, in sofar asthehu-
man body isaffected inany way by agiven externd body, thus
far (I1. xvi. and Cor.) it perceivesthat external bodly.

Q.ED.

Corollary—Insofar asthe human mindimaginesan externa
body, it has not an adequate knowledge thereof.

Proof—When thehuman mind regardsexterna bodiesthrough
theideas of the modificationsof itsown body, we say that it
Imagines(seell. xvii. note); now themind can only imagine
externa bodiesasactudly existing. Therefore (by I1. xxv.), in
so far asthemind imaginesexternal bodies, it hasnot an ad-
equate knowledge of them.

Q.ED.
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XXVII. Theideaof each modification of the human body
doesnot involve an adequate knowledge of the human body
itsdf.

Proof—Every ideaof amodification of thehuman body involves
the nature of the human body, in so far asthe human body is
regarded asaffectedinagivenmanner (1. xvi.). Butinasmuchas
the human body isanindividud which may beaffectedin many
other ways, theideaof thesaild modification, &c.

Q.ED.

XXVI11. Theideasof themodificationsof the human body, in
sofar asthey havereference only to the human mind, arenot
clear and distinct, but confused.

Proof—Theideasof themodificationsof the human body in-
volvethe nature both of the human body and of external bod-
ies(I1. xvi.); they must involvethe nature not only of thehuman
body but also of its parts; for the modifications are modes
(Post. iii.), whereby the parts of the human body, and, conse-
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guently, the human body asawholeareaffected. But (by I1.
XXiv., xxv.) theadequate knowledge of externa bodies, asaso
of the partscompos ng the human body, isnotin God, insofar
asheisregarded asaffected by the humanmind, butin sofar
asheisregarded as affected by other ideas. Theseideas of
modifications, in sofar asthey arereferred to the human mind
aone, areas consequenceswithout premisses, in other words,
confusedideas.

Q.ED.

Note—Theideawhich constitutesthe nature of the human
mindis, inthe same manner, proved not to be, when consid-
eredinitself and alone, clear and distinct; asalsoisthe case
with theideaof the human mind, and theideas of theideasof
the modifications of the human body, in sofar asthey arere-
ferredtothemind only, aseveryonemay easily see.

XXIX. Theideaof theideaof each modification of the human
body doesnot involve an adequate knowledge of the human
mind.
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Proof—Theideaof amodification of the human body (11.
XXvii.) doesnot involve an adequate knowledge of the said
body, in other words, does not adequately expressitsnature;
thatis(l1. xiii.) it does not agree with the nature of the mind
adequately; therefore(I. Ax. vi.) theideaof thisideadoesnot
adequately expressthe nature of the human mind, or doesnot
involvean adequate knowledgethereof.

Corollary—Henceit followsthat the human mind, when it
perceivesthings after the common order of nature, has not
an adequate but only aconfused and fragmentary knowl-
edge of itself, of itsown body, and of external bodies. For
themind doesnot know itself, except in sofar asit perceives
theideas of the modificationsof body (11. xxiii.). It only per-
celvesitsown body (1. xix.) through theideas of the modi-
ficationsof body (11. xxiii.). It only perceivesitsown body
(I1. xix.) through theideas of the modifications, and only per-
ceivesexterna bodiesthrough the same means; thus, in so
far asit has such ideas of modification, it has not an ad-
equate knowledge of itself (11. xxix.), nor of itsown body
(1. xxvii.), nor of external bodies (I1. xxv.), but only afrag-
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mentary and confused knowledgethereof (I1. xxviii. and
note).

Q.ED.

Note—I say expresdy, that the mind has not an adequate but
only aconfused knowledge of itsdf, itsown body, and of ex-
ternal bodies, whenever it perceivesthingsafter thecommon
order of nature; that is, whenever it isdetermined fromwith-
out, namely, by thefortuitousplay of circumstance, to regard
thisor that; not at such timesasit isdetermined fromwithin,
that is, by thefact of regarding several thingsat once, to un-
derstand their points of agreement, difference, and contrast.
Whenever itisdetermined in anywisefromwithin, it regards
thingsclearly and distinctly, as| will show below.

XXX. Wecanonly have avery inadequate knowledge of the
duration of our body.

Proof—Theduration of our body doesnot depend onitses-
sence(I1. Ax.i.), nor onthe absolute nature of God (1. xxi.).
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But (1. xxviii.) itisconditioned to exist and operate by causes,
whichinthelir turn are conditioned to exist and operatein a
fixed and definiterelation by other causes, theselast again
being conditioned by others, and soontoinfinity. Theduration
of our body therefore depends on the common order of na-
ture, or the congtitution of things. Now, however athing may
be condtituted, the adequate knowledge of that thingisin God,
insofar ashehastheideasof al things, and notinsofar ashe
hastheideaof thehuman body only (11.ix. Cor.). Wherefore
the knowledge of the duration of our body isin God very
inadequate, in so far asheisonly regarded as constituting the
natureof thehumanmind; thatis(ll. xi. Cor.), thisknowledge
isvery inadequateto our mind.

Q.ED.

XXXI1.Wecanonly haveavery inadequate knowledge of the
duration of particular thingsexternal to ourselves.

Proof—Every particular thing, like the human body, must be
conditioned by another particular thing to exist and operatein
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afixed and definiterelation; thisother particul ar thing must
likewise be conditioned by athird, and so onto infinity (1.
xxviii.). Aswehave shownintheforegoing proposition, from
thiscommon property of particular things, wehaveonly avery
inadequate knowledge of the duration of our body; we must
draw asimilar conclusion with regard to the duration of par-
ticular things, namely, that we can only haveavery inadequate
knowledge of the duration thereof.

Q.ED.

Corollary—Henceit followsthat all particular thingsarecon-
tingent and perishable. For we can have no adequateideaof
their duration (by the last Prop.), and thisiswhat we must
understand by the contingency and perishablenessof things(l.
xxxiii., Notei.). For (I. xxix.), except inthissense, nothingis
contingent.

XXXII.All'ideas, insofar asthey arereferred to God, are
true.
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Proof—All ideaswhich arein God agreein every respect
withtheir objects(l1.ii. Cor.), therefore(l. Ax. vi.) they aredll
true.

Q.ED.

XXXI1. Thereisnothing positiveinideas, which causesthem
tobecalledfase.

Proof—If thisbe denied, concelve, if possible, apositivemode
of thinking, which should congtitute the distinctive quality of
fa sehood. Suchamodeof thinking cannot bein God (1. xxxii.);
external to God it cannot be or be conceived (1. xv.). There-
forethereisnothing positiveinideaswhich causesthemto be
cdledfdse.

Q.ED.
XXXIV. Every idea, whichin usisabsolute or adequate and

perfect, istrue. >>>>>Proof—When we say that anideain
usisadequateand perfect, we say, in other words(l1. xi. Cor.),
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that theideais adequate and perfectin God, in so far ashe
constitutesthe essence of our mind; consequently (11. xxxii.),
wesay that such anideaistrue.

Q.E.D.

XXXV. Fasty consstsinthe privation of knowledge, which
inadequate, fragmentary, or confused ideasinvolve.

Proof—Thereisnothing positiveinidess, which causesthem
tobecdledfdse(ll. xxxiii.); but falsity cannot congstinample
privation (for minds, not bodies, aresaid to err and to bemis-
taken), neither can it consist in absoluteignorance, for igno-
ranceand error are not identical; whereforeit consistsinthe
privation of knowledge, which inadequate, fragmentary, or
confusedideasinvolve.

Q.ED.

Note—Inthenotetoll. xvii. | explained how error consstsin
the privation of knowledge, but in order to throw morelight on
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thesubject | will givean example. For instance, menaremis-
takenin thinking themsalvesfree; their opinionismade up of
consciousnessof thelr own actions, andignorance of thecauses
by which they are conditioned. Their ideaof freedom, there-
fore, issmply their ignorance of any causefor their actions.
Asfor their saying that human actionsdepend on thewill, this
isamerephrasewithout any ideato correspond thereto. What
thewill is, and how it movesthebody, they noneof them know;
thosewho boast of such knowledge, and feign dwellingsand
habitationsfor the soul, arewont to provokeeither laughter or
disgust. So, again, whenwelook at the sun, weimaginethat it
isdistant from usabout two hundred feet; thiserror doesnot
liesoldy inthisfancy, but in thefact that, whilewethusimag-
ine, wedo not know thesun’struedistance or the cause of the
fancy. For dthough weafterwardslearn, that the sunisdistant
from usmorethan six hundred of the earth’sdiameters, we
nonethelessshall fancy it to be near; for we do not imagine
the sun as near us, because we are ignorant of itstrue dis-
tance, but because the modification of our body involvesthe
essenceof thesun, insofar asour said body isaffected thereby.
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XXXVI. Inadequate and confused ideasfollow by the same
necessity, asadequate or clear and distinct idess.

Proof—All ideasarein God (I. xv.), andinsofar asthey are
referredto God aretrue (1. xxxii.) and (11. vii. Cor.) adequate;
thereforetherearenoideas confused or inadequate, exceptin
respect toaparticular mind (cf. I1. xxiv. and xxviii.); therefore
all ideas, whether adequate or inadequate, follow by thesame
necessity (I1. vi.).

Q.ED.

XXXVII. That whichiscommontoadl (cf. Lemmall, above),
andwhichisequally inapart andinthewhole, doesnot con-
stitutethe essence of any particular thing.

Proof—If thisbedenied, conceive, if possible, that it consti-
tutesthe essence of some particular thing; for instance, the
essenceof B. Then (1. Def. ii.) it cannot without B either exist
or be concelved; but thisisagaingt our hypothesis. Therefore
it doesnot appertainto B’sessence, nor doesit congtitutethe
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essenceof any particular thing.

Q.ED.

XXXVIII. Thosethings, whicharecommontoall, and which
areequally inapart and inthewhole, cannot be conceived
except adequately.

Proof—Let A be something, whichiscommonto al bodies,
andwhichisequally presentinthe part of any given body and
inthewhole. | say A cannot be conceived except adequately.
For theideathereof in God will necessarily be adequate (1.
vii. Cor.), both in so far as God has the idea of the human
body, and alsoin sofar ashe hastheideaof the modifications
of thehuman body, which (11. xvi., xxv., xxvii.) involvein part
the nature of the human body and the nature of external bod-
ies; that is(l1. xii., xiii.), theideain God will necessarily be
adequate, both in sofar ashe constitutesthe human mind, and
in so far ashe hastheideas, which are in the human mind.
Thereforethemind (1. xi. Cor.) necessarily perceivesA ad-
equately, and hasthisadequate perception, bothin sofar asit

33

perceivesitself, and in so far asit perceivesitsown or any
externa body, nor can A be concelvedin any other manner.

Q.ED.

Corollary—Henceit followsthat there are certainideas or
notionscommontoal men; for (by Lemmaii.) dl bodiesagree
in certain respects, which (by theforegoing Prop.) must be
adequately or clearly and distinctly perceived by dll.

XXXIX. That, which is common to and a property of the
human body and such other bodies asare wont to affect the
human body, and whichis present equally in each part of ei-
ther, or inthewhole, will berepresented by an adequateidea
inthemind.7

Proof—If A bethat, whichiscommon to and aproperty of
the human body and external bodies, and equally presentin
thehuman body and inthesaid externd bodies, in each part of
each externa body andinthewhole, therewill bean adequate
ideaof A inGod (I1. vii. Cor.), bothinsofar ashehastheidea
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of the human body, and in so far as he hasthe ideas of the
given external bodies. Let it now be granted, that the human
body isaffected by an externa body through that, whichit has
incommontherewith, namely, A; theideaof thismodification
will involvethe property A (11. xvi.), and therefore (11. vii.
Cor.) theideaof thismodification, insofar asit involvesthe
property A, will be adequatein God, in sofar asGod is af -
fected by theideaof the human body; thatis(I1. xiii.), insofar
ashe congtitutesthe nature of the human mind; therefore (11.
xi. Cor.) thisideaisa so adequate in the human mind.

Q.E.D.
Corollary—Henceit followsthat the mind isfitted to per-
celve adequately morethings, in proportion asitsbody has

morein commonwith other bodies.

XL . Whatsoever ideasin themind follow fromideaswhich
aretherein adequate, are a so themsalves adequate.

Proof—Thispropositionissdf-evident. For when wesay that
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anideainthehumanmindfollowsfromideaswhicharetherein
adequate, we say, in other words (I1. xi. Cor.), that anideais
inthedivineintellect, whereof Godisthecause, notinsofar as
heisinfinite, nor insofar asheisaffected by theideasof very
many particular things, but only in so far ashe congtitutesthe
essence of thehuman mind.

Notel—I havethusset forth the cause of those notions, which
arecommonto al men, and whichform thebasisof our ratio-
cinations. But there are other causesof certain axiomsor no-
tions, which it would be to the purpose to set forth by this
method of ours; for it would thus appear what notions are
more useful than others, and what notions have scarcely any
useat al. Furthermore, we should see what notionsare com-
monto al men, andwhat notionsareonly clear and distinct to
thosewho are unshackled by prejudice, and we should detect
thosewhichareill-founded. Again weshould discernwhence
thenotions called “ secondary” derived their origin, and con-
sequently the axioms on which they arefounded, and other
pointsof interest connected with these questions. But | have
decided to pass over the subject here, partly becausel have
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set it asidefor another treatise, partly because | am afraid of
wearying thereader by too great prolixity. Nevertheless, in
order not to omit anything necessary to beknown, | will briefly
set downthe causes, whencearederived thetermsstyled “ tran-
scendental,” such asBeing, Thing, Something. Theseterms
arosefromthefact, that the human body, being limited, isonly
capableof digtinctly forming acertain number of images (what
animageisl explainedinthell. xvii. note) withinitself at the
sametime; if thisnumber be exceeded, theimageswill begin
to be confused; if thisnumber of images, of whichthebody is
capableof forming distinctly withinitsalf, belargely exceeded,
al will becomeentirely confused onewith another. Thisbeing
so, itisevident (from11. Prop. xvii. Cor., and xviii.) that the
human mind can distinctly imagine as many thingssimulta-
neously, asitsbody can formimagessimultaneoudy. When
theimages become quite confused in the body, themind also
imaginesdl bodiesconfusedly without any distinction, andwill
comprehend them, asit were, under one attribute, namely,
under theattribute of Being, Thing, & c. Thesameconclusion
can bedrawnfromthefact that imagesarenot awaysequaly
vivid, and from other analogous causes, which thereisno

35

need to explain here; for the purposewhichwehaveinview it
issufficient for usto consider oneonly. All may bereducedto
this, that thesetermsrepresent ideasin the highest degree con-
fused. From smilar causesarise those notions, whichwecall
“general,” suchasman, horse, dog, &c. They arise, towit,
from thefact that so many images, for instance, of men, are
formed smultaneoudly in the human mind, that the powers of
iImagination break down, not indeed utterly, but to the extent
of themindlosing count of smdl differencesbetweenindividu-
as(e.g. colour, size, & c.) and their definite number, and only
digtinctly imaginingthat, inwhichdl theindividuds insofar as
the body is affected by them, agree; for that isthe point, in
which each of the said individuas chiefly affected the body;
thisthemind expressesby the nameman, and thisit predicates
of aninfinitenumber of particular individuas. For, aswehave
sald, itisunabletoimaginethe definite number of individuals.
We must, however, bear in mind, that these general notions
arenot formed by all meninthe sameway, but vary in each
individua according asthe point varies, whereby thebody has
been most often affected and which themind most easily imag-
inesor remembers. For instance, those who have most often
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regarded with admiration the stature of man, will by thename
of man understand an animal of erect stature; thosewho have
been accustomed to regard some other attribute, will forma
different generd imageof man, for ingtance, that manisalaugh-
ing animal, atwo-footed animal without feathers, arational
animal, and thus, in other cases, everyonewill form general
imagesof thingsaccording to the habit of hisbody.

It isthus not to bewondered at, that among philosophers,
who seek to explain thingsin nature merely by theimages
formed of them, so many controversiesshould havearisen.

Notell—From all that has been said aboveit isclear, that
we, inmany cases, perceive and form our genera notions—

(1.) From particular things represented to our intellect
fragmentarily, confusedly, and without order through our senses
(I1. xxix. Cor.); I have settled to call such perceptionsby the
name of knowledgefrom the mere suggestionsof experience.

(2.) Fromsymbols, e.g., fromthefact of having read or heard
certainwordsweremember thingsand form certainideascon-
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cerning them, Smilar tothosethroughwhichweimaginethings
(1. xviii. Note). | shdl call boththesewaysof regarding things
“knowledgeof thefirst kind,” “opinion,” or “imagination.”

(3.) From thefact that we have notionscommon to all men,
and adequateideasof thepropertiesof things(11. xxxviii. Cor.,
xxxix. and Cor., and xl.); this| call “reason” and “knowledge
of thesecond kind.” Besidesthese two kindsof knowledge,
thereis, asl will hereafter show, athird kind of knowledge,
whichwewill call intuition. Thiskind of knowledge proceeds
from an adequate idea of the absolute essence of certain at-
tributes of God to the adequate knowledge of the essence of
things. | will illustrated| threekindsof knowledgeby asingle
example. Threenumbersaregivenfor finding afourth, which
shall beto thethird asthe secondisto thefirst. Tradesmen
without hesitation multiply the second by thethird, and divide
theproduct by thefirst; either becausethey havenot forgotten
therulewhichthey received from amaster without any proof,
or because they have often madetrial of it with ssmple num-
bers, or by virtue of the proof of the nineteenth proposition of
the seventh book of Euclid, namely, in virtue of the general
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property of proportionas. But with very smplenumbersthere
isno need of this. For instance, one, two, three being given,
everyone can seethat thefourth proportiona issix; andthisis
much clearer, becauseweinfer thefourth number fromanin-
tuitivegrasping of theratio, which thefirst bearsto the second.

XL1.Knowledgeof thefirst kindistheonly source of falsity,
knowledge of the second and third kindsisnecessarily true.

Proof—To knowledge of thefirst kind we have (inthefore-
going note) assigned all thoseideas, which areinadequateand
confused; therefore thiskind of knowledgeistheonly source
of falsity (11. xxxv.). Furthermore, we assigned to the second
and third kinds of knowledge thoseideaswhich are adequate;
thereforethesekindsare necessarily true (I1. xxxiv.).

Q.E.D.
XL11.Knowledge of the second and third kinds, not knowl-

edgeof thefirst kind, teachesusto distinguishthetruefrom
thefase.

37

Proof—Thisproposition isself-evident. He, who knows how
to distinguish between true and fal se, must have an adequate
ideaof trueandfase. Thatis(ll. xl., noteii.), hemust know
thetrue and the fal se by the second or third kind of knowl-
edge.

XLI111. He, who hasatrueidea, smultaneoudy knowsthat he
hasatrueidea, and cannot doubt of thetruth of thething per-
celved.

Proof—A trueideain usisanideawhichisadequatein God,
inso far asheisdisplayed through the nature of the human
mind (I1. xi. Cor.). Let ussupposethat thereisin God, in so
far asheisdisplayed through the human mind, an adequate
idea, A. Theideaof thisideamust aso necessarily bein God,
and bereferred to himinthe sameway astheideaA (by 11.
XX., whereof theproof isof universa application). But theidea
A issupposed to bereferred to God, in so far asheisdis
played through the human mind; therefore, theideaof theidea
A must bereferred to God in the same manner; that is(by I1.
xi. Cor.), theadequateideaof theidea A will beinthemind,
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which hasthe adequateidea A ; therefore he, who hasan ad-
equateideaor knowsathingtruly (1. xxxiv.), must a thesame
time have an adequateideaor true knowledge of hisknow!-
edge; that is, obviousy, hemust be assured.

Q.ED.

Note—I explainedinthenotetol. xxi. what ismeant by the
ideaof anidea; but we may remark that theforegoing propo-
gtionisinitsdf sufficiently plain. No one, who hasa trueidea,
isignorant that atrueideainvolvesthe highest certainty. For to
haveatrueideaisonly another expressonfor knowingathing
perfectly, or aswell aspossible. No one, indeed, can doubt of
this, unlesshethinksthat anideaissomething lifeless, likea
pictureon apanel, and not amode of thinking—namely, the
very act of understanding. Andwho, | ask, can know that he
understandsanything, unlesshedofirst understandit?In other
words, who can know that heissure of athing, unlesshebe
first sureof that thing? Further, what can therebemoreclesr,
and more certain, than atrueideaasastandard of truth? Even
aslight displaysbothitself and darkness, soistruthastandard
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both of itself and of falsity.

| think | have thus sufficiently answered these questions—
namely, if atrueideaisdistinguished fromafalseidea, only in
sofar asitissaidto agreewithitsobject, atrueideahasno
morereality or perfection than afalseidea(sincethetwo are
only distinguished by an extring c mark); consequently, neither
will amanwho hasatrueideahave any advantageover him
who hasonly falseidess. Further, how comesit that men have
falseideas?Lastly, how can anyone besure, that hehasideas
which agreewith their objects? These questions, | repest, |
have, inmy opinion, sufficiently answered. Thedifferencebe-
tweenatrueideaand afdseideaisplain: fromwhat wassaid
inll. xxxv., theformer isrelated to thelatter asbeingisto not-
being. Thecausesof falsity | have set forth very clearly inll.
xix. and 1. xxxv. with thenote. From what isthere stated, the
difference between amanwho hastrueideas, andamanwho
hasonly falseideas, ismade apparent. Asfor thelast ques-
tion—asto how aman can be surethat he hasideasthat agree
withtheir objects, | havejust pointed out, with abundant clear-
ness, that hisknowledge arisesfrom the simplefact, that he
hasanideawhich correspondswith itsobject—in other words,
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that truthisitsown standard. Wemay add that our mind, inso
far asit percaivesthingstruly, ispart of theinfiniteintellect of
God (11. xi. Cor.); therefore, the clear and distinct ideas of the
mind are asnecessarily true astheideas of God.

XLIV.Itisnotinthenatureof reason to regard thingsascon-
tingent, but as necessary.

Proof—Itisinthenature of reasonto perceivethingstruly (1.
xli.), namely (I. Ax. vi.), asthey areinthemselves—that is(l.
XXiX.), not as contingent, but as necessary.

Q.ED.

Corallary l—Henceit follows, thatitisonly through our imagi-
nation that we consder things, whether inrespect to thefuture
or the past, as contingent.

Note—How thisway of looking at thingsarises, | will briefly
explain. We have shown above (I1. xvii. and Cor.) that the
mind alwaysregardsthingsas present to itself, even though
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they benot in existence, until somecausesarisewhich exclude
their existence and presence. Further (I1. xviii.), we showed
that, if the human body has once been affected by two exter-
nal bodiessmultaneoudy, themind, whenit afterwardsimag-
inesone of thesaid externd bodies, will straightway remem-
ber the other—that is, it will regard both as present to itself,
unlessthere arise causeswhich excludetheir existence and
presence. Further, no onedoubtsthat weimaginetime, from
thefact that weimagine bodiesto be moved somemoredowly
than others, some more quickly, some at equal speed. Thus,
let us supposethat achild yesterday saw Peter for thefirst
timeinthemorning, Paul at noon, and Simoninthe evening;
then, that today he again sees Peter inthemorning. Itisevi-
dent, from 1. Prop. xviii., that, as soon ashe seesthemorning
light, hewill imaginethat thesunwill traversethesame partsof
thesky, asit did when he saw it on the preceding day; in other
words, hewill imagineacompleteday, and, together with his
imagination of themorning, hewill imagine Peter; with noon,
hewill imaginePaul; and withevening, hewill imagine Smon—
that is, hewill imaginetheexistence of Paul and Smoninrela
tionto afuturetime; ontheother hand, if heseesSimoninthe
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evening, hewill refer Peter and Paul to apast time, by imagin-
ing them smultaneoudy with theimagination of apasttime. If it
should at any time happen, that on some other evening the
child should see Jamesinstead of Simon, hewill, onthefol-
lowing morning, assod atewith hisimagination of evening some-
times Simon, sometimes James, not both together: for thechild
issupposed to have seen, at evening, oneor other of them, not
both together. Hisimagination will thereforewaver; and, with
theimagination of futureevenings, hewill associatefirst one,
thenthe other—that is, hewill imaginetheminthefuture, nei-
ther of them ascertain, but both ascontingent. Thiswavering
of theimaginationwill bethe same, if theimagination be con-
cerned with thingswhich wethus contemplate, standinginre-
lationtotimepast or time present: consequently, wemay imag-
ine things as contingent, whether they be referred to time
present, past, or future.

Corallary I l—Itisinthe nature of reason to perceivethings
under acertainform of eternity (sub quadam agternitatisoecie).

Proof—It isinthe nature of reason to regard things, not as
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contingent, but asnecessary (11. xliv.). Reason perceivesthis
necessity of things(I1. xli.) truly—thatis(l. Ax. vi.), asitisin
itself. But (I. xvi.) thisnecessity of thingsisthevery necessity
of the eternal nature of God; therefore, itisin the nature of
reason to regard thingsunder thisform of eternity. We may
add that thebases of reason arethenotions (1. xxxviii.), which
answer tothingscommontoal, and which (I1. xxxvii.) do not
answer totheessenceof any particular thing: whichmust there-
forebe conceived without any relationtotime, under acertain
formof eternity.

XLV. Every ideaof every body, or of every particular thing
actualy existing, necessarily involvesthe eternal and infinite
essence of God.

Proof—Theideaof aparticular thing actualy existing neces-
sarily involvesboth the existence and the essence of the said
thing (I1. viii.). Now particular thingscannot be conceived with-
out God (1. xv.); but, inasmuch as(l1. vi.) they have God for
their cause, in sofar asheisregarded under the attribute of
which thethingsin question aremodes, their ideasmust nec-
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essarily involve (1. Ax. iv.) the conception of the attributes of
thoseideas—that is(l. vi.), theeternal and infinite essence of
God.

Q.ED.

Note—By existence | do not here mean duration—that is,
existencein sofar asit is conceived abstractedly, and asa
certain form of quantity. | am speaking of the very nature of
existence, whichisassigned to particular things, becausethey
follow ininfinitenumbersandininfinitewaysfromtheeterna
necessity of God'snature (1. xvi.). | am speaking, | repesat, of
thevery existenceof particular things, insofar asthey arein
God. For athough each particular thing be conditioned by
another particular thing to exist inagiven way, yet theforce
whereby each particular thing perseveresin existing follows
fromthe eterna necessity of God'snature (cf. 1. xxiv. Cor.).

XLVI. Theknowledge of the eternal and infinite essence of
God which every ideainvolvesisadequate and perfect.
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Proof—The proof of thelast propositionisuniversal; and
whether athing be considered asapart or awhole, theidea
thereof, whether of thewhole or of apart (by thelast Prop.),
will involve God'seternd andinfiniteessence. Wherefore, thet,
which givesknowledge of the eternal and infinite essence of
God, iscommontoall, andisequaly inthe part and in the
whole; therefore (11. xxxviii.) thisknowledgewill beadequate.

Q.ED.

XLVII. Thehuman mind has an adequate knowledge of the
eterna andinfinite essence of God.

Proof—Thehuman mind hasideas (1. xxii.), fromwhich (l1.
xxiii.) it percavesitsdf anditsown body (11. xix.) and externa
bodies(l1. xvi. Cor.i.and 1. xvii.) asactudly existing; there-
fore(Il. xIv. and xlvi.) it has an adequate knowledge of the
eterna and infinite essence of God.

Q.ED.
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Note—Hence we see, that theinfinite essence and the eter-
nity of God areknowntodl. Now asall thingsarein God, and
are conceived through God, we can from thisknowledgeinfer
many things, which we may adequately know, and we may
formthat third kind of knowledge of which we spokeinthe
notetol1. xl., and of the excellence and use of which we shal
have occasion to speak in Part V. Men have not so clear a
knowledge of God asthey have of general notions, because
they are unableto imagine God asthey do bodies, and also
because they have associated the name God with images of
thingsthat they arein the habit of seeing, asindeed they can
hardly avoid doing, being, asthey are, men, and continually
affected by externd bodies. Many errors, intruth, can betraced
to this head, namely, that we do not apply namesto things
rightly. For instance, when aman saysthat thelinesdrawn
fromthe centre of acircletoitscircumferenceare not equal,
hethen, a dl events, assuredly attachesameaning to theword
cirdedifferent fromthat assgned by mathematicians. Soagain,
when men make mistakesin calculation, they have one set of
figuresintheir mind, and another on the paper. If we could see
into their minds, they do not make amistake; they seemtodo
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30, becausewethink, that they havethe same numbersintheir
mind asthey have on the paper. If thiswere not so, we should
not believethemto bein error, any morethan | thought that a
manwasinerror, whom | lately heard exclaiming that hisen-
trance hall had flown into aneighbour’shen, for hismeaning
seemed to mesufficiently clear. Very many controverseshave
arisenfromthefact, that mendo not rightly explain their mean-
ing, or do not rightly interpret the meaning of others. For, asa
matter of fact, asthey flatly contradict themselves, they as-
sume now one side, now another, of the argument, so asto
oppose the opinions, which they consider mistaken and ab-
surdintheir opponents.

XLVIII. Inthemindthereisno absoluteor freewill; but the
mind isdetermined to wish thisor that by acause, which has
al so been determined by another cause, and thislast by an-
other cause, and so ontoinfinity.

Proof—Themindisafixed and definite mode of thought (11.
xi.), thereforeit cannot bethefree cause of itsactions (1. xvii.
Cor. ii.); inother words, it cannot have an absol ute faculty of
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positiveor negativevalition; but (by I. xxviii.) it must be deter-
mined by acause, which hasa so been determined by another
cause, andthislast by another, &c.

Q.ED.

Note—Inthesameway it isproved, that thereisinthemind
no absol ute faculty of understanding, desiring, loving, &c.
Whenceit follows, that theseand similar facultiesare either
entirely fictitious, or are merely abstract and general terms,
such aswe are accustomed to put together from particular
things. Thustheintellect and thewill stand inthesamerelation
tothisor that idea, or thisor that volition, as“lapidity” tothis
or that stone, or as*“man” to Peter and Paul. The causewhich
leadsmento consder themsalvesfreehasbeen set forthinthe
Appendix to Part |. But, before | proceed further, | would
hereremark that, by thewill to affirm and decide, | meanthe
faculty, not thedesire. | mean, | repeat, thefaculty, whereby
themind affirmsor denieswhat istrueor false, not thedesire,
wherewith the mind wishesfor or turnsaway fromany given
thing. After we have proved, that thesefacultiesof oursare
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general notions, which cannot be distinguished from the par-
ticular instances on which they are based, we must inquire
whether volitionsthemsdavesare anything besidestheideas of
things. Wemust inquire, | say, whether thereisinthemind any
affirmation or negation beyond that, which theidea, insofar
asitisanidea, involves. Onwhich subject seethefollowing
proposition, and I1. Def. iii., lest theideaof picturesshould
suggest itself. For by ideas| do not mean imagessuch asare
formed at the back of theeye, or inthe midst of the brain, but
the conceptionsof thought.

XLIX. Thereisinthemind novolition or affirmation and nega:
tion, savethat which anidea, inasmuch asitisanides, involves.

Proof—Thereisin themind no absolutefaculty of positiveor
negativevolition, but only particular volitions, namely, thisor
that affirmation, and thisor that negation. Now let usconceive
aparticular valition, namely, themodeof thinking whereby the
mind affirms, that thethreeinterior anglesof atriangleareequd
totwo right angles. Thisaffirmation involvesthe conception or
ideaof atriangle, that is, without theideaof atriangleit cannot
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be conceived. It isthe samething to say, that the concept A
must involvethe concept B, asitisto say, that A cannot be
conceived without B. Further, thisaffirmation cannot be made
(1. Ax. iii.) without theideaof atriangle. Therefore, thisaffir-
mation can neither be nor be conceived, without theideaof a
triangle. Again, thisideaof atrianglemust involvethissame
affirmation, namely, that itsthreeinterior anglesareequal to
two right angles. Wherefore, and vice versa, thisideaof a
triangle can neither be nor be conceived without thisaffirma:
tion, therefore, thisaffirmation belongsto the essence of the
ideaof atriangle, and isnothing besides. What we have said
of thisvolition (inasmuch aswe have selected it at random)
may besaid of any other volition, namely, that it isnothing but
anidea

Q.ED.

Corollary—Will and understanding are one and the same.

Proof—Will and understanding are nothing beyond theindi-
vidual volitionsandideas(ll. xlviii. and note). But aparticular
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volition and aparticular idea are one and the same (by the
foregoing Prop.); therefore, will and understanding areone
and thesame.

Q.ED.

Note—We havethusremoved the cause whichiscommonly
assigned for error. For we have shown above, that falsity con-
sgss0ley intheprivation of knowledgeinvolvedinideaswhich
arefragmentary and confused. Wherefore, afalseides, inas-
much asit isfase, doesnot involve certainty. When we say,
then, that aman acquiescesin what isfalse, and that he hasno
doubts on the subject, we do not say that heiscertain, but
only that he does not doubt, or that he acquiescesinwhat is
false, inasmuch asthere are no reasons, which should cause
hisimaginationtowaver (seell. xliv. note). Thus, dthoughthe
man be assumed to acquiescein what isfase, we shall never
say that heiscertain. For by certainty we mean something
positive(l1. xliii. and note), not merely the absence of doulbt.
However, in order that theforegoing proposition may befully
explained, | will draw attention to afew additiond points, and
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| will furthermore answer the obj ectionswhich may be ad-
vanced against our doctrine. Lastly, in order to remove every
scruple, | havethought it worth whileto point out someof the
advantages, which follow therefrom. | say “some,” for they
will be better appreciated from what we shall set forthinthe
fifth part.

| begin, then, with thefirst point, and warn my readersto
make an accurate distinction between anidea, or conception
of themind, and theimagesof thingswhichweimagine. Itis
further necessary that they should distinguish betweenideaand
words, whereby wesignify things. Thesethree—namely, im-
ages, words, and ideas—are by many personseither entirely
confused together, or not distinguished with sufficient accu-
racy or care, and hence people are generally in ignorance,
how absolutely necessary isaknowledge of thisdoctrine of
thewill, both for philasophic purposesand for thewise order-
ing of life. Thosewho think that ideasconsist inimageswhich
areformed in usby contact with external bodies, persuade
themsalvesthat theideas of thosethings, whereof wecanform
no menta picture, arenot ideas, but only figments, whichwe
invent by thefreedecree of our will; they thusregardideasas
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though they wereinanimate pictureson apanel, and, filled
with thismisconception, do not seethat anidea, inasmuch asit
iIsanidea, involvesan affirmation or negation. Again, those
who confusewordswithidess, or with theaffirmationwhich
anideainvolves, think that they can wish something contrary
towhat they fed, affirm, or deny. Thismisconceptionwill eas-
ily belaid aside by one, who reflects on the nature of knowl-
edge, and seeing that it in no wiseinvol vesthe conception of
extension, will therefore clearly understand, that anidea (be-
ing amode of thinking) doesnot consist intheimage of any-
thing, nor inwords.

The essence of words and imagesis put together by bodily
motions, whichin no wiseinvolvethe conception of thought.
Thesefew wordson thissubject will suffice: | will therefore
passonto congder the objections, which may beraised against
our doctrine. Of these, the first is advanced by those, who
think that thewill hasawider scope than the understanding,
andthat thereforeit isdifferent therefrom. Thereasonfor their
holdingthebelief, that thewill haswider scopethan the under-
standing, isthat they assert, that they have no need of anin-
creaseinthelr faculty of assent, that isof affirmation or nega-
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tion, in order to assent to aninfinity of thingswhichwedo not
perceive, but that they have need of anincreaseinther faculty
of understanding. Thewill isthusdistinguished fromtheintel-
lect, thelatter being finiteand theformer infinite.

Secondly, it may be objected that experience seemsto teach
usespecialy clearly, that weare ableto suspend our judgment
before assenting to thingswhichwe perceive; thisisconfirmed
by thefact that no oneissaid to be deceived, insofar ashe
perceivesanything, but only in sofar asheassentsor dissents.
For instance, hewho feignsawinged horse, does not there-
fore admit that awinged horse exists; that is, heisnot de-
ceived, unlessheadmitsin addition that awinged horse does
exist. Nothing therefore seemsto be taught moreclearly by
experience, than that thewill or faculty of assent isfreeand
different fromthefaculty of understanding. Thirdly, it may be
objected that oneaffirmation doesnot gpparently contain more
reality than another; in other words, that we do not seemto
need for affirming, that what istrueistrue, any greater power
thanfor affirming, that what isfalseistrue. We have, however,
seenthat oneideahasmoreredlity or perfectionthan another,
for asobjectsare some moreexcellent than others, soalso are
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theideas of them some more excellent than others; thisalso
seemsto point to adifference between the understanding and
thewill. Fourthly, it may be objected, if man doesnot act from
freewill, what will hgppenif theincentivestoactionareequaly
balanced, asin the case of Buridan'sass? Will he perish of
hunger and thirst?If | say that hewould not, hewould then
determine his own action, and would consequently possess
thefaculty of going and doing whatever heliked. Other objec-
tions might also be raised, but, as| am not bound to put in
evidence everything that anyone may dream, | will only set
myself tothetask of refuting those | have mentioned, and that
asbriefly aspossible.

Tothefirst objection| answer, that | admit that thewill hasa
wider scopethan the understanding, if by the understanding
be meant only clear and distinct idess; but | deny that thewill
has awider scope than the perceptions, and the faculty of
forming conceptions; nor do | seewhy thefaculty of volition
should becalledinfinite, any morethan thefaculty of feding:
for, asweareableby the samefaculty of volitiontoaffirman
infinite number of things (one after the other, for we cannot
affirm aninfinite number s multaneoudy), so adso canwe, by
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thesamefaculty of feding, feel or percelve (insuccession) an
infinitenumber of bodies. If it be said that thereisaninfinite
number of thingswhichwe cannot perceive, | answer, that we
cannot attain to such thingsby any thinking, nor, consequently,
by any faculty of volition. But, it may still beurged, if God
wished to bring it about that we should percaivethem, hewould
be obliged to endow uswith agreater faculty of perception,
but not agreater faculty of volitionthanwehavedready. This
isthesameasto say that, if God wished to bring it about that
we should understand an infinite number of other entities, it
would benecessary for himto giveusagreater understanding,
but not amoreuniversa ideaof entity than that whichwehave
aready, inorder to grasp suchinfiniteentities.

Wehaveshownthat will isauniversd entity or idea, whereby
weexplainall particular volitions—in other words, that which
iscommontoal suchvalitions. As, then, our opponentsmain-
tain that thisidea, common or universal to all volitions, isa
faculty, itislittleto bewondered at that they assert, that sucha
faculty extendsitself into theinfinite, beyond thelimitsof the
understanding: for what isuniversa ispredicated dikeof one,
of many, and of aninfinitenumber of individuas.

a7

Tothesecond objection | reply by denying, that we havea
free power of suspending our judgment: for, when we say that
anyone suspends hisjudgment, we merely mean that he sees,
that he does not perceivethe matter in question adequately.
Suspension of judgment is, therefore, strictly speaking, aper-
ception, and not freewill. In order toillustratethe point, let us
suppose aboy imagining ahorse, and percelve nothing el se.
Inasmuch asthisimaginationinvolvestheexistenceof thehorse
(11. xvii. Cor.), and the boy does not perceive anything which
would excludethe existence of the horse, hewill necessarily
regard the horse as present: hewill not be ableto doubt of its
existence, although he be not certain thereof. We have daily
experience of such astate of thingsin dreams; and | do not
supposethat thereisanyone, who would maintain that, while
heisdreaming, he hasthefree power of suspending hisjudg-
ment concerning thethingsin hisdream, and bringing it about
that heshould not dream thosethings, which hedreamsthat he
sees, yet it happens, notwithstanding, that evenin dreamswe
suspend our judgment, namely, when we dream that we are
dreaming. Further, | grant that no one can bedeceived, sofar
asactual perception extends—that is, | grant that themind’s
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imaginations, regarded inthemselves, do not involveerror (11.
xvii. note); but | deny, that aman doesnot, in the act of per-
ception, make any affirmation. For what isthe perception of a
winged horse, save affirming that ahorse haswings?If the
mind could percalvenothing e sebut thewinged horse, it woul d
regard the sameaspresent toitself: it would have no reasons
for doubting itsexistence, nor any faculty of dissent, unlessthe
imagination of awinged horsebejoined to anideawhich pre-
cludestheexistence of the said horse, or unlessthemind per-
ceivesthat theideawhichit possessof awinged horseisinad-
equate, inwhich caseit will either necessarily deny theexist-
ence of such ahorse, or will necessarily bein doubt on the
subject.

| think that | have anticipated my answer to thethird objec-
tion, namely, that thewill issomething universal whichispredi-
cated of al ideas, andthat it only signifiesthat whichiscom-
monto al ideas, namely, an affirmation, whose adequate es-
sence must, therefore, in so far asitisthusconceivedinthe
abstract, bein every idea, and be, in thisrespect alone, the
sameinal, notinsofar asitisconsidered asconstituting the
idea sessence: for, inthisrespect, particular affirmationsdiffer
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one from the other, as much as do ideas. For instance, the
affirmationwhichinvolvestheideaof acircle, differsfromthat
whichinvolvestheideaof atriangle, asmuch astheideaof a
circlediffersfromtheideacf atriangle.

Further, | absolutely deny, that we arein need of an equal
power of thinking, to affirm that that whichistrueistrue, and
toaffirmthat that whichisfaseistrue. Thesetwo affirmations,
if weregard themind, areinthe samerelation to one another
asbeing and not-being; for thereisnothing positiveinidess,
which congtitutestheactua redity of falsehood (I1. xxxv. note,
andxlvii. note). Wemust therefore conclude, that we are eas-
ily deceived, when we confuse universalswith singulars, and
theentitiesof reason and abstractionswithredities. Asfor the
fourth objection, | am quiteready to admit, that aman placed
intheequilibrium described (namely, asperceiving nothing but
hunger andthirgt, acertainfood and acertain drink, eachequaly
distant from him) would dieof hunger and thirst. If | am asked,
whether such an one should not rather be considered an ass
than aman; | answer, that | do not know, neither do | know
how aman should be considered, who hangs himsdlf, or how
weshould congder children, fools, madmen, & c. It remainsto
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point out the advantages of aknowledge of thisdoctrineas
bearing on conduct, and thismay beeasily gathered fromwhat
hasbeen said. Thedoctrineisgood,

1. Inasmuch asit teaches usto act solely according to the de-
creeof God, and to be partakersin the Divine nature, and so
much the more, aswe perform more perfect actionsand more
and moreunderstand God. Such adoctrinenot only completely
tranquilizesour spirit, but also showsuswhereour highest hap-
pinessor blessednessis, namdy, soldy intheknowledgeof God,
whereby weareledto act only asloveand piety shall bid us.
We may thus clearly understand, how far astray from atrue
estimate of virtue are those who expect to be decorated by
Godwith highrewardsfor their virtue, and their best actions, as
for having endured thedirest davery; asif virtueandtheservice
of Godwerenot initself happinessand perfect freedom.

2. Inasmuch asit teaches us, how we ought to conduct our-
selveswith repect to the giftsof fortune, or matterswhichare
not in our power, and do not follow from our nature. For it
showsus, that we should await and endurefortune’ ssmilesor
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frownswith an equal mind, seeing that al thingsfollow from
the eternal decree of God by the same necessity, asit follows
from the essence of atriangle, that thethree anglesare equal
totworight angles.

3. Thisdoctrineraisessocid life, inasmuch asit teachesusto
hate no man, neither to despise, to deride, to envy, or to be
angry with any. Further, asit tellsusthat each should be con-
tent with hisown, and hel pful to hisneighbour, not from any
womanish pity, favour, or superstition, but solely by theguid-
ance of reason, according asthetimeand occasi on demand,
asl will showinPartlll.

4. Lastly, thisdoctrine confersno smal advantage onthecom-
monwedlth; for it teacheshow citizensshould begoverned and
led, not so asto becomedaves, but so that they may freely do
whatsoever thingsarebest. | havethusfulfilled thepromisemade
at thebeginning of thisnote, and | thusbring the second part of
my treatisetoaclose. | think | havetherein explained thenature
and propertiesof the humanmind at sufficient length, and, con-
sidering thedifficulty of thesubject, with sufficient clearness. |
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havelaid afoundation, whereon may beraised many excellent
concdlusonsof thehighest utility and most necessary tobeknown,

aswill,inwhat follows, bepartly madeplain. To return to the Electronic Clas-
sics Seriesgo to
END OF PART I
http://www?2.hn.psu.edu/faculty/
jmanig/jimspdf.htm

To return to the Spinoza page go
to
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