


BOHN’S PHILOSOPHICAL LIBRARY.

SPINOZA’S WORKS.
Vou. IL



GEORGE BELL & SONS
LONDON: YORK STREET, COVENT GARDEN
NEW YORK: 66, FIFTH AVENUE, AND
BOMBAY: 5§53, FSPLANADE ROAD
CAMBRIDGE : DEIGHTON, BELL & CO.



THE CHIEF WORKS

OoF

BENEDICT DE SPINOZA,

TRANSLATED FROM THE LATIN, WITH AN

INTRODUCTION

BY

R. H. M. ELWES.

Felix qui potuit rerum cognoscere causas,

Atque metus omnes, et inexorabile fatum,

Subjecrt pedibus, strepitumgue Ackerontis avari.
Georguc, 2. 490-2,

Vou. II.

Dz InTELLECTUS EMENDATIONE—ETEHICA,
(SELECT LETTIERS.)

RIZVISED EDITION.

LONDON
GEORGE BELL AND SONS
1901






CONTENTS OF VOL. IIL

Or THE IMPROVEMENT OF THE UNDERSTANDING . .
Of the ordinary objects of men’s desires . . .
Of the true and final good . . . . . . .
Certamn rules of life . . . . . . .
Of the four modes of perception . . . . .
Of the best mode of perception . . .

/1479

Of the mstruments of the intellect, or true ldeds . .
Answers to objections .

Kirst part of method. sttmcnon of true ldeas from ficti-
tious 1deas . . . . . . . . .
And from false ideas . . . . . . . .
Of doubt .
Of memory and forgetfulneas
Mental hindrances from words—and from the popular confu
sion of ready 1magmation with distinct understanding .
Second part of method. Jts object, the acquisition of clear
and distinct ideas . . .
Its means, good definitions. CO!\dlthDS of deﬁmti(m . .
How to define the unierstanding . . . . .
Tae Ernics . .. . I . .
Part 1. Concerning God . . .
Definitions . . . . N . .
Axioms . . .

Prop. I. Subs‘ance 15 by nature prior to us modq/icatmm‘

Prop. II. Two substances, whose attributes are diflerent, have
nothing wn common

Prop. I11. Things, which have nothmg w commmz, cannot be
one the cause of the other .

Prop. IV. Two or more distinct ﬂungs are dwimguwlwd one
Jrom the other either by the difference of the atiributes of the
substances, or by the dzﬂ"erence of thew modifications

Prop. V. There cannot exwst  the umwerse two or more sub-
stances haviny the same natur: or attribute .

Prop. VI. One substance cannot be produced by another sub.
stance . . .

Prop. VII. Existence belongs to the mature of substance .

Prop VIIL Every substance is necessarily snfinvte. . .

2
©
SWSIC Y e

ot et
[~ &

46

47

47
48
48



CONTENTS.

Prop. IX. The-more reality or being a thing Izas, the greatcr the
number of its attributes .

Prop. X. Each particular atiribute of the one substance must
be concetved through iiself . .

Prop. XI. God, or substance consisting of mﬁmte attrzbutes, of
which each expresses eternal and mﬁmte essentralily, neces=
sarily exists .

Prop. XII. No attribute of substance can be concewed from
whick 1t would follow that subsiance can be dwided . .

Prop. X111 Substance absolutely infinste 13 indivisible . .

Prop. X1V. Besides God no substance can be granted or conceived

Prop. XV. Whatsoever 15, 15 w God, and without God nothing
can be, or be conceived .

Prop. XVIL. From the necessity of the devine nature must follow
an infimite number of things in infinite ways—ihat 13, all
things whick fall within the sphere of infinite intellect .

Prop. XVIL God acts solely by the laws of kis own nature,

and is not constrained by anyone .
Prop. XVIIL. God is the mdwellm_q and not the transient cause
of all things . .

Prop. XIX. God and all the attributes of God are eternal .
Prop. XX. The existence of God and ks essence are one and the
same . .
Prop. XX1. 4l thm_qs. ‘which follow from the absolute nature
}, any atiribute of God, must always exist and be infinite, or
sn other words, are eternal and infinite through the said
attribute .
Prop. XXI1. Whatever follows from any ) attribute of God ingo
far as 1t 15 modified by a modification, which exists neoessardq/
and as infinite through the smd atiribute, must also exist
necessarily and as mfinite
Prop. XXIII. Every mode, which exists both necessarily ly and as
tnfinite, must nece.ssarzlg/ Sollow esther from the absolute
nature of some attribute of God, or from an attribute modi-
fed by a modification, which exists necessarily and as wnfinite
Prop. XXIV. The essence of t}ngs produced by God does not
tnvolve existence .
XXV, Godisthe qﬂ‘ictmt cause not only of [he existence
} thangs, but also of thewr essence . .
Prop. XX VI. A thing, whick is conditioned to act in a
ticular manner, hasnecessaridy been thus conditioned by od
and that whick kas not been conditioned by God cannot con-
dition itself toact .
Prop. XX VII. 4 thing, which has been condationed by God to
act in a particular way, cannot rcnder itself unconditioned. .
Prop. XX VIIL. Every individual thing, or everything which is
finite and has a conditioned existence, cannot exist or be con-
diteoned to act, unless 1t be condutioned for sxistence and
action by a cause other than itself, whick also is finite and has
a conditioned existence ; and likewise this cause cannot in its

PAGE
50
50

51
54
54
54

55

59
59

62
62

63

63

65

65

65

66

66
66



CONTENTS, vii

PAGE
turn exist or be condutioned to act, unless it be conditioned
Sfor existence and action by another cause, whick also is finate
and has a conditioned exisience, and so on to mﬁml’y . 67
Prop. XXIX. Nothing wn the universe is contingent, but all
things are conditwoned fo exist and operate wn a particular
manncr by the necessity of the dwine nature. . €8
Prop. XXX. Intellect,in function fimite, or m function mﬁmle,
must comprehend the attributes of God and the 'modzﬁcatwns
of God, and nothing else . 69
« Prop. XXX1. The tntcllect fzmctwn, whether ﬁmte or in-
Jfinite, as will, desire, love, §c., should be referred to ;passwe

nature, and #ot Lo active nature . 69
« Prop. XXXIL Wull cannot be called a free cause, but only a
necessary cause . 70

w Prop. XXXIIL Things “could not Izq,ve been brouqht wlo bemg

by God wn any manner or 1 any order dzﬂ”zrent from that
which has w fact obtained . ., 70
Prop. XXXIV. God's power is identical with has essence . 74

Prop. XXXV, Whatsoever we concewve lo be in the power of

God, necessarily erists . 74
Prop. XXXVL There s no cause from whose nature some eﬁ'cct
does not folIow . . . . . . . £
APPENDIX . B . . T4
Part II. Of the Nature and Ongm of the Mind . . .82
Preface . . . . . . 82
Definitions . . . . . . . . . . B2
Axioms . . M
Prop. 1. Thought is an attrzbulc (y” God or God sa thmlu
ing thing . 83
Prop. 11. Extension is an attribute of God or God 1s an ex-
tended thag 84

Prop. I11. In God there is mccs.sanly the tdaa not only of his
essence, but also of all things whuh m:cessaniy Sfollow from

his essence . 84
Prop. IV. The idea of God, from which an m_ﬁmtc number of
things Jollow w wnfinite ways, can only be one . 85

Prop. V. Thke actual being of ideas owns God as s cause, only

o 50 far as ke 15 considered as a thinking thing, not w so far

as ke 15 unfolded wn any other attribute; that ts, the weas

both of the atiributes of God and of partwular things do not

oun as their efficient cause thewr objects, or the things percewfd

dut God lamself, tn so far as ke ws a thinking thing 85
Prop. V1. The modes of any givcn attribute are caused  God,

in so far as he s considered through the attribute o which

they are modes, and not in so far as he is consdered tlmmgh

any other attribute . 86
Prop. VII The order and connection of ideas is the same as
the order and connection of things . 86

Prop VIIL. The ideas of partwular things, or o nwdes that



CONTENTS.

PAGE
do not exsst, must be comprehended in the snfinite idea of God,
n the same way as the formal essences of partwular things
or modes are contained in the atéributes of God . . .

Prop. IX. Zke wdea of an wndinidual thing actually existing is
caused by God, not tn so far as he is infinite, but in so far as
ke 15 consudered as affected by another idea of a thing actually
existing, of which he s the cause, w so far as he s affected
by a third idea, and so on to mﬁni;y . . . . .

Prop. X. The being of substance does not apperiain to the
essence of man—in other words, substance does not constitute
the actual being of man . . . . . . .

Prop. XL The first element, whach constitutes the actual being
of the kuman mund, 15 the idea of some particular thing
actually existing . . . . .. .

Prop. XII. Whatsoever comes to pass tn the object of the idea,
which constitutes the human mind, must be percewved by the
human mind, or there will necessarsl, Yy be an wdea 1n the
human mind of the said occurrence. That s, of the object of
the idea constiiuting the human mund be a body, nothing can
take place in that body unthout being perceived by the mind . 91

Prop. XIII. The object of the wdea constituting the human mind
15 the body, in other words a certarn mode of extenswon whick
actually exusts, and nothing else . . . . . .

Digression on the nature of bodies—Axivms I., II. Lemmas
L-IIL . . . . R . . . .93

Axioms L, II. . . . . . . . . .94

Detiniton—Axiom III.—Lemmas IV., V. . . . .9

88

89

90

92

Lemmas VI., VIL . . . . . . .90
Postulates . . . . . . . . . .97
Prop XI1V. The human mind 15 capable of percerving a great
number of things, and 1s so, in proportion as ils body s
capable of receiving a great number of ympressions . .9
Prop. XV. The wdea, which constitutes the actual being of the
human mind, 15 not simple, but compounded of a great number
97

of wdeas . . . . . . . . . .
Pr\ﬁ). XVI. ke wdea of every mode, in which the kuman body

15 affected by external bodies, must involve the nature of the

human body, and also the nature of the external body . . 98
Prop. X VIL. If the human body ts affected 1w a manner whick

wnwolves the nature of any external body, the human mind

will regard the said external body as actually existing, or as

present to itself, until the human body be affected wn such a

way as to exclude the existence of the saud external bodi/ . 98
Prop. XVIIIL. If the kuman body has once been affected by two

or more bodics at the same tvme, when the nand afteruards

1magines any of them, it unll straightway remember the

others also . 100

Prop. XIX. The kuman mind has no knowledge o_}" the bod: ,
and does not know it to exist, save through the ideas of t)'{e
modifications, whereby the body is affected . . . 101



CONTENTS,

Prop. XX. The idea or knowledge of the human mind is also
in God, followng . God n the same manner, and bewng
referred to God in the same manner, as the wdea or know-
ledge of the human bod, . . . . . . .

Prop. XXI, This rdea of the mind 1s united to the mind, 1n the
same way as the mind s united to the body . . .

Prop. XX1I. The human mind perceives not only the modifica-
tewons of the body, but also the wdeas of such modifications

Prop. XX111. The mind does not know itself, except wn so far
as 1t percetves the wdeas of the modifications of the body .

Prop. XX1V. The kuman mmnd does not wnvolve an adequate
knowledge of the parts composing the human body . .

Prop. XXV, The tdea of eack modification of the human body
’Ifom not wnvolve an adequate knowledge of the external

Prop.yXXVI. The human mnd does not percerve any external
body as actually existing, except through the ideas of the
modifications of us own body . e . .

Prop. XXVII. The wdea of each modification of the human
body does not wnvolve an adeguate knowledge of the human
body uslf . . . . . . . . . .

Prop. XXVIII. Thke 1deas of the modications of the human
body, mn so far as they have reference only fto the human
mind, are not clear and distinct, but confused . . .

Prop. XXIX. Tke tdea of the uea of eack modification of the
human body does not involve an adequate knowledge of the
human mnd . . . . . . . . .

Prop. XXX, We can only have a very madequate knowledge
of the duration of our body . . . . . .

Prop. XXXI. We can only have a very inadegquate knowledge
of the duration of particular things external to ourselves .

Prop. XXXII. All wdeas,wn so0 far as they are referred to God,
aretrue . . . . . . . . . .

Prop. XXXIIL. There 1s nothing positive in ideas, which
causes them to be called false . . . . . .

Prop. XXXIV. Every tdea, which in us 1s absolute or adeguate
and perfect, is true . . . e . .

Prop. XXX V. Falsity conssts wn the privation of knowledge,
which inadequate, fragmentary, or confused wdeas wmyolve .

Prop, XXXVI. Inadequate or confused 1deas follow by the
same mecessity, as adequate or clear and distinct weas .

Prop. XXXVIIL. That whick ws common to all, and 1s cqually
in a part and wn the whole, does not constrtule the essence of
any partcular thing . . o e e [

Prop. XXX VIIL. Those things, which are common to all, and
are cqually wn a part and in the whole, cannot be conceived
except adequately . . . e . .

Prop. XXXIX That, which is common to and a property of
the human body and such othsr bodies as are wont to affect
the human body, and which is present cqually n each part of

X

PAGE

102
102
103
103

104

104



h 4 CONTENTS.,

either or in the whole, will be represented by an adequate idca
tn the mind .

Prop. XL Whatsocver uZoa.s n the mmd follow from uieas,

which are therewn adequate, are also themselves adequate
® Prop XLI. Opinton 1s the only source of lestty, reason and
wntuition are necessarily true .

Prop. XLIL. Reason and wntwtion, not opmum teach us to dis-
tunguish the true from the false .

Prop. XLIIL. He, who kas a true rdea, szmulfmzeously Jnows
that he has a true zdea, and cannotl doubt of the truth of the
thing perceaved .

Prop. XLIV. I? s not in the nature of reason to regwrd t}ungs
as contingent, but as necessary .

Prop. XLV, Every idea of cvery body, or of every partmtlar
thing actually exwsting, nccessarily wmvolves the efernal and
tnfinite essence of God.

Prop. XLVI. The knowledge of the eternc] and mﬁmte essence
of God, which every wdea involves, 15 adequate and perfect .

Prop. XLVIL The human nund has an adequate kno‘wledge of
the eternal and infinite essence of God .

~ Prop. XLVIIL. In the mund there is no absolute or free will ;
but the muind 13 determuned to wwh this or that by a cause,
which has also been determined by another cause, and this last
by another cause, and so on to infinily .

~Prop. XLIX. There is n the mind no volztzon, or aﬁrma,lwu
and negation, save that which an wdea, wnasmuck as 1t is an

wdea, involves . . . . . . . .
«Part III. On the Ongm and Nature of the Emotions . .
Definitions . . R . . . . .

Postulates . . . . . . . .

Prop. L. Our mind is wn certain cases actwe. and in cerlain
cases passive. In so far as it has adequate wieas, it is neces-
sarily active, and n s0 far as it has zmdequate ideas, it is
necessarily passwe .

~Prop. Il. Body cannot determine mund to tlunk neither can
mund determine body to motion or rest, or any state different
from these. 1f such there be .

-Prop 111, The actavitees of the mund arise solely from adequale
ideas , the passive states of the mind depend solely on wmade-
quate rdeas .

Prop. IV, l\otlung can be dastroyed ex(‘cpt by a cause external
to uself

Prop. V. Things are natu/rally contrarz,/, that 15, cannot exist un
the same obyect,in 50 far as oneis capabl(' of destroqu the other

Prop. V1. Everything, wn so far as it is in itself, endeavours to
persist wn 18 own bemng .

Prop. VIL. The endeavour, wherewnth everythmg endeavours 1o
persist in its own being 15 nothing else but the actual essence
of the thing in question . . e . . .

PAGE

110

114

116

117
118

118

119

120

128
129
130

130

131

135
136
136
136

136



CONTENTS,

xi

PAGE

Prop. VIIL The endeavour, whereby a thing endeavours to per-
&ust in its bewng, snvolves no fimte time, but an indefimite time
Prop. IX. The mind, both wn so far as st has clear and distinot
i(gas, and also wn so far as wt has confused ideas, endeavours
to persist in its bemmg for an wndefinvte period, and of this en-
deavour it 18 conscious . . . . . . .
Prop X. An wdea, which excludes the existence of our body
cannol be postulated wn our mind, but i contrary thereto
Prop. X1. Whatsoever wcreases or dumwnishes, helps or hinders
the power of activity in our body, the wlea thereofnwrcascs or
dvmniches, helps or handers the power of thought in our mind
Prop. XII. The mind, as far asuf can, endeavours to concerve
thosz things, whick increase or help the power of activity wn
the body . . . . . . . . . .
Prop. X111, When the mind conceives things whick diminish or
hinder the body’s power of actwily, 1t endeavours, as far as
possible. to remember things, whieh exclude the existence of the
first-named thangs . ., e e e
Prop. X1V, If the mind has once been affected by two emotions
at the same time, o unil, whenever it 3 afterwards affected by
one of the two, be also affected by the other . s . .
Prop. XV. Anything can, accidentally, be the cause of pleasure,
in, or desire . . . . . . . B .
Proz). XVI. Simply from the fact that we conceive, that a given
object has some point of resemblance with another object, which
is wont to affect the mind plensurably or pawnfully, although
the point of resemblance be not the efficient cause of the sawd
emotions, we shall still regard the frst-named object with love
or hate, . . . . . . . . . .
Prop XVIL If we concerve that a thing, whick 1s wont fo affect
us pawmfully, has any pont of resemblance with another thing,
which 1s wont to affect us with an equally strong emotion of
pleasure, we shall hate the first-named thing, and at the same
teme we shall lovewt . . . . . . . .
Prop. XVIIL A4 man s as much aflected pleasurably or pain-
Sully by the vmage of a thing past or future, as by the 1mage
of @ thang present . . . S T
Prop. XI1X. He, who conceives that the object of his love is
destroyed, will feel pain , of ke concerves that it is preserved,
ke will feel pleasure . . . . . . . .
Prop. XX. He who conceives that the object of his hate is
destroyed, unll feel pleasure. . . - .
Prop. XX1. He who concerves that the ofject of ks love €
affected pleasurably or pawfully, will himself be affected
ylea:mmg)lg/ or panfully , and the one or the other emotion
will be greater or less in the lover, according as st 1s greater or
less wn the thing loved . . e e e .
Prop XXIIL If we concarve that anything pleasurably affects
some obpect of our love, we shall be affected with love towards
that thing. Contrartwise, 1f we conceive that o affects an object

137

138

139

139

140

140

141

142

143

144

144

145



b 411 CONTENTS.

PAGE
of our love painfully, we shall be affected with hatred towards
k24 . . . . . . . . . . .

Prop. XXIIL. He who concewes that an object of kis hatred s
pawnfully affected, wall feel pleasure. Comtrariwise, if ke
thinks that the said object 15 pleasurably affected, he will feel
pawm. Each of these emotions unll be greater or less, according
as its contrary 1s greater or less in the object of hatred . . 146

Prop. XXIV. If we concerve that any one pleasuradly affects an
obyect of our hate, we skall feel hatred towards him also. If
we concewve that he pamfully affects the said object, we shall
Jeel love towards kim . . . . . . . .

Prop. XXV, We endeavour to affirm, concermng ourselves and
concerning what we love, everything that we concewe to affect
pleasurably ourselves or the loved object. Contraruwise, we
endeavour to negative everything, which we concewe to affect
painfully ourselves or the loved object . . .

Prop. XX VL. We endearvour to affirm, concerning that which
we hate, everything whick we concewe to affect ot painfully ;
and contrarwwise, we endeavour to deny concerning it every-
thing whick we concewve to affect ot pleasurably . . .

Prop. XXVII. By the very fact that we conceive a thing, which
1s like ourselves, and which we have not regarded with any
emotion, to be affected with amy emotion, we are ourselves
affected with a like emotion . . . . . . .

Prop. XXVIII. We endeavour to bring aboul whatsoever we
concewe to conduce to pleasure, but we endeavour lo remove
or destroy whatsoever we concewe to be truly repugnant
thereto, or to conduce to pan . . . . . .

Prop. XXIX. We shall also endeavour (o do whatsoever we con-
cerve men to regard with pleasure, and contrariunse we shall
shrink from downg that whickh we conceive men to shrink from 149

Prop. XXX If any one kas done something which he conceives
as affecting other men pleasurably, he will be affected by plea-
sure, accompanied by the wdea of himself as a cause; in
other words, ke wnll regard kumself with pleasure. On the
other hand, of ke has done anything which he regards as affect-
ing others panfully, he will regard himself with pawn . . 150

Prop. XXXI. If we concerve that anyone loves, desires, or hates
anything which we love, deswre, or hate, we shall thereupon
regard the thing w question with more steadfast love, &c. On
the contrary, of we think, that anyone shrmmhs from some-
thing that we love, we shall undergo vacullation of sotd . . 151

Prop. XXXII. If we concewe that anyome takes delight in
somethwng, whick only one person can possess, we shall endea-
vour to bring it about, that the man in question shall not

145

146

147

147

148

o

gain possession thercof . . . . . . . 152
Prop. XXXIIL When we love a thing simular to ourselves, we

endeavour, as far as we can, to bring 1t about, that it should

love us m return . 152

Prop. XXXIV, The greater 'the emotion with which we con-



CONTENTS.

. 3
ceive a lov-d object to be affected towards us, the greater will

be our complacency . - . . . . . .
Yrop. XXXV, If anyone conceives, that an object of ks love
Joins dself tc another with closer bonds of friendship than he
himself has attamed to, he unll be affected unth hatred towards
the loved object and with envy towards his rival . . .
Prop. XXXVI. He who remembers a thung, in which he has
once taken delight, desires to possess it under the same circum-
stances as when ke first took delwht therewn . . PO
Prop. XXX VIL Desire arwsing through pain or pleasure, hatred
or love, is greater wn proportion as the emotion s greater . .
Prop. XXX VIIIL. If a man has bequn to hate an ohject of his
love, so that loves thoroughly destroycd, ke uall, causes beng
equal, regard 1t unth more hatred than 1f he had never loved
it, and his hatred will be wn proportion to the strength of hus
Jormer love . . Lo . . . . .
TProp. XXXI1X. He wko hates anyone will endeavour to do him
an injury, unless he fears that a greater inyury wiil thereby
accrue to himself, on the other hand, ke who loves anyone
will, by the same luw, seck to benefit him. . . . .
Prop. XL. He, who conceives humself to be hated by another,
and belweves that he has given ham no cause for hatred, will
kate that other wmn return . . . . . . .
Prop. XLI. If anyone concerves thut he is loved by another,
and believes that ke has given no cause for such love, he unll
love that other in return . . . . . - .
Prop. XLI1. He, who kas conferred a benefit on anyone from
motwes of love or honour, will feel pawn, 1f he sees that the
benefit is 7 d without gratstude . . . . .
Prop. XLIIL. Hatred is increased by being reciprocated, and
can on the other hand be destroyed by love . . . .
Prop. XLIV. Hatred whick 1s completely vanquished by love,
wito love ; and love 13 thereupon greater, than 1f hatred

had not preceded it . . . . . . . .
Prop. XLV. If ¢ man concerves, that anyone sumilar to him-
self hates anything also similar to humself, which ke loves, he
will hate that person . . . . . . . .
Prop. XLV If aman kas been affected pleasurably or painfully
by anyone of a class or nation dafferent from hs own,and of
the pleasure or pain has been accompaned by the vdea of the
said stranger as cause, undrr the general category of the class
or nation * the man wll fecl love or hatred not only to the
indwidual stranger, bui also to the whole class or nation,
whereto ke belongs . - . . . . . .
Prop. XLVIL Joy arismg from the fact, that anything we
hate 1s destroyed or suﬁgers other wmgury, 18 never unaccom-

panted by a certain pain w us . . . . . .
Prop. XLVILL. Love or haired towards, for wnstance, Peter is
destroyed, if the pleasure involved wn the former, or the pain
involved in the latter emotion, be associated unth the 1dea of

155

156

157

158

158

159

159

160

160

160



Xiv CONTENTS,

PAGE
another cause; and will be duminished in proportion as we
concewve Peter not to have been the sole cause of either emotion 161

Prop. XLIX. Love or hatred towards a thing, which we conceive
to be free, must, other conditions being similar, be greater,
than +of it were felt towards a thing acting by necessity . . 161
Prop. L. Anything whatever can be, accidentally, a cause of
hope or fear . . .. . . . . . 162
Prop. LI. Different men may be differently affected by the same
objyect, and the same man may be differently affected at dufferent
times by the same object . . . . . . . 163
Prop. LIL. An objyect, whick we have formerly seen in conjunc-
ton with others, and do mot concerve to hawve any pr
that is not common to many, will not be regarded by us for so
long as an object, which we concewve to have some property
pecubiar to itself . . . . . . . .
Prop. LIIL. When the mind regards 1iself and 1ts own power of
activity, it feels pleasure ; and that pleasure 1s greater in
portion to the distinctness, wherewith it conceives viself and
1ts own power of activity . . .-
Prop. LI%.MThe mind endeavours to conceive only such things
as assert ws power of actwty . . . . .
Prop. LV, Wl?e‘;; the mind contemplates its own weakness, it
feels pain thereat . . . . . . . .
Prop LVL. There are as many kwmds of pleasure, of pain, of
deswre, and of every emotion compounded of these, such as
vacillations of spurit, or derived from these, such as love,
katred, hope, fear, &c., as there are kands of objects, whereby
we are a}c)ctcd . . . . ' . . B
Prop. LVIL. dny emotion of a given individual differs from
the emotion of anotker mdividual, only in so far asthe essence
of the one mdwidual differs from the essence of the other . 169
Prop. LVIIL. Besdes pleasure and desire, which are passivities
or passions, there are other emotions derived from pleasure
and desire, which are attributable to us, in so far as we are
active . . . . . . . . . N YS!
Prop. LIX. Among all the emotions attributable to the mind as
actwe, there are none which cannot be referred to pleasure or

164

165

166
166

168

pawn . . . . . . . . . . . 171
Defimtions of the Emotions . : . . . " . 173
General Definition of the Emotions . . . . . 185

Part IV, Of Human Bondage or the Surength of the Emotions 187
Preface . B . . . . . . . . . 187
Definmtions . N . . . . . . . . 190

Axiom . . . . . . . . . . . 191
Prop. L No positive qualeiy possessed by a false idea is removed
by the presence of what 15 true in virtue of 1ts being true . 191
Prop. IL. We are only passive in so far as we are a part of
Nature, which cannot be conceived by tself without other
parts, . . . . . . . . . 192



CONTENTS,

Prop. II1. The force whereby a man persists in existing is
lumited, and is infinitely surpassed by the power of external
causes . . . . e e . e .

Prop. IV. It is impossible, that man should not be a part of
Nature, or that he should be capable of undergoing no
changes, save such as can be understood through his nature
only as thewr adequate cause . . . . .

Prop. V. The power and increase of cvry passion, and its
persistence in exwsting are not defined by the power, whereby
we otirselves endeavour fo persistin existing, but by the power
of an external cause compared witk our own . . .

Prop. VI. The force of any passion or emotion can overcome the
rest of @ man’s actwities or power, 80 that the emotion becomes
obstmately fized to kim . . . . . .

Prop. VIL. An emotion can only be controlled or destroyed by
another emotion contrary thereto, and with more power for
controlling emotion . . . e e e

Prop. VILL. The knowledge of good and evil is nothing else, but
the emotions of pleasure or pawn, wn so far as we are conscious
thereof . . . . . . . . . .

Prop. 1X. dn emotion, whereof we concewe the cause to be with
us at the present time, is stronger than of we did not concerve
the cause to be with us . . . . . .

Piop. X. Towards something future, which we conceive as close
at hand, we are affected more iniensely, than if we conceive
that its tume for existence 1s separated from the ﬁ:smt by a
longer interval ; so too by the remembrance of what we con-
ceive to have not long passed away we are affecicd more in-
tensely, than of we concerve that it kas long passed oway .

Prop. X1 A4n emotion towards that which we conceive asneces-
sary s, when other conditions are equal, more intense than an
emotion towards that which 13 posaible, or contingent, or non-
necessary . . e . « s s . .

Prop. X1I1. An emotion towards a thing, which we know not fo
cxist at the present time, and which we conceive is possible, is
more intense, other things being equal, than an emotion to-
wards a thing contingent . . . . . .

Prop. XIIL Eq'motwn towards a thing contingent, which we
know not to exist in the present, is, other condtions being
cqual, fainter than an emotion towards a thing past . .

Prop. X1V, 4 true knowledge of good and evil cannot check
any emotion by virtue of being true, but only in so far as it
is considered as an emotron .~ . ., .,

Prop. XV. Desire arising from the knowledge of good and evil
can be quenched or checked by many other desires arising
Jrom the emotions, whereby we are assailed . . . .

Prop. XVI. Desire arising from the knowledge of good and
evil, wn 80 far as such knowledge regards what is future, may
be more casily controlled or quenched, than the desire for what
ss agreeable at the present moment . . .

iv

PAGE

193

193

194

194

194

196

196

197

197

198

198

198

199



xvi CPNTENTS.

TAGE

Prop. XVII. Desire arising from the true knowledge of good
and evil, in so far as suck knowledge is concerned with what
ts conlungent, can be controlled far more easily still, than
desire for things thal are at present . . . . .

Prop. XVIII. Desirearising from pleasure s, other things being
equal, stronger than desire arising from pan . N

~-Prop. XIX. Every man, by the laws of s nature, necessarily
desires or shrinks from that whick he deems to be good or

Prop. XX. The more every man endeavours and is able to seek
what is useful to kim, in other words to preserve his own being,
the more is he endowed with virtue ; on the contrary, tn pro-
porton as a man neglects to seek what 18 useful to hum, that
18, fo preserve his own bang, ke s wanfing tn power . .

Prop. XXI. No one can righily desire to be blessed, to act
rightly, and to lwe rightly, without at the same time wishing
2o be, to act, and lo luve, 1n other words, to actually exist .

Prop. XXII. No virtue can be conceived as prior to this en-
deavour lo preserve one’s own being . . . . .

Prop. XXI1II. Man, in so far as he wdetermined to a particular
action because ke has inadequate ideas, cannot be absolutel
satd to act in obedience o wirtue, hecan only beso descrzbecz
in 80 far as he 15 determined for the action, because he under-
stands . . . . . . . . . .

Prop. XXIV. To act absolutely in obedience to virtue, s in us
the same thing as to alt, to lwe, or to preserve one's being
(these three terms are identical i meaning) in accordance
with the duwtate of reason on the basis of seeking what s
useful to ond’s self . . . . . . . .

Prop. XX V. No one wishes to preserve his being for thesake of
anythmgelse . . . . . . . ..

Prop. XXVI. Whatsoever we endeavour in obedsence to reason
18 nothing further than to understand ; neither does the mind,
in 30 far as it makes use of reason, judge anything to be
useful to it, save such things as are conducive to under-
standing . . . . . . . . . .

Prop. XX VII. We know nothing to be certamnly good or evil,
save such things as really conduce to undcrstanding, or such
as are able to hinder us from understanding . . .

Prop. XXVIIL The mind’s highest good s the knowledge of
God, and the mind’s highest virtue s to know God . .

Prop. XXIX. No wndivedual thing, which 1s entirely different
Srom our own nature, can help or check our power of activity,
and ebsolutely nothing can do us good or harm, unless it has
something in common with our nature . . . .

Prop. XXX. 4 thing cannot be bad for us through the
quality whick it has in with our nature, bui 1t 18 bad
Jor us, in so far asit is contrary to our nature . . .

Prop. XXXI. In so far as a thing s tn harmony with our
nature, it ¢s necessarily good . . . e .

199
200

202

202

203
203

204

204
204

205

205

205

206

206
207



CONTENTS, xvi

PAGE
Prop. XXXII. In so far as men are a to passion, they
cannot, in that respect, be said to be naturaily in hurmony . 207
Prop. XX.XIIL Men can differ in nature,in so far as they are
assailed by those emotwons, which are passions or passive
states; and to this extent one and the same man 1s varable
and tnconstant . . . . . . . .
Prup. XXXIV. In s0 far as men are assailed by emotwns
which are passions, they can be contrary one to another . 208
Prop. XXXV. In 80 far only as men hve in obedirnce to
reason, do they always necessarily agree w nature . . 209
Prop. XXX VI, Tke fughest good of those who follow: virlue
s common to all, and cherej%re all can equally rejoice therein 211
Prop. XXXVIL The good, which every man w oﬁ;llows after
virtue desires for humself, ke will also desire for olher men,
and so much the more, tn proportwon as he has a greater know-
ledge of God . . . . . . . . .
Prop. XXX VI Whatsoever disposes the human body, so as
to render it capable of bewng affected in an increased number
of ways, or of affecting extirnal bodies in an increased number
of ways, is useful to man; and is so, in proportion as the
body 1s thereby rendered more capable of being affected or of
affecting other bodies in an wncreased number of ways,; con-
trariunse, whatsoever renders the body less capable wn this
respect s hurtful to man . . . . . . .
Prop. XXXIX. Whatsoever brings about the preservation of
the proportion of motion and rest, whick the parts of the
human body mutually possess, is good ; contrariunse, whatso-
ever causes a change wn such proportionisbad . . .
Prop. XL. Whatsoever conduces to man’s socral life, or causes
men to Live together in harmony, is useful, whercas whatsoever
brungs discord into a State 13 bad . .. . .
Prop. XLL Pleasure in itself is not bad but good ; contrari-
wise, pan tn tiself ws bad . . . . . . .
Prop. XLIL. Murth cannot be excessive, but is always good ;
contrarvunse, Melancholy 18 always bad . . . .
Prop. XLIIL. Stimulution may be excessive and bad; on the
otker hand, grief may be good, in so far as stimulation or
pleasure 15 bad . . . . . . . . -2 s
Vrop. XLIV. Love and desire may be excessive . . 218
Prop. XLV. Haired can ncoer begood . . . . . 218
Prop. XLV He, who lives under the guidance of reason, en-
deavours, as far as possible, to render back love, or kindness,
Jor other men's hatred, angcr, contempt, etc., towards hym . 220
Prop. XLVIL Emotiwns of hope and fear cannot be in them-

208

215

216

217

217

selves good . . . . . . .. .. 220
Prop. XLVIIL The emotions of over-esteem and disparagement
are always bad . . 221

Prop. XLIX. Over-esteem is .apt to render its.objeci prm;d . 224

Frop. L. Pity, in a man who livcs under the gudance of
reason, 18 in itself bad and uscless . . . . .
11,

221



xvili CONTENTS,

PAGE
Prop. LI Approval is not repugnant to rmon, but can agree
therewith and arise therefrom . 222
Prop. LIL Self-approval may arise from reawn, aml that
whach arwses from reason is the }zwhest possible . 222
Prop. LIIL. Humility is not a wirtue, or does not aruwe from
reason . 223
Prop. LIV, wanta)we is not a wrtz(e, or does not arise from
renson, but he who repents of an action is doubly wretched or
mﬁm 223
Prop. LV. Extreme ;przdc or dejectwn indicates extreme zgm)-
rance of self . 224
Prop. LVI. Extreme pnde or dejoctwn “indicates extreme in-
Sermaty of sprrit . 224
Prop. LVIL The prowd man delaghts in the compan of
JSatterers and parasites, but hates the company of the high-
minded . 224
Prop. LVIIL Honour (glona):suot repugnani to reason, but
may arwse thergfrom . 226

Prop. LIX. To all the actzons, whereto we ave determined bt/
emotiuns, wherewn the mund 15 passive, we can be determined
without emotion by reason . 297
Prop. LX. Desire arising from a pleasure or pam, that cs not
attribulable to the whole body. but only to one or ecrtamn
parts th reof, 18 without utdity wn respect to man as a whole . 228
I’:op IAI Desire which springs _from reason cannot be ex-

229
l’rop. LXII. In 50 far as the mind conceives a thmg wnder the
ductate of reason, it is affected equally, whether the idea be of
a thing present, past, or future . 229
Prop. LXI1L. He whko is led by fear, and does good in order o
escape evil, s not led by reason 230
Prop. LXIV. The /mowledge of evil is an madcquate Tnow-
231

7
. Proe;c)lgLX‘ Under the yuzdemce of reason we should purm
the greater of two goods and the lesser of two evils . 231
Trop. LXV{., We may, uuder the guidance of rcason, soek a
greater good wn the future wn prefcrence to a lesser good wn the
present, and we may seek a lsser cvil in the present in pre-
ference to a greater evil in the future . 231
w Drop. LXVIL 4 free man thinks of natkmg less than of
dcalh and his wisdom 15 a meditation not of death, but of

Ufe
~Prop. LXVIIL Ifmen were born fm, th would 0 long as
they remaned free, form no conception of good or evil . 232
SProp. LXIX. The virtue of a free man 15 secn to be as great,
when it declines dangcrs, as when it overcomes them . 233
Prop. LXX. The free man, who lives among the 1gnonmt
strives, as far as he can, to ‘avoid recewving favours from them 234
“MProp. LXXL Onl!/ free men are thoroughly qmtqful one to
another . . . 234

232



CONTENTS. Xix

PAGE
»Prop. LXX1I. The free man never acts ﬁ'amlulmllf/, but
ways m good fauth . . 235
Prop. LXX 111, The maon, who is _qmdal Irz/ reasma, is more Tree
in a State, where ke Luves under a general system of law, than

in solutude, where ke @ wmdependint . . 235
Appendix on the Right Way of Life . .. S 236
Part V. On the Power of the Lndemmndmg, or of Human

Freedom . . . . . . . . . 244

Preface . . . . . . : .. . . 244
Arxioms . . . . . . 247

Prop 1. Evenas thougkls and the :dcas of tlunq.s are arrauqged
and associated in the mind, so are the modzﬁcatwns of the
body, or the images of tk.ngs precisely in the same way
arranged and associated n the body . . 247

Prop. 11. If we remove a disturbance of the spirit, or emotwu,
Jrom the thought of an external cause, and unste it to other
‘thoughts, then wnll the love or hatred towards that extcrnal
cause, and also the vacillations of sprrit, which arise from
these emotions, be destroycd . . 248

Prop. I111. 4n emotion, which 15 a passum, ceases to be @
passion, as s0om as we form a clear and distunct iden thercof . 248

Prop. IV. There 15 no modification of the body, whereof we
cannot form some clear and distinct conception . 248

Trop. V. 4n emotion towards a thing which we conceive
stmply, and not as necessary, or as contingent, or as possihle,

s, other condiuwons bemg egual greater than any other
emotion . 249

Prop. VI. The mnd has yrmter power over the cmotwns, and
8 less subject thereto, in s0 far as v understands all thmga as
necessary 250

P . VLI Emozums, which are aroused or sprmg from reason.

we tai»e account of tume, are stronger than those, which are
attﬂbwtable to pnrtwlar ohjects, that we reqard as abscnt . 259

Prop. VIIL dn emotion 1s stronger in proporiwn to the num-
ber of simultaneous concurrent causes whercby it is aroused . 251

Prop. IX. An emotion, whick is attributable to many and
diverse canses, whick the mind regards as simultaneous with
the emotion cfsfl/' s less hurtful, and we are less subject
thereto, and less affected towards each of its causes. than if it
werea rlz_ﬂ"erent and equally powerful emotion, atiributable to
Jewer causes or to a single cause . 251

wProp X. 8o long as we are not assailed by emotwns contra Ty t
our nature, we have the power of arranging and associating
the modifications of our bady accordmg to the wtellectual

Prop. XL In proportmn as a mental i zmaqe s refermi 16 more
objects, so s il mor: frequmt or more often motd and ajﬁcts
the mind more . 254
Prop. XII. The mental mmgzs qf thzngs are more easzh/ as.



CONTENTS.

sociated with the images referred to things which we clearly
and distinctly understand, than unth others . .

Prop. X111, A mental vmage is more often wivid, tn proportm
as it 18 associated with a greater number of other 1mages .

Prop. XIV. Tke mind can bring it about, that ﬂly L bodily
modifications or images of things may be referred to the
wdea of God .

Prop. XV. He, who clearli/ and dwlmclly understands htmself
and his emotions. loves God, and :0 muck the more in propor-
tion as he more understands Famaelf and his emotions .

Prop. XVL. This love towards God must kold the chicf place

tn the mnd .

Prop. XVII. God is without passwns, neither is he afected by
any emotion of pleasure orpawmn . . .

Prop. XVIIL No one can hate God .

Yrop. XIX. He, who loves God, cannot mdeavom-, that God
should love him in return .

Prop. XX. This love towards God cannot be stained by the
emotion of envy or jealousy,; comtrarwwise, it i8 the more
Jostered. wn proportion uswe conceive a qrca.tcr nwmber of men
to be joined fo God by the same bond of love .

Prop. XXI. The mind can only ymagine anything, or remember
what 43 past, while the body endures .

Prop. XXIL. Nevertheless in God there is messa,rzl an uiea
which expresses the essence of this or that human body under
the form of eternity .

Prop XXIIY. The human mind cannot be absolzdcly destroz/ed
with tlhe body, but there remains of it something which ss
eterna, .

Prop. XXIV, The more we understand partwu.lar thm_qs, the
more do we understand God .

Prop. XXV. The khighest endeavour of the mmd and the
highest virtue, is to um’erstand things by intuition .

Prop. XXVI. In proporiion as the mind is more capable of
understanding things by intwtion, o desires more so to under-
* stand things

Prop. XXVIL Prom “intuition arises the hzghest posszble
mental acqurescence

Prop. XXVQEI The endeavour or desire to know tlnngs by
wtuition cannot arise from opinion, but from reason .

Prop. XXIX. Whatsoever the mind understands under the form
jP etermly, 1 does not understand by virtue of conceiving the
presnl actual existence of the body, but by virtue of com
ceiving the essence of the body under tkc form of eternity .

Prop. XXX. Our mind, in so far as i knows itself and the
body under the form of eternity. has io that extent meces-
sarily a knowledge of God, and knows that it is in God, and
15 concerved through God .

Prop. XXXI, Intuition depends on the mmd a8 its formul
eause, in 0 far as the mind itself is elernal . . .

PAGE
254

255

256
259

259

259
260
260

260
261
261

261

262

262



CONTENTS, xXi

®AGH
Prop. XXXII. Whatsoever we undcrstand by intuition, we take
delaght w, and our delight s accompanied by the idea of God
@G5OAUBE . . e e 4 e e .o
Prop. XXX The intellectual love of God, which arises from
intuition, 18 elernal . . e e e .
Prop. XXXIV. The mind is, only while the body endures, sub-
Ject to those emotions, which are attributable to passions . 261
Pr;)p. XXXV, God loves himself with an infinite intellectua
Prop. XXX V1. The intellectual love of the mind towards God
is that very love of God, whereby God loves himself, not in
s0 far as ke ts infinite, but in so far as he can be explained
through the essence of the human mind regarded under the
Jorm of eternity ; wn other words, the wtellectual love of the
mnd towards God is part of the wfinite love, wherewith God
loves himself . . . . . . . . .
Prop. XXXVIL There is nothing in nature, which is contrary
to this intellectual love, or which can take t away . . 26%
Prop XXXVIIL In proportion as the mind understands more
things by reason and intuttion, it is less subject to those
emotions which are cvil, and stands w less fear of death . 266
Prop. XXXIX. He, who possesses a body capable of the greatest
number of activities, possesses a soul whereof the greatest part
is eternal . . . . . . . . . .
Prop. XL. In proportion as each thing possesses more of per-
fection, so is it more active, and less passive, and, vice versd,
in proportion as it is more active, so is it more perfect . T 268
Prop. XLI. Even f we dud not know that our mind s eternal,
we should still consider as of primary mportance piety and
religion, and gencrally all things, which in Part IV, we
showed to be aitribuiable to courage and hgh-mindedness . 268
Prop. XLII. Blessedness 15 not the reward of virtue, but virtue
aiself, neither do we rejvice theremn. because we control our
lusts, but, contrariwise, because we rejoice therewn, we are able
to control our lusts . . . . . . . . 270

263

263

264

Srixoza’s CORRESPONDEXCE {ABRIDGED) . . . . . 278
Letters 1.—NXXV.a., (1661-1676.) Between Spmoza and

Henry Oldenburg . . . . . . . . 278
Letters XXVIL—XXVIII. Between Spmoza and Simon de

Vries . . . . . . . . . . 309
Leters XXIX.,, XXIX.a. (1663 ) From Spinoza to Lews

Meyer . . . . . . . . . . 317
Letter XXX, (1664.) From Spinoza to Peter Balling . . 82

Letters XXXI.—XXXVIIL (1664-5.) Between Spinoza and
William Blyenbergh . . . . . . . .

Letters XXXIX.—XL1. (1666.) From Spinoza to Christian
Huyghens, on the unity of God . . . . . 351

Letters XLl.a.,, XLIL (1665-6.) From Spinoza to a cor-
respondent probably identified with John Bresser . . 338



CONTENTS.

Letter XLITIL. (1666.) Spinoza to I v. M. on a problem
connected with games ot chance (omitted).

Letters XL1IV.—XLVI. (on scientific subjects, and omitted),
and Letter XLVII. (1667-71.) From Spinoza to a cor-
respondent probably 1dentified with Jarig Jellis.

Letter XLVIIL (1671.) From Lambert de Velthuysen o
Isaac Orobioagainst TractatusTheologico-Politicus (omitted).

Letter XLIX. (1671.) Spinoza’s answer to XLVIIL,, ad-
dressed to Isaac Orobio .

Letter L (1674.) From Spinoza to J arig J elhs, on Hobbes, &e.

Letters LL, LII. (1671 ) Between Spinoza and Leibmitz .

Letters LIII., LIV.(1673) Between Spinoza and Fabritius

Letters LV.—LX, (167 4.) Between Spinoza and Hugo
Boxel on ghosts

Letters LXI.—LXXIL (1644-6) Between Spmom, E W,
von Tschirnhausen, and G. H Schaller .

Letters LXXIIL, LXXI1V. (1675.) Between Spmom and
Albert Burgh .

Letter LXkV (1675 ?) From Spmcu.a to Lambert de Vel-
th)SLH . . . . . . . » .

FAGE

362

364
369
370
378
375
389
410

419



ON THE IMPROVEMENT OF THE
UNDERSTANDING.

{TRACTATUS DE INTELLECTUS EMENDATIONE,)






ON THE IMPROVEMENT OF THE
UNDERSTANDING.

FTER experience had taught me that all the usual
surroundings of social life are vain and futile; seeing
that none of the objects of my fears contained in themselves
anything either good or bad, except in so far as the mind
is affected by them, I finally resolved to inquire wwhether
there might be some real good having power to communi-
cate itself, which would affect the mind singly, to the exclu-
sion of all else: whether, in fact, there might be anything
of which the discovery and attainment would enable me to
enjoy continuous, supreme, and unending happiness. I
say “ I finally resolved,” for at first sight it seemed unwise
willingly to lose hold on what was sure for the sake of
something then uncertain. I could see the benefits which
are acquired through fame and riches, and that I should be
obliged to abandon the quest of such objects, if I seriously
devoted myself to the search for something different and
new. I perceived that if true happiness chanced to be
placed in the former I should necessarily miss it; while if,
on the other hand, it were not so placed, and I gave them
my whole attention, I should equally fail.
I therefore debated whether it would not be possible to
. arrive at the new principle, or at any rate at a certainty
concerning its existence, without changing the -conduet and
- usual plan of my life; with this end in view I made many
efforts, but in vain. For the ordinary surroundings of life
. which are esteemed by men (as their actions testify) to be
* the highest good, may be classed under the three heads—
_ Riches, Fame, and the Pleasures of Sense: with these three
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the mind is so absorbed that it has little power to reflect
on any different good. By sensual pleasure the mind is
enthralled to the extent of quiescence, as if the supreme
good were actually attained, so that-t is quite incapable of
thinking of any other object; when such pleasure has been
gratified it is followed by extreme melancholy, whereby
the mind, though not enthralled, is disturbed and dulled.

The pursuit of honours and riches is likewise very ab-
sorbing, especially if such objects be sought simply for
their own sake!,inasmuch as they are then supposed to
constitute the highest good. In the case of fame the mind
is still more absorbed, for fame is conceived as always good
for its own sake, and as the ultimate end to which all
actions are directed. Further, the attainment of riches and
fame is not followed as in the case of sensual pleasures by
repentance, but, the more we acquire, the greater is our
delight, and, consequently, the more are we incited to in-
crease both the one and the other; on the other hand, if
our hopes happen to be frustrated we are plunged into the
deepest sadness. Fame has the further drawback that it
compels its votaries to order their lives according to the
opinions of their fellow-men, shunning what they usually
shun, and seeking what they usually seek.

When 1 saw that all these ordinary objects of desire
would be obstacles in the way of a search for something
different and new—nay, that they were so opposed thereto,
that either they or it would have to be abandoned, I was
forced to inquire which would prove the most useful to
me: for, as I say, I seemed to be willingly losing hold on a
sure good for the sake of something uncertain. However,
after T had reflected on the matter, I came in the first
place to the conclusion that by abandoning the ordinary
objects of pursuit, and betaking myself to a new quest, I
should be leaving a good, uncertain by reason of its own
nature, as may be gathered from what has been said, for the
sake of a good not uncertain in its nature (for I sought for
a fixed good), but only in the possibility of its attainment.

Further reflection convinced me, that if I could really get
to the root of the matter I should be leaving certain evils
for a certain good. I thus perceived that I was i a state
of great peril, and I compelled myself to seek with all my

! See Notg, p. 41.



ON THE IMPROVEMENT OF THE, UNDERSTANDING. 5

strength for a remedy, however uncertain it might be; as
a gick man struggling with a deadly disease, when he sees
that death will surely be upon him unless a remedy be
found, is compelled te seek such a remedy with all his
strength, inasmuch as his whole hope lies therein. All the
objects pursued by the multitude not only bring no remedy
that tends to preserve our being, but even act as hindrances,
causing the death not seldom of those who possess them,
and always of those who are possessed by them.'! There
are many examples of men who have suffered persecution
even to death for the sake of their riches, and of men who
in pursuit of wealth have exposed themselves to so many
dangers, that they have paid away their life as a penalty
for their folly. Examples are no less numerous of men,
who have endured the utmost wretchedness for the sake of
gaining or preserving their reputation. Lastly, there are
innumerable cases of men, who have hastened their death
through over-indulgence in sensual pleasure. All these
evils seem to have arisen from the fact, that happiness or
unhappiness is made wholly to depend on the quality of
the object which we love. When a thing is not loved, no
quarrels will arise concerning it—no sadness will be felt if
it perishes—no envy if it is possessed by another—no fear,
no hatred, in short no disturbances of the mind. All these
. arise from the love of what is perishable, such as the objects
 already mentioned. But love towards a thing eternal and

infinite feeds the mind wholly with joy, and is itself un-
mingled with any sadness, wherefore it 1s greatly to be de-
sired and sought for with all our strength. Yet it was not
- at random that I used the words, “If I could go to the
“ root of the matter,” for, though what I have urged was
. perfectly clear to my mind, I could not forthwith lay aside
all love of riches, sensual enjoyment, and fame. One thing
. was evident, namely, that while my mind was employed
- with these thoughts it turned away from its former objects
of desire, and seriously considered the search for a new
. principle ; this state of things was a great comfort to me,
for I perceived that the evils were not such as to resist all
remedies. Although these intervals were at first rare, and

* These considerations should be set forth more precisely.
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of very short duration, yet afterwards, as the true good
becarue more and more discernible to me, they became
more frequent and more lasting; especially after I had
recognized that the acquisition of wealth, sensual pleasure,
or fame, is only a hindrance, so long as they are sought as
ends not as means; if they be sought as means, they will
be under restraint, and, far from being hindrances, wiil
further not a little the end for which they are sought, as I
will show in due time.

I will here only briefly state what I mean by true good,
and also what is the nature of the highest good. In order
that this may be rightly understood, we must bear in mind
that the terms good and evil are only applied relatively, so
that the same thing may be called both good and bad,
according to the relations in view, in the same way as it
may be called perfect or imperfect. Nothing regarded in
its own nature can be called perfect or imperfeet; especi-
ally when we are aware that all things which come to pass,
come to pass according to the eternal order and fixed laws
of nature. However, human weakness cannot attain to
this order im its own thoughts, but meanwhile man con-
ceives a human character much more stable than his own,
and sees that there is no reason why he should not himself
acquire such a character. Thus he is led to seek for means
which will bring him to this pitch of perfection, and calls
everything which will serve as such means a true
The chief good is that he shounld arrive, together with other
individuals if possible, at the possession of the aforesaid
character. What that character is we shall show in due
time, namely, that it is the knowledge of the union existing
between the mind and the whole of nature. This, then, is
the end for which I strive, to attain to such a character
myself, and to endeavour that many should attain to it
with me. In other words, it is part of my happiness tolend
a helping hand, that many others may understand even as I
do, so that their understanding and desire may entirely
agree with my own. In order to bring this about, it is
necessary to understand as much of nature as will enable
us to attain to the aforesaid character, and also to form a

! These matters are explained more at length elsewhere,
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social order such ag is most conducive to the attainment of
this character by the greatest number with the least diffi-
culty and danger. We must seek the assistance of Moral
Philosophy* and the Theory of Education ; further, as health
is no insignificant means for attaining our end, we must
also include the whole science of Medicine, and, as many
difficult things are by contrivance rendered easy, and we
can in this way gain much time and convenience, the science
of Mechanics must in no way be despised. But, before all
things, a means must be devised for improving the under-
standing and purifying it, as far as may be at the outset,
so that it n.ay apprehend things without error, and in the
best possible way.

Thus it is apparent to everyone that I wish to direct all
sciences to one end and aim,’ so that we may attain to the
supreme human perfection which we have named; and,
therefore, whatsoever in the sciences does not serve to pro-
mote our object will have to be rejected as useless. Tosum
up the matter in a word, all our actions and thoughts must
be directed to this one end. Yet, as it is necessary that
while we are endeavouring to attain our purpose, and bring
the understanding into the right path, we should carry on
our life, we are compelled first of all to lay down certain
rules of life as provisionally good, to wit the following :—

1. To speak 1n a manner intelligible to the mulfitude,
and to comply with every general custom that does not
hinder the attainment of our purpose. For we can gai
from the multitude no small advantages, provided that we
strive to accommodate ourselves to its understanding as
far as possible: moreover, we shall in this way gain a
friendly andience for the reception of the truth,

IL. To indulge ourselves with pleasures only in so faras
they are necessary for preserving health.

TII. Tastly, to endeavour to obtain only sufficient money
- or other commodities to enable us to preserve our life and
liealth, and to follow such general customs as are consistent
with our purpose.

! N.B. 1 do no more here than enumerate the sciences necessary for

our purpose; I lay no stress on their order.

2 There 15 for the sciences but one end,to which they should atl be
directed.
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Having laid down these preliminary rules, I will betake
myself to the first and most important task, namely, the
amendment of the understanding, and the rendering it
capable of understanding things in the manner necessary
for attaining our end.

In order to bring this about, the natural order demands
that I should here recapitulate all the modes of perception,
which I have hitherto employed for affirming or denying
anything with certainty, so that ITmay chcose the best, and
at the same time begin to know my own powers and the
nature which I wish to perfect.

Reflection shows that all modes of perception or know-
ledge may be reduced to four:—

I. Perception arising from hearsay or from some sign
which everyone may name as he pleases.

II. Perception arising from mere experience—that is, from
experience not yet classified by the intellect, and only so
called because the given event has happened to take place,
and we have no contradictory fact to set against it, so that
it therefore remains unassailed in our mind.

III. Perception arising when the essence of one thing is
inferred from another thing, but not adequately; this
comes! when from some effect we gather its cause, or when
it is inferred from some general proposition that some pro-
perty is always present.

IV. Lastly, there is the perception arising when a thing
is perceived solely through its essence, or through the know-
ledge of its proximate cause.

All these kinds of perception I will illustrate by examples.
By hearsay I know the day of my birth, my parentage, and
other matters about which I have never felt any doubt. By
mere experience I know that I shall die, for this I can affirm
from having seen that others like myself have died, though
all did not live for the same period, or die by the same dis-

! In this case we do not understand anythmg of the cause from the
consideration of it in the effect. This is sufficiently evident from the
fact that the cause 1s only spoken of in very general terms, such as—
there exists then something; there exists then some power, &ec.; or
from the fact that we only express it in 8 negative manner—it is not
this or that, &c. In the second case something is ascribed to the cause
because of the effect, as we shall show in an example, but only a pro-
perty, never the essence,
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ease. I know by mere experience that oil has the property
of feeding fire, and water of extinguishing it. Inthesame
way I know that a dog is a barking animal, man a rational
animal, and in fact nearly all the practical knowledge of
life.

‘We deduce one thing from another as follows: when we
clearly perceive that we feel a certain body and no other, we
thence clearly infer that the mind is united to the body,' and
that their union is the cause of the given sensation ; hut we
cannot thence absolutely understand the mnature of the
gensation and the union.® Or, after I have become ac-
quainted with the nature of vision, and know that it has
the property of making one and the same thing appear
smaller when far off than when near, I can infer that the
sun is larger than it appears, and can draw other conclu-
sions of the same kind.

Lastly, a thing may be perceived solely through its
essence ; when, from the fact of knowing something, T know
what it is to know that thing, or when, from knowing the
essence of the mind, I know that it is united to the body.
By the same kind of knowledge we know that two and
three make five, or that two lines each parallel to a third,
are parallel to one another, &e. The things which I have
" been able to know by this kind of knowledge are as yet
very few.

In order that the whole matter may be put in a clearer
light, T will make use of a single illustration as follows.
Three numbers are given—it is required to find a fourth,
which shall be to the third as the second is to the first.

' From this example may be clearly seen what I have just drawn
attention to. For through this umon we understand nothmg beyoend
the sensation, the effect, to wit, from which we mferred the cause of
which we understand nothmng.

2 A conclusion of this sort, though 1t be certain, is yet not to be
relied on withont great caution; for unless we are esceedingly careful
we shall forthwith fall into error. When things are concened thus
abstractedly, and not through their true essence, they are apt to be
confused by the imagination. For that which 1s m itself one. men
imagine to be multiplex. To those things which are conceived ab-
_ stractedly, apart, and confusedly, terms are apphied which are apt to
become wrested from their strict meaning. and bestowed on things more
familiar; whence it results that these latter are imagined m the same
way as the former to which the terms were originally ginen.
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Tradesmen will at once tell us that they know what is re-
quired to find the fourth number, for they have not yot
forgotten the rule which was given to them arbitrarily
without proof by their masters; others construct a um-
versal axiom from their experience with simple numbers,
where the fourth number is self-evident, as in the case of
2,4, 3, 6; here it is evident that if the second number be
multiplied by the third, and the product divided by the
first, the quotient is 6; when they see that by this process
the number is produced which they knew beforehand to be
the proportional, they infer that the process always holds
good for finding a fourth number proportional. Mathema-
ticians, however, know by the proof of the nineteenth pro-
position of the seventh book of Euclid, what numbers are
proportionals, namely, from the nature and property of pro-
portion it follows that the product of the first and fourth will
be equal to the product of the second and third : still they do
not see the adequate proportionality of the given numbers,
or,if they do see it, they see it not by virtue of Euclid’s pro-
position, but intuitively, without going through any process.

In order that from these modes of perception the best
may be selected, it is well that we should briefly enumerate
the means necessary for attaining our end.

I. To have an exact knowledge of our nature which we
desire to perfect, and to know as much as is needful of
nature in general.

II. To collect in this way the differences, the agreements,
and the oppositions of things.

II1. To learn thus exactly how far they can or cannot be
modified.

IV. To compare this result with the nature and power of
man. We shall thus discern the highest degree of perfec-
tion to which man is capable of attaiming. We shall then
be in a position to see which mode of perception we ought
to choose.

As to the first mode, it is evident that from hearsay our
knowledge must always be uncertain, and, moreover, can
give us no insight into the essence of a thing, as is mani-
fest in our illustration; now one can only arrive at know-
ledge of a thing through knowledge of its essence, as will
hereafter appear. We may, therefore, clearly conclude
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{hat the certainty arising from hearsay cannot be scientific
in its character. For simple hearsay cannot affect anyone
whose understanding does not, so to speak, meet it half
way.

The second mode of perception’ cannot be said to give us
the idea of the proportion of which we are in search.
Moreover its results are very uncertain and indefinite, for
we shall never discover anything in natural phenomena by
its means, except accidental properties, which are never
clearly understood, unless the essence of the things in
question be known first. Wherefore this mode also must
be rejected.

Of the third mode of perception we may say in a manner
that it gives us the idea of the thing sought, and that it
enables us to draw conclusions without risk of error; yet
1t is not by itself sufficient to put us in possession of the
perfection we aim at.

The fourth mode alone apprehends the adequate essence
of a thing without danger of error. This mode, therefore,
must be the one which we chiefly employ. How, then,
should we avail ourselves of it so as to gain the fourth kind
of knowledge with the least delay concerning things pre-
viously unknown? I will proceed to explain,

Now that we know what kind of knowledge is necessary
for us, we must indicate the way and the method whereby
we may gain the said kmowledge concerning the things
needful to be known. In order to accomplish this, we
must first take care not to commit ourselves to a search,
going back to infinity—that is, in order to discover the
best method for finding out the truth, there is no need of
another method to discover such method; nor of a third
method for discovering the second, and so on to mnfinity.
By such proceedings, we should never arrive at the know-
ledge of the truth, or, indeed, at any knowledge at all.
The matter stands on the same footing as the making of
material tools, which might be argued about in a similar
way. For, in order to work iron, a hammer is needed, and
the hammer cannot be forthecoming unless it has been made;

' T shall here treat a little more in detail of experience, and shall

cxamine the method adopted by the Emprics, and by recent philo-
sophers,
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but, in order to make it, there was need of another hammer
and other tools, and so on to infinity. We might thus
vainly endeavour to prove that men have no power of work-
ing iron. But as men at first made use of the instruments
supplied by nature to accomplish very easy pieces of work-
manship, laboriously and imperfectly, and then, when these
were finished, wrought other things more difficult with less
labour and greater perfection; and so gradually mounted
from the simplest operations to the making of tools, and
from the making of tools to the making of more complex
tools, and fresh feats of workmanship, till they arrived at
making, with small expenditure of labour, the vast number
of complicated mechanisms which they now possess. So,in
like manner, the intellect, by its nativestrength,"makes for
itself intellectnal instruments, whereby it acquires strength
for performing other intellectual operations,” and from
these operations gets again fresh instruments, or the power
of pushing its investigations further, and thus gradually
proceeds till it reaches the summit of wisdom.

That this is the path pursued by the understanding may
be readily seen, when we understand the nature of the
method for finding out the truth, and of the natural in-
struments so necessary for the construction of more com-
plex instruments, and for the progress of investigation. I
thus proceed with my demonstration.

A true idea’® (for we possess a true idea) is something
different from its correlate (ideatum); thus a circle is dif-
ferent from the idea of a circle. The idea of a circle is not
something having a circumference and a centre, as a circle
has; nor is the idea of a body that body itself. Now, as it
is something different from its correlate, it is capable of
being understood through itself; in other words, the idea,
in so far as its actual essence (essentia formalis) is con-
cerned, may be the subject of another subjective essence

! By native strength, I mean that bestowed on us by external causes,
as I shall afterwards explain i my philosophy.

2 T here term them operations: I shall explain their nature in my
philosophy.

3 I shall take care not only to demonstrate what I have just advanced,
but also that we have hitherto proceeded rightly, and other things needful
to be known.
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(essentia objectiva).! And, again, this second subjective
essence will, regarded in 1tself, be something real, and
capable of being understood ; and so on, indefinitely. For
instance, the man Peter 18 something real; the true idea of
Peter is the reality of Peter represented subjectively, and is
in itself something real, and quite distinct from the actual
Peter. Now, as this true idea of Peter is in itself some-
thing real, and has its own individual existence, it will also
be capable of being understood—that is, of being the sub-
ject of another idea, which will contain by representation
(objective) all that the idea of Peter contains actually (for-
maliter). And, again, this idea of the idea of Peter has its
own individuality, which may become the subject of yet
another idea; and so om, indefinitely. This everyone may
make trial of for himself, by reflecting that he knows what
Peter is, and also knows that he knows, and further knows
that he knows that he knows, &c. Hence it is plain that,
in order to understand the actual Peter, it is not necessary
first to understand the idea of Peter, and still less the idea
of the idea of Peter. This is the same as saying that, in
order to know, there is no need to know that we know,
much less to know that we know that we know. This is no
more necessary than to know the nature of a circle before
knowing the nature of a triangle.® But, with these ideas,
the contrary is the case : for, in order to know that I know,
I must first know. Hence it is clear that certainty is no-
thing else than the subjective essence of a thing: in other
words, the mode in which we perceive an actual reality is
certainty. Further, it is also evident that, for the certitude
of truth, no further sign is necessary beyond the possession
of a true idea: for, as I have shown, it is not necessarv to
know that we know that we know. Hence, again, 1t is
clear that no one can know the nature of the highest cer-
tainty, unless he possesses an adequate idea, or the subjec-
tive essence of a thing: for certainty is identical with such

1 In modern language,  the idea may become the subject of another
representation.”  Objecrivus generally corresponds to the modern  sub-
Jjective” formalis to the modern “ objective,” —[Tr.

? Observe that we are not here inquiring how this first subjective
essence 1s innate in us. This belongs to an mvestigation into nature,
where all these matters are amply explained, and it 1s shown that
without ideas neither afhrmation, nor negation, nor volition are possaibl .
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subjective essence. Thus, as the truth needs no sign—it
being sufficient to possess the subjective essence of things,
or, in other words, the ideas of them, in order that all
doubts may be removed—it follows that the true method
does not consist in seeking for the signs of truth after the
acquisition of the idea, but that the true method teaches
us the order in which we should seek for truth itself,' or
the subjective essences of things, or ideas, for all these ex-
pressions are synonymous. Again, method must neces-
sarily be concerned with reasoning or understanding—I
mean, method is not identical with reasoning in the search
for causes, still less is it the comprehension of the causes of
things: it is the discernment of a true idea, by distinguish-
ing it from other perceptions, and by investigating its
nature, in order that we may thus know our power of
understanding, and may so train our mind that it may, by
a given standard, comprehend whatsoever is intelligible,
by laying down certain rules as aids, and by avoiding useless
mental exertion. B

Whence we may gather that method is nothing else than
reflective kmowledge, or the idea of an idea; and that as
there can be no idea of an idea—unless an idea exists pre-
viously,—there can be no method without a pre-existent
idea. Therefore, that will be a good method which shows
us how the mind should be directed, according to the
standard of the given true idea.

Again, seeing that the ratio existing between two ideas is
the same as the ratio between the actual realities corre-
sponding to those ideas, it follows that the reflective know-
ledge which has for its object the most perfect being is
more excellent than reflective knowledge concerning other
objects—in other words, that method will be most perfect
which affords the standard of the given idea of the most
perfect being whereby we may direct our mind. We thus
casily understand how, in proportion as it acquires new
ideas, the mind simultaneously acquires fresh instruments
for pursuing its inquiries further. For we may gather
from what has been said, that a true idea must necessarily
first of all exist in us as a natural instrument; and that

! The nature of mental search is explained in my philosophy.
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when this idea is apprehended by the mind, it enables us
to understand the difference existing between itself and
all other perceptions. In this, one part of the method
consists.

Now it is clear that the mind apprehends itself better in
proportion as it understands a greater number of natural
objects; it follows, therefore, that this portion of the method
will be more perfect in proportion as the mind attains to
the comprehension of a greater number of objects, and that
it will be absolutely perfect when the mind gains a know-
ledge of the absolutely perfect being, or becomes conscious
thereof. Again, the more things the mind knows, the better
does it understand its own strength and the order of nature;
by increased self-knowledge, it can direct itself more easily,
and lay down rules for its own guidance ; and, by increased
knowledge of nature, it can more easily avoid what is
useless.

And this is the sum total of method, as we have already
stated. We may add that the idea in the world of
thought is in the same case as its correlate in the world of
reality. 1If, therefore, there be anything in nature which
is without connection' with any other thing, and if we
assign to it a subjective essence, which would in every way
correspond to the objective reality, the subjective essence
would have no connection with any other ideas—in other
words, we could not draw any conclusion with regard to it.
On the other hand, those things which are connected with
others—as all things that exist in nature—will be under-
stood by the mind, and their subjective essences will main-
tain the same mutual relations as their objective realities—
that is to say, we shall infer from these ideas other ideas,
which will in turn be connected with others, and thus our
instruments for proceeding with our investigation will in-
creage. This is what we were endeavouring to prove.
Further, from what has just been sa.ldwna.mely that an
idea must, in all respects, correspond to its correlate in the
world of reality,—it is evident that, in order to reproduce
in every respect the faithful image of nature, our mind
must deduce all its ideas from the idea which represents

! To be conunected with other things is to be produced by them, or to
produce them.
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the origin and source of the whole of nature, so that it
may itself become the source of other ideas.

It may, perhaps, provoke astonishment that, after having
said that the good method is that which teaches us to direct
our mind according to the standard of the given true idea,
we should prove our point by reasoning, which would seem
to indicate that it is not self-evident. We may, therefore,
be questioned as to the validity of our reasoning. If our
reasoning be sound, we must take as a starting-point a true
idea. Now, to be certain that our starting-point is really
a true idea, we need a proof. This first course of reason-
ing must be supported by a second, the second by a third,
and so on to infinity. To this I make answer that, if by
some happy chance anyone had adopted this method in his
investigations of nature—that is, if he had acquired new
ideas in the proper order, according to the standard of the
original true idea, he would never have doubted of the
truth of his knowledge,' inasmuch as truth, as we have
shown, makes itself manifest, and all things would flow, as
it were, spontaneously towards him. But as this never, or
rarely, happens, I have been forced so to arrange my pro-
ceedings, that we may acquire by reflection and forethought
what we cannot acquire by chance, and that it may at the
same time appear that, for proving the truth, and for valid
reasoning, we need no other means than the truth and
valid reasouing themselves: for by valid reasoning I have
established valid reasoning, and, in hike measure, I seek
still to establish it. Moreover, this is the order of thinking
adopted by men in their inward meditations. The reasons
for its rare employment in investigations of nature are to
be found in current misconceptions, whereof we shall ex-
amine the causes hereafter in our philosophy. Moreover,
it demands, as we shall show, a keen and accurate discern-
ment. Lastly, it is hindered by the conditions of human
life, which are, as we have already pointed out, extremely
changeable. There are also other obstacles, which we will
not here inquire into.

If anyone asks why I have not at the starting-point set
forth all the truths of nature in their due order, inasmuch

! In the same way as we have here no doubt of the truth of our
know ledge
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as truth is self-evident, I reply by warning him not to re-
ject as false any paradoxes he may find here, but to take
the trouble to reflect on the chain of reasoning by which
they are supported ; he will then be no longer in doubt that
we have attained to the truth. This is why I have begun
as above.

If there yet remains some sceptic, who doubts of our
primary truth, and of all deductions we make, taking such
truth as our standard, he must either be arguing in bad
faith, or we must confess that there are men in complete
mental blindness, either innate or due to misconceptions—
that is, to some external influence.

Such persons are not conscious of themselves. If they
affirm or doubt anything, they know not that they affirm
or doubt: they say that they know nothing, and they say
that they are ignorant of the very fact of their knowing
nothing. Even this they do not affirm absolutely, they are
afraid of confessing that they exist, so long as they know
nothing ; in fact, they ought to remain dumb, for fear of
haply supposing something which should smack of truth.
Lastly, with such persous, one should not speak of sciences:
for, in what relates to life and conduct, they are compelled
by necessity to suppose that they exist, and seek their own

*advantage, and often affirm and deny, even with an oath.
If they deny, grant, or gainsay, they know not that they
deny, grant, or gaingay, so that they ought to be regarded
as automata, utterly devoid of intelhigence.

Let us now return to our proposition. Up to the pre-
sent; we have, first, defined the end to which we desire to
direct all our thoughts; secondly, we have determined the
mode of perception best adapted to aid us in attaining our
perfection ; thirdly, we have discovered the way which our
mind should take, in order to make a good beginning—
namely, that it should use every true idea as a standard in
pursuing its inqwries according to fixed rules. Now, in
order that it may thus proceed, our method must furnish
us, first, with a means of distinguishing a true idea from
all other perceptions, and enabling the mind to avoid
the latter; secondly, with rules for perceiving unknown
things according to the standard of the true idea ; thirdly
with an order which enables us to avoid useless labour

1+ 8 ]
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When we became acquainted with this method, we saw
that, fourthly, it would be perfect when we had attained to
the idea of the absolutely perfect Being. This is an obser-
vation which should be made at the outset, in order that
we may arrive at the knowledge of such a being more
quickly.

Let us then make a beginning with the first part of the
method, which is, as we have said, to distinguish and sepa-
rate the true idea from other perceptions, and to keep the
mind from confusing with true ideas those which are false,
fictitious, and doubtful. I intend to dwell on this point at
length, partly to keep a distinction so necessary before the
reader’s mind, and also because there are some who doubt
of true ideas, through not having attended to the distinc-
tion between a true perception and all others. Such per-
sons are like men who, while they are awake, doubt not
that they are awake, but afterwards in a dream, as often
happens, thinking that they are surely awake, and then
finding that they were in error, become doubtful even of
being awake. This state of mind arises through neglect of
the distinction between sleeping and waking.

Meanwhile, I give warning that I shall not here give the
essence of every perception, and explain it through its
proximate cause. Such work lies in the province of philo-
sophy. I shall confine myself to what concerns method—
that is, to the character of fictitious, false, and doubtful
perception, and the means of freeing ourselves therefrom.
Let us then first inquire into the nature of a fictitious
idea.

Every perception has for its object either a thing con-
sidered as existing, or solely the essence of a thing. Now
“fiction” is chiefly occupied with things considered as
existing. I will, therefore, consider these first—I mean
cases where only the existence of an object is feigned, and
the thing thus feigned is understood, or assumed to be
understood. For instance, I feign that Peter, whom I kmow
to have gone home, is gone to see me,' or something of that
kind. With what is such an idea concerned? It is com-

! See below the note on hypotheses, whereof we have a clear under-
standing ; the fiction consists in saying that such hypotheses exist in
heavenly bodies.
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cerned with things possible, and not with things necessary
or impossible. I call a thing tmpossible when 1ts existence
would imply a contradiction; mecessary, when its non-
existence would imply a contradiction ; possible, when neither
its existence nor its non-existence imply a contradiction,
but when the necessity or impossibility of its nature de-
pends on causes unknown to us, while we feign that it
exists. If the necessity or impossibility of its existence
depending on external causes were known to us, we could
not form any fictitious hypothesis about it; whence it fol-
lows that if there be a God, or omniscient Being, such an
one cannot form fictitious hypotheses. For, as regards our-
selves, when T know that I exist, I cannot hypothesize that
I exist or do not exist,’ any more than I can hypothesize an
elephant that can go through the eye of a needle; nor when
I know the nature of God, can I bypothesize that He exists
or does not exist.® The same thing must be said of the
Chimera, whereof the nature implies a contradiction.
From these considerations, it is plain, as I have already
stated, that fiction cannot be concerned with eternal truths.®

But before proceeding further, I must remark, in pass-
ing, that the difference between the essence of one thing
and the essence of another thing is the same as that which
exists between the reality or existence of one thing and the
reality or existence of another ; therefore, if we wished to
conceive the existence, for example, of Adam, simply by
means of existence in general, it would be the same as if, in
order to conceive his existence, we went back to the nature
of being, so as to define Adam as a being. Thus, the more
existence is conceived generally, the more is it conceived

! As a thing, when once it is understood, manifests itself, we have
need only of an example without further proof. In the same way the
contrary has only to be presented to our minds to be recognized as false, as
will forthwith appear when we come to discuss fiction concerning essences.

* Observe, that although many assert that they doubt whether God
exists, they have nought but his name in their minds, or else some fiction
which they call God: this fiction is not in harmony with God’s real
nature, as we will duly show.

* 1 shall presently show that no fiction can concern eternal truths.
By an eternal truth, I mean that which being positive could never be-
come negative. Thus it is a primary and eternal truth that God exists,
but it is not an eternal truth that Adam thinks. That the Chimera docs
nol exist is an eternal truth, that Adam does not thunk 18 not go.
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confusedly, and the more easily can it be ascribed to a.
given object. Contrariwise, the more it is conceived par-
ticularly, the more is it understood clearly, and the less
liable is it to be ascribed, through negligence of Nature's
order, to anything save its proper object. This is worthy
of remark.

We now proceed to consider those cases which are
commonly called fictions, though we clearly understand
that the thing is not as we imagine it. For instance, I
tmow that the earth is round, but nothing prevents my
telling people that it is a hemisphere, and that it is like a
half apple carved in relief on a dish; or, that the sun
moves round the earth, and so on. However, examination
will show us that there is nothing here inconsistent with
what has been said, provided we first admit that we may
have made mistakes, and be now conscious of them; and,
further, that we can hypothesize, or at least suppose, that
others are under the same mistake as ourselves, or can,
like us, fall under it. 'We can, I repeat, thus hypothesize
80 long as we see no impossibility. Thus, when I tell any-
one that the earth is not round, &c., I merely recall the
error which I perhaps made myself, or which I might have
fallen into, and afterwards I hypothesize that the person
to whom I tell it, is still, or may still fall under the same
mistake. This I say, I can feign so long as I do not per-
ceive any impossibility or necessity; if I truly understood
either one or the other I should not be able to feign, and
I should be reduced to saying that I had made the
attempt.

It remains for us to consider hypotheses made in pro-
blems, which sometimes involve impossibilities. For in-
stance, when we say—Ilet us assume that this burni
candle is not burning, or, let us assume that it burns in
some imaginary space, or where there are no physical ob-
jects. Such assumptions are freely made, though the last
18 clearly seen to be impossible. But, though this be so,
there is no fiction in the case. For,in the first case, I have
merely recalled to memory another candle' not burning, or

! Afterwards, when we come to speak of fiction that is concerned

with essences, it will be evident that fiction never creates or furnishes
the mind with anything new ; only such things as are already in the:
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conceived the candle before me as without a flame, and then
I understand as applying to the latter, leaving its flame out
of the question, all that I think of the former. In the
second case, I have merely to abstract my thoughts from
the objects surrounding the candle, for the mind to devote
itself to the contemplation of the candle singly looked at in
itself only ; I canthen draw the conclusion that the candle
contains in itself no cause for its own destruction, so that
if there were no physical objects the candle, and even the
flame, would remain unchangeable, and so on. Thus there
is here no fiction, but true and bare assertions.'

Let us now pass on to the fictions concerned with essences
only, or with some reality or existence simultaneously. Of
these we must specially observe that in proportion as the
mind’s understanding is smaller, and its experience multi-
plex, so will its power of coining fictions be larger, whereas
as its understanding increases, its capacity for entertaining
fictitious ideas becomes less. For instance, in the same
way as we are unable, while we are thinking, to feign that
we are thinking or not thinking, so, also, when we know
the nature of body we cannot imagine an infinite fly; or,
when we know the nature of the soul,”? we cannot imagine
it as square, though anything may be expressed verbally.
But, as we said above, the less men know of nature the

brain or imniination are recalled to the memory, when the attention is
directed to them confusedly and all at once. For instance, we have
remembrance of spoken words and of a tree; when the mind directs
ftself to them confusedly, it forms the notion of a tree speaking. The
same may be said of existence, especially when it is conceived quite
generully as entity; it 18 then readily applied to all things occurring
together in the memory. This is specially worthy of remark.

! We must understand as much i the case of hypotheses put ferward
to explain certain movements accompanymg celestial phenomena; but
from these, when applied to the celestial motions, we may draw conclu-
sions as to the nature of the heavens, whereas this last may be quite
different, especially as many other causes are conceivable which would
account for such motions.

3 It often happens that a man recalls to mind this word soul, and
forms at the same time some corporeal image: as the two representa-
tions are simultaneous, he easily thinks that he imagines and feigns a
corporeal soul: thus confusing the name with the thing itself I here
beg that my readers will not be in & hurry to refute this proposition;
they will, I hope, have no mind to do so, if they pay closc attention to
the examples given and to what follows.
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more easily can they coin fictitious ideas, such as trees
speaking, men instantly changed into stones, or into foun-
tains, ghosts appearing in mirrors, something issuing
from nothing, even gods changed into beasts and men, and
infinite other absurdities of the same kind.

Some persons think, perhaps, that fiction is limited by
fiction, and not by understanding ; in other words, after I
have formed some fictitious idea, and have affirmed of my
own free will that it exists under a certain form in nature,
I am thereby precluded from thinking of it under any
other form. For instance, when I have feigned (to repeat
their argument) that the nature of body is of a certain
kind, and have of my own free will desired to convince
myself that it actually exists under this form, I am no
longer able to hypothesize that a fly, for example, is infinite ;
80, when I have hypothesized the essence of the soul, I am
not able to think of it as square, &ec. But these arguments
demand further inquiry. First, their upholders must
either grant or deny that we can understand anything.
If they grant it, then necessarily the same must be said of
understanding, as is said of fiction. If they deny it, let us,
who know that we do know something, see what they mean.
They assert that the soul can be conscious of, and perceive
in a variety of ways, not itself nor things which exist, but
only things which are neither in itself nor anywhere else,
in other words, that the soul can, by its unaided power,
create sensations or ideas unconnected with things. In fact,
they regard the soul as a sortof god. Further, they assert
that we or our soul have such freedom that we can con-
strain ourselves, or our soul, or even our soul’s freedom.
For, after it has formed a fictitious idea, and has given its
assent thereto, it cannot think or feign it in any other
manner, but is constrained by the first fictitious idea to
keep all its other thoughts in harmony therewith. Our
opponents are thus driven to admit, in support of their
fiction, the absurdities which I have just enumerated ; and
which are not worthy of rational refutation.'

! Though I seem to deduce this from experience, some may deny its
cogency because I have given no-formal proof. T therefore append the
followng for those who may desire it. As there can be nothing in
nature contrary to nature’s laws, since all things come to pass by fixed
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‘While leaving such persons in their error, we will take
vare to derive from our argument with them a truth
serviceable for our purpose, namely, that the mind, in pay-
ing attention to a thing hypothetical or false, so as to meds-
tate upon it and understand it, and derive the proper con-
clusions in due order therefrom, will readily discover ita
falsity ; and if the thing hypothetical be in its nature true,
and the mind pays attention to it, so as to understand it,
and deduce the truths which are derivable from it, the
mind will proceed with an uninterrupted series of apt con-
clusions ; in the same way as it would at once discover (as
we showed just now) the absurdity of a false hypothesis,
and of the conclusions drawn from it.

‘We need, therefore, be in no fear of forming hypotheses,
g0 long as we have a clear and distinct perception of what
is involved. For, if we were to assert, haply, that men are
suddenly turned into beasts, the statement would be ex-
tremely general, so general that there would be no concep-
tion, that is, no ideaor connection of subject and predicate,
in our mind. If there were such a conception we should
at the same time be aware of the means and the causes
whereby the event took place. Moreover, we pay no atten-
tion to the nature of the subject and the predicate. Now,
if the first idea be not fictitious, and if all the other ideas
be deduced therefrom, our hurry to form fictitious ideas
will gradually subside. Further, as a fictitious idea can-
not be clear and distinet, but is necessarily confused, and
as all confusion arises from the fact that the mind has only
partial knowledge of a thing either simple or complex, and
does not distinguish between the known and the unknown,
and, again, that it directs its attention promiscuously to all
parts of an object at once without making distinctions,
it follows, first, that if the idea be of something very
simple, it must necessarily be clear and distinet. Fora
very simple object cannot be known in part, it must either
be known altogether or not at all. Secondly, it follows that
if a complex object be divided by thought into a number of

laws, so that each thing must irrefragably produce its own proper effect,
it follows that the soul, as soon as it possesses the true conception of a
thing, proceeds to reproduce in thought that thing’s effects. See below,
where I speak of the false idea.
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simple component parts, and if each part be regarded
separately, all confusion will disappear. Thirdly, it follows
that fiction cannot be simple, but is made up of the blending
of several confused ideas of diverse objects or actions ex-
istent in nature, or rather is comvposed of attention® directed
to all such ideas at once, and unaccompanied by any mental
assent,

Now a fiction that was simple would be clear and dis-
tinet, and therefore true, also a fiction composed only of
distinct ideas would be clear and distinet, and therefore
true. For instance, when we know the nature of the circle
and the square, it is impossible for us to blend together
these two figures, and to hypothesize a square circle, any
more than a square soul, or things of that kind. Let us
shortly come to our conclusion, and again repeat that we
need have no fear of confusing with true ideas that which
is only a fietion. As for the first sort of fiction of which
we have already spoken, when a thing is clearly conceived,
we saw that if the existence of that thing is in itself an
eternal truth, fiction can have no part in it; but if the ex-
istence of the thing conceived be not an eternal truth, we
have only to be careful that such existence be compared to
the thing’s essence,and to consider the order of nature. As
for the second sort of fiction, which we stated to be the re-
sult of simultaneously directing the attention, without the
assent of the intellect, to different confused ideas repre-
senting different things and actions existing in nature, we
have seen that an absolutely simple thing cannot be feigned,
but must be understood, and that a complex thing is in the
same case if we regard separately the simple parts whereof
it is composed ; we shall not even be able to hypothesize any
untrue action concerning such objects, for we shall be
obliged to consider at the same time the causes and the
manner of such action.

These matters being thus understood, let us pass on to

! Observe that fiction regarded in itself, only differs from dreams in
that in the latter we do not perceive the external causes which we per-
ceive through the senses while awake. It has heunce been inferred that
represensations occurring in sleep have no comnmection with objects
external to us. We shall presently see that error is the dreaming of a
waking man : if it reaches a certan pitch it becomes delirium,
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consider the false idea, ohserving the objects with which it
is concerned, and the means of guarding ourselves from
falling into false perceptions. Neither of these tasks will
present much difficulty, after our inquiry concerning ficti-
tious ideas. The false idea only differs from the fictitious
idea in the fact of implying a mental assent—that is, as we
have already remarked, while the representations are oc-
curring, there are no causes present to us, wherefrom, as in
fiction, we can conclude that such representations do unot
arise from external objects : in fact, it is much the same as
dreaming with our eyes open, or while awake. Thus, a
false idea is concerned with, or (to speak more correctly)
attributable to, the existence of a thing whereof the essence
is known, or the essence itself, in the same way as a
fictitious idea. If attributable to the existence of the thing,
it is corrected in the same way as a fictitious idea under
similar circumstances. If attributable to the essence, it is
likewise corrected in the same way as a fictitious idea. For
if the nature of the thing known implies necessary exis-
tence, we cannot possibly be in error with regard to its
existence ; but if the nature of the thing be not an eternal
truth, like its essence, but contrariwise the necessity or
impossibility of its existence depends on external causes,
then we must follow the same course as we adopted in the
case of fiction, for it is corrected in the same manner. As
for false ideas concerned with essences, or even with ac-
tions, such perceptions are necessarily always confused,
being compounded of different confused perceptions of
things existing in nature, as, for instance, when men are
persuaded that deities are present in woods, in statues, in
brute beasts, and the like; that there are bodies which, by
their composition alone, give rise to intellect ; that corpses
reason, walk about, and speak; that God is deceived, and
so on. But ideas which are clear and distinct can never be
falge : for ideas of things clearly and distinctly conceived
are either very simple themselves, or are compounded from
very simple 1deas—that is, are deduced therefrom. The
impossibility of a very simple idea being false is evident to
everyone who understands the nature of truth or under-
standing and of falsehood.

As regards that which constitutes the reality of truth, it
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is certain that a true idea is distinguished from a false one,
not so much by its extrinsic object as by its intrinsic nature.
If an architect conceives a building properly constructed,
though such a building may never have existed, and may
never exist, nevertheless the idea is true; and the idea re-
mains the same, whether it be put into execution or not.
On the other band, if anyone asserts, for instance, that
Peter exists, without knowing whether Peter really exists
or not, the assertion, as far as its asserter is concerned, is
false, or not true, even though Peter actually does exist.
The assertion that Peter exists is true only with regard to
him who knows for certain that Peter does exist. Whence
it follows that there is in ideas something real, whereby the
true are distinguished from the false. This reality must be
inquired into, if we are to find the best standard of truth
(we have said that we ought to determine our thoughts by
the given standard of a true idea, and that method is re-
flective knowledge), and to know the properties of our
understanding. Neither must we say that the difference
between true and false arises from the fact, that true
knowledge consists in knowing things through their pri-
mary causes, wherein it is totally different from false
knowledge, as I have just explained it: for thought is
said to be true,if it involves subjectively the essence of
any principle which has no cause, and is known through
itself and in itself. Wherefore the reality (forma) of
true thought must exist in the thought itself, without
reference to other thoughts; it does mnot acknowledge
the object as its cause, but must depend on the actual
power and nature of the understanding. For, if we sup-
pose that the understanding has perceived some new
entity which has never existed, as some conceive the under-
standing of God before He created things (a perception
which certainly could not arise from any object), and has
legitimately deduced other thoughts from the said percep-
tion, all such thoughts would be true, without being deter-
mined by any external object; they would depend solely
on the power and nature of the understanding. Thus, that
which constitutes the reality of a true. thought must be
sought in the thought itself, and deduced from the nature
of the understanding. In order to pursue our investiga-
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tion, let us confront ourselves with some frue idea, whose
object we know for certain to be dependent on our power of
thinking, and to have nothing corresponding to it in nature.
With an idea of this kind before us, we shall, as appears
from what has just been said, be more easily able to carry
on the research we have in view. For instance, in order to
form the conception of a sphere, I invent a cause at my
pleasure—namely, a semicircle revolving round its centre,
and thus producing a sphere. This is indisputably a true
idea; and, although we know that no sphere in nature has
ever actually been so formed, the perception remains true,
and is the easiest manner of conceiving a sphere. We must
observe that this perception asserts the rotation of a semi-
circle—which assertion would be false, if it were not asso-
ciated with the conception of a sphere, or of a cause
determining a motion of the kind, or absolutely, if the
assertion were isolated. The mind would then only tend to
the affirmation of the sole motion of a semicircle, which is
not contained in the conception of a semicircle, and does
not arise from the conception of any cause capable of
producing such motion.

Thus falsity consists only in this, that something is
affirmed of a thing, which is not contained in the conception
we have formed of that thing, as motion or rest of a semi-
circle. Whence it follows that simple ideas cannot be other
than frue—e.g. the simple idea of a semicircle, of motion,
of rest, of quantity, &c.

‘Whatsoever affirmation such ideas contain is equal to
the concept formed, and does not extend further. Where-
fore we may form as many simple ideas as we please,
without any fear of error. It only remains for us to
inquire by what power our mind can form true ideas, and
how far such power extends. It is certain that such power
cannot-extend itself infinitely. For when we affirm some-
what of a thing, which is not contained in the concept we
have formed of that thing, such an affirmation shows a
defect of our perception, or that we have formed fragmen-
tary or mutilated ideas. Thus we have seen that the
motion of a semicircle is false when it is isolated in the
mind, but true when it is associated with the concept of a
sphere, or of some cause determining such & motion. But
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if it be the nature of a thinking being, as seems, primé
facie, to be the case, to form true or adequate thoughts, it
is plain that inadequate ideas arise in us only because we
are parts of a thinking being, whose thoughts—some in
their entirety, others in fragments only—constilute our
mind.

But there is another point to be considered, which was
not worth raising in the case of fiction, but which gives rise
to complete deception—namely, that certain things pre-
sented to the imagination also exist in the understanding-—
in other words, are conceived clearly and distinctly. Hence,
s0 long as we do not separate that which is distmnet from
that which is confused, certainty, or the true idea, becomes
mixed with indistinct ideas. Yor instance, certain Stoics
heard, perhaps, the term *“soul,” and also that the soul is
immortal, yet imagined it only confusedly ; they imagined,
also, and understood that very subtle bodies penetrate all
others, and are penetrated by none. By combining these
ideas, and being at the same time certain of the truth of
the axiom, they forthwith became convinced that the mind
consists of very subtle bodies; that these very subtle
bodies cannot be divided, &c. But we are freed fro-. mis-
takes of this kind, so long as we endeavour to exaun.mne all
our perceptions by the standard of the given true idea.
‘We must take care, as has been said, to separate such
perceptions from all those which arise from hearsay or un-
classified experience.

Moreover, such mistakes arise from things being con-
ceived too much in the abstract; for it is sufficiently self-
evident that what I conceive as in its true object I cannot
apply to anything else. Lastly, they arise from a want of
understanding of the primary elements of nature as a
whole; whence we proceed without due order, and con-
found nature with abstract rules, which, although they be
true enough in their sphere, yet, when misapplied, confound
themselves, and pervert the order of nature. However, if
we proceed with as little abstraction as possible, and begin
from primary elements—that is, from the source and origin
of nature, as far back as we can reach,—we need not fear
any deceptions of this kind. As far as the knowledge of
the origin of nature is concerned, there is no danger of our
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confounding it with abstractions. For when a thing is con-
ceived in the abstract, as are all universal notions, the said
universal notions are always more extensive in the mind
than the number of individuals forming their contents
really existing in nature.

Again, there are many things in nature, the difference
between which is so slight as to be hardly perceptible to
the understanding ; so that it may readily happen that such
things are confounded together, if they be conceived ab-
stractedly. But since the first principle of nature cannot
(as we shall see hereafter) be conceived abstractedly or
universally, and cannot extend further in the understand.
ing than it does in reality, and has no likeness to mutable
things, no confusion need be feared in respect to the idea
of it, provided (as before shown) that we possess a standard
of truth. This is, in fact, a being single' and infinite; in
other words, it is the sum total of being,® beyond which
there is no being found.

Thus far we have treated of the false idea. We have
now to investigate the doubtful idea—that is, to inquire
what can cause us to doubt, and how doubt may be re-
moved. I speak of real doubt existing in the mind, not of
such doubt as we see exemplified when a man says that he
doubts, though his mind does not really hesitate. The
cure of the latter does not fall within the province of
method, it belongs rather to inquiries concerning obstinacy
and its cure. Real doubt is never produced in the mind
by the thing doubted of. In other words, if there were
only one idea in the mind, whether that idea were true or
false, there would be no doubt or certainty present, only a
certain sensation. For an idea is in itself nothing else
than a certain sensation; but doubt will arise through
another idea, not clear and distinct enough for us to be
able to draw any certain conclusion with regard to the
matter under consideration ; that is, the idea which causes

1 These are not attributes of God displaying His essence, as I will
show in my philosophy.

3 This has been shown already. For if such a being did not exist it
would never be produced : theretore the mind would be able to under-
stand more than nature could furnish; and this has been shown above
to be false.
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us to doubt is not clear and distinct. To take an example.
Supposing that a man has never reflected, taught by ex-
perience, or by any other means, that our senses sometimes
deceive us, he will never doubt whether the sun be greater
or less than it appears. Thus rustics are generally asto-
nished when they hear that the sun is much larger than
the earth. But from reflection on the deceitfulness of the
senses! doubt arises, and if, after doubting, we acquire a
true knowledge of the senses, and how things at a distance
are represented through their instrumentality, doubt is
again removed. Hence we cannot cast doubt on true ideas
by the supposition that thereis a deceitful Deity, who leads
us astray even in what is most certain. "We can only hold
such an hypothesis so long as we have no clear and distinet
idea—in other words, until we reflect on the knowledge
which we have of the first principle of all things, and find
that which teaches us that God is not a deceiver, and until
we know this with the same certainty as we know from
reflecting on the nature of a triangle that its three angles
are equal to two right angles. But if we have a knowledge
of God equal to that which we have of a triangle, all
doubt is removed. In the same way as we can arrive at
the said knowledge of a triangle, though not absolutely
sure that there 1s mnot not some arch-deceiver leading
us astray, so can we come to a like knowledge of God
under the like condition, and when we have attained to it,
it is sufficient, as I said before, to remove every doubt
which we can possess concerning clear and distinct ideas.
Thus, if a man proceeded with our investigations in due
order, inquiring first into those things which should first
be inquired into, never passing over a link in the chain of
association, and with knowledge how to define his questions
before seeking to answer them, he will never have any
ideas save such as are very certain, or, in other words,
clear and distinct; for doubt is only a suspension of the
spirit concerning some affirmation or negation which it
would pronounce upon unhesitatingly if it were mot in
ignorance of something, without which the knowledge of
the matter in hand must needs be imperfect. We may,

1 That is, it is known that the senses sometimes deceive us. But itis
only known confusedly, for it is not known how they deceive us.
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therefore, conclude that doubt always proceeds from want
of due order in investigation.

These are the points I promised to discuss in this first
part of my treatise on method. However, in order not to
omit anything which can conduce o the knowledge of the
understanding and its faculties, I will add a few words on
the subject of memory and forgetfulness.

The point most worthy of attention is, that memory is
strengthened both with and without the aid of the under-
standing. For the more intelligible a thing is, the more
easily is it remembered, and the less intelligible it is, the
more easily do we forget it. For instance, a number of
unconnected words is much more difficult to remember than
the same number in the form of a narration. The memory is
also strengthened without the aid of the understanding by
means of the power wherewith the imagination or the sense
called common is affected by some particular physical object.
1 say particular, for the imagination is only affected by parti-
cular objects. If we read, for instance, a single romantic
comedy, we shall remember it very well, so long as we do not
read many others of the same kind, for it will reign alone in
the memory. If, however, we read several others of the same
kind, we shall think of them altogether, and easily contuse
one with another. I say, also, physical. For the imagina-
tion is ouly affected by physical objects. As, then, the
memory is strengthened both with and without the aid of
the understanding, we may conclude that it is different
from the understanding, and that in the latter considered
in itself there is neither memory nor forgetfulness. What,
then, is memory? It is nothing else than the actual sensa-
tion of impressions on the brain, accompanied with the
thought of a definite duration of the sensation.' This is
also shown by reminiscence. For then we think of the
sensation, but without the notion of continuous duration;

1 If the duration be indefinite, the recollection is imperfect; this
everyone seems to have learnt from nature. For we often ask, to
stre:‘fthen our belief in something we hear of, when and where 1t hap-
pened ; though idens themselves have their own duration in the mind,
yet, as we are wont to determine duration by the aid of some mecasure
of motion which, again, tukes place by aid of the imagination, we pre-
serve no memory connected with pure intellect.
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thus the idea of that sensation is not the actual duration of
the sensation or actual memory. Whether ideas are or are
not subject to corruption will be seen in my philosophy.
If this seems too absurd to anyone, it will be sufficient for
our purpose, if he reflect on the fact that a thing is more
easily remembered in proportion to its singularity, as
appears from the example of the comedy just cited.
Further, a thing is remembered more easily in proportion
to its intelligibility ; therefore we cannot help remembering
that which is extremely singular and sufficiently intelligible.

Thus, then, we have distinguished between a true idea
and other perceptions, and shown that ideas fictitious, false,
and the rest, originate in the imagination—that is,in certain
sensations fortuitous (so to speak) and disconnected, arising
not from the power of the mind, but from external causes,
according as the body, sleeping or waking, receives various
motions.

But one may take any view one likes of the imagination
80 long as one acknowledges that it is different from the
understanding, and that the soul is passive with regard to
it. The view taken is immaterial, if we know that the
imagination is something indefinite, with regard to which
the soul is passive, and that we can by some means or other
free ourselves therefrom with the help of the understanding.
Let no one then be astonished that before proving the ex-
istence of body, and other necessary things, I speak of
imagination of body, and of its composition. The view
taken is, I repeat, immaterial, so long as we know that
imagination is somethingindefinite, &c. As regards a true
idea, we have shown that it is simple or compounded of
simple ideas; that it shows how and why something is or
has been made; and that its subjective effects in the soul
correspond to the actual reality of its object. This con-
clusion is identical with the saying of the ancients, that true
science proceeds from cause to effect ; though the ancients,
so far as I know, never formed the conception put forward
here that the soul acts according to fixed laws, and is as it
were an immaterial automaton. Hence, as far as is pos-
sible at the outset, we have acquired a knowledge of our
understanding, and such a standard of a true idea that we
need no longer fear confounding truth with falsehood and
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fiction. Neither shall we wonder why we understand some
things which in nowise fall within the scope of the imagi-
nation, while other things arein the imagination but wholly
opposed to the understanding, or others, again, which agree
therewith. We now know that the operations, whereby the
effects of imagination are produced, take place under other
laws quite different from the laws of the understanding,
and that the mind is entirely passive with regard to them.
‘Whence we may also see how easily men may fall into
grave errors through not distinguishing accurately be-
tween the imagination and the understanding; such as
believing that extension must be localized, that it must be
finite, that its parts are really distinct one from the other,
that it is the primary and single foundation of all things,
that it occupies more space at one time than at another,
and other similar doctrines, all entirely opposed to truth,
as we shall duly show,

Again, since words are a part of the imagination—that
is, since we form many conceptions in accordance with con-
fused arrangements of words in the memory, dependent on
particular bodily conditions,—there is no doubt that words
may, equally with the imagination, be the cause of many
and great errors, unless we keep strictly on our guard.
Moreover, words are formecd according to popular fancy
and intelligence, and are, therefore, signs of things as
existing in the imagination, not as existing in the under-
standing. This is evident from the fact that to all such
things as exist only in the understanding, not in the imagi-
nation, negative names are often given, such as incorporeal,
infinite, &c. So, also, many conceptions really affirmative
are expressed negatively, and vice versd, such as uncreate,
independent, infinite, immortal, &c., inasmuch as their con-
traries are much more easily imagined, and, therefore,
occurred first to men, and usurped positive names. Many
things we affirm and deny, because the nature of words
allows us to do so, though the nature of things does not.
While we remain unaware of this fact, we may easily mis-
take falsehood for truth.

Let us also beware of another great cause of confusion,
which prevents the understanding from reflecting on itself.
Sometimes, while making no distinction between the imagi-

i D
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nation and the intellect, we think that what we more
readily imagine is clearer to us; and also we think that
what we imagine we understand. Thus, we put first that
which should be last: the true order of progression is
reversed, and no legitimate conclusion is drawn.

Now, in order at length to pass on to the second part of
this method,’ I shall first set forth the object aimed at, and
next the means for its attainment. The object aimed at is
the acquisition of clear and distinct ideas, such as are pro-
duced by the pure intellect, and not by chance physical
motions. In order that all ideas may be reduced to unity,
we shall endeavour so to associate and arrange them that
our mind may, as far as possible, reflect subjectively the
reality of nature, both as a whole and as parts.

As for the first point, it is necessary (as we have said)
for our purpose that everything should be conceived, either
colely through its essence, or through its prozimate cause.
If the thing be self-existent, or, as is commonly said, the
cause of itself, it-must be understood through its essence
only ; if it be not self-existent, but requires a cause for its
existence, it must be understood through its proximate
cause. For, in reality, the knowledge of an effect is no-
thing else than the acquisition of more perfect knowledge
of its cause.” Therefore, we may never, while we are con-
cerned with inquiries into actual things, draw any conclu-
sion from abstractions; we shall be extremely careful not to
confound that which is only in the understanding with that
which is in the thing itself. The best basis for drawing a
conclusion will be either some particular affirmative essence,
or a true and legitimate defimition. For the understanding
cannot descend from universal axioms by themselves to
particular things, since axioms are of infinite extent, and
do not determine the understanding to contemplate one
particular thing more than another. Thus the true method

! The chief rule of this part 13, as appears from the first part, to
review all the ideas coming to us through pure intellect, so as to distin-
guish them from such as we imagine : the distinction will be shown
through the properties of each, namely, of the imagination and of the
anderstanding.

2 (bserve that it is hereby manifest that we cannot understand any-
thing of natare without at the same time increasing onr knowledge of
the first canse, or God.
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of discovery is to form thoughts from some given definition.
'This process will be the more fruitful and easy in propor-
tion as the thing given be better defined. Wherefore, the
cardinal point of all this second part of method consists in
the knowledge of the conditions of good definition, and the
means of finding them. I will first treat of the conditions
of definition.

A definition, if it is to be called perfect, must explain the
inmost essence of a thing, and must take care not to sub-
stitute for this any of its properties. In order to illustrate
niy meaning, without taking an example which would seem
to show a desire to expose other people’s errors, I will
choose the case of something abstract, the definition of
which is of little moment. Such is a circle. If a circle be
defined as a figure, such that all straight lines drawn from
the centre to the circumference are equal, every one can
see that such a definition does not in the least explain the
essence of a circle, but solely one of its properties. Though,
as I have said, this is of no importance in the case of
figures and other abstractions, it is of great importance in
the case of physical beings and realities : for the properties
of things are not understood so long as their essences are
unknown. If the latter be passed over, there is necessarily
a perversion of the succession of ideas which should reflect
the succession of nature, and we go far astray from our
object.

In order to be free from this fault, the following rules
should be observed in definition :—

I If the thing in question be created, the definition
must (a8 we have said) comprehend the proximate cause.
For instance, a circle should, according to this rule, be de-
fined as follows: the figure described by any line whereof
one end is fixed and the other free. This definition clearly
comprehends the proximate cause.

II. A conception or definition of a thing should be such
that all the properties of that thing, in so far as it i8 con-
sidered by itself, and not in conjunction with other things,
can be deduced from it, as may be seen in the definition
given of a circle: for from that it clearly follows that all
straight lines drawn from the centre to the circumference

* are equal. That this is a necessary characteristic of a
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definition is so clear to anyone, who reflects on the matter,
that there is no need to spend time in proving it, or in
showing that, owing to this second condition, every defini-
tion should be affirmative. I speak of intellectual affirma-
tion, giving little thought to verbal afirmations which, owing
to the poverty of language, must sometimes, perhaps, be
expressed negatively, thoughthe idez contained is affirmativa.

The rules for the definition of an uncreated thing are as
follows :—

I. The exclusion of all idea of cause—that is, the thing
must not need explanation by anything outside itself.

II. When the definition of the thing has been given,
there must be no room for doubt as to whether the thing
exists or not.

II1. It must contain, as far as the mind is concerned, no
substantives which could be put into an adjectival form ;
in other words, the object defined must not be explained
through abstractions.

IV. Lastly, though this is not absolutely necessary, it
should be possible to deduce from the definition all the
properties of the thing defined.

All these rules become obvious to anyone giving strict
attention to the matter.

I have also stated that the best basis for drawing a con-
clusion is a particular affirmative essence. The more
specialized the idea is, the more is it distinet, and therefore
clear. ‘Wherefore a knowledge of particular things should
be sought for as diligently as possible.

As regards the order of our perceptions, and the manner
in which they should be arranged and united, it is necessary
that, as soon as is possible and rational, we should inquire
whether there be any being (and, if so, what being), that is
the cause of all things, so that its essence, represented in
thought, may be the cause of all our ideas, and then our
mind will to the utmost possible extent reflect nature. For
it will possess, subjectively, nature’s essence, order, and
union. Thus we can gee that it is before all things neces-
sary for us to deduce all our ideas from physical things—-
that is, from real entities, proceeding, as far as may be, ac-
cording to the series of causes, from one real entity to
another real entity, never passing to universals and ab-
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stractions, either for thie purpose of deducing some real
entity from them, or deducing them from some real entity.
Either of these processes interrupts the true progress of the
understanding. But it must be observed that, by the series
of causes and real entities, I do not here mean the series of
particular and mutable things, but only the series of fixed
and eternal things. It would be impossible for human
infirmity to follow up the series of particular mutable
things, both on account of their multitude, surpassing all
calculation, and on account of the infinitely diverse eircum-
stances surrounding one and the same thing, any one of
which may be the cause for its existence or non-existence.
Indeed, their existence has no connection with their essence,
or (as we have said already) is not an eternal truth.
Neither is there any need that we should understand their
series, for the essences of particular mutable things are not
to be gathered from their series or order of existence, which
would furnish us with nothing beyond their extrinsic de-
nominations, their relations, or, at most, their circumstances,
all of which are very different from their inmost essence.
This inmost essence must be sought solely from fixed and
eternal things, and from the laws, inscribed (so to speak)
in those things as in their true codes, according to which all
particular things take place and are arranged ; nay, these
mutable particular things depend so intimately and essen-.
tially (so to phrase it) upon the fixed things, that they
cannot either be or be conceived without them.

‘Whence these fixed and eternal things, though they are
themselves particular, will nevertheless, owing to their pre-
sence and power everywhere, be to us as universals, or
genera of definitions of particular mutable things, and as
the proximate causes of all things.

But, though this be so, there seems to be no small difi-
culty in arriving at the knowledge of these particular
things, for to conceive them all at once would far surpass
the powers of the human understanding. The arrange-
ment whereby one thing is understood before another, as
we have stated, should not be sought from their series of
existence, nor from eternal things. For the latter are all
by nature simultaneous. Other aids are therefore needed
besides those employed for understanding eternal things



38 oON TOE IMPROVEMENT OF THE UNDERSTANDING.

and their laws; however, this is not the place to recount
such aids, nor is there any need to do so, until we have

uired a sufficient knowledge of eternal things and their
infallible laws, and until the nature of our senses has
become plain to us.

Before betaking ourselves to seek knowledge of particular
things, 1t will be seasonable to speak of such aids, as all
tend to teach us the mode of employing our senses, and to
make certain experiments under fixed rules and arrange-
ment which may suffice to determine the object of our
inquiry, so that we may therefrom infer what laws of
eterna) things it has been produced under, and may gain
an insight into its inmost nature, as I will duly show.
Here, to return to my purpose, I will only endeavour
to set forth what seems necessary for enabling us to attain
to knowledge of eternal things,and to define them under
the conditions laid down above.

‘With this end, we must bear in mind what has already
been stated, namely, that when the mind devotes itself to
any thought, so as to examine it, and to deduce therefrom
in du¢ order all the legitimate conclusions possible, any
falsehood which may lurk in the thought will be detected ;
but if the thought be true, the mind will readily proceed
without interruption to deduce truths from it. This, I
say, is necessary for our purpose, for our thoughts may be
brought to a close by the absence of a foundation. If,
therefore, we wish to investigate the first thing of all, it
will be necessary to supply some foundation which may
direct our thoughts thither. Further, since method is
reflective knowledge, the foundation which must direct our
thoughts can be nothing else than the knowledge of that
which constitutes the reality of truth, and the knowledge
of the understanding, its properties, and powers. When
this has been acquired we shall possess a foundation where-
from we can deduce our thoughts, and a path whereby the
intellect, according to its capacity, may attain the know-
ledge of eternal things, allowance being made for the ex-
tent of the intellectual powers.

If, as I stated in the first part, it belongs to the nature
of thought to form true ideas, we must here inquire what
is meant by the faculties and power of the understanding.
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The chief part of our method is to understand as well as
possible the powers of the intellect, and its nature; we are,
therefore, compelled (by the considerations advanced in the
gecond part of the method) necessarily to draw these con-
clusions from the definition itself of thought and under-
standing. But, so far, we have not got any rules for
finding definitions, and, as we cannot set forth such rules
without a previous knowledge of nature, that is without a
definition of the understanding and its power, it follows
either that the definition of the understanding must be
clear in itself, or that we can understand nothing. Never-
theless this definition is not absolutely clear in itself ; how-
ever, since its properties, like all things that we possess
through the understanding, cannot be known clearly and
distinetly, unless its nature be known previously, the defi-
nition of the understanding makes itself manifest, if we pay
attention to its properties, which we know clearly and dis-
tinctly. Let us, then, enumerate here the properties of
the understanding, let us examine them, and begin by
discussing the instruments for research which we find
innate in us.

The properties of the understanding which I have chiefly
remarked, and which I clearly understand, are the fol-
lowing :—

L It involves certainty—in other words,it knows that a
thing exists in reality as it is reflected subjectively.

II. That it perceives certain things, or forms some ideas
absolutely, some ideas from others. Thus it forms the
idea of quantity absolutely, without reference to any other
thoughts; but ideas of motion it only forms after taking
into consideration the idea of quantity.

If. Those ideas which the understanding forms abso-
lutely express infinity ; determinate ideas are derived from
other ideas. Thus in the idea of quantity, perceived by
means of a cause, the quantity is determined, as when a body
18 perceived to be formed by the motion of a plane, a plane
by the motion of a line, or, again, a line by the motion of a
point.  All these are perceptions which do not serve
towards understanding quantity, but only towards deter-
mining it. This is proved by the fact that we conceive
them as formed as it were by motion, yet this motion is
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not perceived unless the quantity be perceived also; we
can even prolong the motion 80 as to form an infinite line,
which we certainly could not do unless we had an idea of
infinite quantity.

IV. The understanding forms positive ideas before
forming negative ideas.

V. It perceives things not so much under the condition
of duration as under a certain form of eternity, and in an
infinite number; or rather in perceiving things it does not
consider either their number or duration, whereas, in
imagining them, it perceives them in a determinate number,
duration, and quantity.

VI. The ideas which we form as clear and distinet, seem
so to follow from the sole necessity of our nature, that they
appear to depend absolutely on our sole power ; with con-
fused ideas the contrary isthe case. They are often formed
against our will.

VII. The mind can determine in many ways the ideas of
things, which the understanding forms from other ideas:
thus, for instance, in order to define the plane of an ellipse,
it supposes a point adhering to a cord to be moved round
two centres, or, again, it conceives an infinity of points,
always in the same fixed relation to a given straight line, or
a cone cut in an oblique plane, so that the angle of inclina-
tion is greater than the angle of the vertex of the cone, or
in an infinity of other ways.

VIII. The more ideas express perfection of any object,
the more perfect are they themselves; for we do mnot
admire the architect who has planned a chapel so much as
the architect who has planned a splendid temple.

I do not stop to consider the rest of what is referred to
thought, such as love, joy, &c. They are nothing to our
present purpose, and cannot even be conceived unless the
understanding be perceived previously. When perception
is removed, all these go with it.

False and fictitious ideas have nothing positive about
them (as we have abundantly shown), which causes them
to be called false or fictitious ; they are only considered as
such through the defectiveness of knowledge. Therefore,
false and fictitious ideas as such can teach us nothing con-
cerning the essence of thought; this must be sought from
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the positive properties just enumerated ; in other words, we
must lay down some common basis from which these pro-
perties necessarily follow, so that when this is given, the
properties are necessarily given also, and when it is removed,
they too vanish with it,

* * » * » .

The rest of the treatise 18 wanting.

Nore, page 4.

The pursuit of honours and riches is likewise very absorbing, especwally
v suck olyccts be sought simply for thewr own sake. This might be
explained more at large and more clearly : I mean, by distinguishiny
riches according as they are pursued for their own sake, or 1 further-
ance of fame, or sensual pleasure, or the advancement of science and art.
But this subject 1s reserved to its own place, for it 15 not here proper to
investicate the matter more uc(-urately.
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THE ETHICS.

PART L CONCERNING GOD.

DEFINITIONS.

L
BY that which is self-caused, I mean that of which the
essence involves existence, or that of which the nature

is only conceivable as existent.

IL. A thing is called finite after its kind, when it can be
limited by another thing of the same nature; for instance,
a body is called finite because we always conceive another
greater body. So, also, a thought is limited by another
thought, but a body is not limited by thought, nor a
thought by body.

III. By substance, I mean that which is in itself, and is
conceived through itself: in other words, that of which a
conception can be formed independently of any other con-
ception.

IV. By attribute, I mean that which the intellect per-
ceives as constituting the essence of substance.

V. By mode, I mean the modifications' of substaunce, or
that which exists in, and is conceived through, something
other than itself.

V1. By God, I mean a being absolutely infinite—that 18,
a substance consisting in infinite attributes, of which each
expresses eternal and infinite essentiality.

Ezxplanation.—1I say absolutely infinite, not infinite after
its kind : for, of a thing infinite only after its kind, infinite at-
tributes may be denied ; but that which is absolutely infinite.

1 ¢ Aﬁect:ousa.”
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contains in its essence whatever expresses reality, and
involves no negation.

VII. That thing is called free, which exists solely by the
necessity of its own nature, and of which the action is
determined by itself alone. On the other hand, that thing
is necessary, or rather constrained, which is determined by
something external to itself to a fixed and definite method
of existence or action.

VIII. By eternity, I mean existence itself, in so far as it
is conceived necessarily to follow solely from the definition
of that which is eternal.

Ezxplanation.—Existence of this kind is conceived as an
eternal truth, like the essence of a thing, and, therefore,
cannot be explained by means of continuance or time,
though continuance may be conceived without a beginning
or end.

AxioMs.

I. Everything which exists, exists either in itself or in
something else.

II. That which cannot be conceived through anything
else must be conceived through itself.

III. From a given definite cause an effect necessarily
follows; and, on the other hand, if no definite cause be
granted, it is impossible that an effect can follow.

IV. The knowledge of an effect depends on and involves
the knowledge of a cause.

V. Things which have nothing in common cannot be
understood, the one by means of the other; the conception
of one does not involve the conception of the other,

VI. A true idea must correspond with its ideate or
object.

VII. If a thing can be conceived as non-existing, its
essence does not involve existence.

ProrosiTIONS,

Prop. 1. Substance is by nature prior to its modifications.

Proof —This is clear from Deff. iii. and v.

Prop. IL. Two substances, whose attributes are different,
have nothing in common.
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Progf—Also evident from Def. iii. For each must exist
in itself, and be conceived through itself; in other words,
the conception of one does not imply the conception of the
other.

Pror. I. Things which have nothing in common cannot
be one the cause of the other.

Proof —If they have nothing in common, it follows that
one cannot be apprehended by means of the other (Ax. v.),
and, therefore, one cannot be the cause of the other
(Ax.iv). Q.E.D.

Prop. IV. Two or more distinct things are distinguished
one from the otker, either by the difference of the attributes of
the substances, or by the difference of their modifications.

Proof —Everything which exists, exists either in itself or
in something else (Ax. i.),—that is (by Deff. iii. and v.),
nothing is granted in addition to the understanding, except
substance and its modifications. Nothing is, therefore,
given besides the understanding, by which several things
may be distinguished one from the other, except the sub-
stances, or, in other words (see Ax.iv.), their attributes and
modifications. Q.E.D.

Pror. V. There cannot exist in the universe two or more
substances having the same nature or attribute.

Proof —If several distinct substances be granted, they
must be distinguished one from the other, either by the
difference of their attributes, or by the difference of their
modifications (Prop.iv.). If only by the difference of their
attributes, it will be granted that there cannot be more
than one with an identical attribute. If by the difference
of their modifications—as substance is naturally prior to
its modifications (Prop. i.),—it follows that setting the
modifications aside, and considering substance in itself, that
is truly, (Deff. iir. and vi.), there cannot be conceived one
substance different from another,—that is (by Prop. iv.),
there cannot be granted several substances, but one sub-
stance only. Q.E.D.

Pror. VI. One substance cannot be produced by another
substance.

Progf.—1t is impossible that there should be in the uni-
verse two substances with an identical attribute, i.e. which
have anything common to them both (Prop. ii.), and, there-
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fore (Prop. iii.), one cannot be the cause of another. neither
can one be produced by the other. Q.E.D.

Corollary.—Hence it follows that a substance cannot be
produced by anything external to itself For in the uni.
verse nothing is granted, save substances and their modifica-
tions (as appears from Ax. i. and Deff. iii. and v.). Now (by
the last Prop.) substance cannot be produced by another
substance, therefore it cannot be produced by anything
external to itself. Q.E.D. Thisis shown still more readily
by the absurdity of the contradictory. For, if substance be
produced by an external cause, the knowledge of it would
depend on the knowledge of its cause (Ax. iv.), and (by
Def. iii.) it would itself not be substance.

Pror. VIL. Enstence belongs to the nature of substance.

Proof—Substance cannot be produced by anything ex-
ternal (Corollary, Prop. vi.), it must, therefore, be its own
cause—that is, its essence necessarily involves existence, or
existence belongs to its nature.

Prop. VIII. Every substance is necessarily infinite.

Proof—There can only be one substance with an identi-
cal attribute, and existence follows from its nature (Prop.
vil.); its nature, therefore, involves existence, either as
finite or infinite. It does not exist as finite, for (by Def. ii.)
it would then be limited by something else of the same
kind, which would also necessarily exist (Prop. vii.); and
there would be two substances with an identical attribute,
which is absurd (Prop. v.). It therefore exists as infinite,
Q.E.D.

Note I.—As finite existence involves a partial negation,
and infinite existence is the absolute affirmation of the
given nature, it follows (solely from Prop. vii.) that every
substance is necessarily infinite.

Note II.—No doubt it will be difficult for those who
think about things loosely, and have not been accustomed
to know them by their primary causes, to comprehend the
demonstration of Prop. vii.: for such persons make no dis-
tinction between the modifications of substances and the
substances themselves, and are ignorant of the manner in
which things are produced; hence they attribute to sub-
stances the beginning which they observe in natural ob-
jects Those who are ignorant of true causes, make com-
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plete confusion—think that trees might talk just as well as
men—that men might be formed from stones as well as
from seed ; and imagine that any form might be changed
into any other. So, also, those who confuse the two
natures, divine and human, readily attribute human pas-
sions to the deity, especially so long as they do not know
how passions originate in the mind. But, if people would
consider the nature of substance, they would have no
doubt about the truth of Prop. vii. In fact, this proposi-
tion would be a universal axiom, and accounted a truism.
For, by substance, would be understood that which is in
itself, and is conceived through itself—that is, something
of which the conception requires not the conception of any-
thing else; whereas modifications exist in something ex-
ternal to themselves, and a conception of them is formed by
means of a conception of the thing in which they exist.
Therefore, we may have true ideas of non-existent modifica-
tions; for, although they may have no actual existence
apart from the conceiving intellect, yet their essence is so
involved in something external to themselves that they may
through it be conceived. Whereas the only truth sub-
stances can have, external to the intellect, must consist in
their existence, because they are conceived through them-
selves. Therefore, for a person to say that he has a clear
and distinct—that is, a true—idea of a substance, but that
he is not sure whether such substance exists, would be the
same as if he said that he had a true idea, but was not sure
whether or no it was false (a little consideration will make
this plain); or if anyone affirmed that substance is created,
it would be the same as saying that a false idea was true—
in short, the height of absurdity. It must, then, necessarily
be admitted that the existence of substance as its essence is
an eternal truth. And we can hence conclude by another
process of reasoning—that there is but one such substance.
I think that this may profitably be done at once; and, in
order to proceed regularly with the demonstration, we must
premise :—

1. The true definition of a thing neither involves nor ex-
presses anything beyond the nature of the thing defined.
From this it follows that—

2. No definition implies or expresses a certain number of

1L E
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individuals, inasmuch as it expresses nothing beyond the
nature of the thing defined. For instance, the definition
of a triangle expresses nothing beyond the actmal nature
of a triangle: it does not imply any fixed number of
triangles.

3. There is necessarily for each individual existent thing
a cause why it should exist.

4. This cause of existence must either be contained in
the nature and definition of the thing defined, or must be
postulated apart from such definition.

It therefore follows that, if a given number of individual
things exist in nature, there must be some cause for the
existence of exactly that number, neither more nor less.
For example, if twenty men exist in the universe (for sim-
plicity’s sake, I will suppose them existing simultaneously,
and to have had no predecessors), and we want to account
for the existence of these twenty men, it will not be enough
to show the cause of human existence in general; we must
also show why there are exactly twenty men, neither more
nor less : for a cause must be assigned for the existence of
each individual. Now this cause cannot be contained in
the actual nature of man, for the true definition of man
does not involve any consideration of the number twenty.
Consequently, the cause for the existence of these twenty
men, and, consequently, of each of them, must necessarily
be sought externally to each individual. Hence we may
lay down the absolute rule, that everything which may con-
sist of several individuals must have an external cause.
And, as it has been shown already that existence appertains
to the nature of substance, existence must necessarily be
included in its definition; and from its definition alone
existence must be deducible. But from its definition (as
we have shown, Notes ii., iil.), we cannot infer the existence
of several substances; therefore it follows that there is only
one substance of the same nature. @Q.E.D.

Prop. IX. The more reality or being a thing has the greater
the number of its attributes (Def. iv.).

Pror. X. Each particular attribute of the one substance
must be concewed through itself.

Proof.—An attribute is that which the intellect per.
ceives of substance, as constituting its essence (Def. iv.).
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and, therefore, must be conceived through itself (Def. iii.).
Q.E.D.

Note.~TIt is thus evident that, though two attributes are,
in fact, conceived as distinct—that is, one without the help
of the other—yet we cannot, therefore, conclude that they
constitute two entities, or two different substances. For it
is the nature of substance that each of its attributes is
conceived through itself, inasmuch as all the attributes it
has have always existed simultaneously in it, and none
could be produced by any other; but each expresses the
reality or being of substance. It is, then, far from an ab.
surdity to ascribe several attributes to one substance: for
nothing in nature is more clear than that each and every
entity must be conceived under some attribute, and that its
reality or being is in proportion to the number of its attri-
butes expressing necessity or eternity and infinity. Conse-
quently it is abundantly clear, that an absolutely infinite
being must necessarily be defined as consisting in infinite
attributes, each of which expresses a certain eternal and
infinite essence.

If anyone now ask, by what sign shall he be able to dis-
tinguish different substances, let him read the following
propositions, which show that there is but one substance
in the universe, and that it is absolutely infinite, wherefore
such a sign would be sought for in vain.

Pror. XI. God, or substance, consisting of infinite atiri-
butes, of which each expresses eternal and infinite essentiality,
necessarily exists.

Proof —1f this be denied, conceive, if possible, that God
does not exist: then his essence does not involve existence.
But this (by Prop. vii.) is absurd. Therefore God neces-
sarily exists.

Another proof—Of everything whatsoever a cause or
reason must be assigned, either for its existence, or for its
non-existence—e.g. if a triangle exist, a reason or cause
must be granted for its existence; if, on the contrary, it
does not exist, a cause must also be gra,nted which prevents
it from existing, or annuls its existence, This reason or
cause must either be contained in the nature of the thing
in question, or be external to it. For instance, the reason
for the non-existence of a square circle is indicated in its
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nature, namely, because it would involve a contradiction.
On the other hand, the existence of substance follows
also solely from its nature, inasmuch as its nature involves
existence. (See Prop. vii.)

But the reason for the existence of a triangle or a circle
does not follow from the nature of those figures, but from
the order of universal nature in extension. From the latter
it must follow, either that a triangle necessarily exists, or
that it is impossible that it should exist. So much is self-
evident. Itfollows therefrom that a thing necessarily exists,
if no cause or reason be granted which prevents its existence.

If, then, no cause or reason can be given, which prevents
the existence of God, or which destroys his existence, we
must certainly conclude that he necessarily does exist. If
such a reason or cause should be given, it must either be
drawn from the very nature of God, or be external to him
—that is, drawn from another substance of another nature.
For if it were of the same nature, God, by that very fact,
would be admitted to exist. But substance of another
nature could bave nothing in common with God (by
Prop. ii.), and therefore would be unable either to cause ce
to destroy his existence.

As, then, a reason or cause which would annul the
divine existence cannot be drawn from anything external
to the divine nature, such cause must perforce, if God
does not exist, be drawn from God’s own nature, which
would involve a contradiction. To make such an affirma-
tion about a being absolutely infinite and supremely per-
fect, is absurd ; therefore, neither in the nature of God, nor
externally to his nature, can a cause or reason be assigned
which would annul his existence. Therefore, God neces-
sarily exists. Q.E.D.

Another proof.—The potentiality of non-existence is &
negation of power, and contrariwise the potentiality of
existence is a power, as is obvious. If, then, that which
necessarily exists is nothing but finite beings, such finite
beings are more powerful than a being absolutely infinite,
which is obviously absurd ; therefore, either nothing exists,
or else a being absolutely infinite necessarily exists also.
Now we exist either in ourselves, or in something else which
vecessarily exists (see Axiom i. and Prop. vii.). Therefore
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a being absolutely infinite—in other words, God (Def.
vi.)—necessarily exists. Q.E.D.

Note~—In this last proof, I have purposely shown God’s
existence d posteriori, so that the proof might be more
easily followed, not because, from the same premises, God’s
existence does not follow d priori. For, as the potentiality
of existence is a power, it follows that, in proportion as
reality increases in the nature of a thing, so also will it in-
crease its strength for existence. Therefore a being abso-
lutely infinite, such as God, has from himself an absolutely
infimte power of existence, and hence he does absolutely
exist. Perhaps there will be many who will be unable to
see the force of this proof, inasmuch as they are accustomed
only to consider those things which flow from external
causes. Of such things. they see that those which quickly
come to pass—that is, quickly come into existence—quickly
also disappear ; whereas they regard as more difficult of ac-
complishment—that is, not so easily brought into existence
—those things which they conceive as more complicated.

However, to do away with this misconception, I need not
here show the measure of truth in the proverb, “ What
comes quickly, goes quickly,” nor discuss whether, from the
point of view of umversal nature, all things are equally
easy, or otherwise: I need only remark, that I am not here
speaking of things, which come to pass through causes ex-
ternal to themselves, but only of substances which (by
Prop. vi) cannot be produced by any external cause.
Things which are produced by external causes, whether they
consist of many parts or few, owe whatsoever perfection or
reality they possess solely to the efficacy of their externa.
cause, and therefore their existence arises solely from the
perfection of their external cause, not from their own. Con-
trariwise, whatsoever perfection is possessed by substance
is due to no external cause: wherefore the existence ot
substance must avise solely from its own nature, which is
nothing else but its essence.  Thus, the perfection of a
thing does not annul its existence, but, on the contrary,
asserts it. Imperfection, on the other hand, does annul
it; therefore we cannot be more certain of the existence of
anything. than of the existence of a being absolutely infinite
or perfect—that is, of God. For inasmuch as his essence
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excludes all imperfection, and involves absolute perfection,
all cause for doubt concerning his existence is done away,
and the utmost certainty on the question is given. This,
I think, will be evident to every moderately attentive reader.

Pror. XTI. No attribute of substance can be concetved
Jrom which it would follow that substance can be divided.

Progf.—The parts into which substance as thus conceived
would be divided, either will retain the nature of substance,
or they will not. If the former, then (by Prop. viii.) each
part will necessarily be infinite, and (by Prop. vi.) self-
caused, and (by Prop. v.) will perforce consist of a different
attribute, so that, in that case, several substances could be
formed out of one substance, which (by Prop. vi.) is absurd.
Moreover, the parts (by Prop. ii.) would have nothing in
common with their whole, and the whole (by Def. iv. and
Prop. x.) could both exist and be conceived without its
parts, which everyone will admit to be absurd. If we
adopt the second alternative—namely, that the parts will
not retain the nature of substance—then, if the whole
substance were divided into equal parts, it would lose the
nature of substance, and would cease to exist, which (by
Prop. vii.) is absurd.

Prop. XITI. Substance absolutely infinite is indivisible.

Proof—If it could be divided, the parts into which it
was divided would either retain the nature of absolutely
infinite substance, or they would not. If the former, we
should have several substances of the same nature, which
(by Prop. v.) is absurd. If the latter, then (by Prop. vii.)
substance absolutely infinite could cease to exist, which
(by Prop. xi.) is also absurd.

Corollary.—It follows, that no substance, and con-
sequently no extended substance, in so far as it is sub-
stance, is divisible.

Note.—The indivisibility of substance may be more
easily understood as follows. The nature of substance can
only be conceived as infinite, and by a part of substance,
nothing else can be understood than finite substance, which
(by Prop. viii.) involves a manifest contradiction.

Pror. XIV. Besides God no substance can be granted or
concewed.

Proof—As God is a being absolutely infinite, of whom
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no attribute that expresses the essence of substance can be
denied (by Def. vi.),and he necessarily exists (by Prop. xi.) ;
if any substance besides God were granted, 1t would have
to be explained by some attribute of God, and thus two
substances with the same attribute would exist, which
(by Prop. v.) is absurd ; therefore, besides God no sub-
stance can be granted, or, consequently, be conceived. If
it could be conceived, it would necessarily have to be con-
ceived as existent ; but this (by the first part of this proof)
is absurd. Therefore, besides God no substance can be
granted or conceived. Q.E.D.

Corollary I.—Clearly, therefore: 1. God is one, that is
(by Def. vi.) only one substance can be granted in the
universe, and that substance is absolutely infinite, as we
have already indicated (in the note to Prop. x.).

Corellary I1.—1t follows: 2. That extension and thought
are either attributes of God or (by Ax. i.) accidents (agfec-
tiones)of the attributes of God.

Pror. XV. Whatsoever is, is in God, and without God
nothing can be, or be conceived.

Proof.—Besides God, no substance is granted or can te
conceived (by Prop. xiv.), thatis (by Def. iii.) nothing which
is in itself and is conceived through itself. But modes (by
Def. v.) can neither be, nor be conceived without substance;
wherefore they can only be in the divine nature, and can
only through it be conceived. But substances and modes
form the sum total of existence (by Ax. i.), therefore,
without Grod nothing can be, or be conceived. Q.E.D.

Note—Some assert that God, like a man, consists of
body and mind, and is susceptible of passions. How far
such persons have strayed from the truth is sufficiently
evident from what has been said. But these I pass over.
For all who have in anywise reflected on the divine nature
deny that Glod has a body. Of this they find excellent
proof in the fact that we understand by body a definite
quantity, so long. so broad, so deep, bounded by a certain
shape, and it is the height of absurdity to predicate such a
thing of God, a being absolutely infinite. But meanwhile
by the other reasons with which they try to prove their
point, they show that they think corporeal or extended
substance wholly apart from the divine nature, and say
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it was created by God. Wherefrom the divine mnature
can have been created, they are wholly ignorant ; thus they
clearly show, that they do not know the meaning of their
own words. I myself have proved sufficiently clearly, at
any rate in my own judgment (Coroll. Prop. vi., and Note 2,
Prop. viii.), that no substance can be produced or created
by anything other than itself. Further, I showed (in
Prop. xiv.), that besides God no substance can be granted or
conceived. Hence we drew the conclusion that extended
substance is one of the infinite attributes of God. How-
ever, in order to explain more fully, I will refute the argu-
ments of my adversaries, which all start from the following
points :—

Extended substance, in so far as it is substance, consists,
as they think, in parts, wherefore they deny that it can be
infinite, or, consequently, that it can appertamm to God.
This they illustrate with many examples, of which I will
take one or two. If extended substance, they say, is in-
finite, let it be conceived to be divided into two parts;
each part will then be either finite or infinite. If the
former, then infinite substance is composed of two finite
parts, which is absurd. If the latter, then one infinite will
be twice as large as another infinite, which is also absurd.

Further, if an infinite line be measured out in foot
lengths, it will consist of an infinite number of such parts;
1t would equally consist of an infinite number of parts, if
each part measured only an inch: therefore, one infinity
would be twelve times as great as the other.

Lastly, if from a single point there be conceived to be
drawn two diverging lines which at first are at a definite
distance apart, but are produced to infinity, it is certain
that the distance between the two lines will be continually
increased, until at length it changes from definite to inde-
finable. As these absurdities follow, it is said, from con-
sidering quantity as infinite, the conclusion is drawn, that
extended substance must necessarily be finite, and, con-
sequently, cannot appertain to the nature of God.

The second argument is also drawn from God’s supreme
perfection. God, it is said, inasmuch as he is a supremely
perfect being, cannot be passive ; but extended substance,
in so far as 1t is divisible, is passive. It follows, therefore,
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that extended substance does not appertain to the essence
of God.

Such are the arguments I find on the subject in writers,
who by them try to prove that extended substance is un-
worthy of the divine nature, and cannot possibly appertain
thereto. However, I think an attentive reader will see
that I have already answered their propositions; for all
their arguments are founded on the hypothesis that ex-
tended substance is composed of parts, and such a hypo-
thesis I have shown (Prop. xii., and Coroll. Prop. xiii.) to be
absurd. Moreover, anyone who reflects will see that all
these absurdities (if absurdities they be, which I am not
now discussing), from which it is sought to extract the
conclusion that extended substance is finite, do not at all
follow from the notion of an infinite quantity, but merely
from the notion that an infinite quantity is measurable,
and composed of finite parts: therefore, the only fair con-
clusion to be drawn is that infinite quantity is not measur.
able, and cannot be composed of finite parts. This is ex.
actly what we have already proved (in Prop. xii.). Where-
fore the weapon which they aimed at us has in reality re-
coiled upon themselves. If, from this absurdity of theirs,
they persist in drawing the conclusion that extended sub-
stance must be finite, they will in good sooth be acting like
a man who asserts that circles have the properties of squares,
and, finding himself thereby landed in absurdities, pro-
ceeds to deny that circles have any centre, from which all
lines drawn to the circumference are equal. TFor, taking
extended substance, which can only be conceived as infinite,
one, and indivisible (Props. viii., v., xii.) they assert,in order
to prove that it is finite, that it is composed of finite parts,
and that it can be multiplied and divided.

So, also, others, after asserting that a line is composed
of points, can produce many arguments to prove that a
line cannot be infinitely divided. ~Assuredly it is not less
absurd to assert that extended substance is made up of
bodies or parts, than it would be to assert that a solid is
made up of surfaces, a surface of lines, and a line of points.
This must be admitted by all who know clear reason to be
infallible, and most of all by those who deny the possibility
of 4 vacuum. For if extended substance could be so
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divided that its parts were really separate, why should not
one part admit of being destroyed, the others remaining
joined together as before? And why should all be so fitted
into one another as to leave no vacuum? Surely in the
case of things, which are really distinct one from the other,
one can exist without the other, and can remain in its
original condition. As, then, there does not exist a vacuum
in nature (of which anon), but all parts are bound to come
together to prevent it, it follows from this also that the
parts cannot be really distinguished, and that extended
substance in so far as 1t is substance cannot be divided.

If anyone asks me the further question, Why are we
naturally so prone to divide quantity? I answer, that
quantity is conceived by us in two ways; in the abstract
and superficially, as we imagine it; or as substance, as we
conceive it solely by the intellect. 1If, then, we regard
quantity as it is represented in our imagination, which we
often and more easily do, we shall find that it is finite,
divisible, and compounded of parts; but if we regard it as
it is represented in our intellect, and conceive it as sub-
stance, which it is very difficult to do, we shall then, as T
have sufficiently proved, find that it is infinite, one, and
indivisible. This will be plain enough to all, who make a
distinction between the intellect and the imagination,
especially if it be remembered, that matter is everywhere
the same, that its parts are not distinguishable, except in
so far as we conceive matter as diversely modified, whence
its parts are distinguished, not really, but modally. For
instance, water, in so far as it is water, we conceive to be
divided, and its parts to be separated one from the other;
Lut not in so far as it is extended substance; from this
point of view it is neither separated nor divisible, Further,
water, in so far as it is water, is produced and corrupted ;
but, in so far as it is substance, it is neither produced nor
corrupted.

I think Y have now answered the second argument ; it is,
in fact, founded on the same assumption as the first—
namely, that matter, in so far as it is substance, is divisible,
and composed of parts. Even if it were so, I do not know
why it should be considered unworthy of the divine nature,
inasmuch as besides God (by Prop. xiv.) no substance can
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be granted, wherefrom it could receive its modifications.
All things, I repeat, are in God, and all things which come
to pass, come to pass solely through the laws of the infinite
nature of God, and follow (as 1 will shortly show) from
the necessity of his essence. Wherefore it can in nowise
be said, that God is passive in respect to anything other
than himself, or that extended substance is unworthy of
the Divine nature, even if it be supposed divisible, so long
as it is granted to be infinite and eternal. But enough of
this for the present.

r Peor. XVL. From the necessity of the divine nature must
Jollow an infinite number of things in infinite ways—that
18, all things which can fall within the sphere of infinite
intellect.

Proof —This proposition will be clear to everyone, who
remembers that from the given definition of any thing the
intellect infers several properties, which really necessarily
follow therefrom (that is, from the actual essence of the
thing defined) ; and it infers more properties in proportion
as the definition of the thing expresses more reality, that
is, in proportion as the essence of the thing defined in.
volves more reality. Now, as the divine nature has abso-
lutely infinite attributes (by Def. vi.), of which each expresses
infinite essence after its kind, it follows that from the
necessity of its nature an infinite number of things (that is,
everything which can fall within the sphere of an infinite
intellect) must necessarily follow. Q.E.D.

Corollary I.—Hence it follows, that God is the efficient
cause of all that can fall within the sphere of an infinite
intellect.

Corollary IT.—Tt also follows that God is a cause in him-
self, and not through an accident of his nature.

Corollary I11.—1It follows, thirdly, that God is the abso-
lutely first cause.

Pror. XVIL Qod acts solely by the laws of his own nature,
and 1is not constrained by anyone.

Proof—We have just shown (in Prop. xvi.), that solely
from the necessity of the divine nature, or, what is the
same thing, solely from the laws of his nature, an infinite
number of things absolutely follow in an infinite number
of ways; and we proved (in Prop. xv.), that without God
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nothing can be nor be conceived; but that all things are
in Gtod. Wherefore nothing can exist outside himself,
whereby he can be conditioned or constrained to act.
Wherefore God acts solely by the laws of his own nature,
and is not constrained by anyone. Q.E.D.

Corollary I—1Tt follows: 1. That there can be no cause
which, either extrinsically or intrinsically, besides the per-
fection of his own nature, moves God to act.

Corollary II.—1It follows: 2. That God is the sole free
cause. For God alone exists by the sole necessity of his
nature (by Prop. xi. and Prop. xiv., Coroll. i.), and acts by
the sole necessity of his nature, wherefore God is (by
Def. vii.) the sole free cause. Q.E.D.

Note.—Others think that God is a free cause, because he
can, as they think, bring it about, that those things which
we have said follow from his nature—that is, which are in
his power, should not come to pass, or should not be pro-
duced by him. But this is the same as if they said, that
God could bring it about, that it should not follow from the
nature of a triangle, that its three interior angles should
not be equal to two right angles; or that from a given
cause no effect should follow, which is absurd.

Moreover, I will show below, without the aid of this
proposition. that neither intellect nor will appertain to
God’s nature. I know that there are many who think
that they can show, that supreme intellect and free will do
appertain to God’s nature; for they say they know of
nothing more perfect, which they can attribute to God,
than that which is the highest perfection in ourselves.
Further, although they conceive God as actually supremely
intelligent, they yet do not believe, that he can bring into
existence everything which he actually understands, for
they think that they would thus destroy God’s power. If,
they contend, God had created everything which is in his
intellect, he would not be able to create anything more,
and this, they think, would clash with God’s omnipotence;
therefore, they prefer to assert that God is indifferent to
all things, and that he creates nothing except that which
he has decided, by some absolute exercise of will, to create.
However, I think I have shown sufficiently clearly (by
Prop. xvi.), that from God’s supreme power, or infinite
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nature, an infinite number of things—that is, all things have
necessarily flowed forth in an infinite number of ways, or
always follow from the same necessity; in the same way
as from the nature of a triangle it follows from eternity
and for eternity, that its three interior angles are equal to
two right angles. Wherefore the omnipotence of God has
been displayed from all eternity, and will for all eternity
remain in the same state of activity., This manner of
treating the question attributes to God an omnipotence, in
my opinion, far more perfect. For, otherwise, we are com-
pelled to confess that God understands an infinite number
of creatable things, which he will never be able to create,
for, if he created all that he understands, he would,
according to this showing, exhaust his omnipotence, and
render himself imperfect. Wherefore, in order to estab-
lish that God is perfect, we should be reduced to estab-
lishing at the same time, that he cannot bring to pass
everything over which his power extends; this seems to
be a hvpothesis most absurd, and most repugnant to God’s
omnipotence.

Further (to say a word here concerning the intellect and
the will which we attribute to God), if intellect and will
appertain to the eternal essence of God, we must take
these worde in some significations quite different from
those they usually bear. For intellect and will, which
should constitute the essence of God, would perforce be as
far apart as the poles from the human intellect and will,
in fact, would have nothing in common with them but the
name ; there would be about as much correspondence
between the two as there is between the Dog, the heavenly
constellation, and a dog,an animal that barks. This I will
prove as follows. If intellect belongs to the divine nature,
1t cannot be in nature, as ours is generally thought to he,
posterior to, or simultaneous with the things understood,
masmuch as God is prior to all things by reason of his
causality (Prop. xvi, Coroll. i.). On the contrary, the truth
and formal essence of things is as it is, because it exists by
representation ag such in the intellect of God. Wherefore
the intellect of God, in so far as it is conceived to consti-
tute God’s essence, is, in reality, the cause of things, both
of their essence and of thewr existence. This seems to
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have been recognized by those who have asserted, that
God’s intellect, God’s will, and God’s power, are one and
the same. As, therefore, God’s intellect is the sole cause
of things, namely, both of their essence and existence, it
must necessarily differ from them in respect to its essence,
and in respect to its existence. For a cause differs from a
thing it causes, precisely in the quality which the latter
gains from the former.

For example, a man is the cause of another man’s exis-
tence, but not of his essence (for the latter is an eternal
truth), and, therefore, the two men may be entirely similar
in essence, but must be different in existence ; and hence
if the existence of one of them cease, the existence of the
other will not necessarily cease also; but if the essence of
one could be destroyed, and be made false, the essence of
the other would be destroyed also. Wherefore, a thing
which is the cause both of the essence and of the existence
of a given effect, must differ from such effect both in
respect to its essence, and also in respect to its existence.
Now the intellect of God is the cause of both the essence
and the existence of our intellect; therefore, the intellect
of God in so far as it is conceived to constitute the divine
essence, differs from our intellect both in respect to essence
and in respect to existence, nor can it in anywise agree
therewith save in name, as we said before. The reasoning
would be identical in the case of the will, as anyone can
easily see.

Pror. XVIII. God is the vndwelling and not the transient
cause of all things.

Proof.—All things which are, are in God, and must be
conceived through God (by Prop. xv.), therefore (by Prop.
xvi, Coroll. i.) God is the cause of those things which are
in him. This is our first point. Further, besides God there
can be no substance (by Prop. xiv.), that is nothing in
itself external to God. This is our second point. God,
therefore, is the indwelling and not the transient cause of
all things. Q.E.D.

Pror. XIX. God, and all the attributes of God, are eternal,

Proof —God (by Def. vi) is substance, which (by
Prop. xi.) necessarily exists, that is (by Prop. vii.) existence
appertains to its nature, or (what is the same thing) folows
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from its definition ; therefore, God is eternal (by Def. viii.).
Further, by the attributes of God we must understand
that which (by Def. iv.) expresses the essence of the divine
substance—in other words, that which appertains to sub-
stance: that, I say, should be involved in the attributes of
substance. Now etfernity appertains to the nature of sub-
stance (as I have already shown in Prop. vii.); therefore,
eternity must appertain to each of the attributes, and thus
all are eternal. Q.E.D.

Note.—This proposition is also evident from the manner
in which (in Prop. xi.) I demonstrated the existence of
God ; it is evident, I repeat, from that proof, that the ex-
istence of God, like his essence, is an eternal truth.
Further (in Prop. xix. of my “ Principles of the Cartesian
Philosophy”), T have proved the eternity of God, in another
manner, which I need not here repeat.

Pror. XX, The existence of God and his essence are one
and the same.

Proof—God (by the last Prop.) and all his attribotes
are eternal, that is (by Def. viii.) each of his attributes ex-
presses existence. Therefore the same attributes of God
which explain his eternal essence, explain at the same time
his eternal existence—in other words, that which constitutes
God’s essence constitutes at the same time his existence.
Wherefore God’s existence and God’s essence are one and
the same. Q.E.D.

Coroll. I—Hence it follows that God’s existence, like
His essence, is an eternal truth.

Coroll. IT.—Secondly, it follows that God, and all the
attributes of God, are unchangeable. For if they could be
changed in respect to existence, they must also be able to
be changed in respect to essence—that is, obviously, be
changed from true to false, which is absurd.

Prop. XXI. Al things whick follow from the absolute
nature of any attribute of God must always exist and be infi-
nite, or, in other words, are eternal and infinite through the
said attribute.

Proof —Conceive, if it be possible (supposing the pro-
position to be denied), that something in some attribute of
God can follow from the absolute nature of the said
attribute, and that at the same time it is finite, and
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has a conditioned existence or duration; for instance, the
jidea of God expressed in the attribute thought. Now
thought, in so far as it is supposed to be an attribute of
God, is necessarily (by Prop. xi.) in its nature infinite,
But, in so far as it possesses the idea of God, it is sup-
posed finite. It canmnot, however, be conceived as finite,
unless it be limited by thought (by Def. ii.); but it is not
limited by thought itself, in so far as it has constituted the
idea of God (for so far it is supposed to be finite); there-
fore, it 1s limited by thought, in so far as it has not con-
stituted the idea of God, which nevertheless (by Prop. xi.)
must necessarily exist.

‘We have now granted, therefore, thought not constitu-
ting the idea of Grod, and, accordingly, the idea of God
does not naturally follow from its nature in so far as it is
absolute thought (for it is conceived as constituting, and
also as not constituting, the idea of God), which is against
our hypothesis. Wherefore, if the idea of God expressed
in the attmbute thought, or, indeed, anything else in any
attribute of God (for we may take any example, as the
proof is of universal application) follows from the neces-
sity of the absolute nature of the said attribute, the said
thing must necessarily be infinite, which was our first

omt.

P Furthermore, a thing which thus follows from the neces-
sity of the nature of any attribute cannot have a limited
duration. For if it can, suppose a thing, which follows
from the necessity of the nature of some attribute, to
exist in some attribute of God, for instance, the idea of
God expressed in the attribute thought, and let it be sup-
posed at some time not to have existed, or to be about not
to exist.

Now thought being an attribute of God, must necessarily
exist unchanged (by Prop. xi.,, and Prop. xx., Coroll. ii.);
and beyond the limits of the duration of the idea of God
(supposing the latter at some time not to have existed, or
not to be going to exist) thought would perforce have
existed without the idea of God, which is contrary to our
hypothesis. for we supposed that, thought being given, the
idea of God necessarily flowed therefrom. Therefore the
idea of God expressed in thought, or anything which neces-
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sarily follows from the absolute nature of some attribute
of God, cannot have a limited duration, but through the
said attribute is eternal, which is our second point. Bear
in mind that the same proposition may be affirmed of any-
thing, which in any attribute necessarily follows from God’s
absolute nature.

Prop. XXII. Whatsoever follows from any attribute of
God, in so far as it is modified by a modification, which ex-
ists mecessarily and as infinite, through the said atiribufe,
must also exist necessarily and as infinite.

Proof —The proof of this proposition is similar to that
of the preceding one.

Pror. XXII1. Every mode, which exists both mnecessarily
and as infinite, must mecessarily follow either from the
absolute nature of some attribute of God, or from an attribute
modified by a modification which exists necessarily, and as
nfinte.

Proof—A mode exists in something else, through which
it must be conceived (Def. v.), that is (Prop. xv.), it exists
solely in God, and solely through God can be conceived.
If therefore a mode is conceived as necessarily existing
and infinite, it must necessarily be inferred or perceived
through some attribute of God, in so far as such attribute
is conceived as expressing the infinity and necessity of exis-
tence, in other words (Def. viii.) eternity ; that is, in so far
as it is considered absolutely. A mode, therefore, which
necessarily exists as infinite, must follow from the absolute
nature of some attribute of God, either immediately
(Prop. xxi.) or through the means of some modification,
which follows from the absolute nature of the said attri-
bute ; that is (by Prop. xxii.), which exists necessarily and as
infinite

Y, Prop. XXIV. The essence of things produced by God does
not involve existence.

Proof—This proposition is evident from Def.i. For
that of which the nature (comsidered in itself) involves
existence is self-caused, and exists by the sole necessity of
its own nature.

Corollary.—Hence it follows that God is not only the
cause of things coming into existence, but also of their
continuing in existence, that is, in scholastic phraseology,

. ¥
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God is cause of the being of things (essend:i rerum). For
whether things exist, or do not exist, whenever we contem-
plate their essence, we see that it involves neither existence
nor duration; consequently, it cannot be the cause of either
the one or the other. God must be the sole cause, inas-
much as to him alone does existence appertain. (Prop. xiv.
Coroll. i) Q.E.D.

Prop. XXV. God is the efficient cause not only of the ex-
1stence of things, but also of their essence.

Proof—If this be denied, then God is not the cause of
the essence of things; and therefore the essence of thipgs
can (by Ax. iv.) be conceived without God. This (by
Prop. xv.) is absurd. Therefore, God is the cause of the
essence of things. Q.FE.D.

Note—This proposition follows more clearly from Prop.
xvi. For it 18 evident thereby that, given the divine nature,
the essence of things must be inferred from it, no less than
their existence—in a word, God must be called the cause
of all things. in the same sense as he is called the cause of
himself. This will be made still clearer by the following
corollary.

Corollary.—Individual things are nothing but modifica-
tions of the attributes of God, or modes by which the
attributes of God are expressed in a fixed and definite
manner. The proof appears from Prop. xv. and Def. v.

Pror. XXVI. A thing which is conditioned to act in a
particular manner, has necessarily been thus conditioned by
God ; and that which has not been conditioned by God can-
not conditton 1self to act.

Proof —That by which things are said to be conditioned
to act in a particular manner is necessarily something
positive (this is obvious) ; therefore both of its essence and
of its existence God by the necessity of his nature is the
efficient cause (Props. xxv. and xvi.); this is our first point.
Ou~ second point is plainly to be inferred therefrom. For
if a thing, which has not heen conditioned by God, could
condition itself, the first part of our proof would be false,
and this, as we have shown, is absurd.

Pror. XXVII. A thing, which has been conditioned by God
0 act in a particular way, cannot render itself unconditioned.

Proof —This proposition is evident “rom the third axiom.
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Pror. XXVIIL.—Every individual thing, or everything
which is finite and has a conditioned existence, cannot exist
or be conditioned to act, unless it be conditioned for existence
and action by a cause other than itself, which also is finite,
and has a conditioned existence; and likewise this cause
cannot 1n s turn exist, or be conditioned to act, unless it be
conditioned for existence and action by another cause, which also
18 finite, and has a conditioned existence, and so on to infinily.

Proof.—Whatsoever is conditioned to exist and act, has
been thus conditioned by God (by Prop. xxvi. and Prop.
xxiv., Coroll.)

But that which is finite, and has a conditioned existence,
cannot be produced by the absolute nature of any attribute
of God; for whatsoever follows from the absolute nature
of any attribute of God is infinite and eternal (by Prop. xxi.).
It must, therefore, follow from some attribute of God,
in so far as the said attribute is considered as in some way
modified ; for substance and modes make up the sum total
of existence (by Ax. i. and Def. iii., v.), while modes are
merely modifications of the attributes of God. But from
God, or from any of his attributes, in so far as the latter
is modified by a modification infinite and eternal, a con-
ditioned thing cannot follow. Wherefore it must follow
from, or be conditioned for, existence and action by God
or one of his attributes, in so far as the latter are modified
by some modification which is finite, and has a conditioned
existence. This is our first point. Again, this cause or
this modification (for the reason by which we established
the first part of this proof) must in its turn be conditioned
by another cause, which also is finite, and has a conditioned
existence, and, again, this last by another (for the same
reason); and so on (for the same reason) to infinity. Q.E.D.

Note.—As certain things must be produced immediately
by God, namely those things which necessarily follow from
his absolute nature, through the means of these primary
attributes, which, nevertheless, can neither exist nor be
conceived without God, it follows:—1. That God is abso-
lutely the proximate cause of those things immediately
produced by him. I say absolutely, not after his kind, as
is usually stated. For the effects of God cannot either
exist or be conceived without a cause (Prop. xv. and Prop.
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xxiv., Coroll). 2. That God cannot properly be styled the
remote cause of individual things, except for the sake of
distinguishing these from what he immediately produces,
or rather from what follows from his absolute nature. For,
by a remote cause, we understand a cause which is in no way
conjoined to the effect. But all things which are, are in
God, and so depend on God, that without him they can
neither be nor be conceived.

Prop. XXIX. Nothing in the universe is contingent, but
all things are conditioned to exist and operate in a particular
manner by the necessity of the divine nature.

Proof —Whatsoever 1is, is in God (Prop. xv.). But God
cannot be called a thing contingent. For (by Prop. xi.)
he exists necessarily, and not contingently. Further, the
modes of the divine nature follow therefrom necegsarily, and
not contingently (Prop. xvi.) ; and they thus follow, whether
we consider the divine nature absolutely, or whether we
consider it as in any way conditioned to act (Prop. xxvii.).
Further, God is not only the cause of these modes, in
so far as they simply exist (by Prop. xxiv., Coroll.), but
also in so far as they are considered as conditioned for
operating in a particular manner (Prop. xxvi.). If they
be not conditioned by God (Prop. xxvi.), it is impossible,
and not contingent, that they should condition themselves;
contrariwise, if they be conditioned by God, it is impos-
sible, and not contingent, that they should render them-
selves unconditioned. Wherefore all things are condi-
tioned by the necessity of the divine nature, not only to
exist, but also to exist and operate in a particular manner,
and there is nothing that is contingent. Q.E.D.

Note.—Before going any further, I wish here to explain,
what we should understand by nature viewed as active
(natura naturans), and nature viewed as passive (nature
natwrata). I say to explain, or rather call attention to it,
for I think that, from what has been said, it is sufficiently
clear, that by nature viewed as active we should understand
that which is in itself, and is conceived through itself, or
those attributes of substance, which express eternal and
infinite essence, in other words (Prop. xiv., Coroll. i, and
Prop. xvii., Coroll. ii.) God, in so far as he is considered as
o free cause.
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By nature viewed as passive I understand all that which
follows from the necessity of the nature of God, or of any
of the attributes of God, that is, all the modes of the attri-
butes of God, in so far as they are considered as things
which are in God, and which without God cannot exist or
be conceived.

Prop. XXX. Intellect, in function (actu) finite, or in
Junction infinite, must comprehend the aftributes of God and
the modifications of God, and nothing else.

Proof.—A true idea must agree with its object (Ax. vi);
in other words (obviously), that which is contained io the
intellect in representation must necessarily be granted in
nature. But in nature (by Prop. xiv., Coroll. 1.) there is
no substance save God, nor any modxﬁca.tmns save those
(Prop. xv.) which are in God, and cannot without God
either be or be conceived. Therefore the intellect, in function
finite, or in function infinite, must comprehend the attri-
butes of God and the modifications of God, and nothing
else. Q.E.D.

Pror. XXXI. The intellect in function, whether finite or
tnfinite, as will, desire, love, &c., should be referred to passive
nature and not to active nature.

Proof.—By the intellect we do not (obviously) mean ab-
solute thought, but only a certain mode of thinking, differ-
ing from other modes, such as love, desire, &c., and there-
fore (Def. v.) requiring to be conceived through absolute
thought. It must (by Prop. xv. and Def. vi.), through some
attribute of God which expresses the eternal and infinite
essence of thought, be so conceived, that without such
attribute it could neither be nor be conceived. It must
therefore be referred to nature passive rather than to na-
ture active, as must also the other modes of thinking
Q.ED.

Note—1I do not here, by speaking of intellect in fune-
tion, admit that there is such a thing as intellect in poten-
tiality: but, wishing to avoid all confusion, I desire to
speak only of what is most clearly perceived by us, namely,
of the very act of understanding, than which nothing 1s
more clearly perceived. For we cannot perceive anything
without adding to our knowledge of the act of under-

standing,
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V Pror. XXXTII. Will cannot be called a free cause, but only
a necessary cause.

Proof —Will is only a particular mode of thinking, like
intellect ; therefore (by Prop. xxviii.) no volition can exist,
nor be conditioned to act, unless it be conditioned by some
cause other than itself, which cause is conditioned by a
third cause, and 8o on to infinity. But if will be supposed
infinite, it must also be conditioned to exist and act by
God, not by virtue of his being substance absolutely in-
finite, but by virtue of his possessing an attribute which
expresses the infinite and eternal essence of thought (by
Prop. xxiii.). Thus, however it be conceived, whether as
finite or infirite, it requires a cause by which it should be
conditioned to exist and act. Thus (Def. vii.) it cannot be
called a free cause, but only a necessary or constrained
cause. Q.E.D.

Coroll. I.—Hence it follows, first, that God does not act
according to freedom of the will.

Coroll. IT1.—It follows, secondly, that will and intellect
stand in the same relation to the nature of God as do
motion, and rest, and absolutely all natural phenomena,
which must be conditioned by God (Prop. xxix.) to exist
and act in a particular manner. For will, like the rest,
stands in need of a cause, by which it is conditioned to
exist and act in a particular manner. And although, when
will or intellect be granted, an infinite number of results
may follow, yet God cannot on that account be said to act
from freedom of the will, any more than the infinite num-
ber of results from motion and rest would justify us in say-
ing that motion and rest act by free will. Wherefore will
no more appertains to God than does anything else in
nature, but stands in the same relation to him as motion,
rest, and the like, which we have shown to follow from the
necessity of the divine nature, and to be conditioned by it
to exist and act in a particular manner.

Prop. XXXTIT. Things could not have been brought into
being by God in any manner or in any order different from
that which has in foct obtained.

Proof.—All things necessarily follow from the nature of
God (Prop. xvi.), and by the nature of God are conditioned
to exist and act in a particular way (Prop. xxix.). If things,
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therefore, could have been of a different nature, or have
been conditioned to act in a different way, so that the order
of nature would have been different, God’s nature would
also have been able to be different from what it now is;
and therefore (by Prop. xi.) that different nature also would
have perforce existed, and consequently there would have
been able to be two or more Gods. This (by Prop. xiv,
Coroll. i.) is absurd. Therefore things could not have been
brought into being by God in any other manner, &c. Q. E.D.

Note I—As 1 have thus shown, more clearly than the
sun at noonday, that there is nothing to justify us in call-
ing things contingent, I wish to explain briefly what mean.
ing we shall attach to the word contingent; but I will first
explain the words necessary and impossible.

A thing is called necessary either in respect to its essence
or in respect to its cause; for the existence of a thing neces.
sarily follows, either from its essence and definition, or from
a given efficient cause. For similar reasons a thing is said
to be impossible ; namely, inasmuch as its essence or defini-
tion involves a contradiction, or because no external cause
is granted, which 1s conditioned to produce such an effect;
but a thing can in no respect be called contingent, save in
relation to the imperfection of our knowledge.

A thing of which we do not know whether the essence
does or does not involve a contradiction, or of which, know-
ing that it does not involve a contradiction, we are still in
doubt concerning the existence, because the order of causes
escapes us,—such a thing, I say, cannot appear to us either
necessary or impossible. Wherefore we call it contingent
or possible.

Note II.—Tt clearly follows from what we have said, that
things have been brought into being by God in the highest
perfection. inasmuch as they have necessarily followed from
a most perfect nature. Nor does this prove any imperfec.
tion in Grod, for it has compelled us to affirm his perfection.
From its contrary proposition, we should clearly gather (as
I bave just shown), that God is not supremely perfect, for
if things had been brought into being in any other way, we
should have to assign to God a pature different from that,
which we are bound to attribute to him from the considera~
tion of an absolutely perfect being.
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I do not doubt, that many will scout this idea as absurd,
and will refuse to give their minds up to contemplating it,
simply because they are accustomed to assign to God a
freedom very different from that which we (Def. vii.) have
deduced. They assign to him, in short, absolute free will.
However, I am also convinced that if such persons reflect
on the matter, and duly weigh in their minds our series of
yropositions, they will reject such freedom as they now
attribute to God, not only as nugatory, but also as a great
impediment to organized knowledge. There is no need for
me to repeat what I said in the note to Prop. xvii. But, for
the sake of my opponents, I will show further, that although
it be granted that will appertains to the essence of God, it
nevertheless follows from his perfection, that things could
not have been by him created other than they are, orin a
different order; this is easily proved, if we reflect on what
our opponents themselves concede, namely, that it depends
solely on the decree and will of God, that each thing is what
it is If it were otherwise, God would not be the cause of
all things. Further, that all the decrees of God have been
ratified from all eternity by God himself. If it were other-
wise, God would be convicted of imperfection or change.
But in eternity there is no such thing as when, before, or
after; hence it follows solely from the perfection of God,
that God never can decree, or never could have decreed
anything but what is; that Glod did not exist before his
decrees, and would not exist without them. But, it is said,
supposing that God had made a different universe, or had
ordained other decrees from all eternity concerning nature
and her order, we could not therefore conclude any imper-
fection in God. But persons who say this must admit that
God can change his decrees. For if God had ordained any
decrees concerning nature and her order, different from
those which he has ordained—in other words, if he had
willed and conceived something different concerning nature
—he would perforce have had a different intellect from that
which he has, and also a different will. But if it were allow-
able to assign to God a different intellect and a different
will, without any change in his essence or his perfection,
what would there be to prevent him changing the decrees
which he has made concerning created things, and neverthe.
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less remaining perfect ? For his intellect and will concerning
things created and their order are the same, in respect to
his essence and perfection, however they be conceived.

Further, all the philosophers whom I have read admit
that God’s intellect is entirely actual, and not at all poten-
tial; as they also admit that God’s intellect, and God’s
will, and God’s essence are identical, it follows that, if God
had had a different actual intellect and a different will, his
essence would also have been different; and thus, as I con-
cluded at first, if things had been brought into being by
God in a different way from that which has obtained, God’s
intellect and will, that is (as is admitted) his essence would
perforce have been different, which is absurd.

As these things could not have been brought into being
by God in any but the actual way and order which has
obtained ; and as the truth of this proposition follows from
the supreme perfection of God; we can have no sound
reason for persuading ourselves to believe that God did not
wish to create all the things which were in his intellect,
and to create them in the same perfection as he had under-
stood them.

But, it will be said, there is in things no perfection nor
imperfection ; that which is in them, and which causes
them to be called perfect or imperfect, good or bad, de-
pends solely on the will of God. If God had so willed, he
might have brought it about that what is now perfection
should be extreme imperfection, and wvice versdi. What is
such an assertion, but an open declaration that God, who
necessarily understands that which he wishes, might bring
it about by his will, that he should understand things
differently from the way in which he does understand
them? This (as we have just shown) is the height of ab-
surdity. Wherefore, I may turn the argument against its
employers, as follows :—All things depend on the power of
God. In order that things should be different from what
they are, God’s will would necessarily have to be different.
But God’s will cannot be different (as we have just most
clearly demonstrated) from God’s perfection. Therefore
neither can things be different. T confess, that the theory
which subjects all things to the will of an indifferent
deity, and asserts that they are all dependent on his fiat,
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is less far from the truth than the theory of those, who
maintain that God acts in all things with a view of pro-
moting what is good. For these latter persons seem to
set up something beyond God, which does not depend on
God, but which God in acting looks to as an exemplar, or
which he aims at as a definite goal. This is only another
name for subjecting God to the dominion of destiny, an
utter absurdity in respect to (tod, whom we have shown to
be the first and only free cause of the essence of all things
and also of their existence. I need, therefore, spend no
time in refuting such wild theories.

Pror. XXXIV. God's power is identical with his essence.

Progof —TFrom the sole necessity of the essence of God it
follows that God is the cause of himself (Prop. xi.) and of
all things (Prop. xvi. and Coroll.). Wherefore the power
of God, by which he and all things are and act, is identical
with his essence. Q.E.D.

Prop. XXXV. Whatsoever we conceive to be in the power
of God, necessarily exists.

Progf —Whatsoever is in God’s power, must (by the
last Prop.) be comprehended in his essence in such a
wmanner, that it necessarily follows therefrom, and therefore
necessarily exists. Q.E.D.

Prop. XXXVI. There is no cause from whose nature some
effect does not follow.

Proof —Whatsoever exists expresses God’s nature or
essence in a given conditioned manner (by Prop. xxv.,
Coroll.) ; that is (by Prop. xxxiv.), whatsoever exists, ex-
presses in a given conditioned manner God’s power, which
is the cause of all things, therefore an effect must (ly
Prop. xvi.) necessarily follow. Q.E.D.

ArpexpIx.—In the foregoing I have explained the nature
and properties of God. I have shown that he necessarily
exists, that he is one: that he is, and acts solely by the
necessity of his own nature; that he is the free cause of
all things, and how he is so; that all things are in God,
and so depend on him, that without him they could neither
exist nor be conceived; lastly, that all things are pre-
determined by God, not through his free will or absolute
fiat, but from the very nature of God or infinite power. I

/
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have further, where occasion offered, taken care to remove
the prejudices, which might impede the comprehension of
wy demonstrations. Yet there still remain misconceptions
not a few, which might and may prove very grave hin-
drances to the understanding of the concatenation of
things, as I have explained it above. I have therefore
thought it worth while to bring these misconceptions before
the bar of reason.

All such opinions spring from the notion commonly en-
tertained, that all things in nature act as men themselves
act, namely, with an end in view. It isaccepted as certain,
that God himself directs all things to a definite goal (forit
is said that God made all things for man, and man that he
might worship him). I will, therefore, consider this
opinion, asking first, why it obtains general credence,
and why all men are naturally so prone to adopt it?
secondly, I will point out its falsity; and, lastly, I will show
how it has given rise to prejudices about good and bad,
right and wrong, praise and blame, order and confusion,
beauty and ugliness, and the like. However, this is not
the place to deduce these misconceptions from the nature of
the human mind: it will be sufficient here, if I agsume as a
starting point, what ought to be universally admitted,
namely, that all men are born ignorant of the causes of
things, that all have the desire to seek for what is useful
to them, and that they are conscious of such desire. Here-
from it follows, first, that men think themselves free
inasmuch as they are conscious of their volitions and de-
sires, and never even dream, in their ignorance, of the
causes which have disposed them so to wish and desire.
Secondly, that men do all things for an end, namely, for
that which is useful to them, and which they seek. Thus
it comes to pass that they only look for a knowledge of the
final causes of events, and when these are learned, thev are
content, as having no cause for further doubt. If they
cannot learn such causes from external sources, they are
compelled to turn to considering themselves, and reflecting
what end would haveinduced them personally to bring about
the given event, and thus they necessarily judge other
natures by their own. Further, as they find in themselves
and outside themselves many means which assist them not



76 THE ETHICS, [PaRT L

a little in their search for what is useful, for instance, eyes
for seeing, teeth for chewing, herbs and animals for yielding
food, the sun for giving light, the sea for breeding fish, &ec.,
they come to look on the whole of nature as a means for
obtaining such conveniences. Now as they are aware, that
they found these conveniences and did not make them,
they think they have cause for believing, that some other
being has made them for their use. As they look upon
things as means, they cannot believe them to be self-created ;
but, judging from the means which they are accustomed
to prepare for themselves, they are bound to believe in
some ruler or rulers of the universe endowed with human
freedom, who have arranged and adapted everything for
human use. They are bound to estimate the mnature of
such rulers (having no information on the subject) in ac-
cordance with their own nature, and therefore they assert
that the gods ordained everything for the use of man, in
order to bind man to themselves and obtain from him the
highest honour. Hence also it follows, that everyone
thought out for himself, according to his abilities, a diffe-
rent way of worshipping Grod, so that God might love him
more than his fellows, and direct the whole course of
nature for the satisfaction of his blind cupidity and in-
satiable avarice. Thus the prejudice developed into super-
stition, and took deep root in the human mind ; and for this
reason everyone strove most zealously to understand and
explain the final causes of things; but in their endeavour
to show that nature does nothing in vain, 7.e., nothing
which is useless to man, they only seem to have demon-
strated that nature, the gods, and men are all mad together.
Consider, I pray you, the result: among the many helps of
nature they were bound to find some hindrances, such as
storms, earthquakes, diseases, &c.: so they declared that
such things happen, because the gods are angry at some
wrong done them by men, or at some fault committed in
their worship. Experience day by day protested and showed
by infinite examples, that good and evil fortunes fall to
the lot of pious and impious alike; still they would not
abandon their inveterate prejudice, for it was more easy
for them to class such contradictions among other unknown
things of whose use they were ignorant, and thus to retain
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their actual and innate condition of ignorance, thanto de-
stroy the whole fabric of their reasoning and start afresh.
They therefore laid down as an axiom, that God’s judg-
ments far transcend human understanding. Such a doc-
trine might well have sufficed to conceal the truth from the
human race for all eternity, if mathematics had not fur-
nished another standard of verity in considering solely the
essence and properties of figures without regard to their
final causes. There are other reasons (which I need not
mention here) besides mathematics, which might have
caused men’s minds to be directed to these general preju-
dices, and have led them to the knowledge of the truth.

I have now sufficiently explained my first point. There
is no need to show at length, that nature has no particular
goal in view, and that final causes are mere human figments,
This, I think,is already evident enough, both from the causes
and foundations on which I have shown such prejudice to
be based, and also from Prop. xvi., and the Corollary of
Prop. xxxii., and, in fact, all those propositions in which I
have shown, that everything in nature proceeds from a sort
of necessity, and with the utmost perfection. However, I
will add a few remarks, in order to overthrow this doctrine
of a final cause utterly. That which is really a cause it
considers as an effect, and vice versd : i1t makes that which
i8 by nature first to be last, and that which is highest and
most perfect to be most imperfect. Passing over the ques.
tions of cause and priority as self-evident, it is plain from
Props. xxi., xxii., xxiii. that that effect is most perfect which
i8 produced immediately by God ; the effect which requires
for its production several intermediate causes is, in that
respect, more imperfect. But if those things which were
made immediately by God were made to enable him to
attain his end, then the things which come after, for the
sake of which the first were made, are necessarily the most
excellent of all.

Further, this doctrine does away with the perfection of
God: for, if God acts for an object, he necessarily desires
something which he lacks. Certainly, theologians amd
metaphysicians draw a distinction between the object of
want and the object of assimilation ; still they confess that
God made all things for the sake of himself, not for the
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sake of creation. They are unable to point to anything
prior to creation, except God himself, as an object for which
God should act, and are therefore driven to admit (as they
clearly must), that God lacked those things for whose
attainment he created means, and further that he desired
them.

‘We must not omit to notice that the foHowers of this
doctrine, anxious to display their talent in assigning final
causes, have imported a new method of argument in proof
of their theory—namely, a reduction, not to the impossible,
but to ignorance; thus showing that they have no other
method of exhibiting their doctrine. For example, if a
stone falls from a roof on to someone’s head, and kills him,
they will demonstrate by their new method, that the stone
fell in order to kill the man; for, if it had not by God’s
will fallen with that object, how could so many circum-
stances (and there are often many concurrent circum-
stances) have all happened together by chance? Perhaps
you will answer that the event is due to the facts that the
wind was blowing, and the man was walking that way.
“ But why,” they will insist, “ was the wind blowing, and
why was the man at that very time walking that way?” If
vou again answer, that the wind had then sprung up be-
cause the sea had begun to be agitated the day before, the
weather being previously calm, and that the man had been
invited by a friend, they will again insist: “But why was
the sea agitated, and why was the man invited at that
time?” So they will pursue their questions from cause to
cause, till at last you take refuge in the will of God—in
other words, the sanctuary of ignorance. So, again, when
they survey the frame of the human body, they are amazed;
and being ignorant of the causes of so great a work of art,
conclude that it has been fashioned, not mechanically, but
by divine and supernatural skill, and has been so put
together that one part shall not hurt another.

Hence anyone who seeks for the true causes of miracles,
and strives to understand natural phenomena as an intelli-
gent being, and not to gaze at them like a fool, is set down
and denounced as an impious heretic by those, whom the
masses adore as the interpreters of nature and the gods.
Such persons know that, with the removal of ignorance, the
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wonder which forms their only available means for proving
and preserving their authority would vanish also. But I
now quit this subject, and pass on to my third point.

After men persuaded themselves, that everything which
is created is created for their sake, they were bound to con.
sider as the chief quality in everything that which is most
useful to themselves, and to account those things the best
of all which have the most beneficial effect on mankind.
Further, they were bound to form abstract notions for the
explanation of the nature of things, such as goodness, bad-
ness, order, confusion, warmih, cold, beauty, deformity, and
so on; and from the belief that they are free agents arose
the further notions praise and blame, sin and merit.

I will speak of these latter hereafter, when I treat of
human nature; the former I will briefly explain here.

Everything which conduces to health and the worship of
God they have called good, everything which hinders these
objects they have styled bad; and inasmuch as those who
do not understand the nature of things do not verify phe-
nomena in any way, but merely imagine them after a
fashion, and mistake their imagination for understanding,
such persons firmly believe that there is an order in things,
being really ignorant both of things and their own nature.
‘When phenomena are of such a kind, that the impression
they make on our senses requires little effort of imagina-
tion, and can consequently be easily remembered, we say
that they are well-ordered ; if the contrary, that they are
ill-ordered or confused. Further, as things which are easily
imagined are more pleasing to us, men prefer order to con-
fusion—as though there were any order in nature, except in
relation to our imagination—and say that God has created
all things in order ; thus, without knowing it, attributing
imagination to God, unless, indeed, they would have it that
God foresaw human imagination, and arranged everything,
so that it should be most easily imagined. If this be their
theory, they would not, perhaps, be daunted by the fact
that we find an infinite number of phenomena, far surpass-
ing our imagination, and very many others which confound
its weakness. But enough has been said on this subject.
The other abstract notions are nothing but modes of
imagining, in which the imagination is differently affected.
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though they are considered by the ignorant as the chief
attributes of things, inasmuch as they believe that every-
thing was created for the sake of themselves; and, accord-
ing as they are affected by it, style it good or bad, healthy
or rotten and corrupt. For instance, if the motion which
objects we see communicate to our nerves be conducive to
health, the objects causing it are styled beautiful; if a
contrary motion be excited, they are styled ugly.

Things which are perceived through our sense of smell
are styled fragrant or fetid ; if through our taste, sweet or
bitter, full-flavoured or insipid ; if through our touch, hard
or soft, rough or smooth, &ec.

‘Whatsoever affects our ears is said to give rise to noise,
sound, or harmony. In this last case, there are men lunatic
enough to believe, that even God himself takes pleasure in
harmony ; and philosophers are not lacking who have per-
suaded themselves, that the motion of the heavenly bodies
gives rise to harmony—all of which instances sufficiently
show that everyone judges of things according to the state
of his brain, or rather mistakes for things the forms of his
imagination. We need no longer wonder that there have
arisen all the controversies we have witnessed, and finally
scepticism: for, although human bodies in many respects
agree, yet in very many others they differ; so that what
seems good to one seems bad to another; what seems well
ordered to one seems confused to another; what is pleasing
to one displeases another, and so on. I need not further
enumerate, because this is not the place to treat the subject
at length, and also because the fact is sufficiently well
known. It is commonly said: “So many men, so many
minds; everyone is wise in his own way; brains differ as
completely as palates.” All of which proverbs show, that
men judge of things according to their mental disposition,
and rather imagine than understand : for, if they understood
phenomena, they would, as mathematics attest, be convinced,
if not attracted, by what I have urged.

‘We have now perceived, that all the explanations com-
monly given of nature are mere modes of imagining, and
do not indicate the true nature of anything, but only the
constitution of the imagination; and, although they have
names, as though they were entities, existing externally to
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the imagination, I call them entities imaginary rather than
real; and, therefore, all arguments against us drawn from
such abstractions are easily rebutted.

Many argue in this way. If all things follow from a
necessity of the absolutely perfect nature of God, why are
there so many mpexfectlons in nature? such, for instance,
as things corrupt to the point of putridity, loathsome de-
formity, confusion, evil, sin, &c. But these reasoners are,
as I have said, easily confuted, for the perfection of things
is to be reckoned only from their own nature and power ;
things are not more or less perfect, according as they de-
light or offend human senses, or according as they are
serviceable or repugnant to mankind. To those who ask
why God did not so create all men, that they should be
governed only by reason, I give no answer but this: because
matter was not lacking to him for the creation of every de-
gree of perfection from highest to lowest; or, more strictly,
because the laws of his nature are so vast, as to suffice for
the production of everything conceivable by an infinite in-
telligence, as I have shown in Prop. xvi.

Such are the misconceptions I have undertaken to note;
if there are any more of the same sort, everyone may easily
dissipate them for himself with the aid of a little re.
flection.

11, e
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PART II.
OF THE NATURE AND ORIGIN OF THE MIND.

PREFACE.

I NOW pass on to explaining the results, which must
necessarily follow from the essence of God, or of the
eternal and infinite being; not, indeed, all of them (for we
proved in Part. i., Prop. xvi., that an infinite number must
follow in an infinite number of ways), but only those which
are able to lead us, as it were by the hand, to the know-
ledge of the human mind and its highest blessedness.

DerINITIONS.

I. By body I mean a mode which expresses in a certain
determinate manner the essence of God, in so far as he is
considered as an extended thing. (See Pt. i, Prop. xxv.
Coroll.)

II. T consider as belonging to the essence of a thing that,
which being given, the thing is necessarily given also, and,
which being removed, the thing is necessarily removed also ;
in other words, that without which the thing, and which
itself without the thing, can neither be nor be conceived

III. By idea, I mean the mental conception which 1
formed by the mind as a thinking thing.

Ezplanation.—1 say conception rather than perception,
because the word perception seems to imply that the mind
is passive in respect to the object; whereas conception
seems to express an activity of the mind.

IV. By an adequate idea, I mean an idea which, in so far
as it is considered in itself, without relation to the object,
has all the properties or intrinsic marks of a true idea.

Ezxplanation.—I say inirinsic, in order to exclude that
mark which is extrinsic, namely, the agreement between the
idea and its object (ideatum).

V. Duration is the indefinite continuance of existing.

Exzplanation.—I say indefinite, becouse it cannot be deter-

g
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mined throngh the existence itself of the existing thing, or
by its efficient cause, which necessarily gives the existence
of the thing, but does not take it away.

V1. Reality and perfection 1 use as synonymous terms.

‘VII. By particular things, I mean things which are finite
and have a conditioned existence; but if several individual
things concur in one action, so as to be all simultaneously
the effect of one cause, I consider them all, so far, as one
particular thing.

Axrioms,

1. The essence of man does not involve necessary exis-
tence, that is, it may, in the order of mature, come to pass
that this or that man does or does not exist.

II. Man thinks.

II1. Modes of thinking, such as love, desire, or any other
of the passions, do not take place, unless there be in the
same individual an idea of the thing loved, desired, &e.
But the idea can exist without the presence of any other
mode of thinking.

IV. We perceive that a certain body is affected in many
ways,

1)7". ‘We feel and perceive no particular things, save bodies
and modes of thought.

N.B. The postulates are given after the conclusion of
Prop. xiii.

ProrosrrioNs. X

Pror. I. Thought is an attribute of God, or God is a think-
tng thing.

Proof —Particular thoughts, or this or that thought, are
modes which, in a certain conditioned manner, express the
nature of God (Pt. 1., Prop. xxv,, Coroll.). God therefore
possesses the attribute (Pt. i., Def. v.) of which the concept
is involved in all particular thoughts, which latter are con-
ceived thereby. Thought, therefore, is one of the infinite

: attributes of Glod, which express God’s eternal and infinite
- essence (Pt. i., Def. vi.). In other words, God is a thinking
_ thing. Q.E.D.

Note.—This proposition is also evident from the fact, that

: we are able to conceive an infinite thinking being. For, in
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proportion as a thinking being is conceived as thinking
more thoughts, so is it conceived as containing more reality
or perfection. Therefore a being, which can think an in-
finite number of things in an infinite number of ways, is,
necessarily, in respect of thinking, infinite. As, therefore,
from the consideration of thought alone we conceive an in-
finite being, thought is necessarily (Pt. i., Deff. iv. and vi.)
one of the infinite attributes of God, as we w-re desirous
of showing.

Pror. II. Extension s an attribute of God, or God is an
extended thing.

Proof—The proof of this proposition is similar to that
of the last.

Pgor. III. In God there is necessarily the idea not only of
his essence, but also of all things which necessarily follow
Jrom his essence.

Progf —God (by the first Prop. of this Part) can think
an infinite number of things in infinite ways, or (what is
the same thing, by Prop. xvi., Part i.) can form the idea of
his essence, and of all things which necessarily follow there-
from. Now all that is in the power of God necessarily is.
(Pt. i, Prop. xxxv.) Therefore, such an idea as we are con-
sidering necessarily is, and in God alone. Q.E.D. (Parti,
Prop. xv.)

Note—The multitude understand by the power of God
the free will of God, and the right over all things that
exist, which latter are accordingly generally considered as
contingent. For it is said that God has the power to de-
stroy all things, and to reduce them to nothing. Further,
the power of God is very often likened to the power of
kings. But this doctrine we have refuted (Pt. 1., Prop. xxxii.,
Corolls. i. and ii.), and we have shown (Part i., Prop. xvi.)
that God acts by the same necessity, as that by which he
understands himself ; in other words, as it follows from
the necessity of the divine nature (as all admit), that God
understands himself, so also does it follow by the same
necessity, that God performs infinite acts in infinite ways.
‘We further showed (Part i., Prop. xxxiv.), that God’s power
is identical with God’s essence in action; therefore it is as
impossible for us to conceive God as not acting, as to con-
ceive him as non-existent. If we might pursue the subject
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turther, I could point out, that the power which is com-
monly attributed to God is not only human (as showing
that Grod is conceived by the multitude as a man, or in the
likeness of a man), but involves a negation of power. How-
ever, I am unwilling to go over the same ground so often.
I would only beg the reader again and again, to turn over
frequently in his mind what I have said in Part i. from
Prop. xvi. to the end. No one will be able to follow my
meaning, unless he is scrupulously careful not to confound
the power of God with the human power and right of
kings.

Pror. IV. The idea of God, from which an infinite num-
ber of things follow in infinite ways, can only be one.

Proof—Infinite intellect comprehends nothing save the
attributes of God and his modifications (Part i., Prop. xxx.).
Now God is one (Part i, Prop. xiv., Coroll.). Therefore the
idea of Gtod, wherefrom an infinite number of things follow
in infinite ways, can only be one. Q.E.D.

Pror. V. The actual being of ideas owns Qod as its cause,
only in so far as he is considered as a thinking thing, not in
80 far as he is unfolded in any other atiribute; that is, the
tdeas both of the attributes of God and of particular things do
not own as their efficient cause their objects (ideata) or the
things perceived, but God himself in so far as he ¢ a thinking
thing.

Proof.—This proposition is evident from Prop. iii. of this
Part. We there drew the conclusion, that God can form the
idea of his essence, and of all things which follow neces-
sarily therefrom, solely because he is a thinking thing, and
not because he is the object of his own idea. Wherefore
the actual being of ideas owns for cause God, in so far as
he is a thinking thing. It may be differently proved as
follows : the actual being of ideas is (obviously) a mode of
thought, that is (Part i., Prop. xxv., Coroll.) a mode which
expresses in a certain manner the nature of God, in so far
as he is a thinking thing, and therefore (Part i., Prop. x.)
involves the conception of no other attribute of God, and
consequently (by Part i, Ax. iv.) is not the effect of any
attribute save thought. Therefore the actual being of
ideas owns God as its cause, in so far as he is considered as

a thinking thing, &. Q.E.D.
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Prop. VL. The modes of any given aftribute are caused by
God, in so fur as he <8 considered through the attribute (f
which they are modes, and not in so far as he 18 considered
through any other attribute.

Proof —Each attribute is conceived through itself, with-
out any other (Part i., Prop. x.); wherefore the modes of
each attribute involve the conception of that attribute, but
not of any other. Thus (Part i, Ax. iv.) they are caused
by God, only in so far as he is considered through the
attribute whose modes they are, and not in so far as he is
considered through any other. Q.E.D.

Corollary.—Hence the actual being of things, which are
not modes of thought, does not follow from the divine
nature, because that nature has prior knowledge of the
things. Things represented in ideas follow, and are derived
from their particular attribute, in the same manner, and
with the same necessity as ideas follow (according to what
we have shown) from the attribute of thought.

Prop. VII. The order and connection of ideas is the same
as the order and connection of things.

Proof —This proposition is evident from Part 1., Ax. iv.
For the idea of everything that is caused depends on a
knowledge of the cause, whereof it is an effect.

Corollary—Hence God’s power of thinking is equal to
his realized power of action—that is, whatsoever follows
from the infinite nature of God in the world of extension
(formaliter), follows without exception in the same order
and connection from the idea of God in the world of thought
(objective).

Note.—DBefore going any further, I wish to recall to mind
what has been pointed out above—nawmely, that whatsoever
can be perceived by the infinite intellect as constituting the
essence of substance, belongs altogether only to one sub-
stance: consequently, substance thinking and substance
extended are one and the same substance, comprehended
now through one attribute, now through the other, So,
also, a mode of extension and the idea of that mode are one
and the same thing, though expressed in two ways. This
truth seems to have been dimly recognized by those Jews who
maintained that God, God’s intellect, and the things under-
stood by God are identical. For instance, a circle existing
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in nature, and the idea of a circle existing, which is also in
God, are one and the same thing displayed through diffe-
rent attributes. Thus, whether we conceive nature under
the attribute of extension, or under the attribute of thought,
or under any other attribute, we shall find the same order,
or one and the same chain of causes—that is, the same
things following in either case.

T said that God is the cause of an idea—for instance, of
the idea of a circle,—in so far as he is a thinking thing;
and of a circle,in so far as he is an extended thing, simply
because the actual being of the idea of a circle can only be
perceived as a proximate cause through another mode of
thinking, and that again through another, and so on to
infinity ; so that, so long as we consider things as modes of
thinking, we must explain the order of the whole of nature,
or the whole chain of causes, through the attribute of
thought only. And, in so far as we consider things as
modes of extension, we must explain the order of the whole
of nature through the attribute of extension only; and so
on, in the case of other attributes. Wherefore of things
as they are in themselves God is really the cause, inasmuch
as he consists of infinite attributes. I cannot for the present
explain my meaning more clearly.

Pror. VIIL. Theideas of particular things, or of modes, that
do not exist, must be comprehended in the infinite idea of God,
tn the same way as the formal essences of particular things or
modes are contained in the attributes of God.

Proof —This proposition is evident from the last; it is
understood more clearly from the preceding note.

Corollary.—Hence, so long as particular things do not
exist, except in so far as they are comprehended in the
attributes of God, their representations in thought or ideas
do not exist, except in so far as the infinite idea of God
exists; and when particular things are said to exist, not
only in so far as they are involved in the attributes of God,
but also in so far as they are said to continue, their ideas
will also involve existence, through which they are said to
continue.

Note.—If anyone desires an example to throw more light
on this question, I shall, I fear, not be able to give him any,
which adequately explains the thing of which I here speal;,
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inasmuch as it is unique; however, I will endeavour to
illustrate it as far as possible. The nature of a circle is
such that if any number of straight lines intersect within
it, the rectangles formed by their segments will be equal to
one another; thus, infinite equal rectangles are contained
in a circle. Yet none of these rectangles can be said to
exist, except in so far as the circle exists; nor can the idea
of any of these rectangles be said to exist, except in so far as
they are comprehended in the idea of the circle. Let us
grant that, from this infinite number of rectangles, two only
exist. The ideas of these two not only exist, in so far as
they are contained in the idea of the circle, but also as they
involve the existence of those rectangles; wherefore they are
distinguished from the remaining ideas of the remaining
rectangles.

Pror. IX. The idea of an individual thing actually exist-
ing is caused by God, not in so far as ke iz infinite, but in so
Jar as he i3 considered as affected by another idea of a thing
actually existing, of which he is the cause, in so far as he s
affected by a third idea, and so on to infinity.

Proof —The idea of an individual thing actually existing
is an individual mode of thinking, and is distinet from
other modes (by the Corollary and Note to Prop. viil. of
this part) ; thus (by Prop. vi. of this part) it is caused by
God, in so far only as he is a thinking thing. But not (by
Prop. xxviii. of Part i.) in so far as he is a thing thinking
absolutely, only in so far as he is considered as affected by
another mode of thinking; and he is the cause of this latter,
as being affected by a third, and so on to infinity. Now,
the order and connection of ideas is (by Prop. vii. of this
book) the same as the order and connection of causes.
Therefore of a given individual idea another individual
idea, or God, in 8o far as he is considered as modified by
that idea, is the cause; and of this second idea God is the
cause, in so far as he is affected by another idea, and so on
to infinity. Q.E.D.

Corollary.—Whatsoever takes place in the individual
object of any idea, the knowledge thereof is in God, in so
far only as he has the idea of the object.

Proof —Whatsoever takes place in the object of any idea,
its idea is in God (by Prop. iii. of this part), not in so far
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as he is infinite, but in so far as he is considercd as
affected by another idea of an individual thing (by the
last Prop.); but (by Prop. vii. of this part) the order and
connection of ideas is the same as the order and connection
of things. The knowledge, therefore, of that which takes
place in any individual object will be in God, in so far only
as he has the idea of that object. Q.E.D.

Pror. X. The being of substance does not appertain to the
essence of man—in other words, substance does not constitute
the actual being' of man.

Proof.—The being of substance involves necessary exist-
ence (Part i., Prop. vii.). If, therefore, the being of sub-
stance appertains to the essence of man, substance being
granted, man would necessarily be granted also (IL Def. ii.),
and, consequently, man would necessarily exist, which is
absurd (IT. Ax.i). Therefore, &c. Q.E.D.

Note.—This proposition may also be proved from I. v.,
in which it is shown that there cannot be two substances
of the same nature; for as there may be many men, the
being of substance is not that which constitutes the actual
being of man. Again, the proposition is evident from the
other properties of substance—namely, that substance is in
its nature infinite, immutable, indivisible, &c., as anyone
may see for himself.

Corollary.—Hence it follows, that the essence of man is
constituted by certain modifications of the attributes of
God. For (by the last Prop.) the being of substance does
not belong to the essence of man. That essence therefore
(by i. 15) is something which is in God, and which without
God can neither be nor be conceived, whether it be a mo-
dification (i. 25 Coroll.), or a mode which expresses God's
nature in a certain conditioned manner.

Note.—Everyone must surely admit, that nothing can be
or be conceived without God. All men agree that God is
the one and only cause of all things, both of their essence and
of their existence ; that is, God is not only the cause of
things in respect to their being made (secundum fiert), but
also in respect to their being (secundum esse).

At the same time many assert, that that, without which a
thing cannot be nor be conceived, belongs to the essence of
that thing; wherefore they believe that either the nature

1 & Forma.”
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of God appertains to the essence of created things, or else
that created things can be or be conceived without God ; or
else, as is more probably the case, they hold inconsistent
doctrines. I think the cause for such confusion is mainly,
that they do not keep to the proper order of philosophic
thinking. The nature of God, which should be reflected
on first, inasmuch as it is prior both in the order of knowledge
and the order of nature, they have taken to be last in the
order of knowledge, and have put into the first place what
they call the objects of sensation ; hence, while they are con-
sidering natural phenomenpa, they give no attention at all
to the divine nature, and, when afterwards they apply
their mind to the study of the divine nature, they are quite
unable to bear in mind the first hypotheses, with which
they have overlaid the knowledge of natural phenomena,
inasmuch as such hypotheses are no help towards under-
standing the Divine nature. So that it is hardly to be won-
dered at, that these persons contradict themselves freely.

However, I pass over this point. My intention here was
only to give a reason for not saying, that that, without
which a thing cannot be or be conceived, belongs to the
essence of that thing: individual things cannot be or be
conceived without God, yet God does not appertain to
their essence. I said that “I considered as belonging to
the essence of a thing that, which being given, the thing is
necessarily given also, and which being removed, the thing
is necessarily removed also; or that without which the
thing, and which itself without the thing can neither be
nor be conceived.” (II. Def. ii.)

Pror. X1. The first element, which constitutes the actual
being of the human mind, is the idea of some particular thing
actually ewisting.

Proof—The essence of man (by the Coroll. of the last
Prop.) is constituted by certain modes of the attributes of
God, namely (by I1. Ax. ii.), by the modes of thinking, of
all which (by II. Ax. iii.) the idea is prior in nature, and,
when the idea is given, the other modes (namely, those of
which the idea is prior in nature) must be in the same in-
dividual (by the same Axiom). Therefore an idea is the
first element constituting the human mind. But not the
idea of a non-existent thing, for then (II. viil. Coroll) the
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idea itself cannot be said to exist; it must therefore be the
idea of something actually existing. But not of an infinite
thing. For an infinite thing (I. xxi,, xxii.), must always
necessarily exist ; this would (by II. Ax.1i.) involve an ab-
surdity. Therefore the first element, which constitutes the
actual being of the human mind, is the idea of something
actually existing. Q.E.D.

Corollary.—Hence it follows, that the human mind is part
of the infinite intellect of God ; thus when we say, that the
human mind perceives this or that, we make the assertion,
that God has this or that idea, not in so far as he isinfinite,
but in so far as he is displayed through the nature of the
human mind, or in so far as he constitutes the essence of
the human mind; and when we say that God has this or that
idea, not only in so far as he constitutes the essence of the
human mind, but also in so far as he, simultaneously with
the human mind, has the further idea of another thing,
we assert that the human mind perceives a thing in part or
inadequately.

Note.—Here, I doubt not, readers will come to a stand,
and will call to mind many things which will cause them
to hesitate; I therefore beg them to accompany me slowly,
step by step, and not to pronounce on my statements, till
they have read to the end.

Prop. XTI. Whatsoever comes to pass in the object of the
idea, which constitutes the human mind, must be perceived by
the human mind, or there will necessarily be an idea in the
human mind of the said occurrence. That 1s, if the object of
the idea constituting the human mind be a body, nothing can
take place in that body without being perceived by the mind.

Proof—Whatsoever comes to pass in the object of any
idea, the knowledge thereof is necessarily in God (IL. ix.
Coroll.), in so far as he is considered as affected by the
idea of the said object, that is (II. xi.), in so far as he con-
stitutes the mind of anything. Therefore, whatsoever takes
place in the object constituting the idea of the human
mind, the knowledge thereof is necessarily in God, in so far
as he constitutes the nature of the human mind; that is
(by IL xi. Coroll) the knowledge of the said thing will
ne_oessa:iily be in the mind, in other words the mind per-
ceives it.
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Note—This proposition is_also evident, and is more
clearly to be understood from IT. vii., which see.

Pror. XIT1. The object of the idea const@tutmg the human
mind is the body, in other words a certain mode of extension
which actually exists, and nothing else.

Proof—If indeed the body were not the object of the
human mind, the ideas of the modifications of the body
would not be in God (IL. ix. Coroll.) in virtue of his con-
stituting our mind, but in virtue of his constituting the
mind of something else; that is (IL xi. Coroll.) the ideas of
the modifications of the body would not be in our mind: now
(by I1. Ax.iv.) we dopossess the ideas of the modifications of
the body. Therefore the object of the idea constituting
the human mind is the body. and the body as it actually
exists (TL xi.). Further, if there were any other object of
the idea constituting the mind besides body, then, as
nothing can exist from which some effect does not follow
(1. xxxvi.) there would necessarily have to be in our mind
an idea, which would be the effect of that other object (IL
xi.) ; but (IL. Ax. v.) there is no such idea. "Wherefore the
object of our mind is the body as it exists, and nothing
else. Q.E.D.

Note.~—We thus comprehend, not only that the human
mind is united to the body, but also the nature of the
union between mind and body. However, no one will be
able to grasp this adequately or distinctly, unless he first
has adequate knowledge of the nature of our body. The
propositions we have advanced hitherto have been entirely
general, applying not more to men than to other indivi-
dual things, all of which, though in different degrees, are
animated.! For of everything there is necessarily an idea
in God, of which God is the cause, in the same way as
there is an idea of the human body; thus whatever we
have asserted of the idea of the human body must neces-
sarily also be asserted of the idea of everything else. Still,
on the other hand, we cannot deny that ideas, like objects,
differ one from the other, one being more excellent than
another and containing more reality, just as the object of
one idea is more excellent than the object of another idea,
and contains more reality.

‘Wherefore, in order to determine, wherein the human

V& Animata.”



OF THE NATURE AND ORIGIN OF THE MIND. 93

mind differs from other things, and wherein it surpasses
them, it is necessary for us to know the nature of its object,
that is, of the human body. What this nature is,I am not
able here to explain, nor is it necessary for the proof of
what I advance, that I should do so. I willonly say gene-
rally, that in proportion as any given body is more fitted
than others for doing many actions or receiving many im-
pressions at once, so also is the mind, of which itis the ob-
ject, more fitted than others for forming many simultaneous
perceptions; and the more the actions of one body depend
on itself alone, and the fewer other bodies concur with it
in action, the more fitted is the mind of which it is the
object for distinet comprehension. 'We may thus recognize
the superiority of one mind over others, and may further
see the cause, why we have only a very confused knowledge
of our body, and also many kindred questions, which I will,
in the following propositions, deduce from what has been
advanced. Wherefore I have thought it worth while to ex-
plain and prove more strictly my present statements. In
order to do so, I must premise a few propositions concern.
ing the nature of bodies.

Axrom 1. All bodies are either in motion or at rest.

Axtom II. Every body is moved sometimes more slowly,
sometimes more quickly.

Leuuma 1. Bodies are distinguished from one another in re-
spect of motion and rest, quickness and slowness, and not in
respect of substance.

Proof—The first part of this proposition is, I take it,
self-evident. That bodies are not distinguished in respect
of substance, is plain both from I. v.and I viii. It is
brought out still more clearly from I. xv., note.

Levua I1. AUl bodies agree in certain respects,

Proof —All bodies agree in the fact, that they involve the
conception of one and the same attribute (IL., Def. i).
Further, in the fact that they may be moved less or more
quickly, and may be absolutely in motion or at rest.

Lemma IIT. A body in motion or at rest must be deter-
mined to motion or rest by another body, which other body has
been determined to motion or rest by a third body, and that
third again by a fourth, and so on to infinity.

Proof.—Bodies are individual things (I1., Def. i.), which
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(I.emma 1.) are distinguished one from the other in respect
to motion and rest; thus (L xxviii.) each must necessarily
be determined to motion or rest by another individual
thing, namely (II. vi.), by another body, which other body
is also (Ax.1) in motion or at rest. And this body again
can only have been set in motion or caused to rest by being
determined by a third body to motion or rest. This third
body again by a fourth, and so on to infinity. Q.E.D.

Corollary.—Hence it follows, that a body in motion keeps
in motion, until it is determined to a state of rest by some
other body ; and a body at rest remains so, until it is deter-
mined to a state of motion by some other body. This is
indeed self-evident. For when I suppose, for instance,
that a given body, A, is at rest, and do not take into con-
sideration other bodies in motion, I cannot affirm anything
concerning the body 4, except that it is at rest. If it after-
wards comes to pass that o is in motion, this cannot have
resulted from its having been at rest, for no other conse-
quence could have been involved than its remaining at rest.
If, on the other hand, 4 be given in motion, we shall, so
long as we only consider A, be unable to affirm anything
concerning it, except that it is in motion. If A is subse-
quently found to be at rest, this rest cannot be the result
of A’s previous motion, for such motion can only have led
to continued motion ; the state of rest therefore must have
resulted from something, which was not in 4, namely, from
an external cause determining A to a state of rest.

Aziom I—All modes, wherein one body is affected by
another body, follow simultaneously from the nature of the
body affected and the body affecting ; so that one and the
same body may be moved in different modes, according to
the difference in the nature of the bodies moving it; on the
other hand, different bodies may be moved in different
modes by one and the same body.

Aziom IT.—When a body in motion impinges on another
body at rest, which it is unable to move, it recoils, in order
to continue its motion, and the angle made by the line of
motion in the recoil and the plane of the body at rest,
whereon the moving body has impinged, will be equal to
the angle formed by the line of motion of incidence and
the same plane,
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So far we have been speaking only of the most simple
bodies, which are only distinguished one from the other by
motion and rest, quickness and slowness. 'We now pass on
to compound bodies.

Definition.—When any given bodies of the same or dif-
ferent magnitude are compelled by other bodies to remain
in contact, or if they be moved at the same or different
rates of speed, so that their mutual movements should pre-
serve among themselves a certain fixed relation, we say that
such bodies are in union, and that together they compose
one body or individual, which is distinguished from other
bodies by this fact of union.

Aziom IIT.—In proportion as the parts of an individual,
or a compound body, are in contact over a greater or less
superficies, they will with greater or less difficulty admit of
being moved from their position; consequently the in-
dividual will, with greater or less difficulty, be brought to
assume another form. Those bodies, whose parts are in
contact over large superficies, are called hard; those, whose
parts are in contact over small superficies, are called soft;
those, whose parts are in motion among one another, are
called fluid.

Lemma IV. If from a body or individual, compounded of
several bodies, certain bodies be separated, and if, at the same
time, an equal nuwmber of other bodies of the same nature take
their place, the individual will preserve ifs nature as before,
without any change in ile actuality (forma).

Proof—Bodies (Lemma 1.) are not distinguished in re-
spect of substance: that which constitutes the actuality
(formam) of an individual consists (by the last Def.) in a
union of bodies; but this union, although there is a con-
tinual change of bodies, will (by our hypothesis) be main-
tained ; the individual, therefore, will retain its nature as
before, hoth in respect of substance and in respect of mode.
Q.E.D.

Lemma V. If the parts composing an individual become
greater or less, but in such proportion, that they all preserve
the same mutual relations of motion and rest, the individual
will still preserve s original nature, and its actuality will
not be changed.

Proof —The same aa for the last Lemma.



¢5 THE ETHICS, [PART 11,

Levma VI. If certain bodies composing an individual be
compelled to change the motion, which they have in one direc.
tion, for motion in another direction, but in euch a man-
ner, that they be able to continue their motions and their
mutual commumnication in the same relations as before, the
individual will retain its own nature without any change of
s actuality.

Progf —This proposition iz self-evident, for the in.
dividual is supposed to retain all that, which, in its defini-
tion, we spoke of as its actual being.

Levma VII. Purthermore, the individual thus composed
preserves its nature, whether it be, as a whole, in motion or at
rest, whether it be moved in this or that direction ; so long as
each part retains its motion, and preserves its communication
with other parts as before.

Proof.—This proposition is evident from the definition of
an individual prefixed to Lemma iv.

Note—We thus see, how a composite individual may be
affected in many different ways, and preserve its nature
notwithstanding. Thus far we have conceived an indi.
vidual as composed of bodies only distinguished one from
the other in respect of motion and rest, speed and slowness;
that is, of bodies of the miost simple character. If, how-
ever, we now conceive another individual composed of
several individuals of diverse natures, we shall find that
the number of ways in which it can be affected, without
losing its nature, will be greatly multiplied. Each of ite
parts would consist of several bodies, and therefore (by
Lemma vi) each part would admit, without change to its
nature, of quicker or slower motion, and would conse-
quently be able to transmit its motions more quickly or
more slowly to the remaining parts. If we further con-
ceive a third kind of individuals composed of individuals
of this second kind, we shall find that they may be affected
in a still greater number of ways without changing their
actuality. We may easily proceed thus to infinity, and
conceive the whole of nature as one individual, whose parts,
that is, all bodies, vary in infinite ways, without any change
in the individual as a whole. I should feel bound to ex-
plain and demonstrate this point at more length, if I were
writing a special treatise on body. But T have already said
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that such is not my object, I have only touched on the
question, because it enables me to prove easily that which I
have in view.

PosTUraTES.

I. The human body is composed of a number of indivi-
dual parts, of diverse nature, each one of which is in itself
extremely complex.

II. Of the individual parts composing the human body
some are fluid, some soft, some hard.

III. The individual parts composing the human body,
and consequently the human body itself, are affected in a
variety of ways by external bodies.

IV. The human body stands in need for its preservation
of a number of other bodies, by which it is continually, so
to speak, regenerated.

V. When the fluid part of the human body is deter-
mined by an external body to impinge often on another
soft part, it changes the surface of the latter, and, as it
were, leaves the impression thereupon of the external body
which impels it.

VL The human body ecan move external bodies, and
arrange them in a variety of ways.

Pror. XIV. The human mind is capable of perceiving a
great number of things, and 1is so in proportion as its body is
capable of recewing a great number of impressions.

Proof —The human body (by Post. iii. and vi.) is af-
fected in very many ways by external bodies, and is capable
in very many ways of affecting external bodies. Bui
(I xi.) the human mind must perceive all that takes
place in the human body; the human mind is, therefore.
capable of perceiving a great number of things, and is so in
proportion, &c. Q.E.D.

Pror. XV. The idea, which constitutes the actual being of
the kuman mind, is not simple, but compounded of a great
number of ideas.

Proof —The idea constituting the actual being of the
human mind is the idea of the body (II. xiii.), which
(Post. i.) is composed of a great number of complex indivi-
dual parts. But there is necessarily in God the idea of
each individual part whereof the hody is composed (1L viii.

1

L, 3
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Coroll.) ; therefore (I1. vii.), the idea of the human body is
composed of these numerous ideas of its component parts.
Q.E.D.

Prop. XVI. The idea of every mode, in which the human
body is affected by external bodies, must involve the nature of
the human body, and also the nature of the external body.

Proof.—All the modes,in which any given body is affected,
follow from the nature of the body affected, and also from
the nature of the affecting body (by Ax. 1., after the Coroll.
of Lemma iii.), wherefore their idea also necessarily (by
I. Ax.iv.) involves the nature of both bodies; therefore, the
idea of every mode, in which the human body is affected by
external bodies, mvolves the nature of the human body and
of the external body. Q.E.D.

Corollary I.—Hence it follows, first, that the human
mind perceives the nature of a variety of bodies, together
with the nature of its own.

Corollary I1.—It follows, secondly, that the ideas, which
we have of external bodies, indicate rather the constitution
of our own body than the nature of external bodies. I have
amply illustrated this in the Appendix to Part I.

Prop. XVIL If the human body is affected in a manner
which involves the mature of any external body, the human
mind will regard the said external body as actually existing,
or as present to itself, until the human body be affected in
such a way, as to exclude the existence or the presence of the
said external body.

Proof—This proposition is self-evident, for so long as
the human body continues to be thus affected, so long will
the human mind (T xii.) regard this modification of the
body—that is (by the last Prop.), it will have the idea of
the mode as actually existing, and this idea involves the
nature of the external body. In other words, it will bave
the idea which does not exclude, but postulates the exis-
tence or presence of the nature of the external body ; there-
fore the mind (by II xvi, Coroll. i) will regard the
cattema.l body as actually existing, until it is affected, &c.

.E.D.

Corollary.—The mind is able to regard as present exter-
nal bodies, by which the human body has once been affected,
even though they be no longer in existence or present.
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Proof—When external bodies determine the fluid parts
of the human body, so that they often impinge on the
softer parts, they change the surface of the last named
(Post. v.); hence (Ax. ii., after Coroll. of Lemma iii.) they
are refracted therefrom in a different manuer from that
which they followed before such change; and, further,
when afterwards they impinge on the new surfaces by their
own spontaneous movement, they will be refracted in the
same manner, as though they had been impelled towards
those surfaces by external bodies; consequently, they will,
while they continue to be thus refracted, affect the human
body in the same manner, whereof the mind (II. xii.) will
again take cognizance—that is (IL. xvii.), the mind will
again regard the external body as present, and will do so,
as often as the fluid parts of the human body impinge on
the aforesaid surfaces by their own spontaneous motion.
‘Wherefore, although the external bodies, by which the
human body has once been affected, be no longer in
existence, the mind will nevertheless regard them as present,
as often as this action of the body is repeated. Q.E.D.

Note.—We thus see how it comes about, as is often the
case, that we regard as present things which are not. Itis
possible that the same result may be brought about by
other causes; but I think it suffices for me here to have
indicated ome possible explanation, just as well as if T had
pointed out the true cause. Indeed, I do not think I am
very far from the truth, for all my assumptions are based
on postulates, which rest, almost without exception, on ex-
perience, that cannot be controverted by those who have
shown, as we have, that the human body, as we feel it,
exists (Coroll. after IL xiii.). Furthermore (IL. vii. Coroll.,
II. xvi. Coroll. ii.), we clearly understand what is the diffe-
rence between the idea, say, of Peter, which constitutes the
essence of Peter's mind, and the idea of the said Peter,
which is in another man, say, Paul. The former directly
answers to the essence of Peter's own body, and only im-
plies existence so long as Peter exists; the latter indicates
rather the disposition of Paul's body than the nature of
Peter, and, therefore, while this disposition of Paul's body
lasts, Paul’s mind will regard Peter as present to itself,
even though he no longer exists. Further, to retain the
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usual phraseology, the modifications of the human body, of
which the ideas represent external bodies as present to us,
we will call the images of things, though they do not recall
the figure of things. When the mind regards bodies in
this fashion, we say that it imagines. I will here draw
attention to the fact, in order to indicate where error lies,
that the imaginations of the mind, looked at in themselves,
do not contain error. The mind does not err in the mere
act of imagining, but only in so far as it is regarded as
being without the idea, which excludes the existence of such
things as it imagines to be present to it. If the mind,
while imagining non-existent things as present to it, is at
the same time conscious that they do not really exist, this
power of imagination must be set down to the efficacy of
its nature, and not to a fault, especially if this faculty of
imagination depend solely on its own nature—that is
(L. Def. vii.), if this faculty of imagination be free.

Pror. XVII. If the human body has once been affected by
two or more bodies at the same time, when the mwnd after-
wards vmagines any of them, it will straightway remember the
others also.

Proof —The mind (II. xvii. Coroll.) imagines any given
body, because the human body is affected and disposed by
the impressions from an external body, in the same manner
as it iz affected when certain of its parts are acted on by
the said external body; but (by our hypothesis) the body
was then so disposed, tha.t the mind imagined two bodiesat
once; therefore, it will also in the second case imagine two
bodies at once, and the mind, when it imagines one, will
straightway remember the other. Q.E.D.

Note.—We now clearly see what Memory is. It is simply
a certain association of ideas involving the nature of things
outside the human body, which association arises in the
mind according to the order and association of the modifi-
cations (affectiones) of the human body. I say, first, it is
an association of those ideas only, which involve the nature
of things outside the human body: not of ideas which
answer to the nature of the said things: ideas of the modi-
fications of the human body are, strictly speaking (II. xvi.),
those which involve the nature both of the human body
and of external bodies. I say, secondly, that this associa-
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tion arises according to the order and association of the
modifications of the human body, in order to distinguish 1t
from that association of ideas, which arises from the order
of the intellect, whereby the mind perceives things through
their primary causes, and which is in all men the same.
And hence we can further clearly understand, why the
mind from the thought of one thing, should straightway
arrive at the thought of another thing, which has no simi.
larity with the first; for instance, from the thought of the
word pomum (an apple), a Roman would straightway arrive
at the thought of the fruit apple, which has no similitude
with the articulate sound in question, nor anything in
common with it, except that the body of the man has often
been affected by these two things; that is, that the man
has often heard the word pomwm, while he was looking at
the fruit ; similarly every man will go on from one thought
to another, according as his habit has ordered the images
of things in his body. For a soldier, for instance, when he
sees the tracks of a horse in sand, will at once pass from
the thought of a horse to the thought of a horseman, and
thence to the thought of war, &c.; while a coun

will proceed from the thought of a horse to the thought of
a plough, a field, &. Thus every man will follow this or
that train of thought, according as he has been in the
habit of conjoining and associating the mental images of
things in this or that manner.

Pror. XIX. The human mind has no knowledge of the
body, and does not know it to exist, save through the ideas of
the modifications whereby the body is affected.

Progf.—The human mind is the very idea or knowledge
of the human body (I xiii.), which (IL ix.) is in God, in
50 far as he is regarded as affected by another idea of a
particular thing actually existing: or, inasmuch as (Post.
1v.) the human body stands in need of very many bodies
whereby it is, as it were, continually regenerated ; and the
order and connection of ideas is the same as the order
and connection of causes (IL vii.); this idea will therefore
be in God, in so far as he is regarded as affected by the
ideas of very many particular things. Thus God has the
idea of the human body, or knows the human body, in so
far as he is affected by very many other ideas, and not in
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so far as he constfitutes the nature of the human mind;
that is (by II. xi. Coroll.), the human mind does not know
the human body. But the ideas of the modifications of
body are in God, in so far as he constitutes the nature of
the human mind, or the human mind perceives those modi-
fications (II. xii.), and consequently (II. xvi.) the human
body itself, and as actually existing; therefore the mind
perceives thus far only the human body. Q.E.D.

Prop. XX. The idea or knowledge of the human mind is
also in God, following in God in the same manner, and being
referred to God in the same manner, as the idea or knowledge
of the human body.

Proof —Thought is an attribute of God (IL i.); there-
fore (IL. iii.) there must necessarily be in God the idea
both of thought Itself and of all its modifications, conse
quently also of the human mind (II. xi.). Further, this
idea or knowledge of the mind does not follow from God,
in so far as he is infinite, but in so far as he is affected by
another idea of an individual thing (IT. ix.). But (IL. vii.)
the order and connection of ideas is the same as the order
and connection of causes ; therefore thisidea or knowledge
of the mind is in God and is referred to God, in the same
manner as the idea or knowledge of the body. Q.E.D.

Pror. XXI. This idea of the mind is wnited to the mind
in the same way as the mind 18 united to the body.

Proof—That the mind is united to the body we have
shown from the fact, that the body is the object of the mind
(1. xii. and xiii.) ; and so for the same reason the idea of the
mind must be united with its object, that is, with the mind
in the same mannerasthe mindis united to the body. Q.E.D.

Note.—This proposition is comprehended much more
clearly from what we said in the note to II. vii. We there
showed that the idea of body and body, that is, mind and
body (IL xiii.), are one and the same individual conceived
now under the attribute of thoyght, now under the attri-
bute of extension ; wherefore the idea of the mind and the
mind itself are one and the same thing, which is conceived
under one and the same attribute, namely, thought. The
idea of the mind, I repeat, and the mind itself are in God
by the same necessity and follow from him from the same
power of thinking. Strictly speaking, the idea of the mind,
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that is, the idea of an idea, is nothing but the distinctive
quality (forma) of the idea in so far as it is conceived as
& mode of thought without reference to the object; if a
man knows anything, he, by that very fact, knows that he
knows it, and at the same time knows that he knows that
he knows it, and so on to infinity. But I will treat of this
hereafter.

Pror. XXTI. The human mind perceives not only the modi-
Jications of the body, but also the ideas of such modifications.

Proof—The ideas of the ideas of modifications follow in
God in the same manner, and are referred to God in the
same manner, as the ideas of the said modifications. This
is proved in the same way as IT. xx. But the ideas of the
modifications of the body are in the human mind (I1. xii.),
that is, in God, in so far as he constitutes the essence of the
human mind ; therefore the ideas of these ideas will be in
God, in so far as he has the knowledge or idea of the
human mind, that is (IL xxi.), they will be in the human
mind itself, which therefore perceives not only the modi-
fications of the body, but also the ideas of such modifica-
tions. Q.E.D.

Prop. XXTII. The mind does not know itself, except in so
Jar as it percetves the ideas of the modifications of the body.

Proof —The idea or knowledge of the mind (II. xx.)
follows in God in the same manner, and is referred to God
in the same manner, as the idea or kmowledge of the body.
But since (IL. xix.) the human mind does not know the
human body itself, that is (II. xi. Coroll.), since the know-
ledge of the human body is not referred to God, in so far
as he constitutes the nature of the human mind ; therefore,
neither is the knowledge of the mind referred to God, in so
far as he constitutes the essence of the human mind;
therefore (by the same Coroll. IL xi.), the human mind
thus far has no knowledge of itself. Further the ideas of
the modifications, whereby the body is affected, involve the
nature of the human body itself (IL xvi.), that is (IL. xiii.),
they agree with the nature of the mind; wherefore the
knowledge of these ideas necessarily involves knowledge of
the mind; but (by the last Prop.) the knowledge of these
ideas is in the human mind itself; wherefore the human
mind thus far only has knowledge of itself. Q.E.D.
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Pgop. XXIV.—The human mind doee not involve an
adequate knowledge of the parte composing the human body.

Proof—The parts composing the human body do not
belong to the essence of that body, except in so far as they
communicate their motions to one another in a certain
fixed relation (Def. after Lemma iii), not in so far as they
can be regarded as individuals without relation to the
human body. The parts of the human body are highly
complex individuals (Post. 1), whose parts (Lemma iv.)
can be separated from the human body without in any
way destroying the nature and distinctive quality of the
latter, and they can communicate their motions (Ax. i,
after Lemma 1i.) to other bodies in another relation;
therefore (I1. iii.) the idea or knmowledge of each part will
be in God, inasmuch (II. ix.) as he is regarded as affected
by another idea of a particular thing, which particular
thing is prior in the order of nature to the aforesaid part
(I vii.). We may affirm the same thing of each part of
each individual composing the human body ; therefore, the
knowledge of each part composing the human body is in
God, in so far as he is affected by very many ideas of
things, and not in so far as he has the idea of the human
body only, in other words, the idea which constitutes the
nature of the human mind (II. xiii); therefore (II. xi.
Coroll.), the human mind does not involve an adequate
knowledge of the human body. Q.E.D.

Prop. XXV. The idea of each modification of the human
body does not involve an adequate knowledge of the exiernal
body.

Proof—We have shown that the idea of a modification
of the human body involves the nature of an external
body, in so far as that external body conditions the human
body in a given manner. But, in so far as the external
body is an individual, which has no reference to the human
body, the knowledge or idea thereof is in God (II. ix.), in
so far as God is regarded as affected by the idea of a
further thing, which (II. vii.) is naturally prior to the
said external body. Wherefore an adequate knowledge of
the external body is not in God, in so far as he has the
idea of the modification of the human body ; in other words,
the idea of the modification of the human body does not
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involve an adequate lmowledge of the external body.
Q.E.D.

Prop. XXVI. The human mind does not perceive any ex-
ternal body as actually existing, except through the ideas of
the modifications of its own body.

Proof —1f the human body is in no way affected by a
given external body, then (II. vii.) neither is the idea of
the human body, in other words, the human mind, affected
in any way by the idea of the existence of the said external
body, nor does it any manner perceive its existence. But,
in so far as the human body is affected in any way by a
given external body, thus far (II. xvi. and Coroll.) 1t per-
ceives that external body. Q.E.D.

Corollary.—In so far as the human mind imagines an
external body, it has not an adequate knowledge thereof.

Proof—When the human mind regards external bodies
through the ideas of the modifications of its own body, we
say that it imagines (see IL. xvii. note) ; now the mind can
only imagine external bodies as actually existing. There-
fore (by IL. xxv.), in so far as the mind imagimes external
bodies, it has not an adequate knowledge of them. Q.E.D.

Pror. XXVIL The tdea of each modification of the human
body does not involve an adequate knowledge of the human
body itself.

Proof —Eivery idea of a modification of the human body
involves the nature of the human body, in so far as the
human body is regarded as affected in a given manner
(@ xvi). But, inasmuch as the human body is an indi-
vidual which may be affected in many other ways, the
idea of the said modification, &c. Q.E.D.

Prop. XXVIII. The ideas of the modifications of the
human body, in so far as they have reference only to {he
buman mind, are not clear and distinct, but confused.

Proof —The ideas of the modifications of the human
body involve the nature both of the human body and of
external bodies (II. xvi.); they must involve the nature
not only of the human body but also of its parts; for the
modifications are modes (Post. iii.), whereby the parts of
the human body, and, consequently, the human body as a
whole are affected. But (by II. xxiv., xxv.) the adequate
knowledge of external bodies, as also of the parts com-
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posing the human body, is not in God, in so far as he is
regarded as affected by the human mind, but in so far as
he is regarded as affected by other ideas. These ideas of
modifications, in so far as they are referred to the human
mind alone, are as consequences without premisses, in other
words, confused ideas. Q.E.D.

Note.—The idea which constitutes the nature of the
human mind is, in the same manner, proved not to be,
when considered in itself alone, clear and distinct ; as also
1s the case with theidea of the human mind, and the ideas
of the ideas of the modifications of the human body, in so
far as they are referred to the mind only, as everyone may
easily see.

Prop. XXIX. The idea of the idea of each modification
of the human body does not involve an adeguate knowledge of
the human mind.

Proof—The idea of a modification of the human body
(I1. xxvii.) does not involve an adequate knowledge of the
said body, in other words, does not adequately express its
nature; that is (II. xiii.) it does not agree with the nature
of the mind adequately ; therefore (I. Ax. vi.) the idea of
this idea does not adequately express the nature of the
human mind, or does not involve an adequute knowledge
thereof.

Corollary—Hence it follows that the human mind, when
it perceives things after the common order of nature, has
not an adequate but only a confused and fragmentary
knowledge of itself, of its own body, and of external
bodies. For the mind does not kmow itself, except in so
far as it perceives the ideas of the modifications of body
(. xxiii.). It only perceives its own body (II. xix.)
through the ideas of the modifications, and only perceives
external bedies through the same means; thus, in so far
as it has such ideas of modification, it has not an adequate
knowledge of itself (IL xxix.), nor of its own body (TL. xxvii.),
nor of external bodies (I. xxv.), but only a fragmentary and
confused knowledge thereof (II. xxviii. and note.) @Q.E.D.

Note.—I say expressly, that the mind has not an adequate
but only a confused knowledge of itself, its own body, and
of external bodies, whenever it perceives things after the
common order of nature; that is, wheneverit is determined
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from without, namely, by the fortuitous play of circum-
stance, to regard this or that; not at such times as it is
determined from within, that is, by the fact of regarding
several things at once, to understand their points of agree-
ment, difference, and contrast. Whenever it is determined
in anywise from within, it regards things clearly and dis-
tinctly, as I will show below.

Pror. XXX. We can only have a very inadequate know-
ledge of the duration of our body.

Proof.—The duration of our body does not depend on its
essence (IL. Ax. 1), nor on the absolute nature of Gol
(L. xxi). But (L xxviii.) it is conditioned to exist and
operate by causes, which in their turn are conditioned to
exist and operate in a fixed and definite relation by other
caunses, these last again being conditioned by others, and so
on to infinity. The duration of our body therefore depends
on the common order of nature, or the constitution of
things. Now, however a thing may be constituted, the
adequate knowledge of that thing is in God, in so far as
he has the ideas of all things, and not in so far as he has
the idea of the human body only. (IL ix. Coroll.) Wherefore
the knowledge of the duration of our body is in God very
inadequate, in so far as he is only regarded as constituting
the nature of the human mind; that is (IL. xi. Coroll.),
this knowledge is very inadequate in our mind. Q.E.D.

Pror. XXXI. We can only have a very inadequate know-
ledge of the duration of particular things external fo our-
selves.

Proof —Every particular thing, like the human body,
must be conditioned by another particular thing to exist
and operate in a fixed and definite relation; this other
particular thing must likewise be conditioned by a third,
and so on to infinity. (I. xxviii) As we have shown in
the foregoing proposition, from this common property of
particular things, we have only a very inadequate kmow-
ledge of the duration of our body ; we must draw a similar
conclusion with regard to the duration of particular things,
namely, that we can only have a very inadequate know-
ledge of the duration thereof. Q.E.D.

Corollary.—Hence it follows that all particular things
are contingent and perishable. For we can have no ade-
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quate idea of their duration (by the last Prop.), and this is
what we must understand by the contingency and perish-
ableness of things. (L. xxxiii., Notei.) For (L. xxix.), ex-
cept in this sense, nothing is contingent.

Pror. XXXI1. AU ideas, in so far as they are referred to
God, are true.

Progf.—All ideas which are in Glod agree in every re-
spect with their objects (II. vii. Coroll), therefore (L
Ax. vi) they are all true. Q.E.D.

Prop. XXXITI. There is nothing positive in ideas, whick
causes them to be called false.

Proof —If this be denied, conceive, if possible, a positive
mode of thinking, which should constitute the distinctive
quality of falsehood. Such a mode of thinking cannot be
in God (. xxxii.) ; external to God it cannot be or be con-
ceived (I. xv.). Therefore there is nothing positive in ideas
which causes them to be called false. Q.E.D.

Prop. XXXIV. Every idea, which in us is absolute or
adequate and perfect, is true.

Proof.—When we say that an idea in us is adequate and
perfect, we say, in other words (I1. xi. Coroll.), that the idea
is adequate and perfect in God, in so far as he constitutes
the essence of our mind; consequently (IL. xxxii.), we say
that such an idea is true. Q.E.D.

Pror. XXXV. Falsity consists in the privation of know-
ledge, which inadequate, fragmentary, or confused ideas
inwvolve.

Proof.—There is nothing positive in ideas, which causes
them to be called false (II. xxxiii); but falsity cannot con-
sist in simple privation (for minds, not bodies, are said to
err and to be mistaken), neither can it consist in absolute
ignorance, for ignorance and error are not identical ; where-
fore it consists in the privation of knowledge, which inade-
quate, fragmentary, or confused ideas involve. Q.E.D.

Note.—In the note to II. xvii. I explained how error con-
sigts in the privation of kmowledge, but in order to throw
more light on the subject I will give an example. For in-
stance, men are mistaken in thinking themselves free;
their opinion is made up of consciousness of their own
actions, and ignorance of the causes by which they are
conditioned. Their idea of freedom, therefore, is simply
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their ignorance of any cause for their actions. As for their
saying that human actions depend on the will, this is a
mere phrase without any idea to correspond thereto. What
the will is, and how it moves the body, they none of them
know ; those who buast of such knowledge, and feign dwell-
ings and habitations for the soul, are wont to provoke either
laughter or disgust. So, again, when we look at the sun,
we imagine that it is distant from us about two hundred
feet; this error does not lie solely in this fancy, but in the
fact that, while we thus imagine, we do not know the sun’s
true distance or the cause of the fancy. For although we
afterwards learn, that the sun is distant from us more than
six hundred of the earth’s diameters, we none the less shall
fancy it to be near; for we do not imagine the sun as near
us, because we are ignorant of its true distance, but because
the modification of our body involves the essence of the sun,
in so far as our saad body 1s affected thereby.

Prop. XXXVI. Inadequate and confused ideas follow by
the same necessity, as adequate or clear and distinct ideas.

Proof —All ideas are in God (L. xv.), and in so far as
they are referred to God are true (II. xxxii.) and (IL vii.
Coroll.) adequate ; therefore there are no ideas confused or
inadequate, except in respect to a particular mind (cf. I
xxiv. and xxviil.) ; therefore all ideas, whether adequate or
inadequate, follow by the same necessity (II. vi.). Q.E.D.

Prop. XXXVIL. That which is common to all (cf.
Lemma II. above), and which is equally in a part and in the
whole, does not constituie the essence of any particular thing.

Progf —If this be denied, conceive, if possible, that it
constitutes the essence of some particular thing; for in-
stance, the essence of B. Then (IL. Def. ii.) it cannot with-
out B either exist or be conceived; but this is against our
hypothesis. Therefore it does not appertain to ®’s essence,
nor does it constitute the essence of any particular thing.
Q.E.D.

Prop. XXXVIIIL. Those things, which are common to all,
and which are equally in a part and in the whole, cannot be
conceived except uately.

Proof.—Let :df)!; sozzathing, which is ecommon to all
bodies, and which is equally present in the part of any
given body and in the whole. I say A cannot be conceived
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except adequately. For theidea thereof in God will neces-
sarily be adequate (TL. vii. Coroll.), both in so far as God
has the idea of the human body, and also in so far as he
has the idea of the modifications of the human body, which
(IL. xvi, xxv., xxvii.) involve in part the nature of the
human body and the nature of external bodies; that is
(1L xii., xiil.), the idea in Giod will necessarily be adequate,
both in so far as he constitutes the human mind, and in so
far as he has the ideas, which are in the human mind.
Therefore the mind (II. xi. Coroll.) necessarily perceives a
adequately, and has this adequate perception, both in so
far as it perceives itself, and in so far as it perceives its own
or any external body, nor can A be conceived in any other
manner. Q.E.D.

Corollary.—Hence it follows that there are certain ideas
or notions common to all men; for (by Lemma ii.) all
bodies agree in certain respects, which (by the foregoing
Prop.) must be adequately or clearly and distinetly per-
ceived by all.

Pror. XXXTX, That, which i¢ common fo and a property
of the human body and such other bodies as are wont to affect
the human body, and which is present equally in each part of
either, or in the whole, will be represented by an adequate idea
in the mind.

Proof —If a be that, which is common to and a property
of the human body and external bodies, and equally present
in the human body and in the said external bodies, in each
part of each external body and in the whole, there will be
an adequate idea of A in God (XI. vii. Coroll.), both in so far
as he has the idea of the human body, and in so far as he
has the ideas of the given external bodies. Let it now be
granted, that the human body is affected by an external
body through that, which it has in common therewith,
namely, o; the idea of this modification will involve the
property o (IL xvi.), and therefore (IL vii. Coroll) the
idea of this modification, in so far as it involves the pro-

rty A, will be adequate in God, in so far as God is affected
by the idea of the human body; that is (IL. xiii.), in so far
a8 he constitutes the nature of the human mind ; therefors
(I1. xi. Coroll.) this idea is also adequate in the human
mind. Q.E.D.
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Corollary.—Hence it follows that the mind is fitted to
perceive adequately more things, in proportion as its body
has more in common with other bodies.

Pror. XI.. Whatsoever ideas in the mind follow from
tdeas which are therein adequate, are also themselves
adequate.

Proof —This proposition is self-evident. For when we
say that an idea in the human mind follows from ideas
which are therein adequate, we say, in other words (II. xi.
Coroll.), that an idea is in the divine intellect, whereof God
is the cause, not in so far as he is infinite, nor in so far as
he is affected by the ideas of very many particular things,
but only in so far as he constitutes the essence of the
human mind.

Note I.—1 have thus set forth the cause of those notions,
which are common to all men, and which form the basis of
our ratiocination. But there are other causes of certain
axioms or notions, which it would be to the purpose to set
forth by this method of ours ; for it would thus appear what
notions are more useful than others, and what notions
have scarcely any use at all. Furthermore, we should see
what notions are common to all men, and what notions are
only clear and distinct to those who are unshackled bv
prejudice, and we should detect those which are ill-founded.
Again we should discern whence the notions called secon-
dary derived their origin, and consequently the axioms
on which they are founded, and other points of interest
connected with these questions. But I have decided to
pass over the subject here, partly because I have set it
aside for another treatise, partly because I am afraid of
wearying the reader by too great prolixity. Nevertheless,
in order not to omit anything necessary to be known, I
will briefly set down the causes, whence are derived the
terms styled franscendental, such as Being, Thing, Some-
thing. These terms arose from the fact, that the human
body, being limited, is only capable of distinctly forminga
certain number of images (what an image is I explained in
II. xvil. note) within itself at the same time; if this
number be exceeded, the images will begin to be confused;
if this number of images, which the body is capable of
forming distinctly within itself, be largely exceeded, all wil
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become entirely confused one with another. This being so,
it is evident (from IL. Prop. xvii. Coroll. and xviii.) that
the human mind can distinctly imagine as many things
simultaneously, as its body can form images simultaneously.
‘When the images become quite confused in the body, the
mind also imagines all bodies confusedly without any dis-
tinction, and will comprehend them, as it were, under one
attribute, namely, under the attribute of Being, Thing, &c.
The same conclusion can be drawn from the fact that
images are not always equally vivid, and from other ana-
logous causes, which there is no need to explain here; for
the purpose which we have in view it is sufficient for us to
consider one only. All may be reduced to this, that these
terms represent ideas in the highest degree confused.
From similar causes arise those notions, which we call
general, such as man, horse, dog, &c. They arise, to wit,
from the fact that so many images, for instance, of men,
are formed simultaneously in the human mind, that the
powers of imagination break down, not indeed utterly, but
to the extent of the mind losing count of small differences
between individuals (e.g. colour, size, &c.) and their defi-
nite number, and only distinctly imagining that, in which
all the individuals, in so far as the body is affected by
them, agree; for that is the point, in which each of the
said individuals chiefly affected the body ; this the mind
expresses by the name man, and this it predicates of an
infinite number of particular individuals. For, as we have
said, it is unable to imagine the definite number of indivi-
duals. We must, however, bear in mind, that these general
notions are not formed by all men in the same way, but
vary in each individual according as the point varies,
whereby the body has been most often affected and which
the mind most easily imagines or remembers. For instance,
those who have most often regarded with admiration the
stature of man, will by the name of man understand an
animal of erect stature; those who have been accustomed
to regard some other attnbute will form a different general
image of man, for instance, that man is alaughing animal,
a two-footed animal without feathers, a rational animal,
and thus, in other cases, everyone will form general
images of things according to the habit of his body.
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It is thus not to be wondered at, that among philosophers,
who seek to explain things in nature merely by the images
formed of them, so many controversies should have
arisen.

Note II.—From all that has been said above it is clear,
that we, in many cases, perceive and form our general no-
tions :—(1.) From particular things represented to our in-
tellect fragmentarily, confusedly, and without order through
our senses (II. xxix. Coroll.); I have settled to call such
perceptions by the name of knowledge from the mere sug-
gestions of experience.’ (2.) From symbols, e.g., from the
fact of having read or heard certain words we remember
things and form certain ideas concerning them, similar to
those through which we imagine things (II. xviii. note). I
shall call both these ways of regarding things knowledyc
of the first kind, opinion, or imagination. (8.) From the
fact that we have notions common to all men, and adequate
ideas of the properties of things (IL. xxxviii. Coroll., xxxix.
and Coroll. and x1.) ; this I call reason and knowledge of the
second kind. Besides these two kinds of knowledge, there
is, as T will hereafter show, a third kind of knowledge,
which we will call intuition. This kind of knowledge pro-
ceeds from an adequate idea of the absolute essence of
certain attributes of God to the adequate knowledge of
the essence of things. I will illustrate all three kinds ot
knowledge by a single example. Three numbers are given
for finding a fourth, which shall be to the third as the
second is to the first. Tradesmen without hesitation mul-
tiply the second by the third, and divide the product by
the first ; either because they have not forgotten the rule
which they received from a master without any proof, or
because they have often made trial of it with simple num-
bers, or by virtue of the proof of the nineteenth proposition
of the seventh book of Euclid, namely, in virtue of the
general property of proportionals.

But with very simple numbers there is no need of this
For instance, one, two, three, being given, everyone can
see that the fourth proportiomal is six; and this is much
cleazer, because we infer the fourth number from an in-

! A Baconian phrase, Nov. Org. Aph. 100. [Pollock, p. 126, #.]
11, 3
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tuitive grasping of the ratio, which the first bears to the
second.

Prop. XLI. Knowledge of the first kind is the only source
of falsity, knowledge of the second and third kinds is neces-
sarily true.

Proof —To knowledge of the first kind we have (in the
foregoing note) assigned all those ideas, which are inade-
quate and confused ; therefore this kind of knowledge is
the only source of falsity (II. xxxv.). Furthermore, we
assigned to the second and third kinds of knowledge those
ideas which are adequate; therefore these kinds are neces-
sarily true (II. xxxiv.). Q.E.D.

Pror. XII1. Knowledge of the second and third kinds,
not knowledge of the first kind, teaches us to distinguish the
true from the false.

Proof —This proposition is self-evident. He, who knows
how to distinguish between true and false, must have an
adequate idea of true and false. That is (I1. x1,, note ii.),
he must know the true and the false by the second or
third kind of knowledge.

Prop. XLITI. He, who has a true idea, simultaneously
knows that he has a true idea, and cannot doubt of the truth of
the thing percetved.

Proof—A true idea in us is an idea which is adequate
in God, in so far as he is displayed through the nature of
the human mind (II. xi. Coroll.). ILet us suppose that
there is in God, in so far as he is displayed through the
human mind, an adequate idea, o. The idea of this idea
must also necessarily be in God, and be referred to him in
the same way as the idea A (by IL xx., whereof the proof
is of universal application). But the idea A is supposed to
be referred to God, in so far as he is displayed through the
human mind ; therefore, the idea of the idea A must be
referred to God in the same manner; that is (by II. xi.
Coroll.), the adequate idea of theidea s will be in the mind,
which has the adequate idea a; therefore he, who has an
adequate idea or knows a thing truly (II. xxxiv.), must at
the same time have an adequate idea or true knowledge of
his knowledge; that is, obviously, he must be assured.
Q.E.D.

Note—1I explained in the note to II. xxi. what is meant
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Ly the idea of an idea; but we may remark that the fore-
going proposition is in itself sufficiently plain. No one,
who has a true idea, is ignorant that a true idea involves
the highest certainty. For to have a true idea is only
another expression for knowing a thing perfectly, or as well
a8 possible. No one, indeed, can doubt of this, unless he
thinks that an idea is something lifeless, like a picture on
a panel, and not a mode of thinking—namely, the very act
of understanding. And who, I ask, can know that he
understands anything, unless he do first understand it?
In other words, who can know that he is sure of a thing,
unless he be first sure of that thing? Further, what can
there be more clear, and more certain, than a true idea as
a standard of truth ? Even as light displays both itself and
darkness, so is truth a standard both of itself and of falsity.
I think I have thus sufficiently answered these ques-
tions—namely, if a true idea is distinguished from a false
idea, only in so far as it is said to agree with its object, a
true idea has no more reality or perfection than a false idea
(since the two are only distinguished by an extrinsic mark);
consequently, neither will a man who has true ideas have
any advantage over him who has only false ideas. Further,
how comes it that men have false ideas? TLastly, how can
anyone be sure, that he has ideas which agree with their
objects? These questions, I repeat, I have, in my opinjon.
sufficiently answered. The difference between a true idea
and a false idea is plain: from what was said in IT. xxxv.,
the former is related to the latter as being is to not-being.
The causes of falsity I have set forth very clearly in
II. xix. and II. xxxv. with the note. From what is there
stated, the difference between a man who has true ideas,
and a man who has only false ideas, is made apparent. As
- for the last question—as to how & man can be sure that he
has ideas that agree with their objects, I have just pointed
out, with abundant clearness, that his knowledge arises from
the simple fact, that he has an idea which corresponds with
. its object—in other words, that truth is its own standard.
: We may add that our mind, in so far as it perceives things
_truly, is part of the infinite intellect of God (IL. xi. Coroll.);
- therefore, the clear and distinct ideas of the mind are as
~necessarily true as the ideas of God.
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Prop. XIIV. It és not in the nature of reason fo regarl
things as contingent, but as necessary.

Proof—1t is in the nature of reason to perceive things
truly (IL xli.), namely (L. Ax. vi), as they are in them.
selves——thatis (I. xxix.), not as contingent, but as necessary.
QE.D.

Corollary I.—Hence it follows, that it is only through
our imagination that we consider things, whether in respect
to the future or the past, as contingent.

Note.—How this way of looking at things arises, I will
briefly explain. We have shown above (II xvii. and
Coroll) tha,t the mind always regards things as present to
itself,' even though they be not in existence, until some
causes arise which exclude their existence and presence.
Further (JI. xviii.), we showed that, if the human body has
once been affected by two external bodies simultaneously,
the mind, when it afterwards imagines one of the said ex-
ternal bodies, will straightway remember the other—that
18, it will regard both as present to itself, unless there arise
causes which exclude their existence and presence. Further,
no one doubts that we imagine time, from the fact that we
imagine bodies to be moved some more slowly than others,
some more quickly, some at equal speed. Thus, let us
suppose that & child yesterday saw Peter for the first time
in the morning, Paul at noon, and Simon in the evening;
then, that to-day he again sees Peter in the morning. It is
evident, from II. Prop. xviii., that, as soon as he sees the
morning light, he will imagine that the sun will traverse
the same parts of the sky, as it did when he saw it on the
preceding day ; in other words, he will imagine a complete
day, and, together with his imagination of the morning, he
wxﬁ e Peter; with noon, he will imagine Paul; and
with evening, he will imagine Simon—that is, he will
imagine the existence of Paul and Simon in relation to a
fubure time ; on the other hand, if he sees Simon in the
évening, he will refer Peter and Paul to a past time, by

them simultaneously with the imagination of a
pest time. If it should at any time happen, that on some
other evening the child should see James mstead of Simon,
he will, on the following morning, associate with his
imagination of evening sometimes Simon, sometimes
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James, not both together: for the child is supposed to
have seen, at evening, one or other of them, not hoth to-
gether. His jmagination will therefore waver; and, with
the imagination of future evenings, he will associate first
one, then the other——that is, he will imagine them in the
future, neither of them as certain, but both as contingent.
This wavering of the imagination will be the same, if the
imagination be concerned with things which we thus con-
template, standing in relation to time past or time present:
consequently, we may imagine things as contingent, whether
they be referred to time present, past, or future.

Corollary II.—It is in the nature of reason to perceive
things under a certain form of eternity (sub quddam
wlernitatis specie).

Proof.—It is in the nature of reason to regard things,
not as contingent, but as necessary (II. xliv.). Reason
perceives this necessity of things (II. xli.) truly—that is
(L. Ax.vi), as it is in itself. But (L. xvi.) this necessity of
things is the very necessity of the eternal nature of God;
therefore, it is in the nature of reason to regard things
under this form of eternity. We may add that the bases
of reason are the notions (IL. xxxvii.), which answer to
things common to all, and which (II. xxxvii.) do not answer
to the essence of any particular thing : which must there-
fore be conceived without any relation to time, under a
certain form of eternity.

Prop. XLV. Every idea of every body, or of every par-
ticular thing actually existing, necessarily involves the eternal
and infinite essence of God.

Proof.—The idea of a particular thing actually existing
necessarily involves both the existence and the essence of
the said thing (II. viii.). Now particular things cannot be
conceived without God (I. xv.); but, inasmuch as (IL. vi.)
they have God for their cause, in so far as he is regarded
under the attribute of which the things in question are
modes, their ideas must necessarily involve (I. Ax. iv.) the
conception of the attribute of those ideas—that is (I. vi.),
the eternal and infinite essence of God. Q.E.D.

Note.—By existence I do not here mean duration—that
. is, existence in so far as it is conceived abstractedly, and as
& certain form of quantity. I am speaking of the very



113 THE ETHICS. [ParT 11

nature of existence, which is assigned to particular things,
because they follow in infinite numbers and in infinite ways
from the eternal necessity of God’s nature (I.xvi.). Tam
speaking, I repeat, of the very existence of particular things,
in so far as they are in God. For although each particular
thing be conditioned by another particular thing to exist in
a given way, yet the force whereby each particular thing
perseveres in existing follows from the eternal necessity of
God’s nature (cf. I. xxiv. Coroll.).

Pror. XLVL The knowledge of the eternal and infinite
essence of God which every idea involves 18 adequate and
perfect.

Proof —The proof of the last proposition is universal;
and whether a thing be considered as a part or a whole, the
idea thereof, whether of the whole or of a part (by the last
Prop.), will involve God’s eternal and infinite essence.
‘Wherefore, that, which gives knowledge of the eternal and
infinite essence of God, is common to all, and is equally in
the part and in the whole; therefore (IL xxxviii.) this
Inowledge will be adequate. Q.E.D.

Pror. XLVII. The human mind has an adequate know-
ledge of the eternal and infinite essence of God.

Proof —The human mind has ideas (1I. xxii.), from which
(L xxiii.) it perceives itself and its own body (IL xix.) and
external bodies (IT. xvi. Coroll. L. and IT. xvii.) as actually
existing ; therefore (II. xlv. xlvi.) it has an adequate
knowledge of the eternal and infinite essence of God.
Q.E.D.

Note.—Hence we see, that the infinite essence and the
eternity of God are known to all. Now as all things are
in God, and are conceived through God, we can from this
knowledge infer many things, which we may adequately
know, and we may form that third kind of knowledge of
which we spoke in the mnote to IL xl., and of the execel-
lence and use of which we shall have occasion to speak in
Part V. Men have not so clear a knowledge of God as
they have of general notions, because they are unable to
imagine God as they do bodies, and also because they have
associated the name God with images of things that they
are in the habit of seeing, as indeed they can hardly avoid
doing, being, as they are, men, and continually affected by
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external bodies. Many errors, in truth, can be traced to
this head, namely, that we do not apply names to things
rightly. For instance, when a man says that the lines
drawn from the centre of a circle to its circumference are
uot equal, he then, at all events, assuredly attaches a
meaning to the word circle different from that assigned by
mathematicians. So again, when men make mistakes in
calculation, they have one set of figures in their mind, and
another on the paper. If we could see into their minds,
they do not make a mistake; they seem to do so, because
we think, that they have the same numbers in their mind
as they have on the paper. If this were not so, we should
not believe them to be in error, any more than I thought
that a man was in error, whom I lately heard exclaiming
that his entrance hall had flown into a mneighbour’s hen,
for his meaning seemed to me sufficiently clear. Very
many controversies have arisen from the fact, that men do
not rightly explain their meaning, or do not rightly inter-
pret the meaning of others. For, as a matter of fact, as
they flatly contradict themselves, they assume now one
side, now another, of the argument, so as to oppose the
opinions, which they consider mistaken and absurd in their
opponents.

¥ Pzor. XLVIIL In the mind there is no absolute or free
will ; but the mind is determined to wish this or that by a
cause, which has also been determined by another cause, and
this last by another cause, and so on to infinity.

Progf.—The mind is a fixed and definite mode of thought
(II. xi.), therefore it cannot be the free cause of its actions
(1. xvii. Coroll. ii.) ; in other words, it cannot have an abso-
lute faculty of positive or negative volition; but (by I
xxviil.) it must be determined by a cause, which has also
been determined by another cause, and this last by another,
&c. Q.E.D.

Note—In the same way it is proved, that there is in the
mind no absolute faculty of understanding, desiring, loving,
&e. Whence it follows, that these and similar faculties are
either entirely fictitious, or are merely abstract or general
terms, such as we are accustomed to put together from
particular things. Thus the intellect and the will stand
in the same relation to this or that idea, or this or that
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volition, as “ lapidity ” to this or that stone, or as “man ™
to Peter and Paul. The cause which leads men to con-
sider themselves free has been set forth in the Appendix
to Part I. But, before I proceed further, I would here
remark that, by the will to affirm and decide, I mean
the faculty, not the desire. I mean, I repeat, the faculty,
whereby the mind affirms or denies what is true or false,
not the desire, wherewith the mind wishes for or turns
away from any given thing. After we have proved, that
these faculties of ours are general notions, which cannot
be distinguished from the particular instances on which
they are based, we must inquire whether volitions them-
selves are anvthing besides the ideas of things. We must
inquire, I say, whether there is in the mind any affir-
mation or negation beyond that, which the idea, in so far
as it is an idea, involves. On which subject see the
following proposition, and II. Def. iii., lest the idea of
pictures should suggest itself. For by ideasIdo not mean
images such as are formed at the back of the eye, or in the
midst of the brain, but the conceptions of thought.

Pror. XLIX. There is in the mind no volition or affirma-
tion and negation, save that which an idea, inasmuch as it is
an idea, tnvolves.

Proof—There is in the mind no absolute faculty o
positive or negative volition, but only particular volitions,
namely, this or that affirmation, and this or that negation.
Now let us conceive a particular volition, namely, the mode
of thinking whereby the mind affirms, that the three interio:
angles of a triangle are equal to two right angles. This
affirmation involves the conception or idea of a ftriangle,
that is, without the idea of a triangle it cannot be con-
ceived. It is the same thing to say, that the concept a
must involve the concept B, a8 it is to say, that o cannot b
conceived without 3. Further, this afirmation cannot be
made (II. Ax. i1i.) without the idea of a triangle. There-
fore, this affirmation can neither be nor be conceived,
without the idea of a triangle. Again, this idea of o
triangle must involve this same affirmation, namely, that
its three interior angles are equal to two right angles.
Wherefore, and vice versd, this idea of a triangle can
neither he nor be conceived without this affirmation, ther».

-
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fore, this affirmation belongs to the essence of the idea
of a triangle, and is npothing besides. What we have said
of this volition (inasmnuch as we have selected it at random)
may be said of any other volition, namely, that it is nothing
but an idea. Q.E.D.

Corollary—WIill and understanding are one and the
same.

Proof—Will and understanding are nothing beyond the
individual volitions and ideas (II. xlviii. and note). But a
particular volition and a particular idea are ome and the
same (by the foregoing Prop.); therefore, will and under-
standing are one and the same. Q.E.D.

Note.—We have thus removed the cause which is com-
monly assigned for error. For we have shown above, that
falsity comsists solely in the privation of knowledge in-
volved in ideas which are fragmentary and confused.
Wherefore, a false idea, inasmuch as it is false, does not
involve certainty. When we say, then, that a man acqui-
esces in what 1s false, and that he has no doubts on the
subject, we do not say that he is certain, but only that he
does not doubt, or that he acquiesces in what is false, inas-
much as there are no reasons, which should cause his
imagination to waver (see IL xliv.note). Thus, although
the man be assumed to acquiesce in what is false, we shall
never say that he is certain. For by certainty we mean
something positive (II. xliii. and note), not merely the
absence of doubt.

However, in order that the foregoing proposition may
be fully explained, I will draw attention to a few additional
points, and I will furthermore answer the objections which
may be advanced against our doctrine. Lastly, in order
to remove every scruple, I have thought it worth while to
point out some of the advantages, which follow therefrom.
I say ¢ some,” for they will be better appreciated from
what we shall set forth in the fifth part.

I begin, then, with the first point, and warn my readers
to make an accurate distinction between an idea, or con-
ception of the mind, and the images of things which we
imagine, It is further necessary that they should distin-
guish between idea and words, whereby we signify thing ..
These three—namely, images, words, and ideas—are Ly
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many persons either entirely confused together, or not dis-
tinguished with sufficient accuracy or care, and hence people
are generally in ignorance, how absolutely necessary is a
knowledge of this doctrine of the will, both for philosophic
purposes and for the wise ordering of life. Those who think
that ideas consist in images which are formed in us by con-
tact with external bodies, persuade themselves that the
ideas of those things, whereof we can form no mental pic-
ture, are not ideas, but only figments, which we invent by
the free decree of our will; they thus regard ideas as
though they were inanimate pictures on a panel, and, filled
with this misconception, do not see that an idea, inasmuch
as it is an idea, involves an affirmation or negation. Again,
those who confuse words with ideas, or with the affirma-
tion which an idea involves, think that they can wish some-
thing contrary to what they feel, affirm, or deny. This
misconception will easily be laid aside by one, who reflects
on the nature of knowledge, and seeing that it in no wise
involves the conception of extension, will therefore clearly
understand, that an idea (being a mode of thinking) does
not consist in the image of anything, nor in words. The
essence of words and images is put together by bodily
motions, which in no wise involve the conception of
thought.

These few words on this subject will suffice: I will there-
fore pass on to consider the objections, which may be raised
against our doctrine. Of these, the first is advanced by
those, who think that the will has a wider scope than the
understanding, and that therefore it is different therefrom.
The reason for their holding the belief, that the will has
wider scope than the understanding, is that they assert,
that they have no need of an increase in their faculty of
assent, that is of affirmation or negation, in order to assent
to an infinity of things which we do not perceive, but that
they have need of an increase in their faculty of under-
standing. The will is thus distinguished from the intellect,
the latter being finite and the former infinite. Secondly,
it may be objected that experience seems to teach us espe-
cially clearly, that we are able to suspend our judgment
before assenting to things which we perceive; this is con-
firmed by the fact that no one is said to be deceived, in so
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far as he perceives anything, but only in se far as he
assents or dissents.

For instance, he who feigns a winged horse, does not
therefore admit that a winged horse exists; that is, he is
not deceived, unless he admits in addition that a winged
horse does exist. Nothing therefore seems to be taught
more clearly by experience, than that the will or faculty of
assent is free and different from the faculty of understand-
ing. Thirdly, it may be objected that one affirmation does
not apparently contain more reality than another; in other
words, that we do not seem to need for affirming, that what
is true is true, any greater power than for affirming, that
what is false is true. We have, however, seen that one
idea has more reality or perfectiou than another, for as
objects are some more excellent than others, 8o also are the
ideas of them some more excellent than others; this also
seems to point to a difference between the understanding
and the will. Fourthly, it may be objected, if man does
not act from free will, what will happen if the incentives
to action are equally balanced, as in the case of Buridan’s
ags? Will he perish of hunger and thirst? If I say that
he would, I shall seem to have in my thoughts an ass or
the statue of a man rather than an actual man. If I say
that he would not, he would then determine his own action,
and would consequently possess the faculty of going and
doing whatever he liked. Other objections might also be
raised, but, as I am not bound to put in evidence everything
that anyone may dream, I will only set myself to the task
of refuting those I have mentioned, and that as briefly as

ssible.

To the first objection I answer, that I admit that the will
has a wider scope than the understanding, if by the under-
standing be meant only clear and distinet ideas; but I
deny that the will has a wider scope than the perceptions,
and the faculty of forming conceptions; nor do I see why
the faculty of volition should be called infinite, any more
than the faculty of feeling : for, as we are able by the same
faculty of volition to affirm an infinite number of things
(one after the other, for we cannot affirm an infinite number
simultaneously), so also can we, by the same faculty of
feeling, feel or perceive (in succession) an infinite number
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of bodies. If it be said that there is an infinite number of
things which we cannot perceive, I answer, that we cannot
attain to such things by any thinking, nor, consequently,
by any faculty of volition. But, it may still be urged, if
God wished to bring it about that we should perceive them,
he would be obliged to endow us with a greater faculty of
perception, but not a greater faculty of volition than we
havealready. This is the same as to say that, if God wished
to bring it about that we should understand an infinite
number of other entities, it would be necessary for him to
give us a greater understanding, but not a more universal
idea of entity than that which we have already, in order to
grasp such infinite entities. 'We have shown that will is a
universal entity or idea, whereby we explain all particular
volitions—in other words, that which is common to all such
volitions.

As, then, our opponents maintain that this idea, common
or umversal to all volitions, is a faculty, it is little to be
wondered at that they assert, that such a faculty extends
itself into the infinite, beyond the limits of the understand-
ing : for what is universal is predicated alike of one, of
many, and of an infinite number of individuals.

To the second objection I reply by denying, that we have
a free power of suspending our judgment: for, when we
say that anyone suspends his judgment, we merely mean
that he sees, that he does not perceive the matter in ques-
_tion adequately. Suspension of judgment is, therefore,
« strictly speaking, a perception, and not free will. In order
to illustrate the point, let us suppose a boy imagining a
horse, and perceiving nothing else. Inasmuch as this
imagination involves the existence of the horse (II. xvii.
Coroll.), and the boy does not perceive anything which
would exclude the existence of the horse, he will necessarily
regard the horse as present: he will not be able to doubt
of its existence, although he be not certain thereof. We
have daily experience of such a state of things in dreams ;
and I do not suppose that there is anyone, who would
maintain that, while he is dreaming, he has the free power
of suspending his judgment concerning the things in his
dream, and bringing it about that he should not dream
those things, which he dreams that he sees; yet it happens,
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notwithstanding, that even in dreams we suspend our
judgment, namely, when we dream that we are dreaming.

Further, I grant that no one can be deceived, so far as
actual perception extends—that is, I grant that the mind's
imaginations, regarded in themselves, do not involve error
(II. xvii,, note) ; but I deny, that a man does not, in the
act of perception, make any affirmation. For what is the
perception of a winged horse, save affirming that a horse
has wings? If the mind could perceive nothing else but
the winged horse, it would regard the same as present to
itself: it would have no reasons for doubting its existence,
nor any faculty of dissent, unless the imagination of a
winged horse be joined to an idea which precludes the
existence of the said horse, or unless the mind perceives
that the idea which it possesses of a winged horse is in-
adequate, in which case it will either necessarily deny the
existence of such a horse, or will necessarily be in doubt on
the subject.

I think that I have anticipated my answer to the third
objection, namely, that the will is something universal
which is predicated of all ideas, and that it only signifies
that which is common to all ideas, namely, an affirmation,
whose adequate essence must, therefore, in so far as it 1s
thus conceived in the abstract, be in every idea, and be,
in this respect alone, the same in all, not in so far as it 1s
considered as comstituting the idea’s essence: for, in this
respect, particular affirmations differ one from the other,
as much as do ideas. For instance, the affirmation which
involves the idea of a circle, differs from that which involves
the idea of a triangle, as much as the idea of a circle differs
from the idea of a triangle.

Further, I absolutely deny, that we are in need ef an
equal power of thinking, to affirm that that which is true is
true, and to affirm that that which is false is true. These
two affirmations, if we regard the mind, are in the same
relation to one another as being and not-being ; for there is
nothing positive in ideas,which constitutes the actualreality
of falsehood (II. xxxv. note, and xlvi.. note).

‘We must therefore conclude, that we are easily deceived,
when we confuse universals with singulars, and the entities
of reason and abstractions with realities. As for the fourth
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objection, I am quite ready to admit, that a man placed in
the equilibrium described (namely, as perceiving nothing
but hunger and thirst, a certain food and a certain drink,
each equally distant from him) would die of hunger and
thirst. If I am asked, whether such an one should not
rather be considered an ass than a man; I answer, that I
do not know, neither do I know how a man should be
considered, who hangs himself, or how we should consider
children, fools, madmen, &ec.

It remains to point out the advantages of a knowledge
of this doetrine as bearing on conduct, and this may be
easily gathered from what has been said. The doctrine is

ood,

¢ 1. Inasmuch as it teaches us to act solely according to
the decree of God, and to be partakers in the Divine
nature, and so much the more, as we perform more perfect
actions and more and more understand God. Such a doc-
trine not only completely tranquillizes our spirit, but also
shows us where our highest happiness or blessedness is,
namely, solely in the knowledge of God, whereby we are
led to act only as love and piety shall bid us. We may
thus clearly understand, how far astray from a true esti-
mate of virtue are those who expect to be decorated by
God with high rewards for their virtue, and their best
actions, as for having endured the direst slavery; as if
virtue and the service of God were not in itself happiness
and perfect freedom.

2. Inasmuch as it teaches us, how we ought to conduct
ourselves with respect to the gifts of fortune, or matters
which are not in our own power, and do not follow from
our nature. For it shows us, that we should await and
endure fortune’s smiles or frowns with an equal mind,
seeing that all things follow from the eternal decree of
God by the same necessity, as it follows from the essence
of a triangle, that the three angles are equal to two right
angles.

3. This doctrine raises social life, inasmuch as it teaches
us to hate no man, neither to despise, to deride, to envy,
or to be angry with any. Further, as it tells us that each
should be content with his own, and helpful to his neigh-
tour, not from any womanish pity, favour, or superstition,
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but solely by the guidance of reason, according as the time
and occasion demand, as I will show in Part IIT.

4. Lastly, this doctrine confers no small advantage on
the commonwealth ; for it teaches how citizens should be
governed and led, not so as to become slaves, but so that
they may freely do whatsoever things are best.

I have thus fulfilled the promise made at the beginning
of this note, and I thus bring the second part of my
treatise to a close. I think I have therein explained the
nature and properties of the human mind at sufficient
length, and, considering the difficulty of the subject, with
sufficient clearness. I have laid a foundation, whereon
may be raised many excellent conclusions of the highest
utility and most necessary to be known, as will, in what
follows, be partly made plain.
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PART III.

ON THE ORIGIN AND NATURE OF THE
EMOTIONS.

OST writers on the emotions and on human conduct
seem to be treating rather of matters outside nature
than of natural phenomena following nature’s general
laws. They appear to conceive man to be situated in
nature as a kingdom within a kingdom: for they believe
that he disturbs rather than follows nature’s order, that he
has absolute control over his actions, and that he is deter-
mined solely by himself. They attribute human infirmities
and fickleness, not to the power of nature in general, but
to some mysterious flaw in the nature of man, which
accordingly they bemoan, deride, despise, or, as usually
happens, abuse: he, who succeeds in hitting off the weak-
ness of the human mind more eloguently or more acutely
than his fellows, is looked upon as a seer. Still there has
been no lack of very excellent men (to whose toil and
industry I confess myself much indebted), who have written
many noteworthy things concerning the right way of life,
and have given much sage advice to mankind. But no
one, so far as I know, has defined the nature and strength
of the emotions, and the power of the mind against them
for their restraint.

I do not forget, that the illustrious Descartes, though he
believed, that the mind has absolute power over its actions,
strove to explain human emotions by their primary causes,
and, at the same time, to point out a way, by which the
mind might attain to absolute dominion over them. How-
ever, in my opinion, he accomplishes nothing beyond a
display of the acuteness of his own great intellect, as I
will show in the preper place. For the present I wish to
revert to those, wll)lo would rather abuse or deride human
emotions than understand them. Such persons will, doubt-
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less think it strange that I should attempt to treat of
human vice and folly geometrically, and should wish to
set forth with rigid reasoning those matters which they
cry out against as repugnant to reason, frivolous, absurd,
and dreadful. However, such is my plan. Nothing comes
to pass in nature, which can be set down to a flaw therein;
for nature is always the same, and everywhere one and the
same in her efficacy and power of action; that is, nature’s
laws and ordinances, whereby all things come to pass and
change from one form to another, are everywhere and
always the same; so that there should be one and the
same method of understanding the nature of all things
whatsoever, namely, through nature’s universal laws and
rules. Thus the passions of hatred, anger, envy, and so
on, considered in themselves, follow from this same ne-
cespity and efficacy of nature; they answer to certain
definite causes, through which they are understood, and
possess certain properties as worthy of being known as the
properties of anything else, whereof the contemplation in
itself affords us delight. I shall, therefore, treat of the
nature and strength of the emotions according to the same
method, as 1 employed heretofore in my investigations
concerning God and the mind. I shall consider human
actions and desires in exactly the same manner, as though
I were concerned with lines, planes, and solids.

DEerFINITIONS.

¥ 1 By an adequate cause, I mean a cause through which
its effect can be clearly and distinctly perceived. By an
snadequate or partial cause, I mean a cause through which,
by itself, its effect cannot be understood.

IOI. I say that we act when anything takes place, either
within us or externally to us, whereof we are the adequate
cause; that is (by the foregoing definition) when through
our nature something takes place within us or externally
to us, which can through our nature alome be clearly and
distinctly understood. On fhe other hand, I say that we
are passive as regards something when that something
takes place within us, or follows from our nature externally,
we being only the partial cause.

it K
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T, By emotion I mean the modifications of the body,
whereby the active power of the said body is increased
or diminished, alded or constrained, and also the ideas of
such modifications.

N.B. If we can be the adequate cause of any of these
modifications, I then call the emotion an activity, other-
wise I call it a passion, or state wherein the mind is
passive.

PosruraTes.

I. The human body can be affected in many ways,
whereby its power of activity is increased or diminished,
and also in other ways which do not render its power of
activity either greater or less.

N.B. This postulate or axiom rests on Postulate i. and
Lemmas v. and vii., which see after IT. xiii.

. The human body can undergo many changes, and,
nevertheless, retain the impressions or traces of objects
(cf. II. Post. v.), and, consequently, the same images of
things (see note II. xvii.).

Pror. I. Our mind 18 wn certain cases active, and in
certain cases passive. In so far as it has adequate ideas it is
necessarily active, and in so far as it has inadequate ideas, it
18 mecessarily passive.

Proof.—In every human mind there are some adequate
ideas, and some ideas that are fragmentary and confused
(IL. xl. note) Those ideas which are adequate in the
mind are adequate also in God, inasmuch as he constitutes
the essence of the mind (II. xl. Coroll.), and those which
are inadequate in the mind are likewise (by the same
Coroll.) adequate in God, not inasmuch as he contains in
himself the essence of the given mind alone, but as he, at the
same time, contains the minds of other things. Again, from
any given idea some effect must necessarily follow (I. 36),
of this effect God is the adequate cause (III. Def. i.), not
inasmuch as he is infinite, but inasmuch as he is conceived
as affected by the given idea (II. ix.). But of that effect
whereof God is the cause, inasmuch as he is affected by an
idea which is adequate in a given mind, of that effect, I re-
peat, the mind in question is the adequate cause (XI. xi.
Coroll.). Therefore our mind, in so far as it has adequate
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ideas (TIL. Def. ii.), is in certain cases necessarily active;

this was our first point. Again, whatsoever necessanlv
follows from the idea which is adequate in God, not by
virtue of his possessing in himself the mind of one man
only, but by virtue of his containing, together with the
mind of that one man, the minds of other things also, of
such an effect (IL. xi. Coroll.) the mind of the given man is
not an adequate, but only a partial cause; thus (IIL
Def. 1i.) the mind, inasmuch as it has inadequate ideas, is
in certain cases necessarily passive ; this was our second
point. Therefore our mind, &c. Q.E.D.

Corollary—Hence it follows that the mind is more or
less liable to be acted upon, in proportion as it possesses
inadequate ideas, and, contrariwise, 18 more or less active
in proportion as it possesses adequate ideas.

Pror. II. Body cannot determine mind to think, neither
can mind determine body to motion or rest or any state
different from these, if such there be.

Proof—All modes of thinking have for their cause God,
by virtue of his being a thinking thing, and not by virtue
of his being displayed under any other attribute (IL vi.).
That, therefore, which determines the mind to thought isa
mode of thought, and not a mode of extension ; that is (TL.
Def. i.), it is not body. This was our first pomt Again,
the motion and rest of a body must arise from another
body, which has also been determined to a state of motion
or rest by a third body, and absolutely everything which
takes place in a body must spring from God, in so far as
he is regarded as affected by some mode of extension, and
not by some mode of thought (II. vi.); that is, it cannot
spring from the mind, which is a mode of thought. This
was our second point. Therefore body cannot determine
mind, &. Q.E.D.

Note.—This is made more clear by what was said in the
note to II. vii.,, namely, that mind and body are one and
the same thing, conceived first under the attribute of
thought, secondly, under the attribute of extension. Thus
it follows that the order or concatenation of things is iden-
tical, whether nature be conceived under the one attribute
or the other ; consequently the order of states of activity
and passivity in our body is simultaneocus in nature with
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the order of states of activity and passivity in the mind.
The same conclusion is evident from the manner in which
we proved IL. xii.

Nevertheless, though such is the case, and though there
be no further room for doubt, I can scarcely believe, until
the fact is proved by experience, that men can be induced
to consider the question calmly and fairly, so firmly are
they convinced that it is merely at the bidding of the mind,
that the body is set in motion or at rest, or performs a
variety of actions depending solely on the mind’s will or
the exercise of thought. However, no one has hitherto laid
down the limits to the powers of the body, that is, no one
has as yet been taught by experience what the body can
accomplish solely by the laws of nature, in so far as she is
regarded as extension. No one hitherto has gained such
an accurate knowledge of the bodily mechanism, that he
can explain all its functions; nor need I call attention to
the fact that many actions are observed in the lower
animals, which far transcend human sagacity, and that
somnambulists do many things in their sleep, which they
would not venture to do when awake: these instances are
enough to show, that the body can by the sole laws of its
nature do many things which the mind wonders at.

Again, no one knows how or by what means the mind
moves the body, nor how many various degrees of motion
it can impart to the body, nor how quickly it can move
it. Thus, when men say that this or that physical action
has its origin in the mind, which latter has dominion
over the body, they are using words without meaning, or are
confessing in specious phraseology that they are ignorant
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, experience of the fact that unless the human mind is
in a fit state to think, the body remains inert. Moreover,
we have experience, that the mind alone can determine
whether we speak or are silent, and a variety of similar
states which, accordingly, we say depend on the mind’s
decree. But, as to the first point, I ask such objectors,
whether experience does not also teach, that if the body be
inactive the mind is simultaneously unfitted for thinking *
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For when the body is at rest in sleep, the mind simul-
taneously is in a state of torpor also, and has no power of
thinking, such as it possesses when the body is awake.
Again, I think everyone’s experience will confirm the state-
ment, that the mind is not at all times equally fit for
thinking on a given subject, but according as the body is
more or less fitted for being stimulated by the image of
this or that object, so also is the mind more or less fitted
for contemplating the said object.

But, 1t will be urged, it is impossible that solely from
the laws of nature considered as extended substance, we
should be able to deduce the causes of buildings, pictures,
and things of that kind, which are produced only by human
art ; nor would the human body, unless it were determined
and led by the mind, be capable of building a single temple.
However, I have just pointed out that the objectors cannot
fix the limits of the body’s power, or say what can be con-
cluded from a consideration of its sole nature, whereas they
have experience of many things being accomplished solely
by the laws of nature, which they would never have believed
possible except under the direction of mind: such are the
actions performed by somnambulists while asleep, and
wondered at by their performers when awake. I would
further call attention to the mechanism of the human body,
which far surpasses in complexity all that has been put
together by human art, not to repeat what I have already
shown, namely, that from nature, under whatever attribute
she be considered, infinite results follow. As for the second
objection, I submit that the world would be much happier,
if men were as fully able to keep silence as they are to
apeak. Experience abundantly shows that men can govern
anything more easily than their tongues, and restrain any-
thing more easily than their appetites; whence it comes
about that many believe, that we are only free in respect to
objects which we moderately desire, because our desire for
such can easily be controlled by the thought of something
else frequently remembered, but that we are by no means
free in respect to what we seek with violent emotion, for
our desire cannot then be allayed with the remembrance of
anything else. However, unless such persons had proved
by experience that we do many things which we afterwards
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repent of, and again that we often, when assailed by con-
trary emotions, see the better and follow the worse, there
would be nothing to prevent their believing that we are
free in all things. Thus an infant believes that of its own
free will it desires milk, an angry child believes that it
freely desires vengeance, a timid child believes that if; freely
desires to run away ; further, a drunken man believés that
he utters from the free decision of his mind words which,
when he is sober, he would willingly have withheld : thus,
too, a delirious man, a garrulous woman, a child, and
others of like complexion, believe that they speak from the
free decision of their mind, when they are in reality unable
to restrain their impulse to talk. Experience teaches us no
less clearly than reason, that men believe themselves to be
free, simply because they are conscious of their actions, and
unconscious of the causes whereby those actions are deter-
mined ; and, further, it is plain that the dictates of the
mind are but another name for the appetites, and therefore
vary according to the varying state of the body. Every-
one shapes his actions according to his emotion, those who
are assailed by conflicting emotions know not what they
wish; those who are not attacked by any emotion are
readily swayed this way or that. All these considerations
clearly show that a mental decision and a bodily appetite,
or determined state, are simultaneous, or rather are one
and the same thing, which we call decision, when it is re-
garded under and explained through the attribute of
thought, and a conditioned state, when it is regarded under
the attribute of extension, and deduced from the laws of
motion and rest. This will appear yet more plainly in the
sequel. For the present I wish to call attention to another
point, namely, that we cannot act by the decision of the
mind, unless we have a remembrance of having done so.
~~For instance, we cannot say a word without remembering
that we have donme so. Again, it is not within the free
power of the mind to remember or forget a thing at will.
Therefore the freedom of the mind must in any case be
limited to the power of uttering or not uttering something
which it remembers. But when we dream that we speak,
we believe that we speak from a free decision of the mind,
yet we do uot speak, or, if we do, it is by a spontaneous
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motion of the body. Again, we dream that we are conceal-
ing something, and we seem to act from the same decision
of the mind as that, whereby we keep silence when awake
concerning something we know. Lastly, we dream that
from the free decision of our mind we do something, which
we should not dare to do when awake.

Now I should like to know whether there be in the mind
two sorts of decisions, one sort illusive, and the other sort
free? If our folly doesnot carry us so far as this, we must
necessarily admit, that the decision of the mind, which is
believed to be free, is not distinguishable from the imagina-
tion or memory, and is nothing more than the affirmation,
which an idea, by virtue of being an idea, necessarily n-
volves (IL xlix.). 'Wherefore these decisions of the mind
arise in the mind by the same necessity, as the ideas of
things actually existing. Therefore those who believe, that
they speak or keep silence or act in any way from the
free decision of their mind, do but dream with thejr eves
open.
xPePROP. 1. The activities of the mind arise solely from
adequate ideas ; the passive states of the mind depend solely
on inadequate ideas.

Proof.—The first element, which constitutes the essence
of the mind, is nothing else but the idea of the actually
existent body (II. xi. and xiii.), which (IL xv.) is com-
pounded of many other ideas, whereof some are adequate
and sowe inadequate (IL. xxix. Coroll., IT. xxxviii. Coroll ).
‘Whatsoever therefore follows from the nature of mind,
and bas mind for its proximate cause, through which it
must be understood, must necessarily follow either from an
adeqguate or from an inadequate idea. But in sofar as the
mind (IIT.1.) has inadequate ideas, itis necessarily passive:
wherefore the activities of the mind follow solely from
adequate ideas, and accordingly the mind is only passive
in so far as it has inadequate ideas. Q.E.D.

Note.—Thus we see, that passive states are not attributed
to the mind, except in so far as it contains something involv-
ing negation, or in so far as it is regarded as a part of
nature, which cannot be clearly and distinctly perceived
through itself without other parts: I could thus show, that
passive states are attributed to individual things in the
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same way that they are attributed to the mind, and that
they cannot otherwise be perceived, but my purpose is
solely to treat of the human mind.

Pror. IV. Nothing can be destroyed, except by a cause ex-
ternal to itself.

Proof —This proposition is self-evident, for the defini-
tion of anything affirms the essence of that thing, but
does not negative it; in other words, it postulates the
essence of the thing, but does not take it away. So long
therefore as we regard only the thing itself, without taking
into account external causes, we shall not be ableto find in
it anything which could destroy it. Q.E.D.

Proe. V. Things are naturally contrary, that is, cannot
exist in the same object, in so far as one is capable of destroy-
ing the other.

Proof —If they could agree together or co-exist in the
same object, there wonld then be in the said object some-
thing which could destroy it; but this, by the foregoing
proposition, is absurd, therefore thiags, &c. Q.E.D.

Pror. VI. Everything, in so far as it is in itself, endea-
vours to persist in its own being.

Proof.—Individual things are modes whereby the attri-
butes of God are expressed in a given determinate manner
(L. xxv. Coroll.) ; that is (I. xxxiv.), they are things which
express in a given determinate manner the power of God,
whereby God is and acts; now no thing contains in itself
anything whereby it can be destroyed, or which can take
away its existence (III. iv.); but contrariwise it is opposed
to all that could take away its existence (IIL v.). There-
fore, in so far as it can, and in so far as it is in itself,
it endeavours to persist in its own being. Q.E.D.

Proe. VII. The endeavour, wherewith everything endeavours
to persist in its own being, is nothing else but the actual essence
of the thing in question.

Proof.—From the given essence of any thing certain con-
sequences necessarily follow (I. xxxvi.), nor have things
any power save such as necessarily follows from their
nature as determined (I. xxix.); wherefore the power of
any given thing, or the endeavour whereby, either alone or
with other things, it acts, or endeavours to act, that is
(IIL. vi.), the power or endeavour, wherewith it endeavours
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to persist in its own being, is nothing else but the given or
actual essence of the thing in question. Q.E.D.

Pror. VIII. The endeavour, whereby a thing endeavours to
persist in its being, involves no finite time, but an indefinite time.

Proof.—If it involved a limited time, which should deter-
mine the duration of the thing, it would then follow solely
from that power whereby the thing exists, that the thing
could not exist beyond the limits of that time, but that it
must be destroyed ; but this (IIT. iv.) is absurd. Where-
fore the endeavour wherewith a thing exists involves no
definite time; but, contrariwise, since (IIL. iv.) it will
by the same power whereby it already exists always con-
tinue to exist, unless it be destroyed by some external
cause, this endeavour involves an indefinite time.

¥ Pror. IX. The mind, both in so far as it has clear and
distinct ideas, and also in s0 far as it has confused ideas, en-
deavours to persist in its being for an indefinite period, and
of this endeavour it is conscious.

Proof —The essence of the mind is constituted by ade-
quate and inadequate ideas (IIL. iii.), therefore (ITI. vii.),
both in so far as it possesses the former, and in so far as
it possesses the latter, it endeavours to persist in its own
being, and that for an indefinite time (III. viii.). Now as
the mind (II. xxiii.) is necessarily conscious of itself through
the ideas of the modifications of the body, the mind is there-
fore (ITI. vii.) conscious of its own endeavour.

Note.—This endeavour, when referred solely to the mind,
is called will, when referred to the mind and body in con-
junction it is called appetite ; it is, in fact, nothing else but
man’s essence, from the nature of which necessarily follow
all those results which tend to its preservation; and which
man has thus been determined to perform.

Further, between appetite and desire there is no diffe-
rence, except that the term desire is generally applied to
men, in so far as they are conscious of their appetite, and
may accordingly be thus defined: Desire is appetite with
consciousness thereof. It is thus plain from what has been
said, that in no case do we strive for, wish for, long for,
or desire anything, because we deem it to be good, but on
the other hand we deem a thing to be good, because we
strive for it, wish for it, long for it, or desire it.
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Pror. X, An idea, which excludes the existence of our body,
cannot be postulated in our mind, but is contrary thereto.

Proof —Whatsoever can destroy our body, cannot be
postulated therein (III. v.). Therefore neither can the
idea of such a thing occur in God, in so far as he has the
idea of our body (IL ix. Coroll); that is (II. xi. xiii.), the
idea of that thing cannot be postulated as in our mind,
but contrariwise, since (II. xi. xiii.) the first element, that
constitutes the essence of the mind, is the idea of the
human body as actually existing, it follows that the first
and chief endeavour of our mind is the endeavour to affirm
the existence of our body: thus, an idea, which negatives
the existence of our body, is contrary to our mind, &e.
Q.E.D.

Pror. X1. Whatsoever increases or diminishes, helps or
hinders the power of activity in our body, the idea thereof in-
creases or diminishes, helps or hinders the power of thought in
our mind.

Proof.—This proposition is evident from II. vii. or from
II. xiv.

Note.—Thus we see, that the mind can undergo many
changes, and can pass sometimes to a state of greater per-
fection, sometimes to a state of lesser perfection. These
passive states of transition explain to us the emotions of
pleasure and pain. By pleasure therefore in the following
propositions I shall signify a passive state wherein the mind
passes to a greater perfection. By pain I shall signify a
passive state wherein the mind passes to a lesser perfection.
Further, the emotion of pleasure in reference to the body
and mind together I shall call stimulation (titillatio) or
merriment (hilaritas), the emotion of pain in the same rela-
tion I shall call suffering or melancholy. But we must
bear in miud, that stimulation and suffering are attributed
to man, when one part of his nature is more affected than
the rest, merriment and melancholy, when all parts are
alike affected. 'What I mean by desire I have explained
in the note to Prop. ix. of this part; beyond these three
I recognize no other primary emotion; I will show as I
proceed, that all other emotions arise from these three.
But, before I go further, I should like here to explain at
greater length Prop. x. of this part, in order that we may
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clearly understand how one idea is contrary to another. In
thenote to IT. xvii. weshowed that the idea, which constitutes
the essence of mind, involves the existence of body, so long
as the body itself exists. Again, it follows from what we
pointed out in the Coroll. to II. viii., that the present exis-
tence of our mind depends solely on the fact, that the mind
involves the actual existence of the body. Lastly, we
showed (II. xvii. xvii. and note) that the power of the
mind, whereby it imagines and remembers things, also de-
pends on the fact, that it involves the actual existence of
the body. Whence it follows, that the present existence of
the mind and its power of 1magining are removed, as soon
as the mind ceases to affirm the present existence of the
body. Now the cause, why the mind ceases to affirm this
existence of the body, cannot be the mind itself (IIL. iv.),
nor again the fact that the body ceases to exist. For
(by IL vi.) the cause, why the mind affirms the existence of
the body, is not that the body began to exist; therefore,
for the same reason, it does not cease to affirm the exis-
tence of the body, because the body ceases to exist; but
(1L xvii.) this result follows from another idea, which ex-
cludes the present existence of our body and, consequently,
of our mind, and which is therefore contrary to the idea
nstituting the essence of our mind.

%PPROP. X1, The mind, as far as it can, endeavours to
conceive those things, which increase or help the power of
activity in the body.

Proof—So long as the human body is affected in a
mode, which involves the nature of any external body, the
human mind will regard that external body as present
(I xvii.), and consequently (II. vii.), so long as the human
mind regards an external body as present, that is (II. xvil
note), conceives it, the human body is affected in a mode,
which involves the nature of the said external body ; thus so
long as the mind conceives things, which increase or help the
power of activity in our body, the body is affected in modes
which increase or help its power of activity (II1. Post i.);
consequently (ITI. xi.) the mind’s power of thinking 1s for
that period increased or helped. Thus (IIL. vi. ix.) the mind,
as far as it can, endeavours to imagine such things. Q. E.D.

Prop, XIII. When the mind conceives things which d.-
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minish or hinder the body’s power of activity, it endeavours,
as far as possible, to remember things which exclude the ewis-
tence of the first-named things.

Proof—So long as the mind conceives anything of the
kind alluded to, the power of the mind and body is
diminished or constrained (cf. ITL. xii. Proof); neverthe-
less it will continue to conceive it, until the mind con-
ceives something else, which excludes the present existence
thereof (I1. xvii.) ; that is (as I have just shown), the power
of the mind and of the body is diminished, or constrained,
until the mind conceives something else, which excludes
the existence of the former thing conceived : therefore the
mind (I ix.), as far as it can, will endeavour to conceive
or remember the latter. Q.E.D.

Corollary.—Hence it follows, that the mind shrinks from
conceiving those things, which diminish or constrain the
power of itself and of the body.

Note.—From what bas been said we may clearly under-
stand the nature of Love and Hate. Love is nothing else
but pleasure accompanied by the idea of an external cause:
Hate is nothing else but pain accompanied by the idea of an
external cause. We further see, that he who loves neces-
sarily endeavours to have, and to keep present to him, the
object of his love; while he who hates endeavours to re-
move and destroy the object of his hatred. But I will
treat of these matters at more length hereafter.

Prop, XIV. If the mind has once been affected by two
emotions at the same time, it will, whenever it is afterwards
affected by one of the two, be also affected by the other.

Proof —If the human body has once been affected by two
bodies at once, whenever afterwards the mind conceives
one of them, it will straightway remember the other also
(II. xviii.). But the mind’s conceptions indicate rather
the emotions of our body than the nature of external
bodies (IL. xvi. Coroll. ii.); therefore, if the body, and con-
sequently the mind (III. Def. iii.) has been once affected by
two emotions at the same time, it will, whenever it is after-
wards affected by oneof the two, be also affected by the other.

Pror. XV. Anything can, accidentally, be the cause of
pleasure, pain, or desire.

Proof —Let it be granted that the mind is simultaneously
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affected by two emotions, of which one neither increases
nor diminishes its power of activity, and the other does
either increase or diminish the said power (III. Post. i.).
From the foregoing proposition it is evident that, whenever
the mind is afterwards affected by the former, through its
true cause, which (by hypothesis) neither increases nor
diminishes its power of action, it will be at the same time
affected by the latter, which does increase or diminish 1ts
power of activity, that is (IIL. xi. note) it will be affected
with pleasure or pain. Thus the former of the two emotions
will, not through itself, but accidentally, be the cause of
pleasure or pain. In the same way also it can be easily
shown, that a thing may be accidentally the cause of
desire. Q.E.D.

Corollary.—Simply from the fact that we have regarded
a thing with the emotion of pleasure or pain, though that
thing be not the efficient cause of the emotion, we can
either love or hate it.

Proof—For from this fact alone it arises (ITI. xiv.), that
the mind afterwards conceiving the said thing is affected
with the emotion of pleasure or pain, that is (IIL xi.
note), according as the power of the mind and body may
be increased or diminished, &ec.; and consequently (ITI.
xii.), according as the mind may desire or shrink from
the conception of it (III. xiii. Coroll.), in other words
(II1. xiii. note), according as it may love or hate the same.
Q.E.D.

Note.—Hence we understand how it may happen, that
we love or hate a thing without any cause for our emotion
being known to us ; merely, as the phrase is, from sympathy
or antipathy. We should refer to the same category those
objects, which affect us pleasurably or painfully, simply
because they resemble other objects which affect us in the
same way. This I will show in the next Prop. Iam
aware that certain authors, who were the first to introduce
these terms “ sympathy” and “antipathy,” wished to
signify thereby some occult qualities in things; neverthe.
less I think we may be permitted to use the same terms to
indicate known or manifest qualities.

Prop. XVL Simply from the fact that we conceive, that a
given object has some point of resemblance with another object
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which is wont to affect the mind pleasurably or painfully,
although the point of resemblance be not the efficient cause of
the sard emotions, we shall still regard the first-named object
with love or hate.

Proof —The point of resemblance was in the object (by
hypothesis), when we regarded it with pleasure or pain,
thus (III. xiv.), when the mind is affected by the image
thereof, it will straightway be affected by one or the other
emotion, and consequently the thing, which we perceive
to have the same point of resemblance, will be accidentally
(IIL xv.) a cause of pleasure or pain. Thus (by the fore-
going Corollary), although the point in which the two objects
resemble one another be not the efficient cause of the
emotion, we shall still regard the first-named object with
love or hate. Q.E.D.

T Pror. XVIL Ifwe conceive that a thing, which is wont to
affect us painfully, has any point of resemblamce with another
thing which is wont to affect us with an equally strong
emotion of pleasure, we shall hate the first-named thing, and
at the same time we shall love it.

Proof.—The given thing is (by hypothesis) in itself a
cause of pain, and (ITI. xiii. note), in so far as we imagine
it with this emotion, we shall hate it : further, inasmuch as
we conceive that it has some point of resemblance to some-
thing else, which is wont to affect us with an equally strong
emotion of pleasure, we shall with an equally strong im-
pulse of pleasure love it (III. xvi.); thus we shall both
hate and love the same thing. Q.E.D.

Note.—This disposition of the mind, which arises from
two contrary emotions, is called vacillation ; it stands to
the emotions in the same relation as doubt does to the
1magination (IL. xliv. note); vacillation and doubt do not
differ one from the other, except as greater differs from
less. But we must bear in mind that I have deduced this
vacillation from causes, which give rise through themselves
tc one of the emotions, and to the other accidentally. I
have done this, in order that they might be more easily
deduced from what went before; but 1 do not deny that
vacillation of the disposition generally arises from an object,
which is the efficient cause of both emotions. The human
body is composed (IL. Post. 1) of a variety of individual
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parts of different nature, and may therefore (Ax. 1 after
Lemma, iii. after TL. xiii.) be affected in a varety of different
ways by one and the same body; and contrariwise, as one
and the same thing can be affected in many ways, it can
also in many different ways affect one and the same part
of the body. Hence we can easily conceive, that one and
the same object may be the cause of many and conflicting
emotions.

Pror. XVIII. 4 man is as much affected pleasurably or
painfully by the image of a thing past or future as by the
image of a thing present.

Proof.—So long as a man is affected by the image of
anything, he will regard that thing as present, even though
it be non-existent (IL. xvii. and Coroll.), he will not con-
ceive it as past or future, except in so far as its image is
joined to the image of time past or future (IL xliv. note).
‘Wherefore the image of a thing, regarded in itself alone,
is identical, whether it be referred to time past, time future,
or time present; that is (II. xvi. Coroll.), the disposition
or emotion of the body is identical, whether the image be
of a thing past, future, or present. Thus the emotion of
pleasure or pain is the same, whether the image be of a
thing past or future. Q.E.D.

Note I—1I call a thing past or future, according as we
either have been or shall be affected thereby. For instance,
according as we have seen it, or are about to see it, accord-
ing as it has recreated us, or will recreate us, according as
it has harmed us, or will harm us. For, as we thus con-
ceive it, we affirm its existence ; that is, the body is affected
by no emotion which excludes the existence of the thing,
and therefore (II. xvii.) the body is affected by the image
of the thing, in the same way as if the thing were actually
present. However, as it generally happens that those, who
have had many experiences, vacillate, so long as they regard
a thing as future or past, and are usually in doubt about
its issue (I xliv. note) ; it follows that the emotions which
arise from similar images of things are not so constant,
but are generally disturbed by the images of other things,
until men become assured of the issue.

Note II.—From what has just been said, we understand
what is meant by the terms Hope, Fear, Confidence
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Despair, Jov, and Disappointment.! Hope is nothing else
but an inconstant pleasure, arising from the image of some-
thing future or past, whereof we do not yel know the issue.
Fear, on the other hand, is an tnconstant pain also arising
Jrom the image of something concerning which we are in doubt.
If the element of doubt be removed from these emotions,
hope becomes Confidence and fear becomes Despair. In
other words, Pleasure or Pain arising from the image of
something concerning which we have hoped or feared. Again,
Joy is Pleasure arising from the image of something past
whereof we doubted the issue. Disappointment is the Pain
opposed to Joy.

Prop. XIX. He who concetves that the object of his love is
destroyed will feel pain ; if he conceives that it is preserved
he will feel pleasure.

Proof.—The mind, as far as possible, endeavours to con-
ceive those things which increase or help the body’s power
of activity (IIL. xii.); in other words (IIL xii. note), those
things which it loves. But conception is helped by those
things which postulate the existence of a thing, and con-
trariwise is hindered by those which exclude the existence
of a thing (IL xvii.); therefore the images of things, which
postulate the existence of an object of love, help the mind’s
endeavour to conceive the object of love, in other words
(IIL. xi. note), affect the mind pleasurably; contrariwise
those things, which exclude the existence of an object of
love, hinder the aforesaid mental endeavour; in other
words, affect the mind painfully. He, therefore, who con-
ceives that the object of his love is destroyed will feel pain,
&ec. Q.E.D.

Prop. XX. He who conceives that the object of his hate is
destroyed will feel pleasure.

Proof—The mmd (I xiii.) endeavours to conceive
those things, which exclude the existence of things whereby
the body’s power of activity is diminished or constrained ;
that is (III. xiii. note), it endeavours to conceive such
things as exclude the existence of what it hates; there-
fore the image of a thing, which excludes the existence of
what the mind hates, helps the aforesaid mental effort, in

' Conscientie morsus——thus rendered by Mr, Pollock.
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other words (IIL xi. note), affects the mind pleasurably.
Thus he who conceives that the object of his hate 1s
destroyed will feel pleasure. Q.E.D.

Pror. XX1. He who conceives, that the object of his love is
affected pleasurably or painfully, will himself be affected
pleaswrably or painfully; and the one or the other emotion
will be greater or less in the lover according as it is greater
or less in the thing loved.

Proof—The images of things (as we showed in IIT. xix )
which postulate the existence of the object of love, help
the mind’s endeavour to conceive the said object. But
pleasure postulates the existence of something feeling
pleasure, so much the more in proportion as the emotion
of pleasure is greater; for it is (IIL xi. note) a transition
to a greater perfection; therefore the image of pleasure in
the object of love helps the mental endeavour of the lover;
that is, it affects the lover pleasurably, and so much the
more, in proportion as this emotion may have been greater
in the object of love. This was our first point. Further,
in so far as a thing is affected with pain, it is to that extent
destroyed, the extent being in proportion to the amount of
pain (01 xi. note) ; therefore (III. xix.) he who conceives,
that the object of his love is affected painfully, will him-
self be affected painfully, in proportion as the said emotion
is greater or less in the object of love. Q.E.D.

Pror. XXTI1. If we conceive that anything pleasurably
affects some object of our love, we shall be affected with love
towards that thing. Contrariwise, if we concetve that if aj-
Jects an object of our love painfully, we shall be affected with
hatred towards it.

Proof—He, who affects pleasurably or painfully the ob-
ject of our love, affects us also pleasurably or painfully—
that is, if we conceive the loved object as affected with the
said pleasure or pain (III.xxi.). But this pleasure or pain
is postulated to come to us accompanied by the idea of an
external cause; therefore (III. xiii. note), if we conceive
that anyone affects an object of our love pleasurably or
ﬁiflfully, we shall be affected with love or batred towards

im. Q.E.D.
Note.—Prop. xxi. explains to us the nature of Pify, which
e 8 L
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we may define as pain arising from another’s hurt. "What
term we can use for pleasure arising from another’s gain, I
know not.

We will call the love towards him who confers a benefit on
another, Approval ; and the hatred towards him who injures
another, we will call Indignation. We must further re-
mark, that we not only feel pity for a thing which we have
loved (as shown in ITI. xxi.), but also for a thing which we
have hitherto regarded without emotion, provided that we
deem that it resembles ourselves (as I will show presently).
Thus, we bestow approval on one who has benefited any-
thing resembling ourselves, and, contrariwise, are mdignant
with him who has done it an injury.

Prop. XXIII. He who conceives, that an object of his
hatred is painfully affected, will feel pleasure. Contrari-
wise, if he thinks that the said object is pleasurably affected,
he will feel pain. FEach of these emotions will be greater or
less, according as its contrary is greater or less in the object
of hatred.

Proof—In so far as an object of hatred is painfully
affected, it is destroyed, to an extent proportioned to the
strength of the pain (ITL. xi. note). Therefore, he (I11. xx.)
who conceives, that some object of his hatred is painfully
affected, will feel pleasure, to an extent proportioned to the
amount of pain he conceives in the object of his hatred.
This was our first point. Again, pleasure postulates the
existence of the pleasurably affected thing (YII. xi. note),
in proportion as the pleasure is greater or less. If anyone
imagines that an object of his hatred is pleasurably
affected, this conception (III. xiii.) will hinder his own en-
deavour to persist; in other words (III. xi. note), he who
hates will be pa.infully affected. Q.E.D.

Note.—This pleasure can scarcely be felt unalloyed, and
without any mental conflict. For (as I am about to show
in Prop. xxvii.), in 8o far as a man conceives that something
similar to himself is affected by pain, he will himself be
affected in like manner; and he will have the contrary
emotion in contrary circumstances. But here we are
regarding hatred only.

Pror. XXIV. If we conceive that anyone pleasurably af-
fects an object of our hote, we shall feel hatred towards him
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also. If we conceive that he painfully affects the said object,
we shall feel love towards him.

Proof—This proposition is proved in the same way as
IIT. xxii., which see.

Note.—These and similar emotions of hatred are attri-
butable to enwvy, which, accordingly, 18 nothing else but
hatred, in so far as it is regarded as disposing a man to
rejoice in another's hurt, and to grieve at another's ad-
vantage.

Pror. XXV. We endeavour to affirm, concerning ourselves,
and concerning what we love, everything that we conceive to
affect pleasurably ourselves, or the loved object. Contrariwise,
we endeavour to megative everything, which we conceive to
affect painfully ourselves or the loved object.

Proof.—That, which we conceive to affect an object of our
love pleasurably or painfully, affects us also pleasurably or
painfully (IT1. xxi.). But the mind (III. xii.) endeavours,
as far as possible, to conceive those things which affect us
pleasurably ; in other words (II. xvii. and Coroll.), it en-
deavours to regard them as present. And, contrariwise
(T1T. xiii.), it endeavours to exclude the existence of such
things as affect us painfully; therefore, we endeavour to
affirm concerning ourselves, and concerning the leved ob-
jeet, whatever we conceive to affect ourselves, or the loved
object pleasurably. Q.E.D.

Prop. XXVI. We endeavour to affirm, concerning that
which we hate, everything which we conceive to affect it pain-
fully ; and, contrariwise, we endeavour to deny, concerning
it, everything which we conceive to affect 1t pleasurably.

Proof.—This proposition follows from ITI. xxiii., as the
foregoing proposition followed from III. xxi.

Note.—Thus we see that it may readily happen, that a
man may easily think too highly of himself, or a loved
object, and, contrariwise, too meanly of a hated object.
This feeling is called pride, in reference to the man who
thinks too highly of himself, and is a species of madness,
wherein a man drearss with his eyes open, thinking that he
can accomplish all things that fall within the scope of his
conception, and thereupon accounting them real, and exult-
ing in them, so long as he is unable to conceive anything
which excludes their existence, and determines his own
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power of action. Pride, therefore, is pleasure springing
from a man thinking too highly of himself. Again, the
pleasure which arises from a man thanking too highly of
another is called over-esteem. Whereas the pleasure which
arises from thinking too little of a man is called disdain.

Pror. XXVII. By the very fact that we conceive a thing,
which is like ourselves, and which we have not regarded with
any emotion, to be affected with any emotion, we are ourselves
affected with a like emotion (affectus).

Proof —The images of things are modifications of the
human body, whereof the ideas represent external bodies
as present to us (IL xvii ) ; in other words (IL. x.), whereof
the ideas involve the nature of our body, and, at the same
time, the nature of external bodies as present. If, there-
fore, the nature of the external body be similar to the
nature of our body, then the idea which we form of the
external body will involve a modification of our own body
similar to the modification of the external body. Conse-
quently, if we conceive anyone similar to ourselves as
affected by any emotion, this conception will express a
modification of our body similar to that emotion, Thus,
from the fact of conceiving a thing like ourselves to be af-
fected with any emotion, we are ourselves affected with a
like emotion. If, however, we hate the said thing like our-
selves, we shall, to that extent, be affected by a contrary,
and not similar, emotion. Q.E.D.

Note I.—This imitation of emotions, when it is referred
to pain, is called compassion (cf. I1L. xxii. note) ; when it is
referred to desire, it is called emulation, which is nothing
else but ¢ e desire of anything, engendered in us by the fact
that we conceive that others have the like desire.

Corollary I.-—If we conceive that anyone, whom we have
hitherto regarded with no emotion, pleasurably affects
something similar to ourselves, we shall be affected with
love towards him. If, on the other hand, we conceive that
he painfully affects the same, we shall be affected with
hatred towards him.

Proof.—This is proved from the last proposition in the
same manner as 1II. xxii. is proved from III. xxi.

Corollary I1—We cannot hate a thing which we pity,
because its misery affects us painfully.
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Proof—If we could bate it for this reason, we should
rejoice in its pain, which is contrary to the hypothess.

Corollary II1.—We seek to free from misery, as far as
we can, a thing which we pity.

Proof—That, which painfully affects the object of our
pity, affects us also with similar pain (by the foregoing pro-
position); therefore, we shall endeavour to recall everything
which removes its existence, or which destroys it (cf. III.
xiii.); in other words (IIL. ix. note), we shall desire to
destroy it, or we shall be determined for its destruction;
thus, we shall endeavour to free from misery a thing which
we pity. Q.E.D.

Note II.—This will or appetite for doing good, which
arises from pity of the thing whereon we would confer a
benefit, is called benevolence, and is nothing else but desire
arising from compassion. Concerning love or hate towards
him who has done good or harm to something, which we
conceive to be like ourselves, see IT1. xxii. note.

Pror. XXVII We endeavour to bring about whatsoever
we concewe to conduce to pleasure; but we endeavour to
remove or destroy whatsoever we conceive to be truly repugnant
thereto, or to conduce to pain.

Proof—We endeavour, as far as possible, to conceive that
which we imagine to conduce to pleasure (ITI. xii.); in
other words (IL xvii.) we shall endeavour to conceive it as
far as possible as present or actually existing. But the
endeavour of the mind, or the mind’'s power of thought, is
equal to, and simultaneous with, the endeavour of the
body, or the body’s power of action. (This is clear from
II. vii. Coroll. and TII. xi, Coroll.). Therefore we make
an absolute endeavour for its existence, in other words
(which by ITI. ix. note come to the same thing) we desire
and strive for it; this was our first point. Again, if we
conceive that something, which we believed to be the cause
of pain, that 1s (JIL. xin. note), which we hate, is destroyed,
we shall rejoice (ITI. xx.). We shall, therefore (by the
first part of this proof), endeavour to destroy the same, or
(IOI. xiii.) to remove it from wus, so that we may not
regard it as present; this was our second point. Where-
fore whatsoever conduces to pleasure, &c. Q.E.D.

Pror. XXTX. We shall also endeavour to do whatsoever



150 THE ETHICS. {PART TIT,

we concetve men ' to regard with pleasure, and contrariwise
we shall shrink from doing that which we conceive men to
shrink from.

Proof—From the fact of imagining, that men love or
hate anything, we shall love or hate the same thing (IIL.
xxvii.). That is (JII. xiii. note), from this mere fact we
shall feel pleasure or pain at the thing’s presence. And so
we shall endeavour to do whatever we conceive men to love
or regard with pleasure, etc. Q.E.D.

Note.—This endeavour to do a thing or leave it undone,
solely in order to please men, we call ambition, especially
when we so eagerly endeavour to please the vulgar, that we
do or omit certain things to our own or another’s hurt: in
other cases it is generally called kindliness. Furthermore
I give the name of praise to the pleasure, with which we con-
cewe the action of another, whereby he has endeavoured to
please us ; but of blame to the pain wherewith we feel aver-
sion to his action.

Prop. XXX. If anyone has done something which he con-
ceives as affecting other men pleasurably, he will be affected
by pleasure, accompanied by ihe idea of himself as cause ; in
other words, he will regard himself with pleasure. On the
other hand, if he has done anything which he conceives as
ajffecting others painfully, he will regard himself with pain.

Proof —He who conceives, that he affects others with
pleasure or pain, will, by that very fact, himself be affected
with pleasure or pain (ITL xxvii.), but, as a man (II. xix.
and xxiii.) is conscious of himself through the modifications
whereby he is determined to action, it follows that he who
conceives, that he affects others pleasurably, will be affected
with pleasure accompanied by theidea of himself as cause;
in other words, will regard himself with pleasure. And so
mutatis mutandis in the case of pain. Q.E.D.

Note.—As love (IIL. xiii.) 18 pleasure accompanied by
the idea of an external cause, and hatred is pain accom-
panied by theidea of an external cause; the pleasure and
pain in question will be a species of love and hatred. But,
as the terms love and hatred are used in reference to exter-
nal objects, we will employ other names for the emotions
now under discussion: pleasure accompanied by the idea

! N.B. By ““men” in this an 1 the following propositions, I mean men
whom we regard without any particular emotion.
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of an external cause® we will style Honour, and the emotion
contrary thereto we will style Shame: I mean in such
cases as where pleasure or pain arises from a man’s belief,
that he is being praised or blamed: otherwise pleasurv
accompanied by the idea of an external cause’ is called sels-
complacency, and its contrary pain is called repentance.
Again, as 1t may happen (IL. xvi. Coroll.) that the pleasure,
wherewith a man conceives that he affects others, may exist
solely in his own imagination, and as (IIL. xxv.) evervone
endeavours to conceive concerning himself that which he
conceives will affect him with pleasure, it may easily come
to pass that a vain man may be proud and may imagine
that he is pleasing to all, when in reality he may be au
annoyance to all.

Pror. XXXI. If we conceive that anyone loves, desires, or
hates anything which we ourselves love, desire, or hate, we
shall thereupon regard the thing in question with more
steadfast love, &c. On the contrary, if we think that anyone
shrinks from something that we love, we shall undergo vac.l-
lation of soul.

Proof.—From the mere fact of conceiving that anvone
loves anything we shall ourselves love that thing (IIL
xxvil): but we arc assumed to love it already; there 1,
therefore, a new cause of love, whereby our former emotion
is fostered ; hence we shall thereupon love it more stead-
fastly. Again, from the mere fact of conceiving that any-
one shrinks from anything, we shall ourselves shrink from
that thing (III. xxvil.). If we assume that we at the same
time love it, we shall then simultaneously love it and
shrink from it; in other words, we shall be subject to
vacillation (III. xvii. note). Q.E.D.

Corollary.—From the foregoing, and also from TIT. xxviii.
it follows that everyone endeavours, as far as possible, to
cause others to love what he himself loves, and to hate
what he himself hates: as the poet says: ““As lovers let
us share every hope and every fear: ironhearted were he
who should love what the other leaves.”

1 So Van Vloten and Bruder. The Dutch version and Camerer read,
“an mternal cause.” “ Honour ” = Glorwa.
3 Ovid. Amores, IL xix, 4, 5. Spinoza transposes the verses.
¢ Speremus pariter, pariter metuamus amantes ;
Ferreus est, st quis, quod smit alter, amat.”



152 THE ETHICS. [PamT 111,

Note.—This endeavour to bring it about, that our own
likes and dislikes should meet with universal approval, is
really ambition (see ITIL. xxix. note) ; wherefore we see that
everyone by nature desires (appetere), that the rest of man-
kind should live according to his own individual disposi-
tion : when such a desire is equally present in all, everyone
stands in everyone else’s way, and in wishing to be loved or
praised by all, all become mutually hateful.

Prop. XXXIT. If we conceive that anyone takes delight
in something, which only one person can possess, we shall
endeavour to bring it about that the man in question shall not
gain possession thereof.

Proof —From the mere fact of our conceiving that
another person takes delight in a thing (ITL xxvii. and
Coroll.) we shall ourselves love that thing and desire to
take delight therein. But we assumed that the pleasure
in question would be prevented by another’s delight in its
object; we shall, therefore, endeavour to prevent his
possession thereof (ITI. xxviii.). Q.E.D.

Note—We thus see that man’s nature is generally so
constituted, that he takes pity on those who fare ill, and
envies those who fare well with an amount of hatred
proportioned to lus own love for the goods in their posses-
sion. Further, we see that from the same property of
human nature, whence it follows that men are merciful,
it follows also that they are envious and ambitious. Lastly,
if we make appeal to Experience, we shall find that she
entirely confirms what we have said ; more especially if we
turn our attention to the first years of our life. We find
that children, whose body is continually, as it were, in
equilibrium, laugh or cry simply because they see others
laughing or crying; moreover, they desire forthwith to
imitate whatever they see others doing, and to possess
themselves whatever they conceive as delighting others:
inasmuch as the images of things are, as we have said,
modifications of the human body, or modes wherein the
human body is affected and disposed by external causes to
act in this or that manner.

Pror. XXXTII. When we love a thing similar to ourselves
we endeavour, as far as we can, to bring about that it should
love us in return.
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Proof—That which we love we endeavour, as far as we
camn, to conceive in preference to anything else (IIL xiu).
If the thing be similar to ourselves, we shall endeavour to
affect it pleasurably in preference to anything else (ITI.
xxix.). In other words, we shall endeavour, as far as we
can, to bring it about, that the thing should be affected
with pleasure accompanied by the idea of ourselves, that 1s
(I11. xiii. note), that 1t should love us n return. Q.E.D.

Propr. XXXIV. The greater the emotion with which we
conceive a loved object to be affected towards us, the greater
will be our complacency.

Proof—We endeavour (III. xxxiii.), as far as we can, to
bring about, that what we love should love us in return:
in other words, that what we love should be affected with
pleasure accompanied by the idea of ourself as cause.
Therefore, in proportion as the loved object is more
pleasurably affected because of us, our endeavour will be
asgisted.—that is (IIL. x. and note) the greater will be
our pleasure. But when we take pleasure in the fact, that
we pleasurably affect something similar to ourselves, we
regard ourselves with pleasure (III. 30); therefore the
greater the emotion with which we conceive a loved object
to be affected, &c. Q.E.D.

Pror. XXXV. If anyone conceives, that an object of his
love joins itself to another with closer bonds of friendship than
he himself has attained to, he will be affected with hatred
towards the loved object and with envy towards his rival.

Proof—In proportion as a man thinks, that a loved
object is well affected towards him, will be the strength of
his self-approval (by the last Prop.), that is (III. xxx.
note), of his pleasure; he will, therefore (ITI. xxvii ), en-
deavour, as far as he can, to imagine the loved obfect as
most closely bound to him: this endeavour or desire will
be increased, if he thinks that someone else has a similar
desire (I11. xxxi.). But this endeavour or desire is assumed
to be checked by the image of the loved object in con-
junction with the image of him whom the loved object has
joined to itself; therefore (JII. xi. note) he will for that
reason be affected with pain, accompanied by the idea of
the loved object as a cause in conjunction with the image
of his rival; that is, he will be (IIL. xiii.) affected with
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hatred towards the loved object and also towards his rival
(III. xv. Coroll.), which latter he will envy as enjoying the
beloved object. Q.E.D.

Note.—This hatred towards an object of love joined with
envy is called Jealousy, which accordingly is nothing else
but a wavering of the disposition arising from combined
love and hatred, accompanied by the idea of some rival
who is envied. Further, this batred towards the object of
love will be greater, in proportion to the pleasure which
the jealous man had been wont to derive from the reci-
procated love of the said object; and also in proportion to
the feelings he had previously entertained towards his
rival. If he had hated him, he will forthwith hate the
object of his love, because he conceives it is pleasurably
affected by one whom he himself hates: and also because
he is compelled to associate the image of his loved one
with the image of him whom he hates. This condition
generally comes into play in the case of love for a woman:
for he who thinks, that a woman whom he loves prostitutes
herself to another, will feel pain, not only because his own
desire is restrained, but also because, being compelled to
associate the image of her he loves with the parts of shame
and the excreta of another, he therefore shrinks from her.

‘We must add, that a jealous man is not greeted by his
beloved with the same joyful countenance as before, and
this also gives him pain as a lover, as I will now show.

Prop. XXXVI. He who remembers a thing, in which he
has once taken delight, desires to possess it wunder the same
circumstances as when he first took delight therein.

Proof —Everything, which a man has seen in conjunction
with the object of his love, will be to him accidentally a
cause of pleasure (IIL xv.); he will, therefore, desire to
possess it, in conjunction with that wherein he has taken
delight ; in other words, he will desire to possess the object
of his love under the same circomstances as when he first
took delight therein. Q.E.D.

Corollary.—A lover will, therefore, feel pain if one of the
aforesaid attendant circumstances be missing.

Progf.—For, in so far as he finds some circumstance to
be missing, he conceives something which excludes its
existence. As he is assumed to be desirous for love’s sake
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of that thing or circumstance (by the last Prop ), he will,
in so far as he conceives it to be missing, feel pain (III.
xix.). Q.E.D.

Note.—This pain, in so far as it has reference to the
absence of the object of love, is called Regret.

Pror. XXXVIIL. Desire arising through pain or pleasure,
hatred or love, is greater in proportion as the emotion is greater.

Proof —Pain diminishes or constrains man’s power of
activity (IIT. xi. note), in other words (TII. vi1.), dimmishes
or constrains the effort, wherewith he endeavours to persist
in his own being; therefore (IIL. v.) it is contrary to the
said endeavour: thus all the endeavours of a man affected
by pain are directed to removing that pain. But (by the
definition of pain), in proportion as the pain is greater, so
also is it mnecessarily opposed to a greater part of man’s
power of activity; therefore the greater the pain, the
greater the power of activity employed to remove it; that
is, the greater will be the desire or appetite in endeavour-
ing to remove it. Again, since pleasure (III. xi. note)
increases or aids a man’s power of activity, it may easily
be shown in like manner, that a man affected by pleasure
has no desire further than to preserve it, and his desire
will be in proportion to the magnitude of the pleasure.

Lastly, since hatred and love are themselves emotions of
pain and pleasure, it follows in like manner that the endea-
vour, appetite, or desire, which arises through hatred or love,
will be greater in proportion to the hatred or love. Q.E.D.

Prop. XXXVIII. If a man has bequn to hate an object Of am
his love, so that love is thoroughly destroyed, he will, causes
being equal, regard it with more hatred than if he had never
loved it, and his hatred will be in proportion to the strength
of has former love.

Proof.—If a man begins to hate that which he had
loved, more of his appetites are put under restraint than
if he had never loved it. For love is a pleasure (II1. xiii.
note) which a man endeavours as far as he can to render
permanent (TTL. xxviii.) ; he does so by regarding the object
of his love as present, and by affecting it as far as he can
Pleasurably ; this endeavour is greater in proportion as the
love is greater, and so also is the endeavour to bring about
that the beloved should return his affection (ITT. xxxiii.).
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Now these endeavours are constrained by hatred towards
the object of love (IT1. xiii. Coroll. and ITI. xxiii.); wherefore
the lover (ITL. xi. note) will for this cause also be affected
with pain, the more so in proportion as his love has been
greater; that is, in addition to the pain caused by hatred,
there is a pain caused by the fact that he has loved the
object; wherefore the lover will regard the beloved with
greater pain, or in other words, will hate it more than if
he had never loved it, and with the more intensity in pro-
portion as his former love was greater. Q.E.D.

Pror. XXXTIX. He who hates anyone will endeavour to
do him an injury, unless he fears that a greater injury will
thereby accrue to himself; on the other hand, he who loves
anyone will, by the same law, seek to benefit him.

Proof—To hate a man is (III. xiii. note) to conceive
him as a cause of pain ; therefore he who hates a man will
endeavour to remove or destroy him. But if anything
more painful, or, in other words, a greater evil, should
accrue to the hater thereby—and if the hater thinks he
can avoid such evil by not carrying out the injury, which
he planned against the object of his hate—he will desire to
abstain from inflicting that injury (III. xxviii.), and the
strength of his endeavour (TII. xxxvii.) will be greater than
his former endeavour to do injury, and will therefore pre-
vail over it, as we asserted. The second part of this proof
proceeds in the same manner. Wherefore he who hates
another, ete. Q.E.D.

Note.—By good 1 here mean every kind of pleasure, and
all that conduces thereto, especially that which satisfies
our longings, whatsoever they may be. By evil, I mean
every kind of pain, especially that which frustrates our
longmgs. For I have shown (II. ix. note) that we in no
case desire a thing because we deem it good, but, contrari-
wise, we deem a thing good because we desire it : conse-
quently we deem evil that which we shrink from ; every-
one, therefore, according to his particular emotions, judges
or estimates what is good, what is bad, what is better, what
is worse, lastly, what is best, and what is worst. Thus a
miser thinks that abundance of money is the best, and
want of money -the worst; an ambitious man desires
nothing so much as glory, and fears nothing so much as
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shame. To an envious man nothing is more delightful
than another’s misfortune, and nothing more painful than
another’s success. So every man, according to his emotions,
judges a thing to be good or bad, useful or useless. The
emotion, which indices a man to turn from that which he
wishes, or to wish for that which he turns from, is called
timidity, which may accordingly be defined as the fear
whereby a man is induced to avord an evil which he regards
as future by encountering a lesser evil (I1. xxviii.). But if
the evil which he fears be shame, timidity becomes bash-
Julness. TLastly, if the desire to avoid a future evil be
checked by the fear of another evil, so that the man knows
not which to choose, fear becomes consternation, especially
if both the evils feared be very great.

Pror. XL.. He,who conceives himself to be hated by another,
and believes that he has given him nmo cause for haired, will
hate that other in return.

Proof.—He who conceives another as affected with
hatred, will thereupon be affected himself with hatred
(III. xxvii.), that is, with pain, accompanied by the idea of
an external cause. But, by the hypothesis, he conceives no
cause for this pain except him who is his enemy ; therefore,
from conceiving that he is hated by some one, he will be
affected with pain, accompanied by the idea of his enemy ;
in other words, he will hate his enemy in return. Q.E.D.

Note—He who thinks that he has given just cause for
hatred will (IIL. xxx, and note) be affected with shame;
but this case (ITL. xxv.) rarely happens. This reciproca-
tion of hatred may also arise from the hatred, which follows
an endeavour to injure the object of our hate (IIT. xxxix.).
He therefore who conceives that he is hated by another will
conceive his enemy as the cause of some evil or pain; thus
he will be affected with pain or fear, accompanied by the
idea of his enemy as cause; in other words, he will be
affected with hatred towards his enemy, as I said above.

Corollary I.—He who conceives, that one whom he loves
hates him, will be a prey to conflicting hatred and love.
For, in so far as he conceives that he is an object of hatred,
he is determined to bate his enemy in return. But, by the
hypothesis, he nevertheless loves him : wherefore he wili
b a prey to conflicting hatred and love.
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Corollary II.—If a man conceives that one, whom he has
hitherto regarded without emotion, has done him any in-
jury from motives of hatred, he will forthwith seek to re-
pay the injury in kind.

Proof—He who conceives, that another hates him, will
(by the last proposition) hate his enemy in return, and (III.
xxvi.) will endeavour to recall everything which can affect
him painfully ; he will moreover endeavour to do him an
injury (ITL. xxxix.). Now the first thing of this sort which
he conceives is the injury done to himself ; he will, therefore,
forthwith endeavour to repay it in kind. Q.E.D.

Note.—The endeavour to injure one whom we hate is

— called Anger; the endeavour to repay in kind injury done
to ourselves is called Revenge.

- Pror. XLL If anyome conceiwves that he is loved by
another, and believes that he has given mo cause for such love,
ke will love that other in return. (Cf. IIL xv. Coroll, and
IIT. xvi)

Proof.—This proposition is proved in the same way as
ithe preceding one. See also the note appended thereto.

Note.—1If he believes that he has given just cause for the
love, he will take pride therein (ITL. xxx. and note); this is
what most often happens (IT1. xxv.), and we said that its
contrary took place whenever a man conceives himself to be
hated by another. (See note to preceding proposition.)
This reciprocal love, and consequently the desire of bene-
fiting him who loves us (IIL. xxxix.), and who endeavours
to benefit us, is called gratitude or thankfulness. 1t thus
appears that men are much more prone to take vengeance
than to return benefits.

Corollary.—He who imagines, that he is loved by one
whom he hates, will be a prey to conflicting hatred and
love. This is proved in the same way as the first corollary
of the preceding proposition.

Note—If hatred be the prevailing emotion, he will
endeavour to injure him who loves him; this emotion is
called cruelty, especially if the victim be believed to have
given no ordinary cause for hatred.

Pror. XLII. He who has conferred a benefit on anyone
Jfrom motives of love or honour will feel pain, if he sees that
the benefit is received without gratitude.
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Proof —When a man loves something similar to himself,
he endeavours, as far as he can, to bring it about that he
should be loved thereby in return (TII. xxxiii.). Therefore
he who has conferred a benefit confers it in obedience to
the desire, which he feels of being loved in return; that is
(II1. xxxiv.) from the hope of honour or (IIl. xxx. note)
pleasure ; hence he will endeavour, as far as he can, to con-
ceive this cause of honour, or to regard it as actually exist-
ing. But, by the hypothesis, he conceives something else,
which excludes the existence of the said cause of honour:
wherefore he will thereat feel pain (III. xix.). Q.E.D.

Pror. XLIII. Hatred is increased by being reciprocated,
and can on the other hand be destroyed by love.

Progf —He who conceives, that an object of his hate
hates him in return, will thereupon feel a new hatred,
while the former hatred (by hypothesis) still remains (II1
xl.). But if, on the other hand, he conceives that the
object of hate loves him, he will to this extent (IIL
xxxviii ) regard himself with pleasure, and (III. xxix ) will
endeavour to please the cause of his emotion. In other
words, he will endeavour not to hate him (III. xli.), and
not to affect him painfully; this endeavour (III. xxxvii.)
will be greater or less in proportion to the emotion from
which it arises. Therefore, if it be greater than that which
anses from hatred, and through which the man endeavours
to affect painfully the thing which he hates, it will get the
better of 1t and banish the hatred from his mind. Q.E.D.

Prop. XLIV. Hatred which is completely vanquished by~
love passes into love: and love is thereupon greater than it
hatred had not preceded it

Proof —The proof proceeds in the same way as Prop.
xxxviil. of this Part: for he who begins to love a thing,
which he was wont to hate or regard with pain, from the
very fact of loving feels pleasure. To this pleasure in-
volved in love is added the pleasure arising from aid given
to the endeavour to remove the pain involved in hatred
(I11. xxxvii.), accompanied by the idea of the former object
of hatred as cause.

Note—Though this be so, no one will endeavour to hate
anything, or to be affected with pain, for the sake of en-
joying this greater pleasure; that is, no one will desire that
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he should be injured, in the hope of recovering from the
injury, nor long to be ill for the sake of getting well. For
everyone will always endeavour to persist in his being,
and to ward off pain as far as he can. If the contrary is
conceivable, namely, that a man should desire to hate some-
one, in order that he might love him the more thereafter,
he will always desire to hate him. For the strength of the
love is in proportion to the strength of the hatred, where-
fore the man would desire, that the hatred be continually
increased more and more, and, for a similar reason, he
would desire to become more and more ill, in order that he
might take a greater pleasure in being restored to health:
in such a case he would always endeavour to be ill, which
(IT1. vi.) is absurd.

Pror. XLV. If a man conceives, that anyone similar to
himself hates anything also similar to himself, which he loves,
he will hate that person.

Proof—The beloved object feels reciprocal hatred to-
wards him who hates it (III. x1.) ; therefore the lover, in
conceiving that anyone hates the beloved object, conceives
the beloved thing as affected by hatred, in other words
(IIL. xiii.), by pain ; consequently he is himself affected by
pain accompanied by the idea of the hater of the beloved
thing as cause; that is, he will hate him who hates any-
thing which he himself loves (III. xiii. note). Q.E.D.

Pror. XLVI. If a man has been affected pleasurably or
painfully by anyone, of a class or nation different from his
own, and if the pleasure or pain has been accompanied by the
idea of the said stranger as cause, under the general category
of the class or nation : the man will feel love or hatred, not
only to the individual stranger, but also to the whole class or
nation whereto he belongs.

Proof—This is evident from ITT. xvi.

Prop. XLVIL. Joy arising from the fact, that anything we
hate is destroyed, or suffers other injury, is mever unaccom-
panied by a certain pain in us.

Proof.—This is evident from IIT. xxvii. For in so far
as we conceive a thing similar to ourselves to be affected
with pain, we ourselves feel pain.

Note.—This proposition can aiso be proved from the
Corollary to I, xvii. Whenever we remember anything,
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even if it does not actually exist, we regard it only as present,
and the body is affected in the same manner; wherefore,
in so far as the remembrance of the thing is strong, a man
is determined to regard it with pain; this determination,
while the image of the thing in question lasts, is indeed
checked by the remembrance of other things excluding the
existence of the aforesaid thing, but is not destroyed : hence,
a man only feels pleasure in so far as the said determina-
tion is checked: for this reason the joy arising from the
injury done to what we hate is repeated, every time we re-
member that object of hatred. For, as we have said, when
the image of the thing in question is aroused, inasmuch
as it involves the thing’s existence, it determines the man
to regard the thing with the same pain as he was wont to
do, when it actually did exist. However, since he has joined
to the image of the thing other images, which exclude its
existence, this determination to pain is forthwith checked,
and the man rejoices afresh as often as the repetition takes
place. This is the cause of men’s pleasure in recalling
past evils, and delight in narrating dangers from which
they have escaped. For when men conceive a danger, they
conceive it as still future, and are determined to fear it;
this determination is checked afresh by the idea of freedom,
which became associated with the idea of the danger when
they escaped therefrom: this renders them secure afresh:
therefore they rejoice afresh.

Pror. XLVIIL. Love or hatred towards, for instance,
Peter is destroyed, if the pleasure involved in the former, or
the pain involved in the latter emotion, be associated with the
idea of another cause: and will be diminished in proportion
as we concetve Peter not to have been the sole cause of either
emotion.

Proof—This Prop. is evident from the mere definition
of love and hatred (IIL xiii. note). For pleasure is called
love towards Peter, and pain is called hatred towards
Peter, simply in so far as Peter is regarded as the cause of
one emotion or the other. When this condition of causality
is either wholly or partly removed, the emotion towards
Peter also wholly or in part vanishes. Q.E.D.

Pror. XLIX. Love or hatred towards a thing, which we
conceive to be free, must, other conditions being simar, be

1L u
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greater than if @ were felt towards a thing acting by ne-
cessity.

Proof.—A thing which we conceive as free must (I. Def.
vil.) be perceived through itself without anything else.
If, therefore, we conceive it as the cause of pleasure or
pain, we shall therefore (III. xiii. note) love it or hate it,
and shall do so with the 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, we
shall then (by the same Def. vii. Part 1.) conceive it notas
the sole cause, but as one of the causes of the emotion, and
therefore our love or hatred towards it will be less. Q.E.D.

Note.—Hence it follows, that men, thinking themselves
to be free, feel more love or hatred towards one another
than towards anything else: to this consideration we must
add the imitation of emotions treated of in ITL. xxvii. xxxiv.
x1. and xliii.

Pror. L. Anything whatever can be, accidentally, a cause
of hope or fear.

Proof—This proposition is proved in the same way as
IIT. xv., which see, together with the note to ITI. xviii.

Note—Things which are accidentally the causes of hope
or fear are called good or evil omens. Now, in so far as
such omens are the cause of hope or fear, they are (by the
definitionsof hope and feargiven in IIT. xviii. note) the causes
also of pleasure and pain; consequently we, to this extent,
regard them with love or hatred, and endeavour either to
invoke them as means towards that which we hope for, or
to remove them as obstacles, or causes of that which we
fear. It follows, further, from ITI. xxv., that we are naturally
so constituted as to believe readily in that which we hope for,
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 are
everywhere assailed. However, I do not think it worth
while to point out here the vacillations springing from hope
and fear; it follows from the definition of these emotions,
that there can be no hope without fear, and no fear with-
out hope, as I will duly explair in the proper place. Further,
in so far as we hope for or fear anything, we regard it with
love or hatred; thus everyone can apply by himself to
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hope and fear what we have said concerning love and
hatred.

Pror. L1. Different men may be differently affected by the
same object, and the same man may be differently affected at
different times by the same object.

Proof —The human body is affected by external bodies
in a variety of ways (II. Post. iii.). Two men may there-
fore be differently affected at the same time, and therefore
(by Ax. i. after Lemma iii. after II. xiii.) may be diffe-
rently affected by one and the same object. Further (by
the same Post.) the human body can be affected sometimes
in one way, sometimes in another ; consequently (by the
same Axiom) it may be differently affected at different
times by one and the same object. Q.E.D.

Note—We thus see that it is possible, that what one
man loves another may hate, and that what one man fears
another may not fear; or, again, that one and the same
man may love what he once hated, or may be bold where
he once was timid, and so on. Again, as everyone judges
according to his emotions what is good, what bad, what
better, and what worse (IIL. xxxix. note), it follows that
men’s judgments may vary no less than their emotions,!
hence when we compare some with others, we distinguish
them solely by the diversity of their emotions, and style
some intrepid, others timid, others by some other epithet.
For instance, I shall call a man inirepid, if he despises an
evil which I am accustomed to fear; if I further take into
consideration, that, in his desire to injure his enemies and to
benefit those whom he loves, he is not restrained by the
fear of an evil which is sufficient to restrain me, I shall call
him daring. Again, a man will appear timid to me, if he
fears an evil which I am accustomed to despise; and if I
further take into consideration that his desire is restrained
by the fear of an evil, which is not sufficient to restrain me,
I shall say that he is cowardly; and in like manner will
everyone pass judgment.

Lastly, from this inconstancy in the nature of human
judgment, inasmuch as a man often judges of things
solely by his emotions, and inasmuch as the things which

! This is possible, thongh the human mind is part of the divine n-
tellect, a8 I have shown in 11, xiii. note,



164 THE ETHICS, [PaRT 111

he believes cause pleasure or pain, and therefore endeavours
to promote or prevent, are often purely imaginary, not to
speak of the uncertainty of things alluded toin ITIL. xxviii. ;
we may readily conceive that a man may be at one time
affected with pleasure, and at another with pain, accom-
panied by the idea of himself as cause. Thus we can easily
understand what are Repentance and Self-complacency.,
Repentance 1s pain, accompanied by the idea of one’s self as
cause ; Self-complacency is pleasure accompanied by the idea
of one’s self as cause, and these emotions are most intense
because men believe themselves to be free (II1. xlix.).

Prop. LII. An object which we have formerly seen in con-
Junction with others, and which we do not conceive to have any
property that is not common to many, will not be regarded by
us for so long, as an object which we conceive to have some
property peculiar to itself.

Proof.—As soon as we conceive an object which we have
seen in conjunction with others, we at once remember those
others (IL. xviii. and note), and thus we pass forthwith from
the contemplation of one object to the contemplation of
another object. And this is the case with the object, which
we conceive to have no property that is not common to
many. For we thereupon assume that we are regarding
therein nothing, which we have not before seen in conjunc-
tion with other objects. But when we suppose that we
conceive in an object something special, which we have
never seen before, we must needs say that the mind, while
regarding that object, has in itself nothing which it can fall
to regarding instead thereof; therefore it is determined to
the contemplation of that object only. Thereforean object,
&e. QE.D.

Note—This mental modification, or imagination of a
particular thing, in so far as it is alone in the mind, is
called Wonder; but if it be excited by an object of fear, it
is called Consternation, because wonder at an evil keeps a
man 80 engrossed in the simple contemplation thereof, that
he has no power to think of anything else whereby he
might avoid the evil. If, however, the object of wonder be
8 man’s prudence, industry, or anything of that sort, inas-
much as the said man is thereby regarded as far surpassing
ourselves, wonder is called Veneration; otherwise, if a
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man’s anger, envy, &c., be what we wonder at, the emotion
is called Horror. Again, if it be the prudence, industry, or
what not, of a man we love, that we wonder at, our love
will on this account be the greater (IIL. xii.), and when
joined to wonder or veneration is called Devotion. We may
in like manner conceive hatred, hope, confidence, and the
other emotions, as associated with wonder; and we should
thus be able to deduce more emotions than those which
have obtained names in ordinary speech. Whence it is
evident, that the names of the emotions have been applied
in accordance rather with their ordinary manifestations
than with an accurate knowledge of their nature.

To wonder is opposed Contempt, which generally arises
from the fact that, because we see someone wondering at,
loving, or fearing something, or because something, at first
sight, appears to be like things, which we ourselves wonder
at, love, fear, &c., we are, in consequence (III. xv. Coroll.
and iii. xxvil.), determined to wonder at, love, or fear that
thing. But if from the presence, or more accurate contem-
plation of the said thing, we are compelled to deny concern-
ing it all that can be the cause of wonder, love, fear, &c.,
the mind then, by the presence of the thing, remains
determined to think rather of those qualities which are not
in it, than of those which are in it; whereas, on the other
hand, the presence of the object would cause it more par-
ticularly to regard that which is therein. As devotion
springs from wonder at a thing which we love, so does
Derision spring from contempt of a thing which we hate or
fear, and Scorn from contempt of folly, as veneration from
wonder at prudence. Lastly, we can conceive the emo-
tions of love, hope, honour, &ec., in association with con-
tempt, and can thence deduce other emotions, which are
not distinguished one from another by any recognized
name.

Pror. LIII. When the mind regards itself and ifs own
power of activity, it feels pleasure: and that pleasure is greater
an proportion to the distinctness wherewith it conceives itself
and its own power of activity.

Proof.—A man does not know himself except through
the modifications of his body, and the ideas thereof (II.
xix. and xxiii.). 'When, therefore, the mind is able to con-
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template itself, it is thereby assumed to pass to a greater
perfection, or (ITL.xi. note) to feel pleasure; and the pleasure
will be greater in proportion to the distinctness, wherewith
it is able to conceive itself and its own power of activity.
Q.E.D.

Corollary.—This pleasure is fostered more and more, in
proportion as a man conceives himself to be praised by
others. For the more he conceives himself as praised by
others, the more will he imagine them to be affected with
pleasure, accompanied by the idea of himself (III. xxix.
note) ; thus he is (ITL. xxvil.) himself affected with greater
pleasure, accompanied by the idea of himself. Q.E.D.

Pror. LIV, The mind endeavours to conceive only such
things as assert its power of activity.

Proof —The endeavour or power of the mind is the actual
essence thereof (ITI. vii.); but the essence of the mind
obviously only affirms that which the mind is and can do;
not that which it neither is nor can do; therefore the mind
endeavours to conceive only such things as assert or affirm
its power of activity. Q.E.D.

Pror. LV. When the mind contemplates its own weakness,
1t feels pain thereat.

Proof —The essence of the mind only affirms that which
the mind is, or can do; in other words, it is the mind’s
nature to conceive only such things as assert its power of
activity (last Prop.). Thus, when we say that the mind
contemplates its own weakness, we are merely saying that
while the mind is attempting to conceive something which
asserts its power of activity, it is checked in its endeavour
—in other words (III. xi. note), it feels pain. Q.E.D.

Corollary—This pain is more and more fostered, if a
man conceives that he is blamed by others; this may be
proved in the same way as the corollary to ITI

Note.—This pain, accompanied by the idea of our own
weakness, is called humility; the pleasure, which springs
from the contemplation of ourselves, is called self-love or
self-complacency. And inasmuch as this feeling is renewed
as often as a man contemplates his own virtues, or his own
power of activity, it follows that everyone is fond of
narrating his own exploits, and displaying the force both
of his body and mind, and also that, for this reason, men
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are troublesome one to another. Agam, it follows that
men are naturally envious (III. xxiv. note, and ITT. xxxi.
note), rejoicing in the shortcomings of their equals, and
feeling pain at their virtues. For whenever a man conceives
his own actions, he is affected with pleasure (III. lin.), 1u
proportion as his actions display more perfection, and he
conceives them more distinctly—that is (IL xl. note), 1n
proportion as he can distinguish them from others, and
regard them as something special. Therefore, a man will
take most pleasure in contemplating himself, when he con-
templates some quality which he denies to others. But, if
that which he affirms of himself be attributable to the idea
of man or animals in general, he will not be so greatly
pleased : he will, on the contrary, feel pain, if he conceives
that his own actions fall short when compared with those
of others. This pain (III xxviii.) he will endeavour to
remove, by putting a wrong construction on the actions of
his equals, or by, as far as he can, embellishing his own.

Tt is thus apparent that men are naturally prone to
hatred and envy, which latter is fostered by their education.
For parents are accustomed to incite their children to
virtue solely by the spur of honour and envy. But, per-
haps, some will scruple to assent to what I have said,
because we not seldom admire men’s virtues, and venerate
their possessors. In order to remove such doubts, I append
the following corollary.

Corollary—No one envies the virtue of anyone who is
not his equal.

Proof—Envy is a species of hatred (III. xxiv. note) or
(TII. xiii. note) pain, that is (ITL xi. note), a modification
whereby a man’s power of activity, or endeavour towards
activity, is checked. Buta man does not endeavour or de-
sive to do anything, which cannot follow from his nature as
it is given ; therefore a man will not desire any power of
activity or virtue (which is the same thing) to be attributed
to him, that is appropriate to another’s nature and foreign
to his own; hence his desire cannot be checked, nor he
himself pained by the contemplation of virtue in some one
unlike himself, consequently he cannot envy such an one.
But he can envy his equal, who is assumed to have the sanie
uature as himself, Q.E.D.
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Note.—When, therefore, as we said in the note to III.
lii.,, we venerate a man, through wonder at his prudence,
fortitude, &c., we do so, because we conceive those qualities
to be peculiar to him, and not as common to our nature;
we, therefore, no more envy their possessor, than we envy
trees for being tall, or lions for being courageous.

Pror. LVI. There are as many kinds of pleasuve, of pain,
of desire, and of every emotion compounded of these, such as
vacillations of spirit, or derived from these, such as love, hatred,
hope, fear, &c., as there are kinds of objects whereby we are
affected.

Proof.—Pleasure and pain, and consequently the emo-
tions compounded thereof, or derived therefrom, are
passions, or passive states (IIL. xi. note); now we are
necessarily passive (II1. i.),in so far as we have inadequate
ideas; and only in so far as we have such ideas are we
passive (IIL iii.) ; that is, we are only necessarily passive
(I1. x1. note), in so far as we conceive, or (II. xvii. and
note) in so far as we are affected by an emotion, which in-
volves the nature of our own body, and the nature of an
external body. Wherefore the nature of every passive
state must necessarily be so explained, that the nature of
the object whereby we are affected be expressed. Namely,
the pleasure, which arises from, say, the object 4, involves
the nature of that object 4, and the pleasure, which arises
from the object B, involves the nature of the object B;
wherefore these two pleasurable emotions are by nature
different, inasmuch as the causes whence they arise are by
nature different. So again the emotion of pain, which
arises from one object, is by nature different from the
pain arising from another object, and, similarly, in the
case of love, hatred, hope, fear, vacillation, &ec.

Thus, there are necessarily as many kinds of pleasure,
pain, love, hatred, &ec., as there are kinds of objects
whereby we are affected. Now desire is each man’s essence
or nature, in so far as it is conceived as determined to a
particular action by any given modification of itself (ITL.
i, note) ; therefore, according as a man is affected through
external causes by this or that kind of pleasure, pain, love,
hatred, &c., in other words, according as his nature is dis-
posed in this or that manner, so will his desire be of one
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kind or another, and the nature of one desire must neces-
sarily differ from the nature of another desire, as widely as
the emotions differ, wherefrom each desire arose. Thus
there are as many kinds of desire, as there are kinds of
pleasure, pain, love, &ec., consequently (by what has been
shown) there are as many kinds of desire, as there are
kinds of objects whereby we are affected. Q.E.D.

Note.—Among the kinds of emotions, which, by the last
proposition, must be very numerous, the chief are luzury,
drunkenness, lust, avarice, and ambition, being merely species
of love or desire, displaying the nature of those emotions in
a manner varying according to the object, with which they
are concerned. For by luxury, drunkenness, lust, avarice,
ambition, &c., we simply mean the immoderate love of
feasting, drinking, venery, riches, and fame. Further-
more, these emotions, in so far as we distinguish them
from others merely by the objects wherewith they are con-
cerned, have no contraries. For temperance, sobriety, and
chastity, which we are wont to oppose to luxury, drunken-
ness, and lust, are not emotions or passive states, but indi-
cate a power of the mind which moderates the last-named
emotions. However, I cannot here explain the remaining
kinds of emotions (seeing that they are as numerous as the
kinds of objects), nor, if I could, would it be necessary. It
is sufficient for our purpose, namely, to determine the
strength of the emotions, and the mind’s power over them,
to have a general definition of each emotion. It issufficient,
T repeat, to understand the general properties of the emo-
tions and the mind, to enable us to determine the quality
and extent of the mind’s power in moderating and checlk-
ing the emotions. Thus, though there is a great difference
between various emotions of love, hatred, or desire, for in-
stance between love felt towards children, and love felt
towards a wife, there is no need for us to take cognizance
of such differences, or to track out further the nature and
origin of the emotions.

Pror. LVIL. Any emotion of a given individual differs
from the emotion of another individual, only in so far as the
essence of the one individual differs from the essence of the
other.

Proof—This proposition is evident from Ax. i. (which
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see after Lemma iii. Prop. xiii. Part ii.). Nevertheless,
we will prove it from the nature of the three primary
emotions.

All emotions are attributable to desire, pleasure, or pain,
as their definitions above given show. But desire is each
man’s nature or essence (II1. ix. note) ; therefore desire in
one individual differs from desire in another individual,
only in so far 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’s power or endeavour to persist in his being is in-
creased or diminished, helped or hindered (III. xi. and
note). But by the endeavour to persist in its being, in so
far as it is attributable to mind and body in conjunction,
we mean appetite and desire (IT1. ix. note) ; therefore plea-
sure and pain are identical with desire or appetite, 1n so
far as by external causes they are increased or diminished,
helped or hindered, in other words, they are every man’s
nature ; wherefore the pleasure and pain felt by one man
differ from the pleasure and pain felt by another man,
only in so far as the nature or essence of the one man
differs from the essence of the other; consequently, any
emotion of one individual only differs, &e. Q.E.D.

Note.—Hence it follows, that the emotions of the animals
which are called irrational (for after learning the origin of
mind we cannot doubt that brutes feel) only differ from
man’s emotions, to the extent that brute nature differs
from human nature. Horse and man are alike carried
away by the desire of procreation; but the desire of the
former i1s equine, the desire of the latter is human. So
also the lusts and appetites of insects, fishes, and birds
must needs vary according to the several natures. Thus,
although each individual lives content and rejoices in that
nature belonging to him wherein he has his being, yet the
life, wherein each is content and rejoices, is nothing else
but the idea, or soul, of the said individual, and hence the
joy of one only differs in nature from the joy of another,
to the extent that the essence of one differs from the essence
of another. Lastly, it follows from the foregoing proposi-
tion, that there is no small difference between the joy which
actuates, say, a drunkard, and the joy possessed by a philo-
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sopher, as I just mention here by the way. Thus farX
have treated of the emotions attributable to man, in so far as
he is passive. It remains to add a few words on those
attributable to him in so far as he is active.

Prop. LVIIL. Besides pleasure and desire, which are passi-
vities or passions, there are other emotions derived jfrom
pleasure and desire, which are attribuiable to us in so far as
we are active.

Proof —When the mind conceives itself and its power of
activity, it feels pleasure (IIL. liii.): now the mind neces-
sarily contemplates itself, when it conceives a true or
adequate idea (II. xhii). But the mind does conceive cer-
tain adequate ideas (II. xl. note 2). Therefore, it feels
pleasure in so far as it conceives adequate ideas; that
is, in so far as it is active (IIL. i). Again, the mind,
both in so far as it has clear and distinect ideas, and in so
far as it has confused ideas, endeavours to persist in its
own being (III. ix.); but by such an endeavour we mean
desire (by the note to the same Prop.); therefore, desire is
also attributable to us, in so far as we understand, or
(III. i.) in so far as we are active. Q.E.D.

Pror. LIX. Among all the emotions atiributable to the
mind as active, there are none which cannot be referred to
pleasure or pain.

Proof.—All emotions can be referred to desire, pleasure,
or pain, as their definitions, already given, show. Now by
pain we mean that the mind’s power of thinking is dimi-
nished or checked (IIL xi. and note); therefore, in so far
as the mind feels pain, its power of understanding, that is,
of activity, is diminished or checked (III. 1) ; therefore, no
painful emotions can be attributed to the mind in virtue of
1ts being active, but only emotions of pleasure and desire,
which (by the last Prop.) are attributable to the mind in
that condition. Q.E.D.

Note.—All actions following from emotion, which are at-
tributable to the mind in virtue of its understanding, I
set down to strength of character (fortitudo), which I divide
into courage (animositas) and highmindedness (gemerositas).
By courage 1 mean the desire whereby every man strives to
preserve his own being in accordance solely with the dictates
of reason. By highmindedness I mean the desire whereby
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every man endeavours, solely under the dictates of reason, to
aid other men and to unite them to himself in friendship.
Those actions, therefore, which have regard solely to the
good of the agent I set down to courage, those which aim
at the good of others I set down to highmindedness. Thus
temperance, sobriety, and presence of mind in danger, &c.,
are varieties of courage; courtesy, mercy, &c., are varieties
of highmindedness.

I think I have thus explained, and displayed through
their primary causes the prineipal emotions and vacillations
of spirit, which arise from the combination of the three pri-
mary emotions, to wit, desire, pleasure, and pain. 1t is
evident from what I have said, that we are in many ways
driven about by external causes, and that like waves of the
sea driven by contrary winds we toss to and fro unwittin,
of the issue and of our fate. But I have said, that I have
only set forth the chief conflicting emotions, not all that
might be given. For, by proceeding in the same way as
above, we can easily show that love is united to repentance,
scorn, shame, &e. I think everyone will agree from what
has been said, that the emotions may be compounded one
with another in 50 many ways, and so many variations may
arise therefrom, as to exceed all possibility of computation.
However, for my purpose, it is enough to have enumerated
the most important; to reckon up the rest which I have
omitted would be more curious than profitable. It remains
to remark concerning love, that it very often happens that
while we are enjoying a thing which we longed for, the
body, from the act of enjoyment, acquires a new disposition,
whereby it is determined in another way, other images of
things are aroused in it, and the mind begins to conceive
and desire something fresh. For example, when we con-
ceive something which generally delights us with its flavour,
we desire to enjoy, that is, to eatit. But whilst we are
thus enjoying it, the stomach is filled and the body is other-
wise disposed. If, therefore, when the body is thus other-
wise disposed, the image of the food which is present be
stimulated, and consequently the endeavour or desire to
eat it be stimulated also, the new disposition of the body
will feel repugnance to the desire or attempt, and conse-
quently the presence of the food which we formerly longed
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for will become odious. This revulsion of feeling is called
satiety or weariness. For the rest, I have neglected the
outward modifications of the body observable in emotions,
such, for instance, as trembling, pallor, sobbing, laughter,
&e., for these are attributable to the body only, without
any reference to the mind. TLastly, the definitions of the
cmotions require to be supplemented ina few points; I will
therefore repeat them, interpolating such observations as I
think should here and there be added.

X DErFINITIONS OF THE EMOTIONS.

L Desire is the actual essence of man, in so far as it is
conceived, as determined to a particular activity by some
given modification of itself.

Ezplanation—We have said above, in the note to Prop.
ix. of this part, that desire is appetite, with consciousness
thereof ; further, that appetite 1s the essence of man, in so
far as it is determined to act in a way tending to promote
its own persistence. But, in the same note, I also re-
marked that, strictly speaking, I recognize no distinction
between appetite and desire. For whether a man be con-
scious of his appetite or not, it remains one and the same
appetite. . Thus, in order to avoid the appearance of tauto-
logy, I have refrained from explaining desire by appetite;
but I have taken care to define it in such a manner, as to
comprehend, under onme head, all those endeavours of
human nature, which we distinguish by the terms appetite,
will, desire, or impulse. I might, indeed, have said, that
desire is the essence of man, in so far as it is conceived as
determined to a particular activity; but from such a defi-
nition (cf. IL xxiii.) it would not follow that the mind can
be conscious of its desire or appetite Therefore, in order
to imply the cause of such consciousness, it was necessary
to add, in so far as i is defermined by some given modifica-
tion, &c. For, by a modification of man’s essence, we
understand every disposition of the said essence, whether
such disposition be innate, or whether it be conceived solely
under the attribute of thought, or solely under the attri.
bute of extension, or whether, lastly, it be referred simul-
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taneously to both these attributes. By the term desire,
then, I here mean all man’s endeavours, impulses, appe-
tites, and volitions, which vary according to each man’s
disposition, and are, therefore, not seldom opposed one to
another, according as a man is drawn in different directions,
and knows not where to turn,

II. Pleasure is the transition of a man from a less to a
greater perfection.

II. Pain is the transition of a man from a greater to a
less perfection.

Ezplanation.—I say transition : for pleasure is not per-
fection itself. For, if man were born with the perfection
to which he passes, he would possess the same, without the
emotion of pleasure. This appears more clearly from the
consideration of the contrary emotion, pain. No one can
deny, that pain consists in the transition to a less perfec-
tion, and not in the less perfection itself: for a man cannot
be pained, in so far as he partakes of perfection of any
degree. Neither can we say, that pain consists in the ab-
sence of a greater perfection. For absence is nothing,
whereas the emotion of pain is an activity ; wherefore this
activity can only be the activity of transition from a greater
to a less perfection—in other words, it is an activity
whereby a man’s power of action is lessened or constrained
{cf. IIL. xi. note). I pass over the definitions of merri-
ment, stimulation, melancholy, and grief, because these
terms are generally used in reference to the body, and are
merely kinds of pleasure or pain.

IV. Wonder is the conception (imaginatio) of anything,
wherein the mind comes to a stand, because the particular’
concept in question has no connection with other concepts
{cf. I1I. lii. and note).

Ezplanation—In the note to I xviii. we showed the
reason, why the mind, from the contemplation of one thing,
straightway falls to the contemplation of another thing,
namely, because the images of the two things are so asso-
ciated and arranged, that one follows the other. This state
of association is impossible, if the image of the thing be
new; the mind will then be at a stand in the contempla-
tion thereof, until it is determined by other causes to think
of something else.
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Thus the conception of a new object, considered in itself,
is of the same nature as other conceptions; hence, I do not
include wonder among the emotions, nor de I see why I
should so include it, inasmuch as this distraction of the
mind arises from no positive cause drawing away the mind
from other objects, but merely from the absence of a
cause, which should determine the mind to pass from the
contemplation of one object to the contemplation of
another.

1, therefore, recogmze only three prumtlve or primary
emotions (as I said in the note to ITI. xi.), namely, pleasure,
pain, and desire. I have spoken of wonder, simply because
it is customary to speak of certain emotions springing
from the three primitive ones by different names, when
they are referred to the objects of our wonder. I am led
by the same motive to add a definition of contempt.

V. Contempt is the conception of anything which touches
the mind so little, that its presence leads the mind to imagine
those qualities which are not in it, rather than such as are
in it (cf. TIL. li. note).

The definitions of veneration and scorn I here pass over,
for I am not aware that any emotions are named after
them.

VI. Love is pleasure, accompanied by the idea of an
external cause.

Ezplanation.—This definition explains sufficiently clearly
the essence of love; the definition given by those authors
who say that love is the lover’s wish to unite himself to the
loved object expresses a property, but not the essence of
love; and, as such authors have not sufficiently discerned
love’s essence, they have been unable to acquire a true con-
ception of its properties, accordingly their definition is on
all hands admitted to be very obscure. It must, however,
be noted, that when I say that it is a property of love, that
the lover should wish to unite himself to the beloved object,
I do not here mean by wisk consent, or conclusion, or a
free decision of the mind (for I have shown such, in IT.
xlviii,, to be fictitious); neither do I mean a desire of being
united to the loved object when it is absent, or of continu-
ing in its presence when it is at hand; for love can be con-
ceived without either of these desires; but by wish I
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mean the contentment, which is in the lover, on account of
the presence of the beloved object, whereby the pleasure of
the lover is strengthened, or at least maintained.

VII. Hatred is pain, accompanied by the idea of an ex-
ternal cause.

Ezplanation.—These observations are easily grasped after
what has been said in the explanation of the preceding
definition (cf. also II1. xin. note).

VIII. Inclination is pleasure, accompanied by the idea of
something which is accidentally a cause of pleasure.

IX. Aversion is pain, accompanied by the idea of some-
thing which is accidentally the cause of pain (cf. IIL xv,
note).

X. Devotion is love towards one whom we admire.

Fzplanation.—Wonder (admiratio) arises (as we have
shown, T1L lii.) from the novelty of a thing. If, therefore,
it happens that the object of our wonder is often conceived
by us, we shall cease to wonder at it; thus we see, that
the emotion of devotion readily degenerates into simple
love.

XI. Derision is pleasure arising from our conceiving the
presence of a quality, which we despise, in an object which
we hate.

Ezxplanation.—In so far as we despise a thing which we
hate, we deny existence thereof (JIL. lii. note), and to that
extent rejoice (ITL xx.). But since we assume that man
hates that which he derides, it follows that the pleasure in
question is not without alloy (cf. I11. xlvii. note).

XTI. Hope is an inconstant pleasure, arising from the
idea of something past or future, whereof we to a certain
extent doubt the issue.

XTII. Fear is an inconstant pain arising from the idea
of something past or future, whereof we to a certain extent
doubt the issue (cf. IIL. xviii. note).

Ezplanation.—From these definitions it follows, that there
is no hope unmingled with fear, and no fear unmingled
with hope. For he, who depends on hope and doubts con-
cerning the issue of anything, is assumed to conceive some-
thing, which excludes the existence of the said thing in the
future ; therefore he, to this extent, feels pain (cf. III. xix.);
consequently, while dependent on hope, he fears for the
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issue. Contrariwise he, who fears, in other words doubts,
concerning the issue of something which he hates, also
conceives something which excludes the existence of the
thing in question; to this extent he feels pleasure, and
consequently to this extent he hopes that it will turn out
as he desires (XI1. xx.).

XTIV. Confidence is pleasure arising from the idea of
something past or future, wherefrom all cause of doubt has
been removed.

XV. Despair is pain arising from the idea of something
past or future, wherefrom all cause of doubt has been re-
moved.

Ezplanation.—Thus confidence springs from hope, and
despair from fear, when all cause for doubt as to the issne
of an event has been removed : this comes to pass, because
man conceives something past or future as present and re-
gards it as such, or else because he conceives other things,
which exclude the existence of the causes of his doubt.
Yor, although we can never be absolutely certain of the
issue of any particular event (JL xxxi. Coroll), it may
nevertheless happen that we feel no doubt concerning it.
For we have shown, that to feel no doubt concerning a
thing is not the same as to be quite certain of it (II. xlix.
note). Thus it may happen that we are affected by the
same emotion of pleasure or pain concerning a thing past
or future, as concerning the conception of a thing present ;
this I have already shown in ITL xviii., to which, with its
note, I refer the reader.

XVI. Joy is pleasure accompanied by the idea of some-
thing past, which has bad an issue beyond our hope.

XVII. Disappointment is pain accompanied by the idea of
something past, which has had an issue contrary to our hope.

XVIIL. Pity is pain accompanied by the idea of evil,
which has befallen someone else whom we conceive to be
like ourselves (cf. ITL. xxii. note, and TII. xxvii. note).

Ezplanation.—Between pity and sympathy (misericordia)
there seems to be no difference, unless perhaps that the
former term is used in reference toa particular action, and
the latter in reference to a disposition.

XIX. Approval is love towards one who has done good
to another.

. N
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XX. Indignation is hatred towards onme who has done
evil 1o another.

Ezplanation.—1 am aware that these terms are employed
in senses somewhat different from those usually assigned.
But my purpose is to explain, not the meaning of words,
but the nature of things. I therefore make use of such
terms, as may convey my meaning without any violent de-
parture from their ordinary signification. One state-
ment of my method will suffice. As for the cause of the
above-named emotions see III, xxvii. Coroll 1., and IIT.
xxii. note.

XXI. Partiality is thinking too highly of anyone because
of the love we bear him.

XXTI. Disparagement is thinking too meanly of anyone,
because we hate him.

Explanation.—Thus partiality is an effect of love, and
disparagement an effect of hatred: so that partiality may
also be defined as love, in so far as it induces a man to think
too highly of a beloved object. Contrariwise, disparagement
may be defined as haired, in so far as it induces a man to
think too meanly of a hated object. Cf. TII. xxvi. note.

XXIII. Envy is hatred, in so far as it induces a man to
be pained by another’s good fortune, and to rejoice in an-
other’s evil fortune.

Lzplanation.—Envy is generally opposed to sympathy,
which, by doing some violence to the meaning of the word,
may therefore be thus defined:

XXIV. Sympathy (misericordia) is love, in so far as it
induces a man to feel pleasure at another’s good fortune,
and pain at another’s evil fortune.

Ezxplanation.—Concerning envy see the notes to IIT. xxiv.
and xxxii. These emotions also arise from pleasure or
pain accompanied by the idea of something external, as
cause either in itself or accidentally. I now pass on to
other emotions, which are accompanied by the idea of some-
thing within as a cause,

XXV. Self-approval is pleasure arising from a man’s
contemplation of himself and his own power of action.

XXVI. Humility is pain arising from a man’s contem-
plation of his own weakness of body or mind.

Ezplanation.—Self-complacency is opposed to humility,
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in so far as we thereby mean pleasure arising from a con-
templation of our own power of action; but, in so far as
we mean thereby pleasure accompanied by the idea of any
action which we believe we have performed by the free de-
cision of our mind, it is opposed to repentance, which we
may thus define:

XXVII. Repentance is pain accompanied by the idea of
some action, which we believe we have performed by the
free decision of our mind.

Ezplanation.—The causes of these emotions we have set
forth in IIL. L. note, and in ITI. L. liv, lv. and note.
Concerning the free decision of the mind see II. xxxv.
note. This is perhaps the place to call attention to the
fact, that it is nothing wonderful that all those actions,
which are commonly called wrong, are followed by pain,
and all those, which are called right, are followed by plea-
sure. We can easily gather from what has been said, that
this depends in great measure on education. Parents, by
reprobating the former class of actions, and by frequently
chiding their children because of them, and also by per-
suading to and praising the latter class, have brought it
about, that the former should be associated with pain
and the latter with pleasure. This is confirmed by expe-
rience. For custom and