
II. OF THE MIND 

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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away, the thing is necessarily [NS: also] taken away; or that without 
which the thing can neither be nor be conceived, and which can neither 
be nor be conceived without the thing. 

D 3: By idea I understand a concept of the mind which the mind forms 
because it is a thinking thing. 

E.xp.: I say concept rather than perception, because the word perceptibn seems 
Il/85 to indicate that the mind is acted on by the object. But concept seems to express 

an action of the mind. 

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

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

DS: Duration is an indefinite continuation of existing. 
E.xp.: I say indefinite because it cannot be determined at all through the very 

nature of the existing thing, nor even by the efficient cause, which necessarily 
posits the existence of the thing, and does not take it away. 

D6: By reality and perfection I understand the same thing. 

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

AXIOMS 

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

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

A3: There are no modes of thinking, such as love, desire, or whatever is 
Il/86 designated by the word affects of the mind, unless there is in the same 

individual the idea of the thing loved, desired, and the like. But there 
can be an idea, even though there is no other mode of thinking. 

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

AS: We neither feel nor perceive any singular things [NS: or anything 
of Natura naturata], except bodies and modes of thinking. 
See the postulates after P 13. 
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Il. OF THE MIND 

Pl: Thought is an attribute of God, or God is a thinking thing. 
Dem.: Singular thoughts, or this or that thought, are modes which 

express God's nature in a ceruin and determinate way (by IP25C). 
Therefore (by ID 5) there belongs to God an attribute whose concept all 
singular thoughts involve, and through which they are also conceived. 
Therefore, thought is one of God's infinite attributes, which expresses 
an eternal and infinite essence of God (see ID6), or God is a thinking 
thing, q.e.d. 

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

P2: Extension is an attribute of God, or God is an extended thing. 
Dem: The demonstration of this proceeds in the same way as that of II!S7 

the preceding proposition. 

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

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

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

But we have refuted this in IP32Cl and C2, and we have shown in 
IP16 that God acts with the same necessity by which he understands 
himself, that is, just as it follows from the necessity of the divine nature 
(as everyone maintains unanimously) that God understands himself, 
with the same necessity it also follows that God does infinitely many 
things in infinitely many modes. And then we have shown in IP34 that 
God's power is nothing except God's active essence. And so it is as im
possible for us to conceive that God does not act as it is to conceive that 
he does not exist. 

Again, if it were agreeable to pursue these matters further, I could 
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also show here that power which ordinary people fictitiously ascribe to 
God is not only human (which shows that ordinary people conceive 
God as a man, or as like a man), but also involves lack of power. But I do 
not wish to speak so often about the same topic. I only ask the reader to 
reflect repeatedly on what is said concerning this ma~er in Part I, from 
P16 to the end. For no one will be able to perceive rightly the things I 
maintain unless he takes great care not to confuse God's power with the 
human power or right of kings. 

P4: God's idea, from which infinitely many things follow in infinitely many 
modes, must be unique. 

Dem.: An infinite intellect comprehends nothing except God's at
tributes and his affections (by IP30). But God is unique (by IP14Cl). 
Therefore God's idea, from which infinitely many things follow in infi
nitely many modes, must be unique, q.e.d. 

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

Dem.: This is evident from P3. For there we inferred that God can 
form the idea of his essence, and of all the things that follow necessarily 
from it, solely from the fact that God is a thinking thing, and not from 
the fact that he is the object of his own idea. So the formal being of ideas 
admits God as its cause insofar as he is a thinking thing. 

But another way of demonstrating this is the following. The formal 
being of ideas is a mode of thinking (as is known through itself), that is 
(by IP25C), a mode which expresses, in a certain way, God's nature 
insofar as he is a thinking thing. And so (by IP 1 0) it involves the concept 
of no other attribute of God, and consequently (by IA4) is the effect of 

Ill89 no other attribute than thought. And so the formal being of ideas admits 
God as its cause insofar as he is considered only as a thinking thing, and 
so on, q.e.d. 

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

Dem.: For each attribute is conceived through itself without any 
other (by IPIO). So the modes of each attribute involve the concept of 
their own attribute, but not of another one; and so (by IA4) they have 
God for their cause only insofar as he is considered under the attribute 
of which they are modes, and not insofar as he is considered under any 
other, q.e.d. 
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II. OF THE MIND 

Cor.: From this it follQws that the formal being of things which are 
not modes of thinking does not follow from the divine nature because 
[God] has first known the things; rather the objects of ideas follow and 
are inferred from their attributes in the same way and by the same ne
cessity as that with which we have shown ideas to follow from the attri
bute of thought. 

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

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

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

Schol.: Before we proceed further, we must recall here what we II/90 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Dem.: The idea of a singular thing which actually exists is a singular 
mode of thinking, and distinct from the others (by PSC and S), and so 
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(by P6) has God for a cause only insofar as he is a thinking thing. But 
not (by IP2S) insofar as he is a thing thinking absolutely; rather insofar 
as he is considered to be affected by another [NS: determinate] mode of 
thinking. And God is also the cause of this mode, insofar as he is affected 
by another [NS: determinate mode of thinking], and so on, to infinity. 
But the order and connection of ideas (by P7) is the same as the order 
and connection of causes. Therefore, the cause of one singular idea is 
another idea, or God, insofar as he is considered to be affected by an
other idea; and of this also [God is the cause], insofar as he is affected by 
another, and so on, to infinity, q.e.d. 

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

Dem.: Whatever happens in the object of any idea, there is an idea of 
it in God (by P3), not insofar as he is infinite, but insofar as he is consid
ered to be affected by another idea of [NS: an existing] singular thing 
(by .!?9); but the order and connection of ideas (by P7) is the same as the 
order and connection of things; therefore, knowledge of what happens 
in a singular object will be in God only insofar as he has the idea of the 
same object, q.e.d. 

P 10: The being of substance does not pertain to the essence of man, or substance 
does not constitute the form of man. ' 

Dem.: For the being of substance involves necessary existence (by 
IP7). Therefore, if the being of substance pertained to the essence of 
man, then substance being given, man would necessarily be given (by II/93 

D2), and consequently man would exist necessarily, which (by AI) is 
absurd, q.e.d. 

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

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

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

Schol.: Everyone, of course, must concede that nothing can either be 
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or be conceived without God. For all confess that God is the only cause 
of all things, both of their essence and of their existence. That is, God 
is not only the cause of the coming to be of things, as they say, but also 
of their being. 

But in the meantime many say that anything without which a thing 
can neither be nor be conceived pertains to the nature of the thing. And 
so they believe either that the nature of God pertains to the essence of 
created things, or that created things can be or be conceived without 
God-or what is more certain, they are not sufficiently consistent. 

The cause of this, I believe, was that they did not observe the [proper] 
order of philosophizing. For they believed that the divine nature, which 
they should have contemplated before all else (because it is prior both 
in knowledge and in nature) is last in the order of knowledge, and that 
the things which are called objects of the senses are prior to all. That is 
why, when they contemplated natural things, they thought of nothing 
less than they did of the divine nature; and when afterwards they di
rected their minds to contemplating the divine nature, they could think 

II/94 of nothing less than of their first fictions, on which they had built the 
knowledge of natural things, because these could not assist knowledge 
of the divine nature. So it is no wonder that they have generally contra
dicted themselves. 

But I pass over this. For my intent here was only to give a reason why 
I did not say that anything without which a thing can neither be nor be 
conceived pertains to its essence--namely, because singular things can 
neither be nor be conceived without God, and nevertheless, God does 
not pertain to their essence. But I have said that what necessarily consti
tutes the essence of a thing is that which, if it is given, the thing is 
posited, and if it is taken away, the thing is taken away, that is, the es
sence is what the thing can neither be nor be conceived without, and 
vice versa, what can neither be nor be conceived without the thing. 

Pll: The first thing which constitutes the actual being of a human Mind is 
nothing but the idea of a singular thing which actually exists. 

Dem.: The essence of man (by PlOC) is constituted by certain modes 
of God's attributes, namely (by A2), by modes of thinking, of all of 
which (by A3) the idea is prior in nature, and when it is given, the other 
modes (to which the idea is prior in nature) must be in the same individ
ual (by A3). And therefore an idea is the first thing which constitutes the 
being of a human mind. But not the idea of a thing which does not exist. 
For then (by PSC) the idea itself could not be said to exist. Therefore, 
it will be the idea of a thing which actually exists. But not of an infinite 
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thing. For an infinite thing (by IP21 and 22) must always exist necessar
ily. But (by AI) it is absurd [that this idea should be of a necessarily 
existing object]. Therefore, the first thing which constitutes the actual 
being of a human mind is the idea of a singular thing which actually 
e:rists, q.e.d. 

Cor.: From this it follows that the human mind is a part of the infinite 
intellect of God. Therefore, when we say that the human mind per-
ceives this or that, we are saying nothing but that God, not insofar as he 
is infinite, but insofar as he is explained through the nature of the 
human mind, or insofar as he constitutes the essence of the human IV95 

mind, has this or that idea; and when we say that God has this or that 
idea, not only insofar as he constitutes the nature of the human mind, 
but insofar as he also has the idea of another thing together with the 
human mind, then we say that the human mind perceives the thing only 
partially, or inadequately. 

Schol.: Here, no doubt, my readers will come to a halt, and think of 
many things which will give them pause. For this reason I ask them to 
conti-nue on with me slowly, step by step, and to make no judgment on 
these matters until they have read through them all. 

Pl2: Whatever happens in the object of the idea constituting the human mind 
must be perceived by the human mind, or there will necessarily be an idea of 
that thing in the mind; that is, if the object of the idea consti.tuting"a human 
mind is a body, nothing can happen in that body which is not perceived by the 
mind. 

Dem.: For whatever happens in the object of any idea, the knowledge 
of that thing is necessarily in God (by P9C), insofar as he is considered 
to be affected fiy the idea of the same object, that is (by Pll), insofar as 
he constitutes the mind of some thing. Therefore, whatever happens in 
the object of the idea constituting the human mind, the knowledge of it 
is necessarily in God insofar as he constitutes the nature of the human 
min4, that is (by PllC), knowledge of this thing will necessarily be in 
the mind, or the mind will perceive it, q.e.d. 

Schol.: This proposition is also evident, and more clearly understood 
from P7S, which you should consult. 

P13: The object of the idea constituting the human mind is the body, or a W96 

certain mode of extension which actually exists, and nothing else. 
Dem.: For if the object of the human mind were not the body, the 

ideas of the affections of the body would not be in God (by P9C) insofar 
as he constituted our mind, but insofar as he constituted the mind of 
another thing, that is (by P 11 C), the ideas of the affections of the body 
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would not be in our mind; but (by A4) we have ideas of the affections of 
the body. Therefore, the object of the idea which constitutes the human 
mind is the body, and it (by Pll) actually exists. 

Next, if the object of the mind were something else also, in addition 
to the body, then since (by IP36) nothing exists from which there does 
not follow some effect, there would necessarily (by P12) be an idea in 
our mind of some effect of it. But (by AS) there is no idea of it. There
fore, the object of our mind is the existing body and nothing else, q.e.d. 

Cor.: From this it follows that man consists of a mind and a body, and 
that the human body exists, as we are aware of it. 

Schol.: From these [propositions] we understand not only that the 
human mind is united to the body, but also what should be understood 
by the union of mind and body. But no one will be able to understand 
it adequately, or distinctly, unless he first knows adequately the narure of 
our body. For the things we have shown so far are completely general 
and do not pertain more to man than to other individuals, all of which, 
though in different degrees, are nevertheless animate. For of each thing 
there is necessarily an idea in God, of which God is the cause in the 
same way as he is of the idea of the human body. And so, whatever we 
have said of the idea of the human body must also be said of the idea of 
any thing. 

II/97 However, we also cannot deny that ideas differ among themselves, as 
the objects themselves do, and that one is more excellent than the other, 
and contains more reality, just as the object of the one is more excellent 
than the object of the other and contains more reality. And so to deter
mine what is the difference between the human mind and the others, 
and how it surpasses them, it is necessary for us, as we have said, to know 
the nature of its object, that is, of the human body. I cannot explain this 
here, nor is that necessary for the things I wish to demonstrate. Never
theless, I say this in general, that in proportion as a body is more capable 
than others of doing many things at once, or being acted on in many 
ways at once, so its mind is more capable than others of perceiving many 
things at once. And in proportion as the actions of a body depend more 
on itself alone, and as other bodies concur with it less in acting, so its 
mind is more capable of understanding distinctly. And from these 
[truths] we can know the excellence of one mind over the others, and 
also see the cause why we have only a completely confused knowledge 
of our body, and many other things which I shall deduce from them in 
the following [propositions]. For this reason I have thought it worth
while to explain and demonstrate these things more accurately. To do 
this it is necessary to premise a few things concerning the nature of 
bodies. 
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Al ': All bodies either move or are at rest. 

A2': Each body moves now more slowly, now more quickly. 

L 1: Bodies are distinguished from one another by reason of motion and rest, 
speed and skrumess, and not by reason of substance. 

Dem.: I suppose that the first part of this is knovvn through it<>elf. But 
that bodies are not distinguished by reason of substance is evident both 
from IP5 and from IP8. But it is more clearly evident from those things 
which are said in IP15S. 

L2: All bodies agree in certain things. Il/98 

Dem.: For all bodies agree in that they involve the concept of one and 
the same attribute (by D 1), and in that they can move now more slowly, 
now more quickly, and absolutely, that now they move, now they are at 
rest. 

L3: A body which moves or is at rest must be determined to motion or rest by 
anot_her body, which has also been determined to motion or rest by another, and 
that again by another, and so on, to infinity. 

Dem.: Bodies (by Dl) are singular things which (by Ll) are distin
guished from one another by reason of motion and rest; and so (by 
IP2 8), each must be determined necessarily to motion or rest by another 
singular thing, namely (by P6), by another body, which (by AI') either 
moves or is at rest. But this body also (by the same reasoning) could not 
move or be at rest if it had not been determined by another to motion 
or rest, and this again (by the same reasoning) by another, and so on, to 
infinity, q.e.d. · 

Cor.: From this it follows that a body in motion moves until it is 
determined by another body to rest; and that a body at rest also remains 
at rest until it is determined to motion by another. 

This is also known through itself. For when I suppose that body A, 
say, is at rest, and do not attend to any other body in motion, I can say 
nothing about body A except that it is at rest. If afterwards it happens 
that body A moves, that of course could not have come about from the 
fact that it was at rest. For from that nothing else could follow but that 
body A would be at rest. 

If, on the other hand, A is supposed to move, then as often as we Il/99 

attend only to A, we shall be able to affirm nothing conce:rtllng it except 
that it moves. If afterwards it happens that A is at rest, that of course also 
could not have come about from the motion it had. For from the mo-
tion nothing else could follow but that A would move. Therefore, it 
happens by a thing which was not in A, namely, by an external cause, by 
which [NS: the body in motion, A] has been determined to rest. 
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AI": All modes by which a body is affected by another body follow both 
from the narure of the body affected and at the same time from the 
narure of the affecting body, so that one and the same body may be 
moved differently according to differences in the narure of the bodies 
moving it. And conversely, different bodies may be moved differently 
by one and the same body. 

A2": When a body in motion strikes against another 
which is at rest and cannot give way, then it is M 
reflected, so that it continues to move, and the angle of 
the line of the reflected motion with the surface of the 
body at rest which it struck against will be equal to the angle which the 
line of the incident motion makes with the same surface. 

This will be sufficient concerning the simplest bodies, which are dis
tinguished from one another only by motion and rest, speed and slow
ness. Now let us move up to composite bodies. 

Definition: "When a number of bodies, whether of the same or of different size, 
are so constrained by other bodies that they lie upon one another, or if they so 

II/100 move, whether with the same degree or different degrees of speed, that they 
communicate their motions to each other in a certain fixed manner, we shall 
say that those bodies are united with one another and that they all together 
compose one body or individual, which is disting;uished from the others by this 
union of bodies. 

A3'': As the parts of an individual, or composite body, lie upon one 
another over a larger or smaller surface, so they can be forced to change 
their position with more or less difficulty; and consequently the more or 
less will be the difficulty of bringing it about that the individual changes 
its shape. And therefore the bodies whose parts lie upon one another 
over a large surface, I shall call hard; those whose parts lie upon one 
another over a small surface, I shall call soft; and finally those whose 
parts are in motion, I shall call fluid. 

L4: If, of a body, or of an individual, which is composed of a number of bodies, 
some are removed, and at the same time as many others of the same nature take 
their place, the [NS: body, or the} individual will retain its nature, as before, 
without any change of its form. 

Dem,: For (by Ll) bodies are not distinguished in respect to sub
stance; what constitutes the form of the individual consists [NS: only] in 
the union of the bodies (by the preceding definition). But this [NS: 
union) (by hypothesis) is retaliled even if a continual change of bodies 
occurs. Therefore, the individual will retain its nature, as before, both 
in respect to substance, and in respect to mode, q.e.d. 
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L5: If the parts composing an individual become greater or less, but in such a 
proportion that they all keep the same ratio of motion and rest to each other as 
before, then the individual will likewise retain its nature, as before, without 
any change of form. 

Dem.: The demonstration of this is the same as that of the preceding 
lemma. 

L6: If certain bodies composing an individual are compelled to alter the motion 
they have from one direction to another, but so that they can continue their II/101 

motions and communicate them to each other in the same ratio as before, the 
individual will likewise retain its nature, without any change of form. 

Dem.: This is evident through itself. For it is supposed that it retains 
everything which, in its definition, we said constitutes its form. [NS: See 
the definition before L4.] 

L7: Furthermore, the individual so composed retains its nature, whether it, 
as a whole, moves or is at rest, or whether it moves in this or that direction, so 
long- as each part retains its motion, and communicates it, as before, to the 
others. 

Dem.: This [NS: also] is evident from the definition preceding L4. 
Schol.: By this, then, we see how a composite individual can be af

fected in many ways, and still preserve its nature. So far we have con
ceived an individual which is composed only of bodies which ue distin
guished from one another only by motion and rest, speed and slowness, 
that is, which is composed of the simplest bodies. But if we should now II/102 

conceive of another, composed of a number of individuals of a different 
nature, we shall find that it can be affected in a great many other ways, 
and still preserve its nature. For since each part of it is composed of a 
number of bodies, each part will therefore (by L7) be able, without any 
change of its nature, to move now more slowly, now more quickly, and 
consequendy communicate its motion more quickly or more slowly to 
the others. 

But if we should further conceive a third kind of individual, com
posed [NS: of many individuals] of this second kind, we shall find that 
it can be affected in many other ways, without any change of its form. 
And if we proceed in this way to infinity, we shall easily conceive that 
the whole of nature is one individual, whose parts, that is, all bodies, 
vary in infinite ways, without any change of the whole individual. 

If it had been my intention to deal expressly with body, I ought to 

have explained and demonstrated these things more fully. But I have 
already said that I intended something else, and brought these things 
forward only because I can easily deduce from them the things I have 
decided to demonstrate. 



THE ETHICS 

POSTULATES 

I. The human body is composed of a great many individuals of different 
natures, each of which is highly composite. 

II. Some of the individuals of which the human body is composed are 
fluid, some soft, and others, finally, are hard. 

IlL The individuals composing the human body, and consequently, 
the human body itself, are affected by external bodies in very many 
ways. 

rv: The human body, to be preserved, requires a great many other 
bodies, by which it is, as it were, continually regenerated. 

V. When a fluid part of the human body is detennined by an external 
II/103 body so that it frequently thrusts against a soft part [of the body], it 

changes its surface and, as it were, impresses on [the soft part] certain 
traces of the external body striking against [the fluid part]. 

VI. The human body can move and dispose external bodies in a great 
many ways. 

P 14: The human mind is capable of perceiving a great many things, and is the 
more capable, the more its body can be disposed in a great many ways. 

Dem.: For the human body (by Post. 3 and 6) is affected in a great 
many ways by external bodies, and is disposed to affect external bodies 
in a great many ways. But the human mind must perceive everything 
which happens in the human body (by P12). Therefore, the human 
mind is capable of perceiving a great many things, and is the more capa
ble [, NS: as the human body is more capable], q.e.d. 

P 15: The idea that constitutes the formal being I esse] of the human mind is 
not simpk, but composed of a great many ideas. 

Dem.: The idea that constitutes the formal being of the human mind 
is the idea of a body (by P 13 ), which (by Post. 1) is composed of a great 
many highly composite individuals. But of each individual composing 
the body, there is necessarily (by PSC) an idea in God. Therefore (by 
P7), the idea of the human body is composed of these many ideas of the 
parts composing the body, q.e.d. 

Pl6: The idea of any mode in which the human body is affected by external 
bodies must involve the nature of the human body and at the same time the 
nature of the external body. 

Il/104 Dem.: For all the modes in which a body is affected follow from the 
nature of the affected body, and at the same time from the nature of the 
affecting body (by Al" [II/99]). So the idea of them (by IA4) will neces
sarily involve the nature of each body. And so the idea of each mode in 
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which the human body is affected by an external body involves the na
ture of the human body and of the external body, q.e.d. 

Cor. 1: From this it follows, first, that the human mind perceives the 
nature of a great many bodies together with the nature of its own body.. 

Cor. 2: It follows, second, that the ideas which we have of external 
bodies indicate the condition of our own body more than the nature of 
the external bodies. I have explained this by many examples in the Ap
pendix of Part I. 

P 17: If the human body is affected with a mode that involves the nature of an 
external body, the human mind will regard the same external body as actually 
existing, or as present to it, until the body is affected by an affect that excludes 
the existence or presence of that body. 

Dem.: This is evident. For so long as the human body is so affected, 
the human mind (by P12) will regard this affection of the body, that is 
(by P16), it will have the idea of a mode that actually exists, an idea 
which involves the nature of the external body, that is, an idea which 
does not exclude, but posits, the existence or presence of the nature of 
the external body. And so the mind (by Pl6Cl) will regard the external 
body as actually existing, or as present, until it is affected, and so on, 
q.e.d. 

Cor.: Although the external bodies by which the human body has II/105 

once been affected neither exist nor are present, the mind will still be 
able to regard them as if they were present. 

Dem.: While external bodies so determine the fluid parts of the 
human body that they often thrust against the softer parts, they change 
(by Post. 5) their surfaces with the result (see A2" after L3) that they are 
reflected from it in another way than they used to be before, and still 
later, when the fluid parts, by their spontaneous motion, encounter 
those new surfaces, they are reflected in the same way as when they were 
driven against those surfaces by the external bodies. Consequently, 
while, thus reflected, they continue to move, they will affect the human 
body with the same mode, concerning which the mind (by P12) will 
think again, that is (by P 17), the mind will again regard the external 
body as present; this will happen as often as the fluid parts of the human 
body encounter the same surfaces by their spontaneous motion. So al
though the external bodies by which the human body has once been 
affected do not exist, the mind will still regard them as present, as often 
as this action of the body is repeated, q.e.d. 

Schol.: We see, therefore, how it can happen (as it often does) that we 
regard as present things which do not exist. This can happen from other 
causes also, but it is sufficient for me here to have shown one through 
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which I can explain it as if I had shown it through its true cause; still, I 
do not believe that I wander far from the true [cause] since all those 
postulates which I have assumed contain hardly anything which is not 
established by experience which we cannot doubt, after we have shown 
that the human body exists as we are aware of it (see P 13 C). 

Furthermore (from P17C and P 16C2), we clearly understand what is 
the difference between the idea of, say, Peter, which constitutes the 
essence of Peter's mind, and the idea of Peter which is in another man, 
say in Paul. For the former directly explains the essence of Peter's body, 

II/106 and does not involve existence, except so long as Peter exists; but the 
latter indicates the condition of Paul's body more than Peter's nature 
[NS: see PI6C2], and therefore, while that condition of Paul's body 
lasts, Paul's mind will still regard Peter as present to itself, even though 
Peter does not exist. 

Next, to retain the customary words, the affections of the human 
body whose ideas present external bodies as present to us, we shall call 
images of things, though they do not reproduce the [NS: external] fig
ures of things. And when the mind regards bodies in this way, we shall 
say that it imagines. 

And here, in order to begin to indicate what error is, I should like you 
to note that the imaginations of the mind, considered in themselves 
contain no error, or that the mind does not err from the fact that it 
imagines, but only insofar as it is considered to lack an idea which ex
cludes the existence of those things which it imagines to be present to it. 
For if the mind, while it imagined nonexistent things as present to it, at 
the same time knew that those things did not exist, it would, of course, 
attribute this power of imagining to a virtue of its nature, not to a vice-
especially if this faculty of imagining depended only on its own nature, 
that is (by ID7), if the mind's faculty of imagining were free. 

PIS: If the human body has once been affected by two or more bodies at the 
same time, then when the mind subsequently imagines one of them, it will 
immediately recollect the others also. 

Dem.: The mind (by P17C) imagines a body because the human body 
is affected and disposed as it was affected when certain of its parts were 
struck by the external body itself. But (by hypothesis) the body was then 
so disposed that the mind imagined two [or more] bodies at once; there
fore it will now also imagine two [or more] at once, and when the mind 
imagines one, it will immediately recollect the other also, q.e.d. 

Schol.: From this we dearly understand what memory is. For it is 
II/107 nothing other than a certain connection of ideas involving the nature of 

things which are outside the human body-a connection which is in the 
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mind according to the order and connection of the affections of the 
human body. 

I say, .first, that the connection is only of those ideas which involve the 
nature of things outside the human body, but not of the ideas which 
explain the nature of the same things. For they are really (by P 16) ideas 
of affections of the human body which involve both its nature and that 
of external bodies. 

I say, second, that this connection happens according to the order and 
connection of the affections of the human body in order to distinguish 
it from the connection of ideas which happens according to the order of 
the intellect, by which the mind perceives things through their first 
causes, and which is the same in all men. 

And from this we clearly understand why the mind, from the thought 
of one thing, immediately passes to the thought of another, which has 
no likeness to the first: as, for example, from the thought of the word 
pomum a Roman will immediately pass to the thought of the fruit [viz. 
an apple], which has no similarity to that articulate sound and nothing 
in common with it except that the body of the same man has often been 
affected by these two [NS: at the same time], that is, that the man often 
heard the word pomum while he saw the fruit. 

And in this way each of us will pass from one thought to another, as 
each one's association has ordered the images of things in the'body. For 
example; a soldier, having seen traces of a horse in the sand, will imme
diately pass from the thought of a horse to the thought of a horseman, 
and from that to the thought of war, and so on. But a farmer will pass 
from the thought of a horse to the thought of a plow, and then to that 
of a field, and so on. And so each one, according as he has been accus
tomed to join and connect the images of things in this or that way, will 
pass from one thought to another. 

Pl9: The human mind ekes not knO'"dJ the human body itself, nor does it know 
that it exists, except through ideas of affections by which the body is affected. 

Dem.: For the human mind is the idea itself, or knowledge of the WlOS 

human body (by PB), which (by P9) is indeed in God insofar as he is 
considered to be affected by another idea of a singular thing, or because 
(by Post. 4) the human body requires a great many bodies by which it is, 
as it were, continually regenerated; and [NS: because] the order and 
connection of ideas is (by P7) the same as the order and connection of 
causes, this idea will be in God insofar as he is considered to be affected 
by the ideas of a great many singular things. Therefore, God has the 
idea of the human body, or knows the human body, insofar as he is 
affected by a great many other ideas, and not insofar as he constitutes 
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the nature of the human mind, that is (by Pll C), the human mind does 
not know the human body. 

But the ideas of affections of the body are in God insofar as he consti
tutes the nature of the human mind, or the human mind perceives the 
same affections (by P12), and consequently (by P16) the human body 
itself, as actually existing (by P 17). 

Therefore to that extent only, the human mind perceives the human 
body itself, q.e.d. 

P20: There is also in God an idea, or knowledge, of the human mind, which 
follows in God in the same way and is related to God in the same way as the 
idea, or knowledge, of the human body. 

Dem.: Thought is an attribute of God (by Pl), and so (by P3) there 
must necessarily be in God an idea both of [NS: thought] and of all of 
its affections, and consequently (by P 11), of the human mind also. Next, 
this idea, or knowledge, of the mind does not follow in God insofar as 
he is infinite, but insofar as he is affected by another idea of a singular 
thing (by P9). But the order and connection of ideas is the same as the 
order and connection of causes (by P7). Therefore, this idea, or knowl
edge, of the mind follows in God and is related to God in the same way 
as the idea, or lmowledge, of the body, q.e.d. 

IV109 P2l: This idea of the mind is united to the mind in the same way as the mind 
is united to the body. 

Dem.: We have shown that the mind is united to the body from the 
fact that the body is the object of the mind (see P12 and 13); and so by 
the same reasoning the idea of the mind must be united with its own 
object, that is, with the mind itself, in the same way as the mind is united 
with the body, q.e.d. 

Schol.: This proposition is understood far more clearly from what is 
said in P7S; for there we have shown that the idea of the body and the 
body, that is (by P13), the mind and the body, are one and the same 
individual, which is conceived now under the attribute of thought, now 
under the attribute of extension. So the idea of the mind and the mind 
itself are one and the same thing, which is conceived under one and the 
same attribute, namely, thought. The idea of the mind, I say, and the 
mind itself follow in God from the same power of thinking and by the 
same necessity. For the idea of the mind, that is, the idea of the idea, is 
nothing but the form of the idea insofar as this is considered as a mode 
of thinking without relation to the object. For as soon as someone 
lmows something, he thereby lmows that he lmows it, and at the same 
time lmows that he knows that he lmows, and so on, to infinity. But 
more on these matters later. 
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P22: The human mind perceives not only the affections of the body, but also the 
ideas of these affections. 

Dem.: The ideas of the ideas of the affections follow in God in the 
same way and are related to God in the same way as the ideas themselves 
of the affections (this is demonstrated in the same way as P20). But the 
ideas of the affections of the body are in the human mind (by Pl2), that 
is (by PllC), in God, insofar as he constitutes the essence of the human II/110 

mind. Therefore, the ideas of these ideas will be in God insofar as he has 
the knowledge, or idea, of the human mind, that is (by P2l), they will be 
in the human mind itself, which for that reason perceives not only the 
affections of the body, but also their ideas, q.e.d. 

P23:. The mind does not know itself, except insofar as it perceives the ideas of 
the affections of the body. 

Dem.: The idea, or knowledge, of the mind (by P20) follows in God 
in the same way, and is related to God in the same way as the idea, or 
knowledge, of the body. But since (by Pl9) the human mind does not 
know the human body itself, that is (by P 11 C), since the knowledge of 
the human body is not related to God insofar as he constitutes the na
ture of the human mind, the knowledge of the mind is also not related 
to God insofar as he constitutes the essence of the human mind. And so 
(again by PllC) to that extent the human mind does not know itself. 

Next, the ideas of the affections by which the body is affected involve 
the natuie of the human body itself (by P16), that is (by P13), agree with 
the nature of the mind. So knowledge of these ideas will necessarily 
involve knowledge of the mind. But (by P22) knowledge of these ideas 
is in the human mind itself. Therefore, the human mind, to that extent 
only, knows itself, q.e.d. 

P2 4: The human mind does not involve adequate knowledge of the parts com
posing the human body. 

Dem.: The parts composing the human body pertain to the essence 
of the body itself only insofar as they communicate their motions to one 
another in a certain fixed manner (see the definition after L3 C), and not II/111 

insofar as they can be considered as individuals, without relation to the 
human body. For (by Post. 1) the parts of the human body are highly 
composite individuals, whose parts (by L4) can be separated from the 
human body and communicate their motions (see Al" after L3) to other 
bodies in another manner, while the human body completely preserves 
its nature and form. And so the idea, or knowledge, of each part will be 
in God (by P3 ), insofar as he is considered to be affected by another idea 
of a singular thing (by P9), a singular thing which is prior, in the order 
of Nature, to the part itself (by P7). The same must also be said of each 
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part of the individual composing the human body. And so, the knowl
edge of each part composing the human body is in God insofar as he is 
affected with a great many ideas of things, and not insofar as he has only 
the idea of the human body, that is (by P 13 ), the idea which constitutes 
the nature of the human mind. And so, by (P 11 C) the human mind does 
not involve adequate knowledge of the parts composing the human 
body, q.e.d. 

P25: The idea of any affection of the human body does not involve adequate 
knowledge of an external body. 

Dem.: We have shown (Pl6) that the idea of an affection of the 
human body involves the nature of an external body insofar as the exter
nal body determines the human body in a certain fixed way. But insofar 
as the external body is an Individual which is not related to the human 
body, the idea, or knowledge, of it is in God (by P9) insofar as God is 
considered to be affected with the idea of another thing which (by P7) 
is prior in nature to the external body itself. So adequate knowledge of 
the external body is not in God insofar as he has the idea of an affection 
of the human body, or the idea of an affection of the human body does 
not involve adequate knowledge of the external body, q.e.d. 

II/112 P2 6: The human mind does not perceive any external body as actually existing, 
except through the ideas of the affections of its own body. 

Dem.: If the human body is not affected by an external body in any 
way, then (by P7) the idea of the human body, that is (by P13) the 
human mind, is also not affected in any way by the idea of the existence 
of that body, or it does not perceive the existence of that external body 
in any way. But insofar as the human body is affected by an external 
body in some way, to that extent [the human mind] (by P16 and P16Cl) 
perceives the external body, q.e.d. 

Cor.: Insofar as the human mind imagines an external body, it does 
not have adequate knowledge of it. 

Dem.: When the human mind regards external bodies through ideas 
of the affections of its own body, then we say that it imagines (see P17S); 
and the mind cannot in any other way (by P26) imagine external bodies 
as actually existing. And so (by P25), insofar as the mind imagines exter
nal bodies, it does not have adequate knowledge of them, q.e.d. 

P2 7: The idea of any affection of the human body does not involve adequate 
knowledge of the human body itself 

Dem.: Any idea of any affection of the human body in.volves the na
ture of the human body insofar as the human body itself is considered 
to be affected with a certain definite mode (see P16). But insofar as the 
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human body is an individual, which can be affected with many other II/113 

modes, the idea of this [affection] and so on. (See P25D.) 

P2 8: The ideas of the affections of the human body, insofar as they are related 
only to the human mind, are not clear and distinct, but confused. 

Dem.: For the ideas of the affections of the human body involve the 
nature of external bodies as much as that of the human body (by P16), 
and must involve the nature not only of the human body [NS: as a 
whole], but also of its parts; for the affections are modes (by Post. 3) 
with which the parts of the human body, and consequently the whole 
body, are affected. But (by P24 and P25) adequate knowledge of exter
nal bodies and of the parts composing the human body is in God, not 
insofar as he is considered to be affected with the human mind, but 
insofar as he is considered to be affected with other ideas. Therefore, 
these ideas of the affections, insofar as they are related only to the 
human mind, are like conclusions without premises, that is (as is knovvn 
through itself), they are confused ideas, q.e.d. 

Schol.: In the same way we can demonstrate that the idea which con
stitutes the nature of the human mind is not, considered in itself alone, 
clear and distinct; we can also demonstrate the same of the idea of the 
human mind and the ideas of the ideas of the human body's affections 
[NS: viz. that they are confused], insofar as they are referred to the mind 
alone. Anyone can easily see this. " 

P29: The idea of the idea of any affoction of the human body does not involve 
adequate knowledge of the human mind. 

Dem.: For the idea of an affection of the human body (by P27) does 
not involve adequate knowledge of the body itself, or does not express IV114 

its nature adequately, that is (by P13), does not agree adequately with 
the nature of the mind; and so (by IA6) the idea of this idea does not 
express the nature of the human mind adequately, or does not involve 
adequate lrnowledge of it, q.e.d. 

Cor.: From this it follows that so long as the human mind perceives 
things from the common order of Nature, it does not have an adequate, 
but only a confused and mutilated knowledge of itself, of its own body, 
and of external bodies. For the mind does not know itself except insofar 
as it perceives ideas of the affections of the body (by P23). But it does 
not perceive its own body (by P19) except through the very ideas them
selves of the affections [of the body], and it is also through them alone 
that it perceives external bodies (by P26). And so, insofar as it has these 
[ideas], then neither of itself (by P29), nor of its ovvn body (by P27), nor 
of external bodies (by P25) does it have an adequate knowledge, but 
only (by P28 and P28S) a mutilated and confused knowledge, q.e.d. 
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Schol.: I say expressly that the mind has, not an adequate, but only a 
confused [NS: and mutilated] knowledge, of itself, of its own body, and 
of external bodies, so long as it perceives things from the common order 
of Nature, that is, so long as it is determined externally, from fortuitous 
encounters with things, to regard this or that, and not so long as it is 
determined internally, from the fact that it regards a number of things 
at once, to understand their agreements, differences, and oppositions. 
For so often as it is disposed internally, in this or another way, then it 
regards things clearly and distinctly, as I shall show below. 

P30: We can have only an entirely inadequate kno--11Jledge of the duration of 
our body. 

Dem.: Our body's duration depends neither on its essence (by AI), 
II/115 nor even on God's absolute nature (by IP21). But (by IP28) it is deter

mined to exist and produce an effect from such [NS: other] causes as are 
also determined by others to exist and produce an effect in a certain and 
determinate manner, and these again by others, and so to infinity. 
Therefore, the duration of our body depends on the common order of 
Nature and the constitution of things. But adequate knowledge of how 
things are constituted is in God, insofar as he has the ideas of all of 
them, and not insofar as he has only the idea of the human body (by 
P9C). So the lmowledge of the duration of our body is quite inadequate 
in God, insofar as he is considered to constitute only the nature of the 
human mind, that is (by PllC), this knowledge is quite inadequate in 
our mind, q.e.d. 

P31: We can have only an entirely inadequate knowledge of the duration of the 
singular things which are outside us. 

Dem.: For each singular thing, like the human body, must be deter
mined by another singular thing to exist and produce effects in a certain 
and determinate way, and this again by another, and so to infinity (by 
IP28). But since (in P30) we have demonstrated from this common 
property of singular things that we have only a very inadequate knowl
edge of the duration of our body, we shall have to draw the same conclu
sion concerning the duration of singular things [outside us], namely, 
that we can have only a very inadequate knowledge of their duration, 
q.e.d. 

Cor.: From this it follows that all particular things are contingent and 
corruptible. For we can have no adequate knowledge of their duration 
(by P31), and that is what we must understand by the contingency of 
things and the possibility of their corruption (see IP33Sl). For (by 

II/116 IP29) beyond that there is no contingency. 
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P32: All ideas, insofar as they are related to God, are true. 
Dem.: For all ideas which are in God agree entirely with their objects 

(by P7C), and so (by IA6) they are all true, q.e.d. 

P3 3: There is nothing positive in ideas on account of which they are called false. 
Dem.: If you deny this, conceive (if possible)· a positive mode of 

thinking which constitutes the form of error, or falsity. This mode of 
thinking cannot be in God (by P32). But it also can neither be nor be 
conceived outside God (by IP15). And so there can be nothing positive 
in ideas on account of which they are called false, q.e.d. 

P34:-Every idea which in us is absolute, or adequate and peifect, is true. 
Dem.: When we say that there is in us an adequate and perfect idea, 

we are saying nothing but that (by P 11 C) there is an adequate and per
fect idea in God insofar as he constitutes the essence of our mind, and 
consequently (by P32) we are saying nothing but that such an idea is 
true, q.e.d. 

P35: Falsity consists in the privation of knowledge which inadequate, or muti
lated and confused, ideas involve. 

Dem.: There is nothing positive in ideas which constitutes the form II/117 

of falsity (by P3 3); but falsity cannot consist in an absolute privation (for 
it is minds, not bodies, which are said to err, or be deceived), no:J;.also in 
absolute ignorance. For to be ignorant and to err are different. So it 
consists in the privation of knowledge which inadequate knowledge of 
.things, or inadequate and confused ideas, involve, q.e.d. 
' Schol.: In P17S I explained how error consists in the privation of 
knowledge. But to explain the matter more fully, I shall give [NS: one 
or two examples]: men are deceived in that they think themselves free 
[NS: i.e., they think that, of their own free will, they can either do a 
thing or forbear doing it], an opinion which consists only in this, that 
they are conscious of their actions and ignorant of the causes by which 
they ai-e determined. This, then, is their idea of freedom-that they do 
not know any cause of their actions. They say, of course, that hwnan 
actions depend on the will, but these are only words for which they have 
no idea. For all are ignorant of what the will is, and how it moves the 
body; those who boast of something else, who feign seats and dwelling 
places of the soul, usually provoke either ridicule or disgust. 

Similarly, when we look at the sun, we imagine it as about two hun
dred feet away from us, an error which does not consist simply in this 
imagining, but in the fact that while we imagine it in this way, we are 
ignorant of its true distance and of the cause of this imagining. For even 
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if we later come to know that it is more than six hundred diameters of 
the earth away from us, we nevertheless imagine it as near. For we imag
ine the sun so near not because we do not know its true distance, but 
because an affection of our body involves the essence of the sun insofar 
as our body is affected by the sun. 

P36: Inadequate and confused ideas follow with the same necessity as adequate, 
or clear and distinct ideas. 

Il/118 Dem.: All ideas are in God (by IP15); and, insofar as they are related 
to God, are true (by P32), and (by P7C) adequate. And so there are no 
inadequate or confused ideas except insofar as they are related to the 
singular mind of someone (see P24 and P28). And so all ideas-both the 
adequate and the inadequate-follow with the same necessity (by P6C), 
q.e.d. 

P37: "What is common to all things (on this see L2, above) and is equally 
in the part and in the whole, does not constitute the essence of any singular 
thing. 

Dem.: If you deny this, conceive (if possible) that it does constimte 
the essence of some singular thing, say the essence of B. Then (by D2) 
it can neither be nor be conceived without B. But this is contrary to the 
hypothesis. Therefore, it does not pertain to the essence of B, nor does 
it constitute the essence of any other singular thing, q.e.d. 

P3 8: Those things which are common to all, and which are equally in the part 
and in the whole, can only be conceived adequately. 

Dem.: Let A be something which is common to all bodies, and which 
is equally in the part of each body and in the whole. I say that A can only 
be conceived adequately. For its idea (by P7C) will necessarily be ade
quate in God, both insofar as he has the idea of the human body and 
insofar as he has ideas of its affections, which (by Pl6, P25, and P27) 
involve in part both the nature of the human body and that of external 
bodies. That is (by Pl2 and Pl3), this idea will necessarily be adequate 

II/119 in God insofar as he constimtes the human mind, or insofar as he has 
ideas that are in the human mind. The mind, therefore (by P 11 C), nec
essarily perceives A adequately, and does so both insofar as it perceives 
itself and insofar as it perceives its own or any external body. Nor can A 
be conceived in another way, q.e.d. 

Cor.: From this it follows that there are certain ideas, or notions, 
common to all men. For (by L2) all bodies agree in certain things, which 
(by P3 8) must be perceived adequately, or clearly and distinctly, by all. 

P39: If something is common to, and peculiar to, the human body and certain 
external bodies by which the human body is usually affected, and is equally 
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in the part and in the whale of each of them, its idea will also be adequt:tte in 
the mind. 

Dem.: Let A be that which is common to, and peculiar to, the human 
body and certain external bodies, which is equally in the human body 
and in the same external bodies, and finally, which is equally in the part 
of each external body and in the whole. There will be an adequate idea 
of A in God (by P7C), both insofar as he has the idea of the human 
body, and insofar as he has ideas of the posited external bodies. Let it be 
posited now that the human body is affected by an external body 
through what it has in common with it, that is, by A:, the idea of this 
affection will involve property A (by P16), and so (by P7C) the idea of 
this affection, insofar as it involves property A, will be adequate in God 
insofar as he is affected with the idea of the human body, that is (by 
P13), insofar as he constitutes the nature of the human mind. And so 
(by PI I C), this idea is also adequate in the human mind, q.e.d. 

Cor.: From this it follows that the mind is the more capable of per-
ceiving many things adequately as its body has many things in common IV120 

with other bodies. 

P40: Whatever ideas follrr11J in the mind from ideas which are adequate in the 
mind are also adequate. 

Dem.: This is evident. For when we say that an idea in ljle human 
mind follows from ideas which are adequate in it, we are saying nothing 
but that (by P 11 C) in the divine intellect there is an idea of which God 
is the cause, not insofar as he is infinite, nor insofar as he is affected with 
the ideas of a great many singular things, but insofar as he constitutes 
only the essence of the human mind [NS: and therefore, it must be 
adequate]. 

Schol. 1: With this I have explained the cause of those notions which 
are called common, and which are the foundations of our reasoning. 

But some axioms, or notions, result from other causes which it would 
be helpful to explain by this method of ours. For from these (explana
tions] it would be established which notions are more useful than the 
others, and which are of hardly any use; and then, which are corrunon, 
which are clear and distinct only to those who have no prejudices, and 
finally, which are ill-founded. Moreover, we would establish what is the 
origin of those notions they call Second, and consequently of the axioms 
founded on them, and other things I have thought about, from time to 
time, concerning these matters. But since I have set these aside for an
other treatise, and do not wish to give rise to disgust by too long a 
discussion, I have decided to pass over them here. 

But not to omit anything it is necessary to know, I shall briefly add 
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something about the causes from which the terms called Transcendental 
have had their origin-I mean terms like Being, Thing, and Something. 
These terms arise from the fact that the human body, being limited, is 
capable of forming distinctly only a certain number of images at the 
same time (1 have explained what an image is in P17S). If that number 
is exceeded, the images will begin to be confused, and if the number of 

rum images the body is capable of forming distinctly in itself at once is 
greatly exceeded, they will all be completely confused with one another. 

Since this is so, it is evident from P17C and PIS, that the human 
mind will be able to imagine distinctly, at the same time, as many bodies 
as there can be images formed at the same time in its body. But when the 
images in the body are completely confused, the mind also will imagine 
all the bodies confusedly, without any distinction, and comprehend 
them as if under one attribute, namely, under the attribute of Being, 
Thing, and so forth. This can also be deduced from the fact that images 
are not always equally vigorous and from other causes like these, which 
it is not necessary to explain here. For our purpose it is sufficient to 
consider only one. For they all reduce to this: these terms signify ideas 
that are confused in the highest degree. 

Those notions they call Universal, like Man, Horse, Dog, and the 
like, have arisen from similar causes, namely, because so many images 
(e.g., of men) are formed at one time in the human body that they sur
pass the power of imagining-not entirely, of course, but still to the 
point where the mind can imagine neither slight differences of the sin
gular [men] (such as the calor and size of each one, etc.) nor their deter
minate number, and imagines distinctly only what they all agree in, in
sofar as they affect the body. For the body has been affected most [NS: 
forcefully] by [what is common], since each singular has affected it [by 
this property]. And [NS: the mind] expresses this by the word man, and 
predicates it of infinitely many singulars. For as we have said, it cannot 
imagine a determinate number of singulars. 

But it should be noted that these notions are not formed by all [NS: 
men] in the same way, but vary from one to another, in accordance with 
what the body has more often been affected by, and what the mind 
imagines or recollects more easily. For example, those who have more 
often regarded men's stature with wonder will understand by the word 
man an animal of erect stature. But those who have been accustomed to 
consider something else, will form another common image of men-for 
example, that man is an animal capable of laughter, or a featherless 
biped, or a rational animal. 

And similarly concerning the others-each will form universal im
ages of things according to the disposition of his body. Hence it is not 
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surprising that so many controversies have arisen among the philoso
phers, who have wished to explain natural things by mere images of 
things. 

Schol. 2: From what has been said above, it is clear that we perceive II/122 

many things and form universal notions: 
I. from singular things which have been represented to us through 

the senses in a way which is mutilated, confused, and without order for 
the intellect (see P29C); for that reason I have been accustomed to call 
such perceptions knowledge from random experience; 

II. from signs, for example, from the fact that, having heard or read 
certain words, we recollect things, and form certain ideas of them, like 
those through which we imagine the things (P18S); these two ways of 
regarding things I shall henceforth call knowledge of the first kind, 
opinion or imagination; 

Ill. finally, from the fact that we have common notions and adequate 
ideas of the properties of things (see P38C, P39, P39C, and P40). This 
I shall call reason and the second kind of knowledge. 

[[Y.] In addition to these two kinds of knowledge, there is (as I shall 
show in what follows) another, third kind, which we shall call intuitive 
knowledge. And this kind of lmowing proceeds from an adequate idea 
of the formal essence of certain attributes of God to the adequate 
knowledge of the [NS: formal] essence of things. .. 

·I shall explain all these with one example. Suppose there are three 
numbers, and the problem is to find a fourth which is to the third as the 
second is to the first. Merchants do not hesitate to multiply the second 
by the third, and divide the product by the first, because they have not 
yet forgotten what they heard from their teacher without any demon
stration, or because they have often found this in the simplest numbers, 
or from the force of the demonstration of P19 in Book VII of Euclid, 
namely, from the common property of proportionals. But in the sim
plest numbers none of this is necessary. Given the numbers 1, 2, and 3, 
no one fails to see that the fourth proportional number is 6-and we see 
this much more clearly because we infer the fourth number from the 
ratio which, in one glance, we see the first number to have to the second. 

P41: Knowledge of the first kind is the only cause of falsity, whereas knowledge 
of the second and of the third kind is necessarily t.rue. 

Dem.: We have said in the preceding scholium that to knowledge of II/123 

the first kind pertain all those ideas which are inadequate and confused; 
and so (by P3 5) this knowledge is the only cause of falsity. Next, we have 
said that to knowledge of the second and third kinds pertain those 
which are adequate; and so (by P34) this lmowledge is necessarily true. 
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P42: Knowledge of the second and third kinds, and not of the first kind, teaches 
us to distinguish the true from the false. 

Dem.: This proposition is evident through itself. For he who knows 
how to distinguish between the true and the false must have an adequate 
idea of the true and of the false, that is (P40S2), must lmow the true and 
the false by the second or third kind of knowledge. 

P4 3: He who has a true idea at the same time knows that he has a true idea, 
and cannot doubt the truth of the thing. 

Dem.: An idea true in us is that which is adequate in God insofar as 
he is explained through the nature of the hwnan mind (by P 11 C). Let 
us posit, therefore, that there is in God, insofar as he is explained 
through the nature of the human mind, an adequate idea, A. Of this idea 
there must necessarily also be in God an idea which is related to God in 
the same way as idea A (by P20, whose demonstration is universal [NS: 
and can be applied to all ideas]). But idea A is supposed to be related to 
God insofar as he is explained through the nature of the human mind; 
therefore the idea of idea A must also be related to God in the same way, 
that is (by the same PllC), this adequate idea of idea A will be in the 
mind itself which has the adequate idea A. And so he who has an ade
quate idea, or (by P34) who knows a thing truly, must at the same time 

II/124 have an adequate idea, or true knowledge, of his own knowledge. That 
is (as is manifest through itself), he must at the same time be certain, 
q.e.d. 

Schol.: In P21S I have explained what an idea of an idea is. But it 
should be noted that the preceding proposition is sufficiently manifest 
through itself. For no one who has a true idea is unaware that a true idea 
involves the highest certainty. For to have a true idea means nothing 
other than knowing a thing perfectly, or in the best way. And of course 
no one can doubt this unless he thinks that an idea is something mute, 
like a picture on a tablet, and not a mode of thinking, namely, the very 
[act of] understanding. And I ask, who can lmow that he understands 
some thing unless he first understands it? That is, who can lmow that he 
is certain about some thing unless he is first certain about it? "What can 
there be which is clearer and more certain than a true idea, to serve as 
a standard of truth? As the light makes both itself and the darlmess plain, 
so truth is the standard both of itself and of the false. 

By this I think we have replied to these questions: if a true idea is 
distinguished from a false one, [NS: not insofar as it is said to be a mode 
of thinking, but] only insofar as it is said to agree with its object, then a 
true idea has no more reality or perfection than a false one (since they 
are distinguished only through the extrinsic denomination [NS: and not 
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through the intrinsic denomination])-and so, does the man who has 
true ideas [NS: have any more reality or perfection] than he who has 
only false ideas? Again, why do men have false ideas? And finally, how 
can someone know certainly that he has ideas which agree with their 
objects? 

To these questions, I say, I think I have already replied. For as far as 
the difference between a true and a false idea is concerned, it is estab
lished from P3 5 that the true is related to the false as being is to nonbe
ing. And the causes of falsity I have shown most clearly from Pl9 to 
P35S. From this it is also clear what is the difference between the man 
w}:lo has true ideas and the man who has only false ideas. Finally, as to 
the last, namely, how a man can know that he has an idea which agrees 
with its object? I have just shown, more than sufficiently, that this arises 
solely from his having an idea which does agree with its object-or that 
truth is its own standard. Add to this that our mind, insofar as it per- Il/125 

ceives things truly, is part of the infinite intellect of God (by P 11 C); 
hence, it is as necessary that the mind's clear and distinct ideas are true 
as that God's ideas are. 

P44: It is of the nature of reason to regard things as necessary, not as con
tingent. 

Dem.: It is of the nature of reason to perceive things truly~ (by P41), 
namely (by IA6), as they are in themselves, that is (by IP29), not as 
contingent but as necessary, q.e.d. 

Cor. 1: From this it follows that it depends only on the imagination 
that we regard things as contingent, both in respect to the past and in 
respect to the future. 

Schol.: I shall explain briefly how this happens. We have shown above 
(by P17 and P17C) that even though things do not exist, the mind still 
imagines them always as present to itself, unless causes occur which 
exclude their present existence. Next, we have shown (P18) that if the 
human body has once been affected by two external bodies at the same 
time, then afterwards, when the mind imagines one of them, it will im
mediately recollect the other also, that is, it will regard both as present 
to itself unless causes occur which exclude their present existence. 
Moreover, no one doubts but what we also imagine time, namely, from 
the fact that we imagine some bodies to move more slowly than others, 
or more quickly, or with the same speed. 

Let us suppose, then, a child, who saw Peter for the first time yester
day, in the morning, but saw Paul at noon, and Simon in the evening, 
and today again saw Peter in the morning. It is clear from P18 that as 
soon as he sees the morning light, he will immediately imagine the sun 

143 

Colin McLear
reason & necessity



THE ETHICS 

taking the same course through the sky as he saw on the preceding day, 
or he will imagine the whole day, and Peter together with the morning, 

111126 Paul with noon, and Simon with the evening. That is, he will imagine 
the existence of Paul and of Simon with a relation to future time. On the 
other hand, if he sees Simon in the evening, he will relate Paul and Peter 
to the time past, by imagining them together with past time. And he will 
do this more uniformly, the more often he has seen them in this same 
order. 

But if it should happen at some time that on some other evening he 
sees J ames instead of Simon, then on the following rooming he will 
imagine now Simon, now James, together with the evening time, but 
not both at once. For it is supposed that he has seen one or the other of 
them in the evening, but not both at once. His imagination, therefore, 
will vacillate and he will imagine now this one, now that one, with the 
future evening time, that is, he will regard neither of them as certainly 
future, but both of them as contingently future. 

And this vacillation of the imagination will be the same if the imagi
nation is of things we regard in the same way with relation to past time 
or to present time. Consequently we shall imagine things as contingent 
in relation to present time as well as to past and future time. 

Cor 2: It is of the nature of reason to perceive things under a certain 
species of eternity. 

Dem.: It is of the nature of reason to regard things as necessary and 
not as contingent (by P44). And it perceives this necessity of things truly 
(by P41 ), that is (by IA6), as it is in itself. But (by IP 16) this necessity of 
things is the very necessity of God's eternal nature. Therefore, it is of 
the nature of reason to regard things under this species of eternity. 

Add to this that the foundations of reason are notions (by P38) which 
explain those things which are common to all, and which (by P3 7) do 
not explain the essence of any singular thing. On that account, they 
must be conceived without any relation to time, but under a certain 
species of eternity, q.e.d. 

Il/127 P45: Each idea of each body, or of each sing;ular thing which actually exists, 
necessarily involves an eternal and infinite essence of God. 

Dem.: The idea of a singular thing which actually exists necessarily 
involves both the essence of the thing and its existence (by P8C). But 
singular things (by IP15) cannot be conceived without God-on the 
contrary, because (by P6) they have God for a cause insofar as he is 
considered under the attribute of which the things are modes, their 
ideas must involve the concept of their attribute (by IA4), that is (by 
ID6), must involve an eternal and infinite essence of God, q.e.d. 
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Schol.: By existence here I do not understand duration, that is, exis
tence insofar as it is conceived abstractly, and as a certain species of 
quantity. For I am speaking of the very nature of existence, which is 
attributed to singular things because infinitely many things follow from 
the eternal necessity of God's nature in infinitely many modes (see 
IP 16). I am speaking, I say, of the very existence of singular things inso
far as they are in God. For even if each one is determined by another 
singular thing to exist in a certain way, still the force by which each one 
perseveres in existing follows from the eternal necessity of God's na
ture. Concerning this, see IP24C. 

P46: The knowledge of God's eternal and infinite essence which each idea in
volves is adequate and perfect. 

Dem.: The demonstration of the preceding proposition is universal, 
and whether the thing is considered as a part or as a whole, its idea, 
whether of the whole or of a part (by P45), will involve God's eternal 
and infinite essence. So what gives knowledge of an eternal and infinite 
essence of God is common to all, and is equally in the part and in the II/128 

whole. And so (by P38) this knowledge will be adequate, q.e.d. 

P4 7: The human mind has an adequate knowledge of God's eternal and infi
nite essence. 

Dem.: The human mind has ideas (by P22) from which it perceives 
(byP23) itself, (by P19) its own body, and (by Pl6Cl and P17) external 
bodies as actually existing. And so (by P45 and P46) it has an adequate 
knowledge of God's eternal and infinite essence, q.e.d. 

Schol.: From this we see that God's infinite essence and his eternity 
are known to all. And since all things are in God and are conceived 
through God, it follows that we can deduce from this knowledge a great 
many things which we lrnow adequately, and so can form that third kind 
of knowledge of which we spoke in P40S2 and of whose excellence and 
utility we shall speak in Part V. 

But that men do not have so clear a knowledge of God as they do of 
the common notions comes from the fact that they cannot imagine 
God, as they can bodies, and that they have joined the name God to the 
images of things which they are used to seeing. Men can hardly avoid 
this, because they are continually affected by external bodies. 

And indeed, most errors consist only in our not rightly applying 
names to things. For when someone says that the lines which are drawn 
from the center of a circle to its circumference are unequal, he surely 
understands (then at least) by a circle something different from what 
mathematicians understand. Similarly, when men err in calculating, 
they have certain numbers in their mind and different ones on the 
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paper. So if you consider what they have in mind, they really do not err, 
though they seem to err because we think they have in their mind the 
numbers which are on the paper. If this were not so, we would not 
believe that they were erring, just as I did not believe that he was erring 
whom I recently heard cry out that his courtyard had flown into his 
neighbor's hen [NS: although his words were absurd], because what he 

IVI29 had in mind seemed sufficiently clear to me [viz. that his hen had flown 
into his neighbor's courtyard]. 

And most controversies have arisen from this, that men do not rightly 
explain their own mind, or interpret the mind of the other man badly. 
For really, when they contradict one another most vehemently, they 
either have the same thoughts, or they are thinking of different things, 
so that what they think are errors and absurdities in the other are not. 

P48: In the mind there is no absolute, or free, will, but the mind is determined 
to will this or that by a cause which is also determined by another, and this 
again by another, and so to infinity. 

Dem.: The mind is a cenain and determinate mode of thinking (by 
P11), and so (by IPI7C2) cannot be a free cause of its own actions, or 
cannot have an absolute faculty of willing and not willing. Rather, it 
must be determined to willing this or that (by IP28) by a cause which is 
also determined by another, and this cause again by another, and so on, 
q.e.d. 

Schol.: In this same way it is also demonstrated that there is in the 
mind no absolute faculty of understanding, desiring, loving, and the 
like. From this it follows that these and similar faculties are either com
plete fictions or nothing but metaphysical beings, or universals, which 
we are used to forming from particulars. So intellect and will are to this 
or that idea, or to this or that volition as 'stone-ness' is to this or that 
stone, or man to Peter or Paul. 

We have explained the cause of men's thinking themselves free in the 
Appendix of Pan I. But before I proceed further, it should be noted here 
that by '\\<ill I understand a faculty of affirming and denying, and not 
desire. I say that I understand the faculty by which the mind affirms or 

IVBO denies something true or something false, and not the desire by which 
the mind wants a thing or avoids it. 

But after we have demonstrated that these faculties are universal no
tions which are not distinguished from the singulars from which we 
form them, we must now investigate whether the volitions themselves 
are anything beyond the very ideas of things. We must investigate, I say, 
whether there is any other affirmation or negation in the mind except 
that which the idea involves, insofar as it is an idea-on this see the 
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following proposition and also D3-so that our thought does not fall 
into pictures. For by ideas I understand, not the images which are 
formed at the back of the eye (and, if you like, in the middle of the 
brain), but concepts of thought [NS: or the objective being of a thing 
insofar as it consists only in thought]. 

P49: In the mind there is no volition, or affirmation and negation, except that 
which the idea involves insofar as it is an idea. · 

Dem.: In the mind (by P48) there is no absolute faculty of willing and 
not willing, but only singular volitions, namely, this and that affirma
tion, and this and that negation. Let us conceive, therefore, so:tne singu
lar volition, say a mode of thinking by which the mind a:f:fums that the 
three angles of a triangle are equal to two right angles. 

This affirmation involves the concept, or idea, of the triangle, that is, 
it cannot be conceived without the idea of the triangle. For to say that 
A must involve the concept of B is the same as to say that A cannot be 
conceived without B. Further, this affirmation (by A3) also cannot be 
without the idea of the triangle. Therefore, this affirmation can neither 
be nor be conceived without the idea of the triangle. 

Next, this idea of the triangle must involve this same aftinnation, 
namely, that its three angles equal two right angles. So conversely, this 
idea of the triangle also can neither be nor be conceived wi~out this 
affirmation. 

So (by D2) this affinnation pertains to the essence of the idea of the 
triangle and is nothing beyond it. And what we have said concerning 
this volition (since we have selected it at random), must also be said 
concerning any volition, namely, that it is nothing apart from the idea, 
q.e.d. 

Cor.: The will and the intellect are one and the same. II/131 

Dem.: The will and the intellect are nothing apart from the singular 
volitions and ideas themselves (by P48 and P48S). But the singular voli-
tions and ideas are one and the same (by P49). Therefore the will and 
the intellect are one and the same, q.e.d. 

Schol.: [I.] By this we have removed what is commonly maintained to 
be the cause of error. Moreover, we have shown above that falsity con
sists only in the privation which mutilated and confused ideas involve. 
So a false idea, insofar as it is false, does not involve certainty. VVhen we 
say that a man rests in false ideas, and does not doubt them, we do not, 
on that account, say that he is certain, but only that he does not doubt, 
or that he rests in false ideas because there are no causes to bring it 
about that his imagination wavers [NS: or to cause him to doubt them). 
On this, see P44S. 
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Therefore, however stubbornly a man may cling to something false 
[NS: so that we cannot in any way make him doubt it], we shall still 
never say that he is certain of it. For by certainty we understand some
thing positive (see P43 and P43S), not the privation of doubt. But by the 
privation of certainty, we understand falsity. 

However, to explain the preceding proposition more fully, there re
main certain things I must warn you of. And then I must reply to the 
objections which can be made against this doctrine of ours. And finally, 
to remove every uneasiness, I thought it worthwhile to indicate some of 
the advantages of this doctrine. Some, I say-for the most important 
ones will be better understood from what we shall say in Part V: 

[II.] I begin, therefore, by warning my readers, first, to distinguish 
accurately between an idea, or concept, of the mind, and the images of 
things which we imagine. And then it is necessary to distinguish be
tween ideas and the words by which we signify things. For because 
many people either completely confuse these three-ideas, images, and 

II/132 words-or do not distinguish them accurately enough, or carefully 
enough, they have been completely ignorant of this doctrine concern
ing the will. But it is quite necessary to know it, both for the sake of 
speculation and in order to arrange one's life wisely. 

Indeed, those who think that ideas consist in images which are 
formed in us from encounters with [NS: external) bodies, are convinced 
that those ideas of things [NS: which can make no trace in our brains, 
or) of which we can form no similar image [NS: in our brain) are not 
ideas, but only fictions which we feign from a free choice of the will. 
They look on ideas, therefore, as mute pictures on a panel, and preoccu
pied with this prejudice, do not see that an idea, insofar as it is an idea, 
involves an affirmation or negation. 

And then, those who confuse words with the idea, or with the very 
affirmation which the idea involves, think that they can will something 
contrary to what they are aware of, when they only affirm or deny with 
words something contrary to what they are aware of. But these preju
dices can easily be put aside by anyone who attends to the nature of 
thought, which does not at all involve the concept of extension. He will 
then understand clearly that an idea (since it is a mode of thinking) 
consists neither in the image of anything, nor in words. For the essence 
of words and of images is constituted only by corporeal motions, which 
do not at all involve the concept of thought. 

It should suffice to have issued these few words of warning on this 
matter, so I pass to the objections mentioned above. 

[III.A.(i)] The first of these is that they think it clear that the will 
extends more widely than the intellect, and so is different from the intel-
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lect. The reason why they think the will extends more widely than the 
intellect is that they say they know by experience that they do not re
quire a greater faculty of assenting, or affirming, and denying, than we 
already have, in order to assent to infinitely many other things which we 
do not perceive-but they do require a greater faculty of understanding. 
The will, therefore, is distinguished from the intellect because the intel
lect is finite and the will is infinite. 

[III.A(ii)] Second, it can be objected to us that experience seems to 
teach nothing more clearly than that we can suspend our judgment so as 
not to assent to things we perceive. This also seems to be confirmed 
from the fact that no one is said to be deceived insofar as he perceives 
something, but only insofar as he assents or dissents. For example, 
someone who feigns a winged horse does not on that account grant that 
there is a winged horse, that is, he is not on that account deceived unless 
at the same time he grants that there is a winged horse. Therefore, II/133 

experience seems to teach nothing more clearly than that the will, or 
faculty of assenting, is free, and different from the faculty of under
standing. 

[III.A.(iii)] Third, it can be objected that one affirmation does not 
seem to contain more reality than another, that is, we do not seem to 
require a greater power to affirm that what is true, is true, than to affirm 
that something false is true. But [NS: with ideas it is differe11t, for] we 
perceive that one idea has more reality, or perfection, than another. As 
some objects are more excellent than others, so also some ideas of ob
jects are more perfect than others. This also seems to establish a differ
ence between the will and the intellect. 

[III.A.(iv)] Fourth, it can be objected that if man does not act from 
freedom of the will, what will happen if he is in a state of equilibrium, 
like Buridan's ass? Will he perish of hunger and of thirst? If I concede 
that he will, I would seem to conceive an ass, or a statue of a man, not 
a man. But if I deny that he will, then he will determine himself, and 
consequently have the faculty of going where he wills and doing what he 
wills. · 

Perhaps other things in addition to these can be objected. But be
cause I am not bound to force on you what anyone can dream, I shall 
only take the trouble to reply to these objections-and that as briefly as 
I can. 

[III.B.(i)] To the first I say that I grant that the will extends more 
widely than the intellect, if by intellect they understand only clear and 
distinct ideas. But I deny that the will extends more widely than percep
tions, or the faculty of conceiving. And indeed, I do not see why the 
faculty of willing should be called infinite, when the faculty of sensing 
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is not. For just as we can affirm infinitely many things by the same fac
ulty of willing (but one after another, for we cannot affirm infinitely 
many things at once), so also we can sense, or perceive, infinitely many 
bodies by the same faculty of sensing (viz. one aftet another [NS: and 
not at once]). 

If they say that there are infinitely many things which we cannot per
ceive, I reply that we cannot reach them by any thought, and conse
quently, not by any faculty of willing. But, they say; if God willed to 
bring it about that we should perceive them also, he would have to give 
us a greater faculty of perceiving, but not a greater faculty of willing 
than he has given us. This is the same as if they said that, if God should 

II/134 will to bring it about that we understood infinitely many other beings, 
it would indeed be necessary for him to give us a greater intellect, but 
not a more universal idea of being, in order for us to embrace the same 
infinity of beings. For we have shown that the will is a universal being, 
or idea, by which we explain all the singular volitions, that is, it is what 
is common to them all. 

Therefore, since they believe that this common or universal idea of all 
volitions is a faculty, it is not at all surprising if they say that this faculty 
extends beyond the limits of the intellect to infinity. For the universal is 
said equally of one, a great many, or infinitely many individuals. 

[III.B(ii)] To the second objection I reply by denying that we have a 
free power of suspending judgment. For when we say that someone 
suspends judgment, we are saying nothing but that he sees that he does 
not perceive the thing adequately. Suspension of judgment, therefore, 
is really a perception, not [an act of] free will. 

To understand this clearly, let us conceive a child imagining a winged 
horse, and not perceiving anything else. Since this imagination involves 
the existence of the horse (by P17C), and the child does not perceive 
anything else which excludes the existence of the horse, he will neces
sarily regard the horse as present. Nor will he be able to doubt its exis
tence, though he will not be certain of it. 

We find this daily in our dreams, and I do not believe there is anyone 
who thinks that while he is dreaming he has a free power of suspending 
judgment concerning the things he dreams, and of bringing it about 
that he does not dream the things he dreams he sees. Nevertheless, it 
happens that even in dreams we suspend judgment, namely, when we 
dream that we dream. 

Next, I grant that no one is deceived insofar as he perceives, that is, 
I grant that the imaginations of the mind, considered in themselves, 
involve no error. But I deny that a man affirms nothing insofar as he 
perceives. For what is perceiving a winged horse other than affirming 

150 



II. OF THE MIND 

wings of the horse? For if the mind perceived nothing else except the 
winged horse, it would regard it as present to itself, and would not have 
any cause of doubting its existence, or any faculty of dissenting, unless 
either the imagination of the winged horse were joined to an idea which 
excluded the existence of the same horse, or the mind perceived that its 
idea of a winged horse was inadequate. And then either it will necessar
ily deny the horse's existence, or it will necessarily doubt it. 

[IILB.(iii)] As for the third objection, I think what has been said will IV135 

be an answer to it too: namely, that the will is something universal, 
which is predicated of all ideas, and which signifies only what is com-
mon to all ideas, namely, the affirmation, whose adequate essence, 
therefore, insofar as it is thus conceived abstractly, must be in each idea 
and in this way only must be the same in all, but not insofar as it is 
considered to constitute the idea's essence; for in that regard the singu-
lar affirmations differ from one another as much as the ideas themselves 
do. For example, the affirmation which the idea of a circle involves dif-
fers from that which the idea of a triangle involves as much as the idea 
of the circle differs from the idea of the triangle. 

Next, I deny absolutely that we require an equal power of thinking, 
to affirm that what is true is true, as to affirm that what is false is true. 
For if you consider the mind, they are related to one another as being 
to not-being. For there is nothing positive in ideas which constitutes the 
form of falsity (see P35, P35S, and P47S). So the thing to note here, 
above all, is how easily we are deceived when we confuse universals with 
singulars, and beings of reason and abstractions with real beings. 

[IILB. (iv)] Finally, as far as the fourth objection is concerned, I say 
that I grant entirely that a man placed in such an equilibrium (viz. who 
perceives nothing but thirst and hunger, and such food and drink as are 
equally distant from him) will perish of hunger and thirst. If they ask me 
whether such a man should not be thought an ass, rather than a man, I 
say that I do not know-just as I also do not know how highly we should 
esteem one who hangs himself, or children, fools, and madmen, and so 
on. 

[IV.] It remains now to indicate how much knowledge of this doc
trine is to our advantage in life. We shall see this easily from the follow
ing considerations: 

[A] Insofar as it teaches that we act only from God's command, that 
we share in the divine nature, and that we do this the more, the more 
perfect our actions are, and the more and more we understand God. 
This doctrine, then, in addition to giving us complete peace of mind, 
also teaches us wherein our greatest happiness, or blessedness, consists: 
namely, in the knowledge of God alone, by which we are led to do only Il/136 
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