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Benedict de Spinoza

THEETHICS

(Ethica Ordine Geometrico Demonstrata)

Trandated from the Latin by R. H. M. Elwes

PART I11I:
ON THE ORIGIN AND NATURE
OF THEEMOTIONS

Most writerson the emotionsand on human conduct seemto
betreating rather of mattersoutside naturethan of natura phe-
nomenafollowing nature’ sgenera laws. They appear to con-
celvemanto bestuated in natureasakingdomwithinaking-
dom: for they believethat hedisturbsrather than followsnature's
order, that he has absol ute control over hisactions, and that
heisdetermined soldly by himsdlf. They attribute humaninfir-
mitiesand fickleness, not to the power of naturein generd, but
to somemysteriousflaw inthe nature of man, which accord-
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ingly they bemoan, deride, despise, or, asusually happens,
abuse: he, who succeedsin hitting off the weakness of the
human mind more e oquently or more acutely than hisfellows,
islooked upon asaseer. Still there hasbeen no lack of very
excdlent men (towhosetoil andindustry | confessmysdf much
indebted), who havewritten many noteworthy thingsconcerning
theright way of life, and have given much sage adviceto man-
kind. But no one, sofar as| know, has defined the nature and
strength of the emotions, and the power of the mind against
themfor their restraint.

| do not forget, that theillustrious Descartes, though he be-
lieved, that the mind has absolute power over itsactions, strove
to explain human emotionsby their primary causes, and, a the
sametime, to point out away, by which themind might attain
to absol ute dominion over them. However, inmy opinion, he
accomplishesnothing beyond adisplay of theacutenessof his
owngresat intellect, as| will show inthe proper place. For the
present | wishto revert to those, who would rather abuse or
deride human emotionsthan understand them. Such persons
will, doubtlessthink it strangethat | should attempt to treat of
humanviceandfolly geometricaly, and shouldwishto set forth
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with rigid reasoning those matterswhich they cry out against
asrepugnant to reason, frivol ous, absurd, and dreadful . How-
ever, suchismy plan. Nothing comesto passin nature, which
can be set down to aflaw therein; for natureis alwaysthe
same, and everywhere one and the samein her efficacy and
power of action; that is, nature’ slawsand ordinances, whereby
all thingscometo passand changefrom oneformto another,
areeverywhere and alwaysthe same; so that there should be
one and the same method of understanding the nature of all
thingswhatsoever, namdy, through nature' suniversa lawsand
rules. Thusthe passions of hatred, anger, envy, and so on,
consderedinthemselves, follow from thissame necessity and
efficacy of nature; they answer to certain definite causes,
through whichthey are understood, and possess certain prop-
ertiesasworthy of being known asthe propertiesof anything
else, whereof the contemplationinitself affordsusdelight. |
shall, therefore, treat of the nature and strength of the emo-
tionsaccording to the samemethod, as| employed heretofore
inmy investigationsconcerning God and themind. | shall con-
sider human actionsand desiresin exactly the same manner,
asthough | were concerned with lines, planes, and solids.

DEFINITIONS

|. By an‘adequate’ cause, | mean acausethroughwhichits
effect can be clearly and distinctly perceived. By an ‘inad-
equate’ or partial cause, | mean acause through which, by
itsalf, itseffect cannot be understood.

[1.1say that we'act’ when anything takesplace, either within
usor externally to us, whereof we arethe adequate cause; that
is(by theforegoing definition) when through our nature some-
thingtakesplacewithinusor externdly tous, which canthrough
our nature alone be clearly and distinctly understood. Onthe
other hand, | say that we are passive as regards something
when that something takesplacewithin us, or followsfrom our
natureexternally, webeing only the partia cause.

[11. By ‘emotion’ | mean the modifications of the body,
whereby the active power of the said body isincreased or
diminished, aided or constrained, and also theideas of such
modifications.
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N.B. If we can bethe adequate cause of any of these modifi-
cations, | then call theemotion an activity, otherwisel call ita
passion, or statewhereinthemind ispassive.

POSTULATES

| . Thehuman body can beaffected in many ways, whereby its
power of activity isincreased or diminished, and alsoin other
wayswhich do not render itspower of activity either greater
orless.

N.B. Thispostul ate or axiom restson Postulatei. and Lem-
masv. and vii., which seeafter I1. xiii.

I1. The human body can undergo many changes, and, never-
theless, retaintheimpressionsor traces of objects(cf. 11. Pogt.
v.), and, consequently, the sameimagesof things(seenotell.
XVil.).

PROPOSITIONS

I. Our mind isin certain cases active, and in certain cases
passive. Insofar asit hasadequateideasit isnecessarily ac-
tive, andin sofar asit hasinadequateidess, it isnecessarily

passve.

Pr oof—In every human mind there are some adequateidess,
and someideasthat arefragmentary and confused (11. xI. note).
Thoseideaswhich areadequatein themind are adequate a so
in God, inasmuch as he congtitutes the essence of themind (1.
xl. Cor.), and thosewhich areinadequateinthemind arelike-
wise (by thesame Cor.) adequatein God, notinasmuch ashe
containsin himself the essence of thegiven mind done, but as
he, at thesametime, containsthemindsof other things. Again,
from any given ideasome effect must necessarily follow (1.
xxxvi.); of thiseffect God isthe adequate cause (111. Def. i.),
not inasmuch asheisinfinite, but inasmuch asheisconceived
asaffected by thegivenidea(ll. ix.). But of that effect whereof
God isthe cause, inasmuch asheisaffected by anideawhich
isadequateinagivenmind, of that effect, | repesat, themindin
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guestion isthe adequate cause (11. xi. Cor.). Therefore our
mind, in so far asit has adequate ideas (I11. Def. ii.), isin
certain casesnecessarily active; thiswasour first point. Again,
whatsoever necessarily followsfromtheideawhichisadequate
inGod, not by virtue of hispossessingin himself themind of
oneman only, but by virtueof hiscontaining, together withthe
mind of that oneman, themindsof other thingsaso, of suchan
effect (1. xi. Cor.) the mind of the given man isnot an ad-
equate, but only apartial cause; thus(l11. Def. ii.) themind,
inasmuch asit hasinadequateidess, isin certain casesneces-
sarily passve; thiswasour second point. Therefore our mind,
&c.

Q.E.D.
Corollary—Henceit followsthat themind ismoreor less
liable to be acted upon, in proportion as it possessesinad-
equateideas, and, contrariwise, ismoreor lessactivein pro-

portion asit possesses adequateideas.

I1. Body cannot determine mind to think, neither can mind

determine body to motion or rest or any state different from
these, if suchtherebe.

Proof—All modes of thinking havefor their cause God, by
virtue of hisbeing athinking thing, and not by virtue of his
being displayed under any other attribute(l1. vi.). That, there-
fore, which determinesthemind tothought isamodeof thought,
and not amodeof extension; thatis(l1. Def. 1.), itisnot body.
Thiswasour first point. Again, the motion and rest of abody
must arise from another body, which hasa so been determined
to astate of motion or rest by athird body, and absolutely
everything which takesplacein abody must spring from God,
insofar asheisregarded as affected by somemode of exten-
sion, and not by somemodeof thought (I1. vi.); that is, it can-
not spring fromthemind, whichisamodeof thought. Thiswas
our second point. Therefore body cannot determinemind, &c.

Q.E.D.

Note—Thisismade moreclear by what wassaid inthe note
toll. vii., namely, that mind and body are one and the same
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thing, conceived first under the attribute of thought, secondly,
under theattribute of extension. Thusit followsthat the order
or concatenation of thingsisidentical, whether nature be con-
celved under the one attribute or the other; consequently the
order of statesof activity and passivity inour body issimulta-
neousin naturewith theorder of statesof activity and passivity
inthemind. Thesame conclusionisevident fromthemanner in
whichwe proved||. xii.

Nevertheless, though such isthe case, and though there be
no further roomfor doubt, | can scarcely believe, until thefact
isproved by experience, that men can beinduced to consider
thequestion calmly andfairly, sofirmly arethey convinced that
itismerely at the bidding of themind, that thebody issetin
motionor at rest, or performsavariety of actionsdepending
solely onthemind' swill or theexercise of thought. However,
no one has hitherto laid down the limitsto the powers of the
body, that is, no one has as yet been taught by experience
what the body can accomplish solely by thelawsof nature, in
so far as sheisregarded as extension. No one hitherto has
gained such an accurate knowledge of the bodily mechanism,
that hecanexplaindl itsfunctions; nor need | call attentionto

thefact that many actionsare observed in thelower animals,
which far transcend human sagacity, and that somnambulists
do many thingsin their deep, whichthey would not ventureto
do when awake: theseinstances are enough to show, that the
body can by the solelaws of its nature do many thingswhich
themind wondersat.

Again, nooneknowshow or by what meansthe mind moves
the body, nor how many variousdegreesof motionit canim-
part to the body, nor how quickly it can moveit. Thus, when
men say that thisor that physical action hasitsorigininthe
mind, whichlatter hasdominion over thebody, they areusing
wordswithout meaning, or are confessing in speciousphrase-
ology that they areignorant of the cause of the said action, and
do not wonder at it.

But, they will say, whether we know or do not know the
means whereby the mind acts on the body, we have, at any
rate, experienceof thefact that unlessthehumanmindisin afit
stateto think, the body remainsinert. Moreover, we have ex-
perience, that themind a one can determinewhether we speak
or areslent, and avariety of smilar stateswhich, accordingly,
we say depend onthemind’ sdecree. But, asto thefirst point,
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| ask such objectors, whether experience doesnot also teach,
that if the body beinactivethe mindissmultaneoudy unfitted
for thinking? For when the body isat rest in leep, themind
simultaneoudly isin astate of torpor aso, and hasno power of
thinking, such asit possesseswhenthebody isawake. Again,
| think everyone'sexperiencewill confirm the statement, that
themindisnot at al timesequaly fit for thinking onagiven
subject, but according asthe body ismore or lessfitted for
being stimulated by theimage of thisor that object, soalsois
themind moreor lessfitted for contemplating the said object.

But, itwill beurged, itisimpossiblethat soldly fromthelaws
of nature considered as extended substance, we should be
ableto deducethe causesof buildings, pictures, and things of
that kind, which are produced only by human art; nor would
the human body, unlessit were determined and led by themind,
be capabl e of building asingletemple. However, | havejust
pointed out that the objectorscannot fix thelimitsof thebody’s
power, or say what can be concluded from acons deration of
itssole nature, whereasthey have experience of many things
being accomplished solely by thelaws of nature, which they
would never have believed possible except under thedirec-

tion of mind: such arethe actionsperformed by somnambulists
while asleep, and wondered at by their performers when
awake. | would further call attention to the mechanism of the
human body, which far surpassesin complexity al that has
been put together by human art, not to repeat what | have
aready shown, namely, that from nature, under whatever at-
tribute she be considered, infiniteresultsfollow. Asfor the
second objection, | submit that theworld would be much hap-
pier, if menwereasfully ableto keep silenceasthey areto
speak. Experience abundantly showsthat men can govern
anything moreeasly than their tongues, and restrain anything
moreeasily thantheir appetites, when it comesabout that many
believe, that we are only freein respect to objectswhichwe
moderately desire, because our desirefor such caneasily be
controlled by thethought of something e sefrequently remem-
bered, but that we are by no meansfreein respect towhat we
seek with violent emotion, for our desire cannot then beal -
layed with the remembrance of anything else. However, un-
less such personshad proved by experiencethat we do many
thingswhich weafterwardsrepent of, and again that we often,
when assailed by contrary emotions, seethe better and follow
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theworse, therewould be nothing to prevent their believing
that wearefreeinal things. Thusaninfant believesthat of its
own freewill it desiresmilk, an angry child believesthat it
freely desiresto run away; further, adrunken man believes
that he uttersfrom thefree decision of hismind wordswhich,
when heissober, hewouldwillingly havewithheld: thus, too, a
deliriousman, agarrulouswoman, achild, and othersof like
complexion, believethat they speak from thefreedecision of
their mind, whenthey areinreality unabletorestraintheir im-
pulseto talk. Experienceteachesusno lessclearly than rea-
son, that men believe themselvesto befree, smply because
they are conscious of their actions, and unconscious of the
causeswhereby those actionsare determined; and, further, it
isplainthat thedictatesof the mind are but another namefor
the appetites, and thereforevary accordingtothevarying state
of the body. Everyone shapes his actions according to his
emotion, thosewho areassailed by conflicting emotionsknow
not what they wish; thosewho are not attacked by any emo-
tionarereadily swayed thisway or that. All these consider-
ationsclearly show that amental decisionand abodily appe-
tite, or determined state, are ssmultaneous, or rather areone

and thesamething, whichwecall decison, whenitisregarded
under and explained through the attribute of thought, and a
conditioned state, when it isregarded under the attribute of

extens on, and deduced from thelawsof motionand rest. This
will appear yet more plainly inthe sequel. For the present |

wishto call attention to another point, namely, that we cannot
act by the decision of the mind, unless we have aremem-
brance of having done so. For instance, we cannot say aword
without remembering that we have done so. Again, itisnot
within the free power of the mind to remember or forget a
thing at will. Thereforethe freedom of the mind must in any
case belimited to the power of uttering or not uttering some-
thing whichit remembers. But when we dream that we speak,
webelievethat we speak from afreedecision of themind, yet
wedo not speak, or, if wedo, it isby aspontaneous motion of
thebody. Again, wedream that we are concealing something,
and we seemto act from the samedecision of themind asthat,
whereby we keep silence when awake concerning something
weknow. Lastly, wedream that from the free decision of our
mind we do something, which we should not dareto do when
awake.
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Now | shouldliketo know whether therebeinthemindtwo
sortsof decisions, onesort illusive, and the other sort free? I
our folly doesnot carry usso far asthis, we must necessarily
admit, that the decision of themind, whichisbelievedto be
free, isnot distinguishable from theimagination or memory,
and isnothing morethan the affirmation, which anidea, by
virtueof being anidea, necessarily involves(l1. xlix.). Where-
forethesedecisonsof themind ariseinthemind by thesame
necessity, astheideas of thingsactually existing. Therefore
those who believe, that they speak or keep silenceor actin
any way from the free decision of their mind, do but dream
withtheir eyesopen.

[11. Theactivitiesof themind arise solely from adequateidess,
the passive states of the mind depend solely on inadequate
idess.

Proof—Thefirst e ement, which congtitutesthe essence of the
mind, isnothing € sebut theideaof theactually existent body
(1. xi. and xiii.), which (11. xv.) iscompounded of many other
ideas, whereof some are adequate and someinadequate (11.
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xxix. Cor., 1. xxxviii. Cor.). Whatsoever thereforefollowsfrom
thenatureof mind, and hasmindfor itsproximate cause, through
which it must be understood, must necessarily follow elther
from an adequate or from aninadequateidea. Butinsofar as
themind (111.1.) hasinadequateidess, it isnecessarily passve:
whereforetheactivitiesof themindfollow solely from adequate
ideas, and accordingly themindisonly passivein sofar asit
hasinadequateideas.

Q.ED.

Note—Thuswe see, that passive statesare not attributed to
themind, exceptinsofar asit containssomethinginvolving
negation, orinsofar asitisregarded asapart of nature, which
cannot beclearly and distinctly perceived throughiitsalf with-
out other parts: | could thus show, that passive states are at-
tributed toindividual thingsinthe sameway that they areat-
tributed to the mind, and that they cannot otherwise be per-
ceived, but my purposeissoldy totreat of the humanmind.

IV. Nothing can bedestroyed, except by acauseexternd toitself.
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Proof—Thisproposition isself-evident, for the definition of
anything affirmsthe essence of that thing, but doesnot nega-
tiveit; inother words, it postul atesthe essence of thething, but
doesnot takeit away. Solong thereforeasweregard only the
thing itself, without taking into account external causes, we
shdl not beabletofindinit anything which could destroy it.

Q.ED.

V. Thingsarenaturdly contrary, that is, cannot exist inthesame
object, insofar asoneiscapable of destroying the other.

Proof—If they could agreetogether or co-exist inthe same
object, therewould then bein the said object somethingwhich
could destroy it; but this, by theforegoing proposition, isab-
surd, thereforethings, &c.

Q.ED.

V1. Everything, insofar asitisinitself, endeavoursto persst
initsownbeing.

11

Proof—Individua thingsare modeswhereby the attributes of
God areexpressed inagiven determinate manner (1. xxv.Cor.);
that is, (I. xxxiv.), they arethingswhich expressinagiven
determinate manner the power of God, whereby Godisand
acts, now nothing containsinitsaf anything whereby it canbe
destroyed, or which cantake away itsexistence (l11. iv.); but
contrariwiseitisopposedto all that could take away itsexist-
ence(lll.v.). Therefore, insofar asit can, andinsofar asitis
initsdlf, it endeavoursto persist initsown being.

Q.ED.

V1. Theendeavour, wherewith everything endeavoursto per-
sgtinitsown being, isnothing else but the actual essence of
thethinginquestion.

Proof—From the given essence of any thing certain conse-
quencesnecessarily follow (1. xxxvi.), nor havethingsany power
savesuchasnecessaily followsfromthe r nature asdetermined
(1. xxix.); whereforethe power of any giventhing, or theen-
deavour whereby, either alone or with other things, it acts, or
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endeavoursto act, thatis(l11. vi.), the power or endeavour,
wherewith it endeavoursto persst initsown being, isnothing
elsebut thegiven or actua essenceof thething in question.

Q.ED.

VI1I1. Theendeavour, whereby athing endeavoursto persist
initsown being, involvesnofinitetime, but anindefinitetime.

Proof—If itinvolved alimited time, which should determine
theduration of thething, it would then follow solely from that
power whereby thething exists, that thething could not exist
beyond thelimitsof that time, but that it must be destroyed,;
but this(l11.1v.) isabsurd. Wherefore the endeavour where-
withathing existsinvolvesno definitetime; but, contrariwise,
since(l11.iv.) it will by the same power whereby it already
exissawayscontinueto exist, unlessit be destroyed by some
externd cause, thisendeavour involvesanindefinitetime.

| X. Themind, bothinsofar asit hascdlear and digtinctidess, and
adsoinsofar asit hasconfusedideas, endeavourstoperss inits
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beingfor anindefiniteperiod, and of thisendeavour itisconscious

Proof—The essence of the mind is constituted by adequate
and inadequateideas(l11.iii.), therefore(I11. vii.), bothin so
far asit possessestheformer, andin so far asit possessesthe
latter, it endeavoursto persistinitsown being, and that for an
indefinitetime(l11. viii.). Now asthemind (I1. xxiii.) isneces-
sarily consciousof itsdlf through theideas of themodifications
of the body, themind istherefore (l11. vii.) consciousof its
own endeavour.

Note—Thisendeavour, when referred solely tothemind, is
caled“will,” whenreferred to the mind and body in conjunc-
tionitiscalled“appetite’; itis, infact, nothing elsebut man’'s
essence, from the nature of which necessarily follow all those
resultswhich tend toitspreservation; and which man hasthus
been determined to perform.

Further, between appetite and desirethereisno difference,
except that theterm desireisgenerally applied to men, inso
far asthey are consciousof their appetite, and may accord-
ingly bethusdefined: “ Desireisappetite with consciousness
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thereof.” Itisthusplain from what has been said, that in no
casedo westrivefor, wish for, long for, or desire anything,
because we deem it to be good, but on the other hand we
deem athing to be good, becausewestrivefor it, wish for it,
longforit, or desireit.

X. Anidea, which excludesthe existence of our body, cannot
be postulated in our mind, but iscontrary thereto.

Proof—Whatsoever can destroy our body, cannot be postu-
lated therein (111.v.). Therefore neither cantheideaof sucha
thing occur in God, insofar ashe hastheideaof our body (11.
ix. Cor.); thatis(ll. xi., xiii.), theideaof that thing cannot be
postulated asin our mind, but contrariwise, since(I1. xi., xiii.)
thefirst element, that constitutesthe essence of themind, isthe
ideaof thehuman body asactually existing, it followsthat the
first and chief endeavour of our mind isthe endeavour to af-
firmthe existence of our body: thus, anidea, which negatives
the existence of our body, iscontrary to our mind, &c.

Q.ED.
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X1. Whatsoever increasesor diminishes, helpsor hindersthe
power of activity inour body, theideathereof increasesor
diminishes, helpsor hindersthe power of thought inour mind.

Proof—Thispropositionisevident from|1. vii. or fromII. xiv.

Note—Thuswe see, that the mind can undergo many changes,
and can pass sometimesto astate of greater perfection, some-
timesto astate of lesser perfection. These passive states of
trangition explainto usthe emotionsof pleasureand pain. By
“pleasure’ thereforeinthefollowing propogtions| shal sgnify
“apassive state wherein the mind passesto agreater perfec-
tion.” By “pain” | shall signify “apassive statewherein the
mind passesto alesser perfection.” Further, the emotion of
pleasureinreferenceto the body and mind together | shdl call
“gimulation” (titillatio) or “merriment” (hilaritas), theemotion
of paininthesamerdation| shal call “ suffering” or “melan-
choly.” But wemust bear in mind, that stimulation and suffer-
Ing areattributed to man, when one part of hisnatureismore
affected than therest, merriment and melancholy, whendl parts
aredikeaffected. What | mean by desirel haveexplainedin
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thenoteto Prop. ix. of thispart; beyond thesethree| recog-
nize no other primary emotion; | will show as| proceed, that
all other emotionsarisefromthesethree. But, beforel gofur-
ther, | should like hereto explain at greater length Prop. x. of
thispart, in order that we may clearly understand how one
ideaiscontrary to another. Inthenoteto 1. xvii. we showed
that theidea, which congtitutesthe essence of mind, involves
theexistence of body, solong asthebody itself exists. Again,
it followsfromwhat we pointed out inthe Corollary toll. viii.,
that the present existence of our mind depends solely onthe
fact, that themind involvesthe actual existence of the bodly.
Lastly, weshowed (11. xvii., xviii. and Note) that the power of
themind, whereby itimaginesand remembersthings, dsode-
pendsonthefact, that it involvesthe actua existenceof the
body. Whenceit follows, that the present existence of themind
and itspower of imagining areremoved, assoon asthemind
ceasesto affirm the present existence of the body. Now the
cause, why themind ceasesto affirm thisexistence of thebody,
cannot betheminditself (I11.iv.), nor againthefact that the
body ceasesto exist. For (by I1. vi.) the cause, why themind
affirmstheexistence of the body, isnot that the body beganto
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exist; therefore, for the samereason, it does not ceaseto af-
firm the existence of the body, because the body ceasesto
exist; but (11. xvii.) thisresult followsfrom another idea, which
excludesthe present existence of our body and, consequently,
of our mind, and whichistherefore contrary to theideaconsti-
tuting the essence of our mind.

X11. Themind, asfar asit can, endeavoursto conceivethose
things, whichincreaseor help the power of activity inthebody.

Proof—So long as the human body is affected in amode,
whichinvolvesthenaureof any externa body, thehumanmind
will regard that externd body aspresent (11. xvii.), and conse-
quently (I1. vii.), solong asthe human mind regards an exter-
nal body as present, that is(I1. xvii. Note), conceivesit, the
human body isaffected inamode, whichinvolvesthe nature
of the said external body; thus so long asthe mind conceives
things, whichincreaseor hel p the power of activity inour body,
thebody isaffected inmodeswhichincreaseor helpitspower
of activity (I11. Pogt. i.); consequently (I11. xi.) themind'spower
of thinking isfor that period increased or helped. Thus(l11. vi.,
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ix.) themind, asfar asit can, endeavourstoimaginesuchthings.

Q.ED.

XI1. Whenthemind conceivesthingswhichdiminishor hinder
thebody’s power of activity, it endeavours, asfar aspossble,
to remember thingswhich excludethe existence of thefirst-
namedthings.

Proof—So long asthe mind concelves anything of the kind
alluded to, the power of themind and body isdiminished or
constrained (cf. I11. xii. Proof); neverthel essit will continueto
conceiveit, until the mind concelves something el se, which
excludesthe present existencethereof (1. xvii.); that is(asl
havejust shown), the power of the mind and of thebody is
diminished, or constrained, until the mind concelvessomething
else, which excludesthe existence of theformer thing con-
celved: thereforethemind (111.ix.), asfar asit can, will en-
deavour to conceiveor remember thelatter.

Q.ED.
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Corollary—Henceit followsthat the mind shrinksfrom con-
ceiving thosethings, which diminish or constrainthe power of
itself and of the bodly.

Note—From what has been said we may clearly understand
thenatureof Loveand Hate. “Love” isnothing elsebut “ plea
sureaccompanied by theideaof an externd cause.” Wefurther
see, that hewho loves necessarily endeavoursto have, and to
keep present to him, the object of hislove; whilehewho hates
endeavoursto removeand destroy the object of hishatred. But
| will treat of these mattersat morelength hereefter.

XI1V. If themind has once been affected by two emotionsat
thesametime, it will, whenever it isafterwards affected by
one of thesetwo, be a so affected by the other.

Proof—If the human body has once been affected by two
bodiesat once, whenever afterwardsthe mind conceivesone
of them, it will straightway remember theother dso (11. xviii.).
But the mind’sconceptionsindicaterather the emotionsof our
body than the nature of external bodies(l1. xvi. Cor. ii.); there-
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fore, if thebody, and consequently themind (111. Def. iii.) has
been once affected by two emotionsat the sametime, it will,
whenever it isafterwards affected by one of thetwo, bea so
affected by the other.

XV. Anything can, accidentdly, bethe cause of pleasure, pain,
or desire.

Proof—L et it be granted that the mind is simultaneously
affected by two emotions, of which one neither increases
nor diminishesits power of activity, and the other doesei-
ther increase or diminish the said power (111. Post. i.). From
theforegoing propositionit isevident that, whenever the
mind is afterwards affected by the former, through itstrue
cause, which (by hypothesis) neither increases nor dimin-
ishesitspower of action, it will be at the sametime affected
by thelatter, which doesincrease or diminish its power of
activity, thatis(l11. xi. note) it will be affected with pleasure
or pain. Thus the former of the two emotions will, not
throughitself, but accidentally, be the cause of pleasure or
pain. Inthe sameway also it can be easily shown, that a
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thing may be accidentally the cause of desire.

Q.E.D.

Corollary—Simply from thefact that we haveregarded a
thingwiththeemotion of pleasureor pain, though that thing be
not the efficient cause of the emotion, we can either love or
hateit.

Proof—For fromthisfact aloneit arises(I11. xiv.), that the
mind afterwards concelving thesaid thing isaffected with the
emotion of pleasureor pain, that is(l11. xi. note), according as
the power of themind and body may beincreased or dimin-
ished, & c.; and consequently (I11. xii.), according asthemind
may desireor shrink fromthe conception of it (111. xiii. Cor.),
inother words(l11. xiii. note), according asit may loveor hate
thesame.

Q.E.D.

Note—Hence we understand how it may happen, that we
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loveor hate athing without any causefor our emotion being
knownto us, merely, asaphraseis, from“sympathy” or “an-
tipathy.” We should refer to the same category those objects,
which affect us pleasurably or painfully, smply becausethey
resembleother objectswhich affect usinthesameway. Thisl
will show inthe next Prop. | am awarethat certain authors,
who werethefirst tointroduce theseterms* sympathy” and
“antipathy,” wished to signify thereby someoccult quditiesin
things; nevertheless| think we may be permitted to usethe
sametermsto indicate known or manifest qualities.

XVI. Smply fromthefact that we concelve, that agiven ob-
ject has some point of resemblance with another object which
iswont to affect themind pleasurably or painfully, althoughthe
point of resemblance be not the efficient cause of the said
emotions, weshal sill regard thefirst-named object withlove
or hate.

Proof—The point of resemblancewasin the object (by hy-
pothesis), whenweregarded it with pleasureor pain, thus(l11.
xiv.), when the mind is affected by theimage thereof, it will
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straightway be affected by one or the other emotion, and con-
sequently thething, which we perceiveto have the same point
of resemblance, will beaccidentally (I11. xv.) acauseof plea
sureor pain. Thus(by theforegoing Corollary), athoughthe
point in which the two objects resembl e one another be not
theefficient cause of theemotion, weshdl still regardthefirst-
named object withloveor hate.

Q.ED.

XVII. If weconcelvethat athing, whichiswont to affect us
painfully, hasany point of resemblancewith another thingwhich
iswont to affect uswith an equally strong emotion of pleasure,
we shall hatethefirst-named thing, and at the sametimewe
ghdl loveit.

Proof—Thegiventhingis(by hypothesis) initsalf acause of
pain, and (111. xiii. note), in so far asweimagineit with this
emotion, we shall hateit: further, inasmuch aswe conceive
that it hassome point of resemblanceto something else, which
iswont to affect uswith an equally strong emotion of pleasure,
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weshdl with anequaly strongimpulseof pleasureloveit (111.
xvi.); thuswe shall both hate and love the samething.

Q.ED.

Note—Thisdisposition of the mind, which arisesfrom two
contrary emotions, iscaled“vacillation”; it tandsto theemo-
tionsinthe samerelation asdoubt doesto theimagination (11.
xliv. note); vacillation and doubt do not differ onefromthe
other, except asgreater differsfromless. But wemust bear in
mind that | have deduced thisvacillation from causes, which
giverisethrough themselvesto oneof theemotions, andtothe
other accidentally. | havedonethis, inorder that they might be
more easily deduced from what went before; but | do not
deny that vacillation of thedisposition generdly arisesfroman
object, whichistheefficient cause of both emotions. The hu-
man body iscomposed (I1. Post. i.) of avariety of individual
partsof different nature, and may therefore (Ax. i. after Lemma
iii. after 11. xiii.) be affected in avariety of different waysby
one and the same body; and contrariwise, asoneand thesame
thing can beaffected in many ways, it can alsoin many differ-
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ent ways affect one and the same part of the body. Hencewe
can easlly concelve, that one and the same object may bethe
causeof many and conflicting emotions.

XVII1. A manisasmuch affected pleasurably or painfully by
theimage of athing past or future asby theimage of athing
present.

Proof—Solong asamanisaffected by theimage of anything,
hewill regard that thing as present, even though it be non-
existent (I1. xvii. and Cor.), hewill not conceiveit aspast or
future, exceptin sofar asitsimageisjoined to theimage of
timepast or future (I1. xliv. note). Whereforetheimage of a
thing, regarded initself aone, isidentical, whether it bere-
ferredtotimepast, timefuture, or timepresent; that is(11. xvi.
Cor.), the disposition or emotion of the body is identical,
whether theimagebe of athing past or future.

Q.ED.

Notel.—I cal athing past or future, according aswe either
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have been or shall be affected thereby. For instance, accord-
ing aswe have seenit, or are about to seeit, according asit
hasrecreated us, or will recreate us, according asit hasharmed
us, or will harm us. For, aswethusconceiveit, weaffirmits
existence; that is, the body is affected by no emotion which
excludestheexistence of thething, andtherefore(l1. xvii.) the
body isaffected by theimage of thething, inthe sameway as
if thething wereactually present. However, asit generally hap-
pensthat those, who have had many experiences, vacillate, so
long asthey regard athing asfutureor past, and areusualy in
doubt about itsissue (I1. xliv. note); it followsthat the emo-
tionswhich arisefromsimilar imagesof thingsarenot so con-
gtant, but are generaly disturbed by theimagesof other things,
until men become assured of theissue.

Notell.—Fromwhat hasjust been said, we understand what
ismeant by thetermsHope, Fear, Confidence, Despair, Joy,
and Disgppointment. “Hope” isnothing el sebut “ aninconstant
pleasure, arising from theimage of something futureor past,
whereof wedo not yet know theissue.” “Fear,” on the other
hand, is" anincongtant painaso arisng fromtheimageof some-
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thing concerningwhichweareindoubt.” If theeement of doubt
beremoved from theseemotions, hopebecomes* Confidence’
and fear becomes*”Despair.” Inother words, “ Pleasureor Pain
aridng fromtheimageof something concerningwhichwehave
hoped or feared.” Again, “Joy” is*Pleasurearising fromthe
image of something past whereof wehave doubted theissue.”
“Disappointment” is*the Pain opposed to Joy.”

X1 X. Hewho concelvesthat the object of hisloveisdestroyed
will feel pain; if heconceivesthat itispreserved hewill feel
pleasure.

Proof—Themind, asfar aspossible, endeavoursto conceive
thosethingswhichincreaseor hdpthebody’spower of activity
(1. xii.); inother words(l11. xii. note), those thingswhichit
loves. But conceptionishe ped by thosethingswhich postulate
theexistence of athing, and contrariwiseishindered by those
which excludethe existence of athing (11. xvii.); thereforethe
imagesof things, which postul ate the existence of an object of
love, helpthemind’sendeavour to concelvetheobject of love,
inother words(l11. xi. note), affect the mind pleasurably; con-
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trariwisethose things, which exclude the existence of an ob-
ject of love, hinder the aforesaid mental endeavour; in other
words, affect themind painfully. He, therefore, who conceives
that the object of hisloveisdestroyed will fed pain, &c.

Q.ED.

XX. Hewho conceivesthat theobject of hishateisdestroyed
will dsofed pleasure.

Proof—Themind (I11. xiii.) endeavoursto conceive those
things, which excludetheexigenceof thingswhereby thebody’s
power of activity isdiminished or constrained; that is(I11. xiii.
note), it endeavoursto conceive such thingsasexcludethe
existenceof what it hates, thereforetheimage of athing, which
excludestheexistence of what themind hates, helpstheafore-
said mental effort, in other words (I11. xi. note), affectsthe
mind pleasurably. Thushewho conceivesthat the object of his
hateisdestroyed will fed pleasure.

Q.ED.
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XXI.Hewho conceives, that the object of hisloveisaffected
pleasurably or painfully, will himself beaffected pleasurably or
painfully; andtheoneor theother emotionwill begrester or less
inthelover according asitisgreater or lessinthething loved.

Proof—Theimagesof things(asweshowedinlll. xix.) which
postul ate the existence of the object of love, helpthemind's
endeavour to conceive the said object. But pleasure postu-
latesthe existence of something feeling pleasure, somuch the
morein proportion asthe emotion of pleasureisgreater; for it
is(l11. xi. note) atransitionto agreater perfection; therefore
theimage of pleasurein the object of love helpsthe mental
endeavour of thelover; that is, it affectsthelover pleasurably,
and so much themore, in proportion asthisemotion may have
been greater in the object of love. Thiswasour first point.
Further, insofar asathing isaffected with pain, it isto that
extent destroyed, the extent being in proportion to theamount
of pain (I11. xi. note); therefore (111. xix.) hewho conceives,
that the object of hisloveisaffected painfully, will himself be
affected painfully, in proportion asthe said emotionisgreater
or lessinthe object of love.
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Q.ED.

XXI11. If weconceivethat anything pleasurably affectssome
object of our love, we shdl be affected with lovetowardsthat
thing. Contrariwise, if weconceivethat it affectsan object of
our lovepainfully, weshall be affected with hatred towardsit.

Proof—He, who affectspleasurably or painfully the object of
our love, affectsusa so pleasurably or painfully—that is, if we
conceivetheloved object asaffected with thesaid pleasureor
pain(l11.xxi.). But thispleasureor painispostulated to come
to usaccompanied by theideaof an externa cause; therefore
(1. xiii. note), if we concel vethat anyone affectsan object of
our lovepleasurably or painfully, weshd| beaffected withlove
or hatred towardshim.

Q.E.D.
Note—Prop. xxi. explainsto usthe natureof * Fity,” whichwe

may defineas’ painarisng fromanother’shurt.” What termwe
can usefor pleasurearising from another’sgain, | know not.
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Wewill cdl the‘lovetowards himwho confersabenefit on
another,” * Approval;’ and the* hatred towardshimwhoin-
juresanother,” wewill call ‘ Indignation.” Wemust further re-
mark, that we not only feel pity for athing which we have
loved (asshowninlll. xxi.), but dsofor athingwhichwehave
hitherto regarded without emotion, provided that we deem
that it resemblesourselves(as| will show presently). Thus, we
bestow approval on onewho has benefited anything resem-
bling ourselves, and, contrariwise, areindignant with himwho
hasdoneit aninjury.

XXI11.Hewho concelves, that an object of hishatredispain-
fully affected, will fedl pleasure. Contrariwise, if hethinksthat
the said object ispleasurably affected, hewill fed pain. Each
of theseemotionswill begreater or less, according asitscon-
trary isgreater or lessin the object of hatred.

Proof—In sofar asan object of hatred ispainfully affected, it
isdestroyed, to an extent proportioned to the strength of the
pain(I11.xi. note). Therefore, he(111. xx.) who conceives, that
some object of hishatred ispainfully affected, will feel plea-
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sure, to an extent proportioned to theamount of pain he con-
ceivesin the object of his hatred. Thiswas our first point.
Again, pleasure postul atesthe exi stence of the pleasurably af-
fectedthing (111. xi. note), in proportion asthe pleasureisgrester
or less. If anyoneimaginesthat an object of hishatredisplea-
surably affected, thisconception (I11. xiii.) will hinder hisown
endeavour to persist; in other words (l11. xi. note), hewho
hateswill be painfully affected.

Q.ED.

Note—Thispleasure can scarcely befet unaloyed, and with-
out any mental conflict. For (as| am about to show in Prop.
Xxvii.), insofar asaman conceivesthat something similar to
himself isaffected by pain, hewill himsdlf beaffectedinlike
manner; and hewill havethecontrary emotionin contrary cir-
cumstances. But herewe areregarding hatred only.

XXI1V. If we concelvethat anyone pleasurably affectsan ob-
ject of our hate, we shall feel hatred towardshim also. If we
conceivethat hepainfully affectsthat said object, weshall fed
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lovetowardshim.

Proof—Thispropositionisproved inthe sameway asl||.
xXii.,whichsee,

Note—Theseand similar emotionsof hatred are attributable
to*envy,” which, accordingly, isnothing elsebut * hatred, in so
far asitisregarded asdisposingamanto rgoicein another’s
hurt, and to grieve at another’ sadvantage.’

XXV. Weendeavour to affirm, concerning oursel ves, and con-
cerning what welove, everything that we can conceiveto af-
fect pleasurably ourselves, or theloved object. Contrariwise,
we endeavour to negative everything, which we conceiveto
affect painfully ourselvesor theloved object.

Proof—T hat, which we concelveto affect an object of our
love pleasurably or painfully, affectsusalso pleasurably or
painfully (111. xxi.). But themind (I11. xii.) endeavours, asfar
aspossible, to conceivethosethingswhich affect us pleasur-
ably; inother words(I1. xvii. and Cor.), it endeavoursto re-
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gardthemaspresent. And, contrariwise(l11. xiii.), it endeavours
to excludethe existence of suchthingsasaffect uspainfully;
therefore, weendeavour to affirm concerning ourselves, and
concerning theloved object, whatever we conceiveto affect
ourselves, or thelove object pleasurably.

Q.ED.

XXVI.Weendeavour to affirm, concerning that whichwe
hate, everything which we concelveto affect it painfully; and,
contrariwise, weendeavour to deny, concerning it, everything
whichweconceiveto affect it pleasurably.

Proof—Thisproposition followsfrom11. xxiii., asthefore-
going propositionfollowed from11. xxi.

Note—Thuswe seethat it may readily happen, that aman
may easily think too highly of himself, or aloved object, and,
contrariwise, too meanly of ahated object. Thisfedingiscaled
‘pride,” inreferenceto theman who thinkstoo highly of him-
sdf, andisaspecies of madness, whereinaman dreamswith
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hiseyes open, thinking that he can accomplish all thingsthat
fdl withinthe scopeof hisconception, and thereupon accounting
themreal, and exultinginthem, solong asheisunableto con-
ceive anythingwhich excludestheir existence, and determines
hisown power of action. ‘ Pride,” therefore, is* pleasure pring-
ingfromamanthinkingtoohighly of himsdlf.” Again, the*plea-
surewhicharisesfromamanthinking too highly of another’ is
cdled’ over-esteem.” Whereasthe* pleasurewhich arisesfrom
thinkingtoollittleof aman’ iscaled‘ disdan.’

XXVII. By thevery fact that we conceiveathing, whichis
likeourselves, and whichwe have not regarded with any emo-
tion, to be affected with any emotion, we are ourselves af -
fected with alikeemotion (affectus).

Proof—Theimagesof thingsaremodificationsof the human
body, whereof theideasrepresent external bodiesas present
tous(Il. xvii.); inother words(11. x.), whereof theideasin-
volvethenatureof our body, and, at the sametime, thenature
of theexternal bodiesas present. If, therefore, the nature of
theexterna body besmilar tothe nature of our body, thenthe
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ideawhichweform of theexternal body will involveamodifi-
cation of our own body similar to the modification of the ex-
ternal body. Consequently, if we conceiveanyonesimilar to
ourselvesas affected by any emotion, thisconception will ex-
pressamodification of our body similar to that emotion. Thus,
fromthefact of conceiving athing likeoursalvesto beaffected
with any emotion, weare ourselvesaffected with alikeemo-
tion. If, however, we hate the said thing like ourselves, we
shdll, tothat extent, be affected by acontrary, and not similar,
emotion.

Q.ED.

Notel—Thisimitation of emotions, whenitisreferred topain,
iscalled“compassion” (cf. l11. xxii. note); whenitisreferred
todedre, itiscdled”emulation,” whichisnothing elsebut “the
desireof anything, engendered in usby thefact that we con-
celvethat othershavethelikedesire”

Corollary |—If we conceive that anyone, whom we have
hitherto regarded with no emotion, pleasurably affects some-
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thing similar to ourselves, we shall be affected with loveto-
wardshim. If, on theother hand, we conceivethat he painfully
affects the same, we shall be affected with hatred towards
him.

Proof—Thisisproved fromthelast propositioninthe same
manner asl1l. xxii.isproved fromI11. xxi.

Corollary I1—We cannot hate a thing which we pity, be-
causeitsmisery affectsuspanfully.

Proof—If we could hateit for thisreason, we should rgjoice
initspain, whichiscontrary to the hypothesis.

Corollary I'11—We seek to free from misery, asfar aswe
can, athing whichwepity.

Proof—That, which painfully affectsthe object of our pity,
affectsusasowithsmilar pain (by theforegoing proposition);
therefore, we shall endeavour torecall everythingwhichre-
movesitsexistence, or which destroysit (cf. I11. xiii.); inother
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words(l11.ix. note), we shall desireto destroy it, or we shall
be determined for itsdestruction; thus, we shall endeavour to
freefrom misery athing which wepity.

Q.ED.

Notell—Thiswill or appetitefor doing good, which arises
from pity of thething whereon wewould confer abenefit, is
called “benevolence,” andisnothing elsebut “ desirearising
from compassion.” Concerningloveor hatetowardshimwho
has done good or harm to something, which we conceiveto
belikeourselves, seelll. xxii. note.

XXVIII.Weendeavour to bring about whatsoever we con-
celveto conduceto pleasure; but we endeavour to removeor
destroy whatsoever we concelveto betruly repugnant thereto,
or to conduceto pain.

Proof—We endeavour, asfar aspossible, to conceive that
which weimagineto conduceto pleasure (I11. xii.); in other
words (I1. xvii.) we shall endeavour to conceiveit asfar as
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possibleas present or actualy existing. But theendeavour of
the mind, or the mind’s power of thought, is equal to, and
simultaneouswith, the endeavour of the body, or thebody’s
power of action. (Thisisclear from 1. vii. Cor. and 1. xi.
Cor.). Thereforewe make an absol ute endeavour for itsexist-
ence, inother words(whichby 1. ix., note, cometo the same
thing) wedesreand strivefor it; thiswasour first point. Again,
if we conceivethat something, which we believed to bethe
cause of pain, that is (1. xiii. note), which we hate, isde-
stroyed, weshall rgjoice (111. xx.). Weshdll, therefore (by the
first part of thisproof), endeavour to destroy thesame, or (111.
Xiii.) to removeit from us, so that we may not regard it as
present; thiswas our second point. Wherefore whatsoever
conducesto pleasure, &c.

Q.ED.

XX1X. Weshall aso endeavour to do whatsoever we con-
celvemen* to regard with pleasure, and contrariwisewe shal

shrink from doing that which we conceivemento shrink from.
*N.B. By “men” inthisand thefollowing propositions, | mean
men whom weregard without any particular emotion.
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Proof—Fromthefact of imagining, that menloveor hateany-
thing, weshall loveor hatethesamething (I11. xxvii.). That is
(1. xiii. note), fromthismerefact weshal fedl pleasureor pain
at thething'spresence. And sowe shdl endeavour to dowhat-
soever weconceivementoloveor regard with pleasure, etc.

Q.ED.

Note—Thisendeavour to do athing or leaveit undone, solely
inorder to pleasemen, wecall “ambition,” especialy when
we so eagerly endeavour to pleasethe vulgar, that we do or
omit certain thingsto our own or another’shurt: in other cases
itisgeneraly called“kindliness.” Furthermorel givethename
of “praise” tothe* pleasure, with which we concelvethe ac-
tion of another, whereby he hasendeavoured to pleaseus’;
but of “blame” tothe* pain wherewithwefed aversontohis
action.”

XXX. If anyone has done something which he conceivesas
affecting other men pleasurably, hewill be affected by plea-
sure, accompanied by theideaof himself ascause; in other
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words, hewill regard himsalf with pleasure. Ontheother hand,
if he hasdone anything which he concelvesasaffecting others
painfully, hewill regard himsdlf with pain.

Proof—Hewho concelves, that he affects otherswith plea-
sureor pain, will, by that very fact, himself be affected with
pleasureor pain (I11. xxvii.), but, asaman (11. xix. and xxiii.) is
consciousof himself through the modificationswhereby heis
determined to action, it followsthat hewho conceives, that he
affects otherspleasurably, will be affected with pleasure ac-
companied by theideaof himsalf ascause; in other words, he
will regard himself with pleasure. And so“ mutatismutandis’ in
thecaseof pain.

Q.ED.

Note—Aslove(lll. xiii.) ispleasure accompanied by theidea
of anexternal cause, and hatred ispain accompanied by the
ideaof anexternal cause; the pleasureand painin question will
be aspecies of love and hatred. But, asthetermslove and
hatred are used in referenceto externa objects, wewill em-
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ploy other namesfor theemotionsnow under discussion: plea:
sure accompanied by theidea of an external causewewill
style“Honour,” and theemotion contrary theretowewill style
“Shame’: | meanin such casesaswherepleasureor pain arises
fromaman’sbelief, that heisbeing praised or blamed: other-
wise pleasure accompanied by theideaof an externa causeis
caled*” self-complacency,” anditscontrary painiscalled “re-
pentance.” Again, asit may happen (I1. xvii. Cor.) that the
pleasure, wherewith aman concelvesthat he affects others,
may exist solely inhisownimagination, and as(l11. xxv.) ev-
eryoneendeavoursto conceive concerning himsalf that which
he concelveswill affect himwith pleasure, it may easily come
to passthat avain man may be proud and may imaginethat he
ispleesngtodl, wheninredity hemay bean annoyancetoadl.

XXXI. If we concelvethat anyone loves, desires, or hates
anything which we ourselves|love, desire, or hate, we shall
thereupon regard thethingin question with more steadfast love,
& c. Onthecontrary, if wethink that anyoneshrinksfrom some-
thing that welove, we shdl undergo vacillationsof soul.
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Proof—From the merefact of conceiving that anyoneloves
anythingweshal ourselveslovethat thing (111. xxvii.): but we
areassumedtoloveit dready; thereis, therefore, anew cause
of love, whereby our former emotionisfostered; hencewe
shdll thereuponloveit more steadfastly. Again, fromthemere
fact of concelving that anyone shrinksfrom anything, we shal
oursalvesshrink fromthat thing (111. xxvii.). If weassumethat
weat thesametimeloveit, weshd| then smultaneoudy loveit
and shrink fromt; in other words, we shall be subject to vac-
illation (111. xvii. note).

Q.ED.

Corollary—Fromtheforegoing, and alsofromI11. xxviii. it
followsthat everyone endeavours, asfar aspossible, to cause
otherstolovewhat hehimsalf loves, and to hate what hehim-
sdf hates: asthe poet* says: “Aslover let usshareevery hope
and every fear: ironhearted were hewho should lovewhat the
other leaves.”**

* Ovid, “Amores,” I1. xix. 4,5
** Spinoza trangposes the verses. “ Soeremus pariter, pariter
metuamusamantes, Ferreuses, 9 quis, quod sinit alter, amat.”
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Note—Thisendeavour to bring it about, that our own likes
and didikesshould meet with universa gpprovd, isredly am-
bition (seelll. xxix. note); whereforewe seethat everyone by
nature desires (appetere), that the rest of mankind should live
according to hisownindividud disposition: when such ade-
dgreisequdly presentindl, everyonestandsineveryoneese's
way, and inwishingto beloved or praised by all, all become
mutudly heteful.

XXXI1. If weconcevethat anyonetakesddight in something,
which only oneperson can possess, weshal endeavour tobring
it about that themanin question shdl not gain possessonthereof.

Proof—From the merefact of our conceiving that another
person takesdelight inathing (1. xxvii. and Cor.) we shall
oursalveslovethat thing and desireto takeddight therein. But
we assumed that the pleasurein question would be prevented
by another’sdelight initsobject; weshall, therefore, endeav-
our to prevent hispossession thereof (1. xxviii.).

Q.ED.

28

Note—Wethus seethat man’snatureisgenerally so consti-
tuted, that hetakes pity onthosewho fareill, and enviesthose
who farewell with an amount of hatred proportionedto his
own lovefor thegoodsin their possession. Further, we see
that from the same property of human nature, whenceit fol-
lowsthat menaremerciful, it followsa so thet they areenvious
and ambitious. Lastly, if we make appeal to Experience, we
shall find that sheentirely confirmswhat we have said; more
especially if weturn our attention to thefirst yearsof our life.
Wefindthat children, whosebody iscontinudly, asit were, in
equilibrium, laugh or cry amply becausethey seeotherslaughing
or crying; moreover, they desireforthwith toimitatewhatever
they see othersdoing, and to possessthemsealves of whatever
they conceive asdelighting others: inasmuch astheimages of
thingsare, aswe have said, modifications of the human body,
or modeswherein the human body is affected and disposed
by externa causesto act inthisor that manner.

XXXI11. Whenweloveathing similar to ourselvesween-
deavour, asfar aswecan, to bring about that it should love us
inreturn.



Spinoza

Proof—That which welovewe endeavour, asfar aswe can,
toconceivein preferencetoanythingese(l11. xii.). If thething
besimilar to oursalves, weshall endeavour to affect it pleasur-
ably inpreferenceto anythingese(I11. xxix.). In other words,
weshall endeavour, asfar aswe can, to bringit about, that the
thing should be affected with pleasure accompanied by the
ideaof oursalves, thatis(l11. xiii. note), that it should loveusin
return.

Q.ED.

XXXIV. Thegreater the emotion with which weconceivea
loved object to be affected towards us, the greater will be our
complacency.

Proof—Weendeavour (I11. xxxiii.), asfar aswecan, tobring
about, that what we love should love usin return: in other
words, that what we love should be affected with pleasure
accompanied by theideaof ourself ascause. Therefore, in
proportion astheloved object ismore pleasurably affected
because of us, our endeavour will be assisted. —that is(I11.
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Xi. and note) the greater will be our pleasure. But whenwe
take pleasureinthefact, that we pleasurably affect something
similar to ourselves, weregard ourselveswith pleasure (111.
xxX); therefore the greater the emotion with which we con-
celvealoved object to be affected, &c.

Q.ED.

XXXV. If anyone concelves, that an object of hislovejoins
itself to another with closer bondsof friendship than he himsdlf
has attained to, he will be affected with hatred towardsthe
loved object and with envy towardshisrival.

Proof—In proportion asaman thinks, that aloved object is
well affected towardshim, will bethe strength of hisself-ap-
proval (by thelast Prop.), that is(I11. xxx. note), of hisplea-
sure; hewill, therefore (111. xxviii.), endeavour, asfar ashe
can, toimaginetheloved object asmost closaly bound to him:
thisendeavour or desirewill beincreased, if hethinksthat
someoneelsehasasmilar desire(l11. xxxi.). But thisendeav-
our or desireisassumed to be checked by theimage of the
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loved object in conjunction with theimage of himwhomthe
loved object hasjoined toitsdlf; therefore(l11. xi. note) hewill
for that reason be affected with pain, accompanied by theidea
of theloved object asacausein conjunction withtheimage of
hisriva; that is, hewill be(I11. xiii.) affected with hatred to-
wardstheloved object and dsotowardshisriva (111. xv. Cor.),
which latter hewill envy asenjoying the beloved object.

Q.ED.

Note—Thishatred towardsan object of lovejoined withenvy
iscalled” Jealousy,” which accordingly isnothing elsebut a
wavering of the disposition arising from combined loveand
hatred, accompanied by theideaof someriva whoisenvied.
Further, thishatred towardsthe object of lovewill begreater,
in proportionto the pleasure which the jeal ous man had been
wont to derivefrom thereciprocated love of the said object;
and asoin proportionto thefedingshehad previoudy enter-
tained towardshisrivd. If hehad hated him, hewill forthwith
hate the object of hislove, because he conceivesit ispleasur-
ably affected by onewhom he himsdlf hates: and also because
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heiscompelled to associate theimage of hisloved onewith
theimageof himwhom hehates. Thiscondition generdly comes
into play inthe case of lovefor awoman: for hewho thinks,
that awoman whom heloves prostitutes herself to another,
will feel pain, not only because hisown desireisrestrained,
but a so because, being compelled to associate theimage of
her he loveswith the parts of shame and the excretaof an-
other, hetherefore shrinksfrom her.

We must add, that ajealous manisnot greeted by hisbe-
loved with the samejoyful countenance asbefore, and this
adsogiveshimpainasalover, asl will now show.

XXXVI.Hewhoremembersathing, in which he hasonce
taken delight, desiresto possessit under the same circum-
stancesaswhen hefirst took delight therein.

Proof—Everything, which aman hasseenin conjunctionwith
the object of hislove, will beto him accidentally acause of
pleasure (I11. xv.); hewill, therefore, desireto possessit, in
conjunction with that wherein he hastaken delight; in other
words, hewill desireto possessthe object of hislove under
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the same circumstancesaswhen hefirst took delight therein.

Q.ED.

Corallary—A lover will, therefore, fed painif oneof theafore-
said attendant circumstancesbemissing.

Proof—For, in so far as he finds some circumstance to be
missing, he concealves something which excludesitsexistence.
Asheisassumedto bedesirousfor love' ssakeof that thing or
circumstance (by thelast Prop.), hewill, in sofar ashe con-
celvesittobemissing, fed pain(lll. xix.).

Q.ED.

Thispain, insofar asit hasreference to the absence of the
object of love, iscaled” Regret.”

XXXVII. Desrearising through pain or pleasure, hatred or
love, isgreater in proportion astheemotionisgresater.
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Proof—Paindiminishesor constrainsaman’ spower of activ-
ity (I11. xi. note), in other words(I11. vii.), diminishesor con-
strainsthe effort, wherewith he endeavoursto persistin his
own being; therefore(l11. v.) itiscontrary to the said endeav-
our: thusal the endeavours of aman affected by pain aredi-
rected to removing that pain. But (by thedefinition of pain),in
proportion asthe painisgreater, so asoisit necessarily op-
posed to agreater part of man’spower of activity; therefore
thegreater thepain, thegreater the power of activity employed
toremoveit; that is, thegreater will bethe desireor appetitein
endeavouringto removeit. Again, sincepleasure(l11. xi. note)
increasesor aidsaman’s power of activity, it may easily be
shown in like manner, that aman affected by pleasurehasno
desirefurther thanto preserveit, and hisdesirewill beinpro-
portion to themagnitude of the pleasure.

Lastly, since hatred and love are themsel ves emotions of
painand pleasure, it followsin likemanner that the endeavourr,
appetite, or desire, which arisesthrough hatred or love, will be
greater in proportion to the hatred or love.

Q.ED.
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XXXVI11.1f aman hasbegunto hatean object of hislove, so
that loveisthoroughly destroyed, hewill, causesbeing equd,
regardit with more hatred thanif hehad never lovedit, and his
hatred will bein proportion to the strength of hisformer love.

Proof—If aman beginsto hatethat which he had loved, more
of hisappetitesare put under restraint than if he had never
lovedit. For loveisapleasure (I11. xiii. note) which aman
endeavoursasfar ashecanto render permanent (I11. xxviii.);
he does so by regarding the object of hisloveas present, and
by affecting it asfar ashe can pleasurably; thisendeavour is
greater in proportion astheloveisgreater, and so alsoisthe
endeavour to bring about that the beloved should return his
affection (111. xxxiii.). Now these endeavoursare constrained
by hatred towards the object of love (l11. xiii. Cor. and I11.
xxiii.); whereforethelove(ll1. xi. note) will for thiscauseaso
be affected with pain, themore soin proportion ashislovehas
been gredater; that is, in addition to the pain caused by hatred,
thereisapain caused by thefact that he hasloved the object;
whereforethelover will regard the bel oved with greater pain,
or inother words, will hateit morethanif hehad never loved

32

it, and withthemoreintengity in proportion ashisformer love
wasgreatey.

Q.ED.

XXXIX. Hewho hatesanyonewill endeavour todo himan
injury, unlesshefearsthat agreater injury will thereby accrue
to himself; onthe other hand, hewho lovesanyonewill, by the
samelaw, seek to benefit him.

Proof—To hateamanis(ll1. xiii. note) to conceivehimasa
cause of pain; therefore he who hatesaman will endeavour
toremoveor destroy him. But if anything morepainful, or, in
other words, agreater evil, should accrueto the hater thereby
—and if the hater thinks he can avoid such evil by not carry-
ing out theinjury, which he planned against the object of his
hatred—hewill desireto abstain frominflicting that injury
(1. xxviii.), and the strength of hisendeavour (111. xxxvii.)
will be greater than hisformer endeavour to do injury, and
will therefore prevail over it, aswe asserted. The second
part of thisproof proceedsin the same manner. Wherefore
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hewho hates another, etc.

Q.ED.

Note—BY “good” | heremean every kind of pleasure, and dll
that conduces thereto, especially that which satisfies our
longings, whatsoever they may be. By “evil,” | mean every
kind of pain, especidly that which frustratesour longings. For
| have shown (l11. ix. note) that wein no casedesireathing
becausewedeemit good, but, contrariwise, wedeem athing
good becausewedesireit: consequently we deem evil that
whichwe shrink from; everyone, therefore, according to his
particular emotions, judgesor estimateswhat isgood, what is
bad, what is better, what isworse, lastly, what is best, and
what isworst. Thusamiser thinksthat abundance of money is
the best, and want of money theworst; an ambitious man de-
siresnothing so much asglory, and fears nothing so much as
shame. To an envious man nothing ismore delightful than
another’ smisfortune, and nothing more painful than another’s
success. So every man, according to hisemotions, judgesa
thingto begood or bad, useful or usaless. Theemotion, which
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inducesamanto turnfromthat which hewishes, or towishfor
that which heturnsfrom, iscaled “timidity,” which may ac-
cordingly bedefined as“thefear whereby amanisinducedto
avoid an evil which heregards asfuture by encountering a
lesser evil” (111. xxviii.). But if theevil which hefearsbeshame,
timidity becomes*bashfulness.” Lagtly, if thedesiretoavoida
future evil be checked by thefear of another evil, sothat the
man knows not which to choose, fear becomes* consterna-
tion,” especidly if both theevilsfeared bevery grest.

XL . He, who conceives himself to be hated by another, and
believesthat he has given him no causefor hatred, will hate
that other inreturn.

Proof—He who conceives another as affected with hatred,
will thereupon beaffected himsaf with hatred (111. xxvii.), that
IS, with pain, accompanied by theideaof an external cause.
But, by the hypothesis, he conceives no causefor thispain
except himwho ishisenemy; therefore, from concelving that
heishated by someone, hewill be affected with pain, accom-
panied by theideaof hisenemy; in other words, hewill hate
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hisenemy inreturn.

Q.ED.

Note—Hewho thinksthat he hasgiven just causefor hatred
will (111. xxx. and note) be affected with shame; but thiscase
(1. xxv.) rarely happens. Thisreciprocation of hatred may
also arisefromthe hatred, which followsan endeavour toin-
juretheobject of our hate(I11. xxxix.). Hethereforewho con-
celvesthat heishated by another will conceivehisenemy as
the cause of someevil or pain; thushewill be affected with
pain or fear, accompanied by theideaof hisenemy ascause;
in other words, hewill be affected with hatred towards his
enemy, as| said above.

Corollary —He who conceives, that onewhom heloves
hateshim, will beaprey to conflicting hatred and love. For, in
so far as he conceives that he is an object of hatred, heis
determined to hate hisenemy inreturn. But, by thehypothesis,
he neverthelessloveshim: wherefore hewill beaprey to con-
flicting hatred and love.
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Coradllary I1—If aman conceivesthat one, whom hehashith-
erto regarded without emotion, hasdonehim any injury from
motivesof hatred, hewill forthwith seek to repay theinjury in
kind.

Proof—Hewho concelves, that another hateshim, will (by
thelast proposition) hate hisenemy inreturn, and (I11. xxvi.)
will endeavour to recal everything which can affect him pain-
fully; hewill moreover endeavour todo himaninjury (111.
xxxix.). Now thefirst thing of thissort which heconcelvesis
theinjury doneto himsdlf; hewill, therefore, forthwith endeav-
our torepay itinkind.

Q.E.D.
Note—Theendeavour toinjureonewhomwe hateiscalled
“Anger;” the endeavour to repay in kind injury doneto our-

slvesiscaled“Revenge”

XLI. If anyone conceivesthat heisloved by another, and
believesthat he hasgiven no causefor suchlove, hewill love
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that other inreturn. (Cf. X111. xv. Cor., and I11. xvi.)

Proof—This proposition is proved in the sameway asthe
preceding one. See al so the note appended thereto.

Note—If hebelievesthat hehasgivenjust causefor thelove,
hewill takepridetherein (111. xxx. and note); thisiswhat most
often happens (I11. xxv.), and we said that its contrary took
place whenever aman concelves himself to be hated by an-
other. (Seenoteto preceding propostion.) Thisreciprocd love,
and consequently the desire of benefiting himwho lovesus
(111, xxxix.), and who endeavoursto benefit us, iscalled “ greti-
tude’ or “thankfulness.” It thus appearsthat men are much
more proneto take vengeance than to return benefits.

Corollary—Hewho imaginesthat heisloved by onewhom
he hates, will beaprey to conflicting hatred and love. Thisis
provedinthe sameway asthefirst corollary of the preceding
proposition.

Note—If hatred bethe prevailing emotion, hewill endeavour
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toinjurehimwholoveshim; thisemotioniscaled crudty, es-
pecidly if thevictim be believed to have given no ordinary
causefor hatred.

XLI1. Hewho has conferred abenefit on anyone from mo-
tivesof loveor honour will fed pain, if he seesthat the benefit
isreceived without gratitude.

Proof—When aman loves something similar to himself, he
endeavours, asfar ashecan, to bring it about that he should
beloved thereby inreturn (111. xxxiii.). Thereforehewho has
conferred abenefit confersitin obediencetothedesire, which
hefeelsof beinglovedinreturn; that is(I11. xxxiv.) fromthe
hope of honour or (111. xxx. note) pleasure; hence hewill en-
deavour, asfar ashe can, to conceivethis cause of honour, or
toregardit asactudly existing. But, by thehypothes's, hecon-
ceivessomething el se, which excludestheexistenceof thesaid
cause of honour: whereforehewill theregt fed pain (111. xix.).

Q.ED.



TheEthics—Part 111

XLIII. Hatredisincreased by being reciprocated, and canon
the other hand be destroyed by love.

Proof—Hewho conceives, that an object of hishatred hates
himinreturn, will thereupon fed anew hatred, whiletheformer
hatred (by hypothesis) fill remains(l11. x1.). Butif, ontheother
hand, he conceivesthat the object of hateloveshim, hewill to
thisextent (111. xxxviii.) regard himsalf with pleasure, and (I11.
xxix.) will endeavour to pleasethe cause of hisemotion. In
other words, hewill endeavour not to hatehim (111. xli.), and
not to affect him painfully; thisendeavour (I11. xxxvii.) will be
greater or lessin proportionto theemotion fromwhichit arises.
Therefore, if it be greater than that which arisesfrom hatred,
and through which the man endeavoursto affect painfully the
thingwhich he hates, it will get the better of it and banish the
hatred fromhismind.

Q.ED.

XL1V. Hatred whichiscompletel y vanquished by love passes
intolove: and loveisthereupon greater than if hatred had not
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preceded it.

Proof—Theproof proceedsin the sameway as Prop. xxxviii.
of thisPart: for hewho beginsto loveathing, which hewas
wont to hate or regard with pain, fromthevery fact of loving
feelspleasure. Tothispleasureinvolvedinloveisadded the
pleasurearising from aid givento theendeavour toremovethe
paininvolvedinhatred (111. xxxvii.), accompanied by theidea
of theformer object of hatred as cause.

Note—Though thisbe so, no onewill endeavour to hate any-
thing, or to be affected with pain, for the sake of enjoyingthis
greater pleasure; that is, no onewill desirethat he should be
injured, inthe hope of recovering fromtheinjury, nor longto
beill for the sake of getting well. For everyonewill aways
endeavour to persstin hisbeing, and to ward off painasfar as
hecan. If thecontrary isconcelvable, namely, that aman should
desireto hate someone, in order that he might love him the
more thereafter, he will aways desireto hate him. For the
strength of loveisin proportion to the strength of the hatred,
whereforethemanwould desire, that the hatred be continualy
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increased more and more, and, for asimilar reason, hewould
desire to become more and moreill, in order that he might
takeagreater pleasurein being restored to health: insuch a
case hewould alwaysendeavour to beill, which (111.vi.) is
absurd.

XLV. If aman concelves, that anyonesimilar to himsalf hates
anything also smilar to himself, which heloves, hewill hate
that person.

Proof—The beloved object feelsreciprocal hatred towards
himwho hatesit (111. xI.); therefore thelover, in conceiving
that anyone hatesthe bel oved object, concelvesthe beloved
thing asaffected by hatred, in other words(l11. xiii.), by pain;
consequently heishimself affected by pain accompanied by
theideaof the hater of the beloved thing as cause; that is, he
will hate himwho hates anything which hehimself loves(l11.
Xiii. note).

Q.ED.
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XLVI. If aman hasbeen affected pleasurably or painfully by
anyone, of aclassor nation different from hisown, and if the
pleasure or pain hasbeen accompanied by theideaof thesaid
stranger as cause, under the general category of the classor
nation: themanwill feel loveor hatred, not only to theindi-
vidual stranger, but also to thewhol e classor nation whereto
hebelongs.

Proof—Thisisevident from11. xvi.

XLVII. Joy arising fromthefact, that anythingwehateisde-
stroyed, or suffersother injury, isnever unaccompanied by a
certainpaninus.

Proof—Thisisevident from I11. xxvii. For in so far aswe
conceiveathing similar to ourselvesto beaffected with pain,
weoursavesfed pain.

Note—Thisproposition can aso be proved from the Corol -
lary toll. xvii. Whenever weremember anything, evenif it
doesnot actually exist, weregard it only as present, and the
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body isaffected inthe same manner; wherefore, insofar as
theremembrance of thethingisstrong, amanisdeterminedto
regard it with pain; thisdetermination, whiletheimage of the
thingin questionlasts, isindeed checked by theremembrance
of other thingsexcluding the existence of the aforesaid thing,
but isnot destroyed: hence, aman only feelspleasurein sofar
asthe said determination ischecked: for thisreason thejoy
arisngfromtheinjury donetowhat we hateisrepeated, every
timeweremember that object of hatred. For, aswe havesaid,
whentheimage of thething in question, isaroused, inasmuch
asitinvolvesthething sexistence, it determinesthemanto
regard the thing with the same pain as he was wont to do,
whenit actudly did exist. However, sncehehasjoined tothe
image of thething other images, which excludeitsexistence,
thisdetermination to painisforthwith checked, and theman
rejoices afresh asoften asthe repetition takesplace. Thisis
the cause of men’spleasureinrecalling past evils, and delight
innarrating dangersfrom which they have escaped. For when
men conceive adanger, they concelveit asstill future, and are
determined to fear it; thisdetermination ischecked afresh by
theideaof freedom, which becameassociated with theideaof
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the danger when they escaped therefrom: thisrendersthem
secure afresh: thereforethey rejoice afresh.

XLVIII. Loveor hatred towards, for instance, Peter isde-
stroyed, if the pleasureinvolvedintheformer, or thepainin-
volved in thelatter emotion, be associated with the idea of
another cause: and will bediminishedin proportion aswecon-
ceive Peter not to have been the sole cause of either emation.

Proof—ThisProp. isevident fromthemeredefinition of loveand
hatred (111. xiii. note). For pleasureiscaled lovetowards Peter,
andpaniscdled hatred towardsPeter, amply insofar asPeteris
regarded asthe cause of one emotion or the other. When this
condition of causdlity iseither whally or partly removed, theemo-
tiontowards Peter dsowholly or in part vanishes.

Q.E.D.
XLI1X. Loveor hatred towardsathing, which weconceiveto

befree, mugt, other conditionsbeing smilar, begreater thanif
it werefelt towardsathing acting by necessity.
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Proof—A thingwhich we conceiveasfreemust (1. Def. vii.)
be perceived throughitsaf without anything e se. I, therefore,
weconcelveit asthe cause of pleasureor pain, weshdl there-
fore(l11. xiii. note) loveit or hateit, and shall do sowiththe
utmost love or hatred that can arise from the given emotion.
But if the thing which causes the emotion be conceived as
acting by necessity, weshdl then (by thesame Def. vii. Part1.)
conceiveit not asthe sole cause, but as one of the causes of
the emotion, and therefore our love or hatred towardsit will
beless.

Q.ED.

Note—Henceit follows, that men, thinking themselvesto be
free, feel morelove or hatred towards one another than to-
wards anything el se: to this consideration we must add the
imitation of emotionstreated of inl11. xxvii., xxxiv., XI. andxliii.

L. Anything whatever can be, accidentally, acause of hopeor
fear.
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Proof—Thispropositionisprovedinthesameway aslll. xv.,
which see, together withthenoteto l11. xviii.

Note—Thingswhich are accidentally the causes of hopeor
fear are called good or evil omens. Now, in so far as such
omensarethe cause of hope or fear, they are (by the defini-
tionsof hopeandfear giveninlll. xviii. note) the causesalso
of pleasure and pain; consequently we, to thisextent, regard
themwithloveor hatred, and endeavour either toinvokethem
asmeanstowardsthat whichwehopefor, or to removethem
asobstacles, or causesof that which wefear. It follows, fur-
ther, fromI11. xxv., that we are naturally so constituted asto
believereadily inthat whichwehopefor, and with difficulty in
that which we fear; moreover, we are apt to estimate such
objects above or below their true value. Hence there have
arisen superstitions, whereby men areeverywhere assailed.
However, | do not think it worth whileto point out herethe
vacillationsspringing from hope and fear; it followsfromthe
definition of theseemotions, that there can beno hopewithout
fear, and no fear without hope, as| will duly explaininthe
proper place. Further, in so far aswe hopefor or fear any-
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thing, weregard it with love or hatred; thuseveryone can ap-
ply by himself to hope and fear what we have said concerning
loveand hatred.

L 1. Different men may bedifferently affected by the sameob-
ject, and the same man may bedifferently affected at different
timesby the sameobject.

Proof—The human body isaffected by external bodiesina
variety of ways(ll. Post. iii.). Two men may therefore be dif-
ferently affected at the sametime, and therefore (by Ax. .
after Lemmaiii. after 11. xiii.) may bedifferently affected by
one and the same object. Further (by the same Post.) the hu-
man body can be affected sometimesin oneway, sometimes
inanother; consequently (by the same Axiom) it may bedif-
ferently affected at different timesby oneand the same obj ect.

Q.ED.

Note—Wethusseethat itispossible, that what onemanloves
another may hate, and that what one man fears another may

40

not fear; or, again, that one and the same man may lovewhat
he once hated, or may be bold where heoncewastimid, and
soon. Again, aseveryonejudges according to hisemotions
what is good, what bad, what better, and what worse (I11.
XXXiX. hote), it followsthat men’sjudgmentsmay vary noless
thantheir emotions*, hencewhen we compare somewith oth-
ers, wedistinguish them solely by thediversity of their emo-
tions, and style someintrepid, otherstimid, others by some
other epithet. For instance, | shall call aman “intrepid,” if he
despisesan evil which | am accustomed to fear; if | further
takeinto consideration, that, in hisdesiretoinjurehisenemies
and to benefit thosewhom heloves, heisnot restrained by the
fear of anevil whichissufficienttorestranme, | shal cal him
“daring.” Again,amanwill gppear “timid” tome, if hefearsan
evil which | am accustomed to despise; and if | further take
into consideration that hisdesireisrestrained by thefear of an
evil, whichisnot sufficient torestrain me, | shal say that heis
“cowardly;” andinlikemanner will everyone passjudgment.

*Thisispossble, though the human mindispart of thedivine
intellect, as| haveshownin|l. xiii. note.
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Lastly, from thisinconstancy inthe nature of human judg-
ment, inasmuch asaman oftenjudgesthingssolely by hisemo-
tions, andinasmuch asthethingswhich hebdievescauseplea
sureor pain, and therefore endeavoursto promoteor prevent,
areoften purely imaginary, not to speak of the uncertainty of
thingsalludedtoin|ll. xxviii.; wemay readily conceivethat a
man may be at onetime affected with pleasure, and at another
with pain, accompanied by theideaof himself ascause. Thus
we can easily understand what are“ Repentance” and “ Self-
complacency.” “ Repentance’ is* pain, accompanied by theidea
of one'ssdlf ascause;” “ Self-complacency” is* pleasure, ac-
companied by theideaof one'ssalf ascause,” and theseemo-
tionsare most i ntense because men believe themsealvesto be
free(l11. xlix.).

L11. An object whichwehaveformerly seenin conjunction
with others, and which wedo not conceiveto have any prop-
erty that isnot common to many, will not beregarded by usfor
so long, asan obj ect which we conceive to have some prop-
erty peculiar toitself.
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Proof—A s soon as we conceive an object which we have
seenin conjunction with others, we at once remember those
others(l1. xviii. and note), and thuswe passforthwithfrom the
contempl ation of one object to the contemplation of another
object. And thisisthe case with the object, which we con-
ceiveto haveno property that isnot common to many. For we
thereupon assumethat weareregarding therein nothing, which
we have not before seen in conjunction with other objects.
But when we suppose that we conceive an object something
specia, whichwe have never seen before, we must needs say
that themind, whileregarding that object, hasinitsalf nothing
whichit canfall to regarding instead thereof; thereforeitis
determined to the contemplation of that object only. Therefore
anobject, &c.

Q.ED.

Note—Thismental modification, or imagination of aparticu-
lar thing, insofar asitisaloneinthemind, iscalled “Wonder;”
but if it beexcited by an object of fear, itiscaled “ Consterna-
tion,” becausewonder at an evil kegpsaman soengrossedin
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thesmple contemplation thereof, that hehasno power tothink
of anything elsewhereby hemight avoid theevil. If, however,
the object of wonder beaman’s prudence, industry, or any-
thing of that sort, inasmuch as the said man, isthereby re-
garded asfar surpassing oursalves, wonder iscalled “ Venera:
tion;” otherwise, if aman’sanger, envy, & c., bewhat wewon-
der at, theemotioniscaled “Horror.” Again, if it bethe pru-
dence, industry, or what not, of amanwelove, that wewon-
der at, our lovewill onthisaccount bethegreater (111. xii.),
and when joined to wonder or venerationiscalled “Devo-
tion.” Wemay in like manner conceive hatred, hope, confi-
dence, and the other emotions, as associated with wonder;
and we should thus be able to deduce more emotions than
thosewhich have obtained namesin ordinary speech. Whence
itisevident, that the names of the emotionshave been applied
in accordancerather with their ordinary manifestationsthan
with an accurate knowledge of their nature.

Towonder isopposed “ Contempt,” which generally arises
from thefact that, because we see someone wondering at,
loving, or fearing something, or becausesomething, a first Sght,
appearsto belikethings, whichweourselveswonder at, love,
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fear, &c., weare, inconsequence(l11. xv. Cor. and I11. xxvii.),
determined to wonder at, love, or fear that thing. But if from
the presence, or more accurate contemplation of thesaidthing,
we are compelled to deny concerning it all that can bethe
cause of wonder, love, fear, & c., themind then, by the pres-
ence of thething, remainsdetermined to think rather of those
gualitieswhich are not in it, than of those which areinit;
whereas, on the other hand, the presence of the object would
causeit more particularly toregard that whichistherein. As
devotion springsfromwonder at athing whichwelove, so
does*” Derision” spring from contempt of athing whichwe
hate or fear, and“ Scorn” from contempt of folly, asveneration
fromwonder at prudence. Lastly, we can concelve the emo-
tionsof love, hope, honour, & c., in associ ation with contempt,
and can thence deduce other emotions, which arenot distin-
guished onefrom another by any recognized name.

LI11. Whenthemind regardsitself and itsown power of ac-
tivity, it feel spleasure: and that pleasureisgreater in propor-
tion to the distinctnesswherewith it conceivesitself andits
own power of activity.
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Proof—A man does not know himself except through the
modificationsof hisbody, and theideasthereof (I1. xix. and
xxiii.). When, therefore, themind isableto contemplateitself,
itisthereby assumed to passto agreater perfection, or (111. xi.
note) to fed pleasure; and the pleasurewill begreater in pro-
portion to the distinctness, wherewith it isableto concelve
itself and itsown power of activity.

QED.

Corollary—Thispleasureisfostered moreand more, in pro-
portion asaman conceives himself to be praised by others.
For the more he conceives himself as prai sed by others, the
more hewill imaginethem to be affected with pleasure, ac-
companied by theideaof himsalf (111. xxix. note); thusheis
(1. xxvii.) himself affected with greater pleasure, accompa
nied by theideaof himsdlf.

QED.

L 1V. Themind endeavoursto conceive only such thingsas
assartitspower of activity.
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Proof—The endeavour or power of themindistheactud es-
sencethereof (I11. vii.); but the essence of themind obvioudy
only affirmsthat which themindisand can do; not that whichit
neither isnor can do; thereforethe mind endeavoursto con-
ceiveonly suchthingsasassert or affirmitspower of activity.

Q.ED.

LV. When the mind contempl atesits own weakness, it feels
paintheredt.

Proof—Theessenceof themind only affirmsthat whichthemind
is, or cando; inother words, it isthemind’snatureto conceive
only suchthingsasassart itspower of activity (last Prop.). Thus,
whenwe say that the mind contempl atesits own weakness, we
aremerdy saying that whilethemindisattempting to conceive
something which assertsitspower of activity, itischeckedinits
endeavour — inother words(l11. xi. note), it feelspain.

Q.ED.
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Corollary—Thispainismoreand morefostered, if aman
conceivesthat heisblamed by others; thismay beprovedin
thesameway asthecorollary toll1. liii.

Note—Thispain, accompanied by theideaof our own weak-
ness, iscdled* humility;” thepleasure, which springsfromthe
contemplation of ourselves, iscaled” self-love’ or “ self-com-
placency.” Andinasmuch asthisfeding isrenewed asoften as
aman contemplates hisown virtues, or hisown power of ac-
tivity, it followsthat everyoneisfond of narrating hisown ex-
ploits, and displaying theforce both of hisbody and mind, and
alsothat, for thisreason, men aretroublesometo oneanother.
Again, itfollowsthat menarenaurdly envious(I11. xxiv. note,
andlll. xxxii. note), rgoicing intheshortcomingsof their equals,
and feeling pain at their virtues. For whenever aman con-
celveshisown actions, heisaffected with pleasure(l11. liii.), in
proportion ashisactionsdisplay moreperfection, and he con-
celvesthemmoredistinctly — that is(l1. xI. note), in propor-
tion as he can distinguish them from others, and regard them
assomething special. Therefore, amanwill takemost plea-
surein contemplating himself, when he contempl ates some
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quality which hedeniesto others. But, if that which heaffirmsof
himself beattributableto theideaof man or animasingenerd,
hewill not be so greatly pleased: hewill, onthecontrary, feel
pain, if heconceivesthat hisown actionsfall short when com-
paredwiththoseof others. Thispain (111. xxviii.) hewill endeav-
our toremove, by putting awrong congtruction ontheactionsof
hisequals, or by, asfar ashecan, embdlishing hisown.

Itisthusapparent that men are naturaly proneto hatred and
envy, which latter isfostered by their education. For parents
areaccustomed toincitetheir childrento virtue solely by the
spur of honour and envy. But, perhaps, somewill scrupleto
assent to what | have said, because we not seldom admire
men’svirtues, and veneratetheir possessors. In order tore-
move such doubts, | append thefollowing corollary.

Corollary—No oneenviesthevirtueof anyonewhoisnot his
equdl.

Proof—Envy isaspeciesof hatred (111. xxiv. note) or (I11. xiii.
note) pain, thatis(l11. xi. note), amodificationwhereby aman’s
power of activity, or endeavour towards activity, ischecked.
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But aman does not endeavour or desireto do anything, which
cannot follow from hisnatureasitisgiven; thereforeamanwill
not desireany power of activity or virtue (whichisthe same
thing) to be attributed to him, that isappropriateto another’s
nature and foreign to his own; hence his desire cannot be
checked, nor he himself pained by the contemplation of virtue
insomeoneunlike himsaf, consequently he cannot envy such
anone. But hecan envy hisequa, whoisassumed to havethe
samenatureashimsdf.

Q.ED.

Note—When, therefore, aswesaidinthenoteto lll. lii., we
venerate aman, through wonder at his prudence, fortitude,
&c., we do so, because we concelve those qualities to be
peculiar to him, and not ascommon to our nature; we, there-
fore, no more envy their possessor, than we envy treesfor
beingtall, or lionsfor being courageous.

LVI. Thereareasmany kindsof pleasure, of pain, of desire,
and of every emotion compounded of these, such asvacilla-
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tions of spirit, or derived from these, such aslove, hatred,
hope, fear, & ., asthere are kinds of objectswhereby weare
affected.

Proof—Pleasure and pain, and consequently the emotions
compounded thereof, or derived therefrom, are passions, or
passivestates (I11. xi. note); now we are necessarily passive
(I11.1.), in sofar aswe haveinadequateideas, and only in so
far aswehavesuchideasarewepassive(lll.iii.); thatis, we
areonly necessarily passive(l1. xI. note), inso far aswe con-
ceive, or (I1. xvii. and note) in sofar asweare affected by an
emotion, whichinvolvesthe nature of our own body, and the
nature of an external body. Whereforethe nature of every pas-
sve state must necessarily be so explained, that the nature of
the object whereby we are affected be expressed. Namely,
thepleasure, which arisesfrom, say, theobject A, involvesthe
nature of that object A, and the pleasure, which arisesfrom
the object B, involvesthe nature of the object B; different,
inasmuch asthe causeswhencethey ariseare by naturediffer-
ent. So again theemotion of pain, which arisesfrom oneob-
ject, isby naturedifferent fromthe pain arising from another
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object, and, similarly, inthe case of love, hatred, hope, fear,
vacillation, &c.

Thus, thereare necessarily asmany kindsof pleasure, pain,
love, hatred, & c., asthere are kinds of objectswhereby we
are affected. Now desireiseach man’sessence or nature, in
sofar asitisconceived asdetermined to aparticular action by
any given modification of itself (111. ix. note); therefore, ac-
cording asamanisaffected through external causesby thisor
that kind of pleasure, pain, love, hatred, & c., in other words,
according ashisnatureisdisposed in thisor that manner, so
will hisdesirebe of onekind or another, and the nature of one
desiremust necessarily differ from the nature of another de-
sire, aswidely astheemotionsdiffer, wherefrom each desire
arose. Thusthere are as many kinds of desire, asthere are
kindsof pleasure, pain, love, & c., consequently (by what has
been shown) there areasmany kindsof desire, asthereare
kindsof objectswhereby we are affected.

Q.ED.

Note—Among thekindsof emotions, which, by thelast propo-
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stion, must bevery numerous, thechief are”luxury,” “drunk-
enness,” “lugt,” “avarice,” and “ambition,” being merely spe-
ciesof loveor desire, displaying the nature of thoseemotions
Inamanner varying according to the object, withwhich they
areconcerned. For by luxury, drunkenness, lust, avarice, am-
bition, & c., wesmply meantheimmoderatelove of feasting,
drinking, venery, riches, and fame. Furthermore, theseemo-
tions, in sofar aswedistinguish them from others merely by
the objectswherewith they are concerned, have no contrar-
ies. For “temperance,” “ sobriety,” and “ chastity,” whichwe
arewont to opposeto luxury, drunkenness, and lust, are not
emotionsor passive states, but indicate apower of themind
which moderatesthelast-named emotions. However, | can-
not here explainthe remaining kinds of emotions (seeing that
they areasnumerous asthekinds of objects), nor, if | could,
would it be necessary. It issufficient for our purpose, namely,
to determinethe strength of theemotions, and themind' spower
over them, to haveagenera definition of eachemotion. Itis
sufficient, | repest, to understand thegenera propertiesof the
emotionsand themind, to enable usto determinethe quality
and extent of the mind’s power in moderating and checking
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theemoations. Thus, thoughthereisagrest difference between
variousemotionsof love, hatred, or desire, for instance be-
tween lovefet towardschildren, and lovefdttowardsawife,
thereisno need for usto take cognizance of such differences,
or to track out further the nature and origin of theemotions.

LVI1. Any emotion of agivenindividua differsfromtheemo-
tion of another individual, only in sofar asthe essence of the
oneindividud differsfrom the essence of the other.

Proof—Thispropostionisevident from Ax. i. (which see&f-
ter Lemmaiii. Prop. xiii., Part11.). Nevertheless, wewill prove
it fromthe nature of thethree primary emotions.

All emotionsareattributableto desire, pleasure, or pain, as
their definitionsabove given show. But desireiseachman’s
nature or essence (I11. ix. note); therefore desirein oneindi-
vidud differsfromdesireinanother individud, only insofar as
the nature or essence of the one differs from the nature or
essence of the other. Again, pleasure and pain are passive
states or passions, whereby every man’spower or endeavour
to persist in hisbeing isincreased or diminished, helped or
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hindered (I11. xi. and note). But by the endeavour to persistin
itsbeing, in so far asit is attributable to mind and body in
conjunction, wemean appetiteand desire(l11. ix. note); there-
forepleasureand pain areidentical with desireor appetite, in
sofar asby external causesthey areincreased or diminished,
helped or hindered, in other words, they areevery man’sna
ture; whereforethe pleasure and pain felt by one man differ
fromthe pleasure and pain felt by another man, only insofar
asthe nature or essence of the one man differsfromthe es-
senceof the other; consequently, any emotion of oneindividua
only differs, &c.

Q.ED.

Note—Henceit follows, that theemotionsof theanimaswhich
arecaledirrationa (for after learning the origin of mind we
cannot doubt that brutesfed) only differ from man’semations,
totheextent that brute nature differsfrom human nature. Horse
and man areaike carried away by thedesire of procreation;
but thedesireof theformer isequine, thedesire of thelatter is
human.
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So dsothelustsand appetites of insects, fishes, and birds
must needs very according to the several natures. Thus, al-
though eachindividua livescontent and rgjoicesinthat nature
belonging to himwhereinhehashisbeing, yet thelife, wherein
eachiscontent and regjoices, isnothing else but theidea, or
soul, of thesaid individua, and hencethejoy of oneonly dif-
fersin nature from thejoy of another, to the extent that the
essence of onediffersfrom the essence of another. Lastly, it
followsfrom theforegoing proposition, that thereisno small
difference between thejoy which actuates, say, adrunkard,
and thejoy possessed by aphilosopher, asl just mention here
by theway. Thusfar | havetreated of the emotionsattribut-
abletoman, insofar asheispassive. It remainsto add afew
wordsonthose attributableto himin sofar asheisactive.

LVIII.Besidespleasureand desire, which are passivitiesor
passions, there are other emotionsderived from pleasureand
desire, which areattributableto usin so far asweareactive.

Proof—When the mind conceivesitself andits power of ac-
tivity, it feespleasure(11. liii.): now themind necessarily con-
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templatesitself, whenit conceivesatrueor adequateidea(ll.
xliii). But the mind does conceive certain adequateideas(l1.
xl. noteii.). Thereforeit feelspleasurein sofar asitisactive
(111.1.). Again, the mind, both in so far asit has clear and
distinctideas, andin sofar asit hasconfusedideas, endeavours
topersstinitsownbeing (111.ix.); but by such an endeavour
we mean desire (by the note to the same Prop.); therefore,
desireisa so attributableto us, in so far aswe understand, or
(I1l.1.) insofar asweareactive.

Q.ED.

L IX. Among all the emotionsattributableto themind asac-
tive, there are none which cannot bereferred to pleasure or
desire.

Proof—All emotions can bereferred to desire, pleasure, or
pain, astheir definitions, already given, show. Now by pain
we mean that the mind’ s power of thinking isdiminished or
checked (I11. xi. and note); therefore, in so far asthe mind
feelspain, its power of understanding, that is, of activity, is
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diminished or checked (111.1.); therefore, no painful emotions
can beattributed to themind in virtue of itsbeing active, but
only emotionsof pleasureand desire, which (by thelast Prop.)
areattributableto themind inthat condition.

Q.ED.

Note—All actionsfollowing from emotion, which areattrib-
utabletothemindinvirtueof itsunderstanding, | set downto
“drength of character” (“fortitudo”), which | divideinto“cour-
age’ (“animodtas’) and“highmindedness’ (“generositas’). By
“courage’ | mean “the desirewhereby every man strivesto
preserve hisown being in accordance solely with thedictates
of reason.” By “highmindedness’ | mean “the desirewhereby
every man endeavours, solely under thedictates of reason, to
adother menandto unitethemtohimsdf infriendship.” Those
actions, therefore, which haveregard solely to the good of the
agent | set down to courage, those which aim at the good of
others| set down to highmindedness. Thustemperance, so-
briety, and presence of mind in danger, & c., arevarieties of
courage; courtesy, mercy, & C., arevarietiesof highmindedness.
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| think | havethusexplained, and displayed through their
primary causesthe principa emotionsand veacillationsof spirit,
which arisefrom the combination of the three primary emo-
tions, towit, desire, pleasure, and pain. Itisevident fromwhat
| have said, that we arein many waysdriven about by externa
causes, and that likewavesof the seadriven by contrary winds
wetossto and fro unwitting of theissueand of our fate. But |
havesaid, that | have only set forth the chief conflicting emo-
tions, not all that might be given. For, by proceeding in the
sameway asabove, we can easly show that loveisunited to
repentance, scorn, shame, &c. | think everyonewill agreefrom
what has been said, that the emotions may be compounded
onewith another in so many ways, and so many variations
may arisetherefrom, asto exceed all possibility of computa
tion. However, for my purposg, it isenough to have enumer-
ated the most important; to reckon up therest which | have
omitted would be more curiousthan profitable. It remainsto
remark concerninglove, that it very often happensthat while
we are enjoying athing which welonged for, the body, from
theact of enjoyment, acquiresanew disposition, whereby itis
determined in another way, other images of thingsarearoused
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init, and the mind beginsto conceive and desire something
fresh. For exampl e, when we conceive something which gen-
eraly ddightsuswithitsflavour, wedesretoenjoy, that is, to
edt it. But whilst wearethusenjoyingit, the ssomachisfilled
and the body is otherwise disposed. If, therefore, when the
body isthus otherwise disposed, theimage of thefood which
ispresent be stimulated, and consequently the endeavour or
desiretoeat it be stimulated a so, the new disposition of the
body will fed repugnanceto thedesire or attempt, and conse-
quently the presence of thefood whichweformerly longed for
will becomeodious. Thisrevulson of fedingiscaled” satiety”
or weariness. For therest, | have neglected the outward modi-
ficationsof thebody observableinemotions, such, for instance,
astrembling, pallor, sobbing, laughter, &c., for these are at-
tributableto the body only, without any referenceto themind.
Lastly, the definitions of the emotionsrequireto be supple-
mentedinafew points; | will therefore repeat them, interpo-
lating such observationsas| think should here and there be
added.
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DEFINITIONSOF THEEMOTIONS

|.“Desire” istheactual essenceof man, insofar asitiscon-
celved, asdetermined to aparticular activity by somegiven
modification of itsdlf.

Explanation—We have said above, in the noteto Prop. ix.
of thispart, that desireisappetite, with consciousnessthereof;
further, that appetiteisthe essence of man, insofar asitis
determined to act inaway tending to promoteitsown persis-
tence. But, inthesamenote, | dsoremarked thet, Strictly spesk-
ing, | recognize no distinction between appetite and desire.
For whether aman be conscious of hisappetiteor not, it re-
mainsone and the same appetite. Thus, inorder to avoid the
appearance of tautology, | haverefrained from explaining de-
sire by appetite; but | have take care to defineit in such a
manner, as to comprehend, under one head, all those
endeavoursof human nature, whichwedistinguish by theterms
appetite, will, desire, or impulse. | might, indeed, have said,
that desireisthe essence of man, in sofar asitisconceived as
determined to aparticular activity; but from such adefinition
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(cf. I1. xxiii.) it would not follow that the mind can be con-
sciousof itsdesireor appetite. Therefore, inorder toimply the
cause of such consciousness, it was necessary to add, “inso
far asit isdetermined by some given modification,” &c. For,
by amodification of man’sessence, we understand every dis-
position of the said essence, whether such disposition bein-
nate, or whether it be concelved solely under the attribute of
thought, or solely under the attribute of extension, or whether,
lastly, it bereferred smultaneoudy to both these attributes. By
theterm desire, then, | here mean al man’sendeavours, im-
pul ses, appetites, and valitions, which vary according to each
man’sdisposition, and are, therefore, not seldom opposed one
to another, according asamanisdrawnin different directions,
and knowsnot whereto turn.

I1.*Pleasure’ isthetrangtion of amanfromalessto agreater

perfection.

[11.“Pain” isthetransition of aman from agreater to aless

perfection.

ol

Explanation—I say transition: for pleasureisnot perfection
itself. For, if man were born with the perfection to which he
passes, hewould possessthe same, without theemotion of plea:
sure. Thisappearsmoreclearly from the consideration of the
contrary emotion, pain. No one can deny, that pain consstsin
thetransitionto aless perfection, and not in thelessperfection
itself: for aman cannot be pained, in so far ashe partakes of
perfection of any degree. Neither canwesay, that painconssts
intheabsence of agreater perfection. For absenceisnothing,
whereastheemotion of painisan activity; whereforethisactiv-
ity can only betheactivity of transtionfromagreater toaless
perfection—in other words, it isan activity whereby aman’s
power of actionislessened or constrained (cf. I11. xi. note). |
passover thedefinitionsof merriment, stimulation, melancholy,
and grief, becausethesetermsaregenerdly used inreferenceto
thebody, and aremerely kindsof pleasureor pain.

V. “Wonder” isthe conception (imaginatio) of anything,
wherein the mind comesto a stand, because the particular
concept in question has no connection with other concepts
(cf. 1. lii. and note).
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Explanation—Inthenotetoll. xviii. we showed thereason,
why the mind, from the contempl ation of onething, straight-
way fallsto the contemplation of another thing, namely, be-
causetheimages of thetwo thingsare so associated and ar-
ranged, that onefollowsthe other. Thisstate of associationis
impossible, if theimage of thething be new; themind will then
beat astandin the contemplationthereof, until it isdetermined
by other causesto think of something el se.

Thusthe conception of anew object, consderedinitsdlf, is
of the same nature as other conceptions; hence, | do not in-
cludewonder among theemotions, nor do | seewhy | should
soincludeit, inasmuch asthisdistraction of themind arises
from no positive cause drawing away the mind from other
objects, but merely from the absence of acause, which should
determine the mind to pass from the contemplation of one
object to the contempl ation of another.

|, therefore, recognize only threeprimitive or primary emo-
tions(asl sadinthenotetolll. xi.), namely, pleasure, pain,
and desire. | have spoken of wonder smply becauseitiscus-
tomary to speak of certain emotionsspringing fromthethree
primitive onesby different names, when they arereferred to
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theobjectsof our wonder. | amled by the samemotiveto add
adefinition of contempt.

V. “Contempt” isthe conception of anything which touches
themind sollittle, that its presenceleadsthe mind to imagine
thosequalitieswhich arenotinit rather than suchasareinit
(cf. I11.1ii. note).

Thedefinitionsof veneration and scorn | herepassover, for
| am not awarethat any emotionsare named after them.

VI1.“Love’ ispleasure, accompanied by theideaof an exter-
nal cause.

Explanation—Thisdefinition explainssufficiently clearly the
essence of love; the definition given by those authorswho say
that loveis*“thelover’ swishto unite himself to theloved ob-
ject” expressesaproperty, but not the essence of love; and,
assuch authorshavenot sufficiently discerned love' sessence,
they have been unableto acquireatrue conception of itsprop-
erties, accordingly their definitionisonal handsadmitted to
bevery obscure. It must, however, be noted, that when | say
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that itisaproperty of love, that thelover should wishto unite
himself to the beloved object, | do not here mean by “wish”
consent, or conclusion, or afree decision of themind (for |
have shown such, inll. xlviii., to befictitious); neither do|
mean adesire of being united to theloved object whenitis
absent, or of continuinginitspresencewhenitisat hand; for
love can be conceived without either of these desires; but by
“wish” | mean the contentment, whichisinthelover, on ac-
count of the presence of the bel oved object, whereby the plea-
sureof thelover isstrengthened, or at least maintained.

VII1."Hatred” ispain, accompanied by theideaof an external
cause.

Explanation—These observationsare easily grasped after
what has been said in the explanation of the preceding defini-
tion (cf. alsolll. xiii. note).

VIII.*Inclination” ispleasure, accompanied by theidea of
something whichisaccidentally acause of pleasure.
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IX.“Averson” ispain, accompanied by theideaof something
whichisaccidentally the cause of pain (cf. l11. xv. note).

X.“Devotion” islovetowardsonewhomweadmire.

Explanation—Wonder (admiratio) arises(aswehave shown,
[11.1ii.) fromthenovelty of athing. If, therefore, it happensthat
the object of our wonder isoften conceived by us, we shall
ceasetowonder at it; thuswe see, that the emotion of devo-
tion readily degeneratesinto smplelove.

XI.“Derison” ispleasurearisng fromour conceiving thepres-
ence of aquality, which we despise, in an object whichwe
hate.

Explanation—In sofar aswedespiseathing whichwehate,
we deny existencethereof (l11. lii. note), and to that extent
rejoice (I11. xx.). But since we assume that man hates that
which hederides, it followsthat the pleasurein questionisnot
without aloy (cf. I11. xlvii. note).
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XI11.“Hope" isaninconstant pleasure, arising fromtheideaof
something past or future, whereof weto acertain extent doubt
theissue.

XI1.“Fear” isaninconstant pain arisng fromtheideaof some-
thing past or future, whereof weto acertain extent doubt the
issue(cf. I11. xviii. note).

Explanation—From these definitionsit follows, that thereis
no hope unmingled withfear, and no fear unmingled with hope.
For he, who depends on hope and doubts concerning theis-
sueof anything, isassumed to conceive something, which ex-
cludestheexigtenceof thesaid thinginthefuture; thereforehe,
tothisextent, fedspain (cf. 111. xix.); consequently, while de-
pendent on hope, hefearsfor theissue. Contrariwise he, who
fears, in other words doubts, concerning theissue of some-
thing which he hates, a so concel vessomething which excludes
the existence of thething in question; to thisextent hefeels
pleasure, and consequently to thisextent he hopesthat it will
turn out ashedesires(l11. xx.).
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XIV.“Confidence” ispleasurearising from theideaof some-
thing past or future, wherefrom all cause of doubt has been
removed.

XV.“Despair” ispain arising from theideaof something past
or future, wherefrom all cause of doubt hasbeen removed.

Explanation—Thusconfidence springsfrom hope, and despair
fromfear, when al causefor doubt asto theissue of an event
hasbeen removed: thiscomesto pass, because man concelves
something past or future aspresent and regardsit as such, or
€l sebecausehe concealvesother things, which excludetheexist-
ence of the causesof hisdoubt. For, dthough we can never be
absolutely certain of theissueof any particular event (11. xxxi.
Cor.), it may neverthel ess happen that wefeel no doubt con-
cerning it. For we have shown, that to feel no doubt concerning
athingisnot thesameastobequitecertainof it (1. xlix. note).
Thusit may happen that we areaffected by the sameemotion of
pleasureor pain concerning athing past or future, asconcerning
the conception of athing present; this| haveaready shownin
[11. xviii., towhich, withitsnote, | refer thereader.
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XVI.“Joy” ispleasure accompanied by theideaof something
past, which has had anissue beyond our hope.

XVII.“Disappointment” ispain accompanied by theideaof
something past, which hashad anissue contrary to our hope.

XVIII.“Pity” ispain accompanied by theideaof evil, which
has befallen someone el sewhom we conceiveto belikeour-
selves(cf. I11. xxii. note, and 111. xxvii. note).

Explanation—Between pity and sympathy (misericordia)
there seemsto beno difference, unless perhapsthat theformer
termisusedinreferenceto aparticular action, and thelatter in
referenceto adisposition.

X1X.“Approva” islovetowards onewho hasdonegood to
another.

XX.*“Indignation” ishatred towardsonewho hasdoneevil to
another.

95

Explanation—I am awarethat thesetermsareemployedin
senses somewhat different from those usually assigned. But
my purposeisto explain, not the meaning of words, but the
nature of things. | therefore make use of suchterms, asmay
convey my meaning without any violent departurefromtheir
ordinary signification. One statement of my method will suf-
fice. Asfor the cause of the above-named emotionsseelll.
xxvii. Cor. i.,and 1. xxii. note.

XXI.*Partiality” isthinking too highly of anyone because of
thelovewebear him.

Explanation—Thus partidity isan effect of love, and dispar-
agement an effect of hatred: sothat “partiality” may also be
defined as“love, in so far asit induces aman to think too
highly of abeloved object.” Contrariwise, “ disparagement”
may be defined as* hatred, in so far asit induces aman to
think too meanly of ahated object.” Cf. I11. xxvi. note.

XXI11.“Envy” ishatred, in sofar asitinducesamanto be
pai ned by another’sgood fortune, and to rgjoicein another’s
evil fortune.
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Explanation—Envy isgenerdly opposed to sympathy, which,
by doing someviolenceto themeaning of theword, may there-
forebethusdefined:

XXIV. “Sympathy” (misericordia) islove, insofar asitin-
ducesamanto feel pleasure at another’sgood fortune, and
pain at another’sevil fortune.

Explanation—Concerning envy seethenotesto 1. xxiv. and
xxXii. Theseemotionsal so arisefrom pleasure or pain accom-
panied by theideaof something external, as causeeither in
itself or accidentally. I now passon to other emotions, which
are accompanied by theideaof something within asacause.

XXV. “Self-approval” ispleasure arising fromaman’s con-
templation of himself and hisown power of action.

XXVI.“Humility” ispainarising fromaman’scontemplation
of hisown weakness of body or mind.

Explanation—Self-complacency isopposed to humility, in

56

sofar aswethereby mean pleasurearising from acontempla-
tion of our own power of action; but, in so far aswe mean
thereby pleasureaccompanied by theideaof any actionwhich
we believe we have performed by the free decision of our
mind, it isopposed to repentance, whichwemay thusdefine:

XXVII. “Repentance” ispain accompanied by the idea of
someaction, whichwe believewehave performed by thefree
decision of our mind.

Explanation—The causesof theseemotionswehave set forth
inlll. li. note, andinlll. liii., liv., Iv. and note. Concerning the
freedecigon of themind seell. xxxv. note. Thisisperhapsthe
placeto call attention to thefact, that it isnothing wonderful
that dl thoseactions, which arecommonly caled “wrong,” are
followed by pain, and al those, which arecalled “right,” are
followed by pleasure. We can easily gather fromwhat hasbeen
said, that thisdependsin great measure on education. Parents,
by reprobating theformer classof actions, and by frequently
chiding their children because of them, and a so by persuading
toand praising thelatter class, have brought it about, that the
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former should beassociated with pain and thelatter with plea-
sure. Thisisconfirmed by experience. For cusomandreligion
arenot thesameamong al men, but that which some consider
sacred others consider profane, and what some consider
honourableotherscongder disgraceful. According aseach man
hasbeen educated, hefeelsrepentancefor agiven action or
gloriestherein.

XXVI11.“Pride’ isthinking too highly of one’sself from self-
love.

Explanation—Thusprideisdifferent from partidity, for the
latter termisused in referenceto an externa object, but pride
isused of aman thinking too highly of himself. However, as
partiaity istheeffect of love, soispridetheeffect or property
of “sdlf-love,” which may therefore bethusdefined, “love of
self or self-approval, in so far asit leadsaman to think too
highly of himself.” Tothisemotionthereisno contrary. For no
onethinkstoo meanly of himsalf because of self-hatred; | say
that no onethinkstoo meanly of himself, in sofar ashe con-
celvesthat heisincapable of doing thisor that. For whatso-
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ever amanimaginesthat heisincapableof doing, heimagines
thisof necessity, and by that notion heisso disposed, that he
really cannot do that which he conceivesthat he cannot do.
For, solong ashe conceivesthat hecannot doit, solongishe
not determined to do it, and consequently solongisitimpos-
siblefor himtodoit. However, if we consider such mattersas
only depend on opinion, weshdl find it conceivablethat aman
may think too meanly of himsdlf; for it may happen, that aman,
sorrowfully regarding hisownweakness, should imaginethat
heisdespised by dl men, whiletherest of theworld arethink-
ing of nothing lessthan of despising him. Again, aman may
think too meanly of himsdf, if hedeny of himself inthe present
something inrelationto afuturetime of which heisuncertain.
As, for instance, if he should say that heisunableto formany
clear conceptions, or that he can desire and do nothing but
what iswicked and base, & c. We may also say, that aman
thinkstoo meanly of himsalf, whenweseehimfrom excessve
fear of shamerefusing to do thingswhich others, hisequals,
venture. We can, therefore, set down asacontrary to pridean
emotionwhich| will call salf-abasement, for asfrom self-com-
placency springs pride, so from humility springs self-abase-
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ment, which I will accordingly thusdefine:

XXIX. " Self-abasement” isthinking too meanly of one’ssalf
by reason of pain.

Explanation—Weare neverthelessgenerdly accustomed to
oppose prideto humility, but in that case we pay more atten-
tionto the effect of either emotionthantoitsnature. Weare
wont to call “proud” the man who boaststoo much (111. xxx.
note), who talks of nothing but his own virtues and other
people’sfaults, who wishesto befirst; and lastly who goes
through lifewith astyleand pomp suitableto thosefar above
himin station. On the other hand, wecall “ humble” theman
who too often blushes, who confesseshisfaults, who setsforth
other men'svirtues, and who, lastly, walkswith bent head and
isnegligent of hisattire. However, these emotions, humility
and self-abasement, are extremely rare. For human nature,
congderedinitsdf, strivesagainst themasmuch asit can (see
[1. xiii., liv.); hencethose, who are believed to be most self-
abased and humble, aregenerdly inredity themost ambitious
andenvious.
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XXX.*“Honour” (gloria) ispleasureaccompanied by theideaof
someaction of our own, whichwebdievetobepraised by others

XXXI.*Shame” ispain accompanied by the idea of some
action of our own, which we believeto be blamed by others.

Explanation—On thissubject seethenoteto I11. xxx. But
we should hereremark the difference which exists between
shame and modesty. Shame isthe pain following the deed
whereof we are ashamed. Modesty isthe fear or dread of
shame, which restrainsaman from committing abase action.
Modesty isusually opposed to shamel essness, but thelatter is
not anemotion, asl will duly show; however, thenamesof the
emotions(as| haveremarked already) haveregard rather to
their exercisethanto their nature.

| havenow fulfilled thetask of explaining theemotionsaris-
ing from pleasure and pain. | therefore proceed to treat of
thosewhich| refer todesire.

XXXII.“Regret” isthe desire or appetite to possess some-
thing, kept alive by theremembrance of the said thing, and at



Spinoza

the sametime constrained by the remembrance of other things
which excludetheexistenceof it.

Explanation—When we remember athing, we are by that
very fact, as| have aready said morethan once, disposed to
contemplateit with the sameemotion asif it were something
present; but thisdisposition or endeavour, whileweare awake,
isgenerdly checked by theimagesof thingswhich excludethe
existence of that whichweremember. Thuswhenweremem-
ber something which affected uswith acertain pleasure, we
by that very fact endeavour to regard it with the sameemotion
of pleasure asthough it were present, but thisendeavour isat
once checked by the remembrance of thingswhich exclude
theexigenceof thethinginquestion. Whereforeregretis grictly
speaking, a pain opposed to that of pleasure, which arises
from the absence of something we hate (cf. I11. xlvii. note).
But, as the name regret seemsto refer to desire, | set this
emotion down, among theemotions springing from desire.

XXXII1.“Emulation” isthe desire of something, engendered
inusby our conception that othershavethe samedesire.
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Explanation—Hewho runs away, because he sees others
running away, or hewho fears, because he seesothersinfear;
or again, hewho, on seeing that another man has burnt his
hand, drawstowardshim hisown hand, and moves hisbody
as though his own were burnt; such an one can be said to
imitateanother’ semotion, but not to emulate him; not because
the causes of emulation and imitation are different, but be-
causeit hasbecome customary to speak of emulationonly in
him, who imitatesthat which we deemto be honourable, use-
ful, or pleasant. Asto the causeof emulation, cf. I11. xxvii. and
note. Thereason why thisemotionisgenerally coupled with
envy may beseenfromIl11. xxxii. and note.

XXXIV. “Thankfulness’ or “ Gratitude” isthedesire or zeal
springing fromlove, whereby we endeavour to benefit him,
who with smilar fedingsof lovehasconferred abenefit onus.
Cf. 1. xxxix. noteand xI.

XXXV.*“Benevolence’ isthedesire of benefiting onewhom
wepity. Cf. 1. xxvii. note.
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XXXVI.“Anger” isthedesire, whereby through hatred we
areinducedtoinjureonewhomwehate, 111. Xxxix.

XXXVII.“Revenge” isthedesirewhereby weareinduced,
through mutua hatred, toinjureonewho, withamilar fedings,
hasinjured us. (Seelll. xl. Cor. ii. and note.)

XXXVIII.*Crudty” or “savageness’ isthedesire, whereby a
man isimpelledtoinjureonewhomweloveor pity.

Explanation—To cruelty isopposed clemency, whichisnot
apassive state of the mind, but a power whereby man re-

strains hisanger and revenge.

XXXIX. “Timidity” isthedesreto avoid agreater evil, which
wedread, by undergoing alesser evil. Cf. l11. xxxix. note.

XL."“Daring” isthe desire, whereby amanis set on to do
something dangerouswhich hisequal sfear to attempt.

XL1."“Cowardice’ isattributed to one, whosedesireischecked
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by thefear of somedanger which hisequalsdareto encounter.

Explanation—Cowardiceis, therefore, nothing else but the
fear of someevil, which most men arewont not to fear; hence
| do not reckon it among the emotions springing from desire.
Nevertheless, | have chosento explainit here, because, in so
far aswelook tothededire, it istruly opposed to theemotion
of daring.

XLII."Consternation” isattributed to one, whose desire of
avoiding evil ischecked by amazement a theevil which hefears.

Explanation—Consternationis, therefore, aspeciesof cow-
ardice. But, inasmuch as consternation arisesfrom adouble
fear, it may bemore conveniently defined asafear which keeps
aman so bewildered and wavering, that heisnot abletore-
movetheevil. | say bewildered, insofar asweunderstand his
desire of removing theevil to be constrained by hisamaze-
ment. | say wavering, in so far aswe understand the said de-
sreto beconstrained by thefear of another evil, which equally
torments him: whence it comes to pass that he knows not,
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which hemay avert of thetwo. Onthissubject, seelll. xxxix.
note, and11. lii. note. Concerning cowardice and daring, see
[11.1i. note.

XLIII. “Courtesy,” or “deference” (Humanitas seu
modestia), isthe desire of acting in away that should please
men, and refraining from that which should displease them.

XLIV.“Ambition” istheimmoderate desire of power.

Explanation—Ambitionisthedesire, whereby all theemo-
tions(cf. I11. xxvii. and xxxi.) arefostered and strengthened,;
thereforethisemotion can with difficulty beovercome. For, so
long asamanisbound by any desire, heisat the sametime
necessarily bound by this. “ Thebest men,” saysCicero, “are
especialy led by honour. Even philosophers, whenthey writea
book contemning honour, sgntheir namesthereto,” and soon.

XLV.“Luxury” isexcessvededre, or evenloveof living sump-
tuoudy.
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XLVI. “Intemperance’ isthe excessive desire and love of
drinking.

XLVII. " Avarice’ istheexcessvedesireand loveof riches.

XLVIII.“Lus” isdesreand loveinthematter of sexud inter-
course,

Explanation—Whether thisdesirebeexcessiveor nat, itis
dill calledlugt. Theselast fiveemotions(as| haveshowninlll.
Ivi.) have on contraries. For deferenceisaspecies of ambi-
tion. Cf. 1. xxix. note.

Again, | haveaready pointed out, that temperance, sobri-
ety, and chastity indicaterather apower than apassvity of the
mind. It may, nevertheless, happen, that an avaricious, anam-
bitious, or atimid man may abstainfromexcessin egting, drink-
ing, or sexua indulgence, yet avarice, ambition, and fear are
not contrariesto luxury, drunkenness, and debauchery. For an
avaricious man oftenisglad to gorge himself with food and
drink at another man’sexpense. An ambitious man will re-
strain himself in nothing, solong ashethinkshisindulgences
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aresecret; and if helivesamong drunkards and debauchees,
hewill, from themerefact of being ambitious, bemore prone
to thosevices. Lastly, atimid man doesthat which hewould
not. For though an avariciousman should, for thesake of avoid-
ing death, cast hisrichesinto the sea, hewill nonetheless
remain avaricious; so, also, if alustful manisdowncast, be-
cause he cannot follow hisbent, hedoesnot, on the ground of
abstention, ceaseto belustful. Infact, these emotionsare not
so much concerned with the actual feasting, drinking, &c., as
with the appetite and love of such. Nothing, therefore, canbe
opposed to these emotions, but high-mindednessand valour,
whereof | will speak presently.

Thedefinitionsof jea ousy and other waveringsof themind
| passover insilence, first, becausethey arisefromthe com-
pounding of the emotions already described; secondly, be-
cause many of them have no distinctive names, which shows
thatitissufficient for practical purposesto have merely agen-
era knowledge of them. However, it isestablished fromthe
definitionsof theemotions, whichwehave set forth, that they
all springfromdesire, pleasure, or pain, or, rather, that thereis
nothing besidesthesethree; whereforeeachiswont tobecalled
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by avariety of namesin accordancewithitsvariousrelations
and extrinsic tokens. If we now direct our attention to these
primitive emotions, and to what has been said concerning the
nature of the mind, we shall be ablethusto define the emo-
tions, in sofar asthey arereferred to themind only.

GENERAL DEFINITIONOF THEEMOTIONS

Emotion, whichiscalled apassivity of thesoul, isaconfused
idea, whereby the mind affirms concerning its body, or any
part thereof, aforcefor existence (existendi vis) greater or
less than before, and by the presence of whichthemindis
determined to think of onething rather than another.

Explanation—I say, first, that emotion or passion of the soul
is“aconfusedidea.” For wehave shownthat themindisonly
passive, insofar asit hasinadequate or confusedideas. (111.
iii.) | say, further, “whereby the mind affirms concerningits
body or any part thereof aforce for existence greater than
before.” For al theideasof bodies, which we possess, denote
rather theactual disposition of our own body (I1. xvi. Cor. i.)
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than the nature of an externa body. But theideawhich consti-
tutesthereality of an emotion must denote or expressthedis-
position of thebody, or of some part thereof, becauseits power
of action or forcefor existenceisincreased or diminished,
helped or hindered. But it must be noted that, when | say “a
greater or lessforcefor existencethan before,” 1 do not mean
that the mind comparesthe present with the past digposition of
the body, but that theideawhich constitutesthereality of an
emotion affirmssomething of thebody, which, infact, involves
moreor lessof redlity than before.

Andinasmuch astheessence of mind consstsinthefact (1.
Xi., Xiii.), that it affirmsthe actual existence of itsown body,
and inasmuch as we understand by perfection thevery es-
senceof athing, it followsthat the mind passesto greater or
less perfection, when it happensto affirm concerning itsown
body, or any part thereof, something involving moreor less
redlity than before.

When, therefore, | said abovethat the power of themindis
increased or diminished, | merely meant that the mind had
formed of itsown body, or of some part thereof, anideain-
volving moreor lessof reality, than it had aready affirmed
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concerning itsown body. For the excellence of ideas, and the
actua power of thinking aremeasured by theexcellenceof the
object. Lastly, | have added “ by the presence of which the
mind isdetermined to think of onething rather than another,”
sothat, besidesthe nature of pleasureand pain, whichthefirst
part of thedefinition explains, | might also expressthe nature
of desire.
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