
The Ethics 

DEMONSTRATED IN GEOMETRIC ORDER 

AND DIVIDED INTO FIVE PARTS, 

WHICH TREAT 

I. Of God 

IT. Of the Nature and Origin of the Mind 

Ill. Of the Origin and Nature of the Affects 

rv. Of Human Bondage, or the Powers of the Affects 

V. Of the Power of the Intellect, or on Human Freedom 

FIRST PART OF THE ETHICS 

OF Goo 

DEFINITIONS 

D 1: By cause of itself I understand that whose essence involves exis
tence, or that whose nature cannot be conceived except as existing. 

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

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

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

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

D 5: By mode I understand the affections of a substance, or that which is 
in another through which it is also conceived. 

D6: By God I understand a being absolutely infinite, that is, a substance 
consisting of an infinity of attributes, of which each one expresses an 
eternal and infinite essence. 
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II/46 Ex:p.: I say absolutely infinite, not infinite in its own kind; for if some-
thing is only infinite in its own kind, we can deny infinite attributes of 
it [NS: (i.e., we can conceive infinite attributes which do not pertain to 
its nature)}; but if something is absolutely infinite, whatever expresses 
essence and involves no negation pertains to its essence. 

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

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

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

AXIOMS 

Al: "Whatever is, is either in itself or in another. 

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

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

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

A5: Things that have nothing in common with one another also cannot 
be understood through one another, or the concept of the one does not 
involve the concept of the other. 

II/47 A6: A true idea must agree with its object. 

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

P 1: A substance is prior in nature to its affections. 
Dem.: This is evident from D3 and D5. 

P2: Two substances having different attributes have nothing in common with 
one another. 

Dem.: This is also evident from D3. For each must be in itself and be 
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conceived through itself, or the concept of the one does not involve the 
concept of the other. 

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

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

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

Dem.: Whatever is, is either in itself or in another (by Al), that is (by 
D3 and D5), outside the intellect there is nothing except substances and 
their affections. Therefore, there is nothing outside the intellect 
through which a number of things can be distinguished from one an-
other except substances, or what is the same (by D4), their attributes, II/48 

~d their affections, q.e.d. 

P 5: In Nature there cannot be two or more substances of the same nature or 
attribute. 

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

P6: One substance cannot be produced by another substance. 
Dem.: In Nature there cannot be two substances of the same attribute 

(by P5), that is (by P2), which have something in common with each 
other. Therefore (by P3) one cannot be the cause of the other, or cannot 
be produced by the other, q.e.d. 

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

Alternatively: This is demonstrated even more easily from the ab
surdity of its contradictory. For if a substance could be produced by 
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something else, the knowledge of it would have to depend on the 
knowledge of its cause (by A4). And so (by D3) it would not be a sub
stance. 

Il/49 P7: It pertains to the nature of a substance to exist. 
Dem.: A substance cannot be produced by anything else (by P6C); 

therefore it will be the cause of itself, that is (by Dl), its essence neces
sarily involves existence, or it pertains to its nature to exist, q.e.d. 

PS: Every substance is necessarily infinite. 
Dem.: A substance of one attribute does not exist unless it is unique 

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

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

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

11150 But if men would attend to the nature of substance, they would have 
no doubt at all of the truth of P7. Indeed, this proposition would be an 
axiom for everyone, and would be numbered among the common no
tions. For by substance they would understand what is in itself and is 
conceived through itself, that is, that the knowledge of which does not 
require the knowledge of any other thing. But by modifications they 
would understand what is in another, those things whose concept is 
formed from the concept of the thing in which they are. 
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This is how we can have true ideas of modifications which do not 
exist; for though they do not actually exist outside the intellect, never
theless their essences are comprehended in another in such a way that 
they can be conceived through it. But the truth of substances is not 
outside the intellect unless it is in them themselves, because they are 
conceived through themselves. 

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

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

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

From which it follows, .. 
II. that no definition involves or expresses any certain number of 
individuals, 

since it expresses nothing other than the nature of the thing defined. 
For example, the definition of the triangle expresses nothing but the 
simple nature of the triangle, but not any certain number of triangles. It 
is to be noted, 

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

Finally, it is to be noted, 

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

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

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

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

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

P 10: Each attribute of a substance must be conceived through itself 
Dem.: For an attribute is what the intellect perceives concerning a 

substance, as constituting its essence (by D4); so (by D3) it must be 
conceived through itself, q.e.d. 

II/52 Schol.: From these propositions it is evident that although two attri-
butes may be conceived to be really distinct (i.e., one may be conceived 
without the aid of the other), we still cannot infer from that that they 
constitute two beings, or two different substances. For it is of the nature 
of a substance that each of its attributes is conceived through itself, since 
all the attributes it has have always been in it together, and one could 
not be produced by another, but each expresses the reality, or being of 
substance. 

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

P 11: God, or a substance consisting of infinite attributes, each of which ex
presses eternal and infinite essence, necessarily exists. 

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

Alternatively: For each thing there must be assigned a cause, or rea
son, both for its existence and for its nonexistence. For example, if a 
triangle exists, there must be a reason or cause why it exists; but if it does 
not exist, there must also be a reason or cause which prevents it from II/53 

existing, or which takes its existence away. 
But this reason, or cause, must either be contained in the nature of the 

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

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

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

W54 Schol.: In this last demonstration I wanted to show God's existence a 
posteriori, so that the demonstration would be perceived more easily
but not because God's existence does not follow a priori from the same 
foundation. For since being able to exist is power, it follows that the 
more reality belongs to the nature of a thing, the more powers it has, of 
itself, to exist. Therefore, an absolutely infinite Being, or God, has, of 
himself, an absolutely infinite power of existing. For that reason, he 
exists absolutely. 

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

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

Perfection, therefore, does not take away the existence of a thing, but 
on the contrary asserts it. But imperfection takes it away. So there is 
nothing of whose existence we can be more certain than we are of the 
existence of an absolutely infinite, or perfect, Being-that is, God. For 
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since his essence excludes all imperfection, and involves absolute perfec
tion, by that very fact it takes away every cause of doubting his existence, 
and gives the greatest certainty concerning it. I believe this will be clear 
even to those who are only moderately attentive. 

Pl2: No attribute of a substance can be truly conceived from which it follows Il/55 

that the substance can be divided. 
Dem.: For the parts into which a substance so conceived would be 

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

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

P13: A substance which is absolutely infinite is indivisible. 
Dem.: For if it were divisible, the parts into which it would be divided 

will either retain the nature of an absolutely infinite substance or they 
will not. If the first, then there will be a number of substances of the 
same nature, which (by P5) is absurd. But if the second is asserted, then 
(as above [NS: P12]), an absolutely infinite substance will be able to 
cease to be, which (by Pll) is also absurd. 

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

Schol.: That substance is indivisible, is nnderstood more simply 
mf;!rely from this, that the nature of substance cannot be conceived nn
le5s as infinite, and that by a part of substance nothing can be under-
stood except a finite substance, which (by P8) implies a plain contra- Il/56 

diction. 

P 14: Except God, no substance can be or be conceived. 
Dem.: Since God is an absolutely infinite being, of whom no attribute 

which expresses an essence of substance can be denied (by D6), and he 
necessarily exists (by Pll), if there were any substance except God, it 
would have to be explained through some attribute of God, and so two 
substances of the same attribute would exist, which (by P5) is absurd. 
And so except God, no substance can be or, consequently, be conceived. 



But this (by the first part of this demonstration) is absurd. Th~~efore, 
except for God no substance can be or be conceived, q.e.d. 

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

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

Pl5: Whatever is, is in God, and nothing can be or be conceived without God. 
Dem.: Except for God, there neither is, nor can be conceived, any 

substance (by P14), that is (by D3), thing that is in itself and is conceived 
through itself. But modes (by D5) can neither be nor be conceived with
out substance. So they can be in the divine nature alone, and can be 
conceived through it alone. But except for substances and modes there 

II/57 is nothing (by Al). Therefore, [NS: everything is in God and] nothing 
can be or be conceived without God, q.e.d. 

Schol.: [I.] There are those who feign a God, like man, consisting of 
a body and a mind, and subject to passions. But how far they wander 
from the true lrnowledge of God, is sufficiently established by what has 
already been demonstrated. Them I dismiss. For everyone who has to 
any extent contemplated the divine nature denies that God is corporeal. 
They prove this best from the fact that by body we understand any 
quantity, with length, breadth, and depth, limited by some certain fig
ure. Nothing more absurd than this can be said of God, namely, of a 
being absolutely infinite. But meanwhile, by the other arguments by 
which they strive to demonstrate this same conclusion they dearly show 
that they entirely remove corporeal, or extended, substance itself from 
the divine nature. And they maintain that it has been created by God. 
But by what divine power could it be created? They are completely 
ignorant of that. And this shows clearly that they do not understand 
what they themselves say. At any rate, I have demonstrated clearly 
enough-in my judgment, at least-that no substance can be produced 
or created by another thing (see P6C and P8S2). Next, we have shown 
(P 14) that except for God, no substance can either be or be conceived, 
and hence [in P 14C2] we have concluded that extended substance is one 
of God's infinite attributes. But to provide a fuller explanation, I shall 
refute my opponents' arguments, which all reduce to these. 

[I I.] First, they think that corporeal substance, insofar as it is sub
stance, consists of parts. And therefore they deny that it can be infinite, 
and consequently, that it can pertain to God. They explain this by many 
examples, of which I shall mention one or two. 
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former, then an infinite is composed of two finite parts, which is absurd. 
If the latter [NS: i.e., if each part is infinite], then there is one infinite 
twice as large as another, which is also absurd. [ii] Again, if an infinite 
quantity is measured by parts [each] equal to a foot, it will consist of 
infinitely many such parts, as it will also, if it is measured by parts [each] 
equal to an inch. And therefore, one inE.nite number will be twelve 
times greater than another [NS: which is no less absurd]. [iii] Finally, if 

9 
we conceive that from one point of a certain infinite II/58 

< 
quantity two lines, say AB and AC, are extended to 

4. infinity, it is certain that, although in the beginning 
they are a certain, determinate distance apart, the 

e distance between B and C is continuously in
creased, and at last, from being determinate, it will 

become indeterminable. Since these absurdities follow-so they 
think-from the fact that an infinite quantity is supposed, they infer that 
corporeal substance must be finite, and consequently cannot pertain to 
God's essence. 

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

[IV.] These are the arguments which I find Authors using, to try to 
show that corporeal substance is unworthy of the divine nature, and 
cannot pertain to it. But anyone who is properly attentive will find that 
I have already replied to them, since these arguments are founded only 
on their supposition that corporeal substance is composed of parts, 
which I have already (Pl2 and Pl3C) shown to be absurd . ._.And then 
anyone who wishes to consider the matter rightly will see that all those 
absurdities (if indeed they are all absurd, which I am not now disputing), 
from which they wish to infer that extended substance is finite, do not 
follow at all from the fact that an infinite quantity is supposed, but from 
the fact that they suppose an infinite quantity to be measurable and 
composed of finite parts. So from the absurdities which follow from that 
they can infer only that infinite quantity is not measurable, and that it is 
not composed of finite parts. This is the same thing we have already 
demonstrated above (Pl2, etc.). So the weapon they aim at us, they 
really turn against themselves. If, therefore, they still wish to infer from 
this absurdity of theirs that extended substance must be finite, they are 
indeed doing nothing more than if someone feigned that a circle has the 
properties of a square, and inferred from that the circle has no center, 
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from which all lines drawn to the circumference are equal. For corpo
real substance, which cannot be conceived except as infinite, unique, 

II/59 and indivisible (see PS, 5, and 12), they conceive to be composed of 
finite parts, to be many, and to be divisible, in order to infer that it is 
finite. 

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

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

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

Il/60 For example, we conceive that water is divided and its parts separated 
from one another-insofar as it is water, but not insofar as it is corporeal 
substance. For insofar as it is substance, it is neither separated nor di
vided. Again, water, insofar as it is water, is generated and corrupted, 
but insofar as it is substance, it is neither generated nor corrupted. 

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

P 16: From the necessity of the divine nature there must follow infinitely many 
things in infinitely many modes, (i.e., everything which can foil under an 
infinite intellect). 

Dem.: This proposition must be plain to anyone, provided he attends 
to the fact that the intellect infers from the given definition of any thing 
a number of properties that really do follow necessarily from it (that is, 
from the very essence of the thing); and that it infers more properties 
the more the definition of the thing expresses reality, that is, the more 
reality the essence of the defined thing involves. But since the divine 
nature has absolutely infinite attributes (by 06), each of which also ex
presses an essence infinite in its own kind, from its necessity there must 
follow infinitely many things in infinite modes (i.e., everything which 
can fall under an infinite intellect), q.e.d. 

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

Cor. 2: It follows, second, that God is a cause through himself and ll/61 

not an accidental cause. 
Cor. 3: It follows, third, that God is absolutely the first cause. 

P 17: God acts from the ltws of his nature alone, and is compelled by no one . 
. nem.: We have just shown (P16) that from the necessity of the divine 

nature alone, or (what is the same thing) from the laws of his nature 
alone, absolutely infite things follow, and in Pl5 we have demonstrated 
that nothing can be or be conceived without God, but that all things are 
in God. So there can be nothing outside him by which he is determined 
or compelled to act. Therefore, God acts from the laws of his nature 
alone, and is compelled by no one, q.e.d. 

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

Cor. 2: It follows, second, that God alone is a free cause. For God 
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alone exists only from the necessity of his nature (by Pll and P14Cl), 
and acts from the necessity of his nature (by P17). Therefore (by D7) 
God alone is a free cause, q.e.d. 

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

II/62 the effect would not follow-which is absurd. 
Further, I shall show later, without the aid of this proposition, that 

neither intellect nor will pertain to God's nature. Of course I know 
there are many who think they can demonstrate that a supreme intellect 
and a free will pertain to God's nature. For they say they know nothing 
they can ascribe to God more perfect than what is the highest perfection 
in us. 

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

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

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

[11.] Further-to say something here also about the intellect and 
will which we commonly attribute to God-if will and intellect do per-
tain to the eternal essence of God, we must of course understand by 
each of these attributes something different from what men commonly 
understand. For the intellect and will which would constitute God's 
essence would have to differ entirely from our intellect and will, and IV63 

could not agree with them in anything except the name. They would 
not agree with one another any more than do the dog that is a heavenly 
constellation and the dog that is a barking animal. I shall demonstrate 
this. 

If intellect pertains to the divine nature, it will not be able to be 
Oike our intellect) by nature either posterior to (as most would have it), 
or simultaneous with, the things understood, since God is prior in cau
sality to all things (by Pl6Cl). On the contrary, the truth and formal 
essence of things is what it is because it exists objectively in that way 
in God's intellect. So God's intellect, insofar as it is conceived to consti
tute God's essence, is really the cause both of the essence and of the 
existence of things. This seems also to have been noticed by those 
who asserted that God's intellect, will, and power are one and the 
same. " 

Therefore, since God's intellect is the only cause of things (viz. as we 
have shown, both of their essence and of their existence), he must neces
sarily differ from them both as to his essence and as to his existence. For 
what is caused differs from its cause precisely in what it has from the 
cause [NS: for that reason it is called the effect of such a cause]. For 
example, a man is the cause of the existence of another man, bnt not of 1 
his essence, for the latter is an eternal truth. Hence, they can agree J 
entirely according to their essence. But in existing they must differ. And 
for ~at reason, if the existence of one perishes, the other's existence will 
not thereby perish. But if the essence of one could be destroyed, and 
become false, the other's essence would also be destroyed [NS: and be
come false]. 

So the thing that is the cause both of the essence and of the existence 
of some effect, must differ from such an effect, both as to its essence and 
as to its existence. But God's intellect is the cause both of the essence 
and of the existence of our intellect. Therefore, God's intellect, insofar 
as it is conceived to constitute the divine essence, differs from our intel
lect both as to its essence and as to its existence, and cannot agree with 
it in anything except in name, as we supposed. The proof proceeds in 
the same way concerning the will, as anyone can easily see. 
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P 18: God is the immanent, not the transitive, cause of all things. 
II/64 Dem.: Everything that is, is in God, and must be conceived through 

God (by P15), and so (by P16Cl) God is the cause of [NS: all] things, 
which are in him. That is the first [thing to be proven]. And then outside 
God there can be no substance (by P14), that is (by D3), thing which is 
in itself outside God. That was the second. God, therefore, is the imma
nent, not the transitive cause of all things, q.e.d. 

Pl9: God is eternal, or all God's attributes are eternal. 
Dem.: For God (by D6) is substance, which (by Pll) necessarily ex

ists, that is (by P7), to whose narure it pertains to exist, or (what is the 
same) from whose definition it follows that he exists; and therefore (by 
D8), he is eternal. 

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

Schol.: This proposition is also as clear as possible from the way I 
have demonstrated God's existence (Pll). For from that demonstra
tion, I say, it is established that God's existence, like his essence, is an 
eternal truth. And then I have also demonstrated God's eternity in an
other way (Descartes' Principles IP19), and there is no need to repeat it 
here. 

P20: God's existence and his essence are one and the same. 
Dem.: God (by P19) and all of his attributes are eternal, that is (by 

D8), each of his attributes expresses existence. Therefore, the same at
tributes of God which (by D4) explain God's eternal essence at the same 
time explain his eternal existence, that is, that itself which constitutes 

II/65 God's essence at the same time constitutes his existence. So his existence 
and his essence are one and the same, q.e.d. 

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

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

P21: All the things which follow from the absolute nature of any of God's 
attributes have arllJays had to exist and be infinite, or are, through the same 
attribute, eternal and infinite. 
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Dem.: If you deny this, then conceive (if you can) that in some attri
bute of God there follows from its absolute nature something that is 
finite and has a determinate existence, or duration, for example, God's 
idea in thought. Now since thought is supposed to be an attribute of 
God, it is necessarily (by Pll) infinite by its nature. But insofar as it has 
God's idea, [thought] is supposed to be finite. But (by D2) [thought] 
cannot be conceived to be :finite unless it is determined through thought 
itself. But [thought can] not [be determined] through thought itself, 
insofar as it constitutes God's idea, for to that extent [thought] is sup
posed to be :finite. Therefore, [thought must be determined} through 
thought insofar as it does not constitute God's idea, which [thought] 
nevertheless (by P 11) must necessarily exist. Therefore, there is thought 
which does not constitute God's idea, and on that account God's idea 
does not follow necessarily from the nature [of this thought] insofar as 
it is absolute thought (for [thought] is conceived both as constituting 
God's idea and as not constituting it). [That God's idea does not follow 
from thought, insofar as it is absolute thought] is contrary to the hy
pothesis. So if God's idea in thought, or anything else in any attribute 
of God (for it does not matter what example is taken, since the demon
stration is universal), follows from the necessity of the absolute nature 
of the attribute itself, it must necessarily be infinite. This was the first 
thing to be proven. 

Next, what follows in this way from the necessity of the nature of any 
attribute cannot have a determinate [NS: existence, or] duration. For if II/66 

you deny this, then suppose there is, in some attribute of GOd, a thing 
which follows from the necessity of the nature of that attribute-for 
example, God's idea in thought-and suppose that at some time [this 
idea] did not exist or will not exist. But since thought is supposed to be 
an attribute of God, it must eXist necessarily and be immutable (by Pll 
and P20C2). So beyond the limits of the duration of God's idea (for it 
is supposed that at some time [this idea} did not exist or will not exist) 
thought will have to exist without God's idea. But this is contrary to the 
hypothesis, for it is supposed that God's idea follows necessarily from 
the -given thought. Therefore, God's idea in thought, or anything else 
which follows necessarily from the absolute nature of some attribute of 
God, cannot have a determinate duration, but through the same attri-
bute is eternal. This was the second thing [NS: to be proven}. Note that 
the same is to be affirmed of any thing which, in some attribute of God, 
follows necessarily from God's absolute nature. 

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

P2 3: Every mode which exists necessarily and is infinite has necessarily had to 
follow either from the absolute nature of some attribute of God, or from some 
attribute, modified by a modification which exists necessarily and is infinite. 

Dem.: For a mode is in another, through which it must be conceived 
II/67 (by DS), that is (by P15), it is in God alone, and can be conceived 

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

P24: The essence of things produced by God does not involve existence. 
Dem.: This is evident from Dl. For that whose nature involves exis

tence (considered in itself), is its own cause, and exists only from the 
necessity of its nature. 

Cor.: From this it follows that God is not only the cause of things' 
beginning to exist, but also of their persevering in existing, or (to use a 
Scholastic term) God is the cause of the being of things. For-whether 
the things [NS: produced] exist or not-so long as we attend to their 
essence, we shall find that it involves neither existence nor duration. So 
their essence can be the cause neither of their e:xistence nor of their 
duration, but only God, to whose nature alone it pertains to exist [, can 
be the cause] (by P14Cl). 

P2 5: God is the efficient cause, not only of the existence of things, but also of 
their essence. 

Dem.: If you deny this, then God is not the cause of the essence of 
things; and so (by A4) the essence of things can be conceived without 

II/68 God. But (by P15) this is absurd. Therefore God is also the cause of the 
essence of things, q.e.d. 

Schol.: This proposition follows more clearly from Pl6. For from 
that it follows that from the given divine nature both the essence of 
things and their e:xistence must necessarily be inferred; and in a word, 
God must be called the cause of all things in the same sense in which he 
is called the cause of himself. This will be established still more clearly 
from the following corollary. 
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Cor.: Particular things are nothing but affections of God's attributes, 
or modes by which God's attributes are expressed in a certain and deter
minate way. The demonstration is evident from P15 and D5. 

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

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

P2 7: A thing which has been determined by God to produce an effect, cannot 
render itself undetermined. 

Dem.: This proposition is evident from A3. 

P28: Every singular thing, or any thing which is finite and has a determinate II/69 

existence, can neither exist nor be determined to produce an effect unless it is 
determined to exist and produce an effect by another cause, which is also finite 
and has a determinate existence; and again, this cause also can neither exist nor 
be determined to produce an effect unkss it is determined to exist and produce 
an effect by another, which is also finite and has a determinate existence, and 
so on, to infinity. 

Dem.: Whatever has been determined to exist and produce an effect 
has been so determined-by God (by P26 and P24C). But what is finite 
and has a determinate existence could not have been produced by the 
absolute nature of an attribute of God; for whatever follows from the 
absolute nature of an attribute of God is eternal and infinite (by P2l). It 
had, therefore, to follow either from God or from an attribute of God 
insofar as it is considered to be affected by some mode. For there is 
nothing except substance and its modes (by Al, D3, and D5) and modes 
(by P25C) are nothing but affections of God's attributes. But it also 
could not follow from God, or from an attribute of God, insofar as it is 
affected by a modification which is eternal and infinite (by P22). It had, 
therefore, to follow from, or be determined to exist and produce an 
effect by God or an attribute of God insofar as it is modified by a mod
ification whlch is finite and has a determinate existence. This was the 
first thing to be proven. 

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

II/70 Schol.: Since certain things had to be produced by God immediately, 
namely, those which follow necessarily from his absolute nature, and 
others (which nevertheless can neither be nor be conceived without 
God) had to be produced by the mediation of these first things, it fol
lows: 

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

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

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

Dem.: "Whatever is, is in God (by P15); but God cannot be called a 
contingent thing. For (by Pll) he exists necessarily, not contingendy. 
Next, the modes of the divine nature have also followed from it neces
sarily and not contingently (by P 16)-either insofar as the divine nature 
is considered absolutely (by P21) or insofar as it is considered to be 
determined to act in a certain way (by P28). Further, God is the cause 
of these modes not only insofar as they simply exist (by P24C), but also 
(by P26) insofar as they are considered to be determined to produce an 
effect. For if they have not been determined by God, then (by P26) it is 
impossible, not contingent, that they should determine themselves. 
Conversely (by P27) if they have been determined by God, it is not 

II/71 contingent, but impossible, that they should render themselves unde
termined. So all things have been determined from the necessity of the 
divine nature, not only to exist, but to exist in a certain way, and to 
produce effects in a certain way. There is nothing contingent, q.e.d. 

Schol.: Before I proceed further, I wish to explain here-or rather to 
advise [the reader]-what we must understand by Natura naturans and 
Natura naturata. For from the preceding I think it is already established 
that by Natura naturans we must understand what is in itself and is con
ceived through itself, or such attributes of substance as express an eter-
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nal and infinite essence, that is (by P14Cl and P17C2), God, insofar as 
he is considered as a free cause. 

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

P30: An actual intellect, whaher finite or infinite, must comprehend God's 
attributes and God's affections, and nothing else. 

Dem.: A true idea must agree with its object (by A6), that is (as is 
known through itself), what is contained objectively in the intellect 
must necessarily be in Nature. But in Nature (by P14Cl) there is only 
one substance, namely, God, and there are no affections other than 
those which are in God (by PIS) and which can neither be nor be con
ceived without God (by PIS). Therefore, an actual intellect, whether 
finite or infinite, must comprehend God's attributes and God's affec
tions, and nothing else, q.e.d. 

P3I: The actual intellect, whaher finite or infinite, like will, desire, love, and 
the like, must be referred to Natura naturata, not to Natura naturans. 

Oem.: By intellect (as is known through itself) we understand not IV72 

absolute thought, but only a certain mode of thinking, which mode dif-
fers from the others, such as desire, love, and the like, and S'O (by OS) 
must be conceived through absolute thought, that is (by PIS and 06), 
it must be so conceived through an attribute of God, which expresses 
the eternal and infinite essence of thought, that it can neither be nor be 
conceived without [tliat attribute]; and so (by P29S), like the other 
modes of thinking, it must be referred to Natura naturata, not to Natura 
naturans, q.e.d. 

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

P32: The will cannot be called a free cause, but only a necessary one. 
Dem.: The will, like the intellect, is only a certain mode of thinking. 

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

W73 Cor. 1: From this it follows, first, that God does not produce any 
effect by freedom of the will. 

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

P3 3: Things could have been produced by God in no other way, and in no other 
order than they have been produced. 

Dem.: For all things have necessarily followed from God's given na
ture (by Pl6), and have been determined from the necessity of God's 
nature to exist and produce an effect in a certain way (by P29). There
fore, if things could have been of another nature, or could have been 
determined to produce an effect in another way, so that the order of 
Nature was different, then God's nature could also have been other 
than it is now, and therefore (by Pll) that [other nature] would also 
have had to exist, and consequently, there could have been two or more 
Gods, which is absurd (by P14CI). So things could have been produced 
in no other way and no other order, and so on, q.e.d. 

W74 Schol. 1: Since by these propositions I have shown more clearly than 
the noon light that there is absolutely nothing in things on account of 
which they can be called contingent, I wish now to explain briefly what 
we must understand by contingent-but first, what [we must under
stand] by necessary and impossible. 

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

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

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

However, I have no doubt that many will reject this opinion as ab
surd, without even being willing to examine it-for no other reason 
than because they have been accustomed to attribute anoth-er freedom 
to God, far different from that we have taught (D7), namely, an absolute 
will. But I also have no doubt that, if they are willing to reflect on the 
matter, and consider properly the chain of our demonstrations, in the 
end they will utterly reject the freedom they now attribute to God, not IV75 

only as futile, but as a great obstacle to science. Nor is it necessary for 
me to repeat here what I said in P17S. 

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

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

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

Further, all the philosophers I have seen concecie that in God there is 
no potential intellect, but only an actual one. But since his intellect and 
his will are not distinguished from his essence, as they all also concede, 
it follows that if God had another actual intellect, and another will, his 

IV76 essence would also necessarily be other. And therefore (as I inferred at 
the beginning) if things had been produced by God otherwise than they 
now are, God's intellect and his will, that is (as is conceded), his essence, 
would have to be different [NS: from what it now is]. And this is absurd. 

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

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

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

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

P34: God's power is his essence itself 
Dem.: For from the necessity alone of God's essence it follows that TJJ77 

God is the cause of himself (by Pll) and (by P16 and P16C) of all 
things. Therefore, God's power, by which he and all things are and act, 
is his essence itself, q.e.d. 

P3 5: Whatever we conceive to be in God's power, necessarily exists. 
Dem.: For whatever is in God's power must (by P34) be so compre

hended by his essence that it necessarily follows from it, and therefore 
necessarily exists, q.e.d. 

P3 6: Nothing exists from whose nature some effect does not folkrt)). 
Dem: Whatever exists expresses the nature, or essence of God in a 

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

APPENDIX 

With these [demonstrations] I have explained God's nature and proper-
ties: that he exists necessarily; that he is unique; that he is and acts from 
the necessity alone of his nature; that (and how) he is the free cause of 
all things; that all things are in God and so depend on him that without 
him they can neither be nor be conceived; and finally, that all things 
have been predetermined by God, not from freedom of the will or abso-
lute good pleasure, but from God's absolute nature, or infinite power. 
Further, I have taken care, whenever the occasion arose, to remove prej
udices that could prevent my demonstrations from being perceived. But 
because many prejudices remain that could, and can, be a great obstacle 
to men's understanding the connection of things in the way I have ex
plained it, I considered it worthwhile to submit them here to the scru- ll/78 

tiny of reason. All the prejudices I here undertake to expose depend on 
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this one: that men conunonly suppose that all natural things act, as men 
do, on account of an end; indeed, they maintain as certain that God 
himself directs all things to some certain end, for they say that God has 
made all things for man, and man that he might worship God. 

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

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

Furthermore, they find-both in themselves and outside them
selves-many means that are very helpful in seeking their own advan
tage, for example, eyes for seeing, teeth for chewing, plants and animals 
for food, the sun for light, the sea for supporting fish [NS: and so with 
almost all other things whose natural causes they have no reason to 
doubt]. Hence, they consider all natural things as means to their own 
advantage. And knowing that they had found these means, not provided 
them for themselves, they had reason to believe that there was someone 
else who had prepared those means for their use. For after they consid-

II/79 ered things as means, they could not believe that the things had made 
themselves; but from the means they were accustomed to prepare for 
themselves, they had to infer that there was a ruler, or a number of 
rulers, of Nature, endowed with human freedom, who had taken care of 
all things for them, and made all things for their use. 

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

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

So they maintained it as certain that the judgments of the gods far 
surpass man's grasp. This alone, of course, would have caused the truth 
to be hidden from the human race to eternity, if mathematics, which is 
concerned not with ends, but only with the essences and properties of 
figures, had not shown men another standard of truth. And besides 
mathematics, we can assign other causes also (which it is unnecessary to 
enumerate here), which were able to bring it about that men [NS: -but 
very few, in relation to the whole human race- J would notice these 
common prejudices and be led to the true knowledge of things. II/80 

[11.] With this I have sufficiently explained what I promised in the 
first place [viz. why men are so inclined to believe that all things act for 
an endJ. Not many words will be required now to show that Nature has 
no end set before it, and that all final causes are nothing but human 
fictions. For I believe I have already sufficiently established it, both by 
the foundations and causes from which I have shown this prejudice to 
have had its origin, and also by Pl6, P32Cl, and C2, and all those 
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[propositions] by which I have shown that all things proceed by a certain 
eternal necessity of Nature, and with the greatest perfection. 

I shall, however, add this: this doctrine concerning the end turns Na
ture completely upside down. For what is really a cause, it considers as 
an effect, and conversely [NS: what is an effect it considers as a cause]. 
'What is by nature prior, it makes posterior. And finally, what is supreme 
and most perfect, it makes imperfect. For-to pass over the first two, 
since they are manifest through themselves-as has been established in 
PP2l-23, that effect is most perfect which is produced immediately by 
God, and the more something requires several intermediate causes to 
produce it, the more imperfect it is. But if the things which have been 
produced immediately by God had been made so that God would 
achieve his end, then the last things, for the sake of which the first would 
have been made, would be the most excellent of all. 

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

Nor ought we here to pass over the fact that the Followers of this 
doctrine, who have wanted to show off their cleverness in assigning the 
ends of things, have introduced-to prove this doctrine of theirs-a 
new way of arguing: by reducing things, not to the impossible, but to 
ignorance. This shows that no other way of defending their doctrine 
was open to them. For example, if a stone has fallen from a roof onto 
someone's head and killed him, they will show, in the following way, 

II/81 that the stone fell in order to kill the man. For if it did not fall to that 
end, God willing it, how could so many circumstances have concurred 
by chance (for often many circumstances do concur at once)? Perhaps 
you will answer that it happened because the wind was blowing hard and 
the man was walking that way. But they will persist: why was the wind 
blowing hard at that time? why was the man wallring that way at that 
same time? If you answer again that the wind arose then because on the 
preceding day, while the weather was still calm, the sea began to toss, 
and that the man had been invited by a friend, they will press on-for 
there is no end to the questions which can be asked: but why was the sea 
tossing? why was the man invited at just that time? And so they will not 
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stop asking for the causes of causes until you take refuge in the will of 
God, that is, the sanctuary of ignorance. 

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

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

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

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

And because those who do not understand the nature of things, but 
only imagine them, affirm nothing concerning things, and take the 
imagination for the intellect, they firmly believe, in their ignorance of 
things and of their own nature, that there is an order in things .. For II/82 

when things are so disposed that, when they are presented to us through 
the senses, we can easily imagine them, and so can easily remember 
them, we say that they are well-ordered; but if the opposite is true, we 
say that they are badly ordered, or confused. 

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

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

All of these things show sufficiently that each one has judged things 
according to the disposition of his brain; or rather, has accepted affec
tions of the imagination as things. So it is no wonder (to note this, t()O, 
in passing) that we find so many controversies to have arisen among 
men, and that they have finally given rise to skepticism. For although 

II/83 human bodies agree in many things, they still differ in very many. And 
for that reason what seems good to one, seems bad to another; what 
seems ordered to one, seems confused to another; what seems pleasing 
to one, seems displeasing to another, and so on. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

SECOND PART OF THE ETHICS 

OF THE NATURE AND ORIGIN OF THE MIND 

I pass now to explaining those things which must necessarily follow from the 
essence of God, or the infinite and eternal being-not, indeed, all of them, for 
we have demonstrated (IP 16) that infinitely many things must folkrcJJ from it 
in infinitely many modes, but only those that can lead us, by the hand, as it 
were, to the knowledge of the human mind and its highest blessedness. 

DEFINITIONS 

D 1: By body I understand a mode that in a certain and determinate way 
expresses God's essence insofar as he is considered as an extended thing 
(see IP25C). 

D2: I say that to the essence of any thing belongs that which, being 
given, the thing is [NS: also] necessarily posited and which, being taken 
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