


The Project Gutenberg EBook of The Eth�cs [Part I], by Bened�ct de
Sp�noza

Th�s eBook �s for the use of anyone anywhere at no cost and w�th
almost no restr�ct�ons whatsoever. You may copy �t, g�ve �t away or
re-use �t under the terms of the Project Gutenberg L�cense �ncluded
w�th th�s eBook or onl�ne at www.gutenberg.org

T�tle: The Eth�cs [Part I]

Author: Bened�ct de Sp�noza

Translator: R. H. M. Elwes

Post�ng Date: Apr�l 15, 2013 [EBook #919] Release Date: May, 1997
F�rst Posted: May 28, 1997

Language: Engl�sh

*** START OF THIS PROJECT GUTENBERG EBOOK THE ETHICS
[PART I] ***

Produced by an anonymous Project Gutenberg volunteer.

Bened�ct de Sp�noza, THE ETHICS
(Eth�ca Ord�ne Geometr�co Demonstrata)



Translated by R. H. M. Elwes



PART I: CONCERNING GOD.

DEFINITIONS.

I. By that wh�ch �s 'self-caused' I mean that of wh�ch the essence
�nvolves ex�stence, or that of wh�ch the nature �s only conce�vable as
ex�stent.

II. A th�ng �s called 'f�n�te after �ts k�nd' when �t can be l�m�ted by
another th�ng of the same nature; for �nstance, a body �s called f�n�te
because we always conce�ve another greater body. So, also, a
thought �s l�m�ted by another thought, but a body �s not l�m�ted by
thought, nor a thought by body.

III. By 'substance' I mean that wh�ch �s �n �tself, and �s conce�ved
through �tself: �n other words, that of wh�ch a concept�on can be
formed �ndependently of any other concept�on.

IV. By 'attr�bute' I mean that wh�ch the �ntellect perce�ves as
const�tut�ng the essence of substance.

V. By 'mode' I mean the mod�f�cat�ons ("affect�ones") of substance, or
that wh�ch ex�sts �n, and �s conce�ved through, someth�ng other than
�tself.

VI. By 'God' I mean a be�ng absolutely �nf�n�te—that �s, a substance
cons�st�ng �n �nf�n�te attr�butes, of wh�ch each expresses eternal and
�nf�n�te essent�al�ty.



>>>>>Explanat�on—I say absolutely �nf�n�te, not �nf�n�te after �ts k�nd:
for, of a th�ng �nf�n�te only after �ts k�nd, �nf�n�te attr�butes may be
den�ed; but that wh�ch �s absolutely �nf�n�te, conta�ns �n �ts essence
whatever expresses real�ty, and �nvolves no negat�on.

VII. That th�ng �s called 'free,' wh�ch ex�sts solely by the necess�ty of
�ts own nature, and of wh�ch the act�on �s determ�ned by �tself alone.
On the other hand, that th�ng �s necessary, or rather constra�ned,
wh�ch �s determ�ned by someth�ng external to �tself to a f�xed and
def�n�te method of ex�stence or act�on.

VIII. By 'etern�ty' I mean ex�stence �tself, �n so far as �t �s conce�ved
necessar�ly to follow solely from the def�n�t�on of that wh�ch �s eternal.

>>>>>Explanat�on—Ex�stence of th�s k�nd �s conce�ved as an eternal
truth, l�ke the essence of a th�ng and, therefore, cannot be expla�ned
by means of cont�nuance or t�me, though cont�nuance may be
conce�ved w�thout a beg�nn�ng or end.

AXIOMS. I. Everyth�ng wh�ch ex�sts, ex�sts e�ther �n �tself or �n
someth�ng else.

II. That wh�ch cannot be conce�ved through anyth�ng else must be
conce�ved through �tself.

III. From a g�ven def�n�te cause an effect necessar�ly follows; and, on
the other hand, �f no def�n�te cause be granted, �t �s �mposs�ble that
an effect can follow.

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

V. Th�ngs wh�ch have noth�ng �n common cannot be understood, the
one by means of the other; the concept�on of one does not �nvolve
the concept�on of the other.

VI. A true �dea must correspond w�th �ts �deate or object.



VII. If a th�ng can be conce�ved as non-ex�st�ng, �ts essence does not
�nvolve ex�stence.

PROPOSITIONS. I. Substance �s by nature pr�or to �ts mod�f�cat�ons.

>>>>>Proof—Th�s �s clear from Deff. ���. and v.

II. Two substances, whose attr�butes are d�fferent, have noth�ng �n
common.

>>>>>Proof—Also ev�dent from Def. ���. For each must ex�st �n �tself,
and be conce�ved through �tself; �n other words, the concept�on of
one does not �mply the concept�on of the other.

III. Th�ngs wh�ch have noth�ng �n common cannot be one the cause
of the other.

>>>>>Proof—If they have noth�ng �n common, �t follows that one
cannot be apprehended by means of the other (Ax. v.), and,
therefore, one cannot be the cause of the other (Ax. �v.). Q.E.D.

IV. Two or more d�st�nct th�ngs are d�st�ngu�shed one from the other,
e�ther by the d�fference of the attr�butes of the substances, or by the
d�fference of the�r mod�f�cat�ons.

>>>>>Proof—Everyth�ng wh�ch ex�sts, ex�sts e�ther �n �tself or �n
someth�ng else (Ax. �.),— that �s (by Deff. ���. and v.), noth�ng �s
granted �n add�t�on to the understand�ng, except substance and �ts
mod�f�cat�ons. Noth�ng �s, therefore, g�ven bes�des the
understand�ng, by wh�ch several th�ngs may be d�st�ngu�shed one
from the other, except the substances, or, �n other words (see Ax.
�v.), the�r attr�butes and mod�f�cat�ons. Q.E.D.

V. There cannot ex�st �n the un�verse two or more substances hav�ng
the same nature or attr�bute.

>>>>>Proof—If several d�st�nct substances be granted, they must be
d�st�ngu�shed one from the other, e�ther by the d�fference of the�r



attr�butes, or by the d�fference of the�r mod�f�cat�ons (Prop. �v.). If only
by the d�fference of the�r attr�butes, �t w�ll be granted that there
cannot be more than one w�th an �dent�cal attr�bute. If by the
d�fference of the�r mod�f�cat�ons—as substance �s naturally pr�or to �ts
mod�f�cat�ons (Prop. �.)—�t follows that sett�ng the mod�f�cat�ons
as�de, and cons�der�ng substance �n �tself, that �s truly, (Deff. ��� and
v�.), there cannot be conce�ved one substance d�fferent from another
—that �s (by Prop. �v.), there cannot be granted several substances,
but one substance only. Q.E.D.

VI. One substance cannot be produced by another substance.

>>>>>Proof—It �s �mposs�ble that there should be �n the un�verse
two substances w�th an �dent�cal attr�bute, �.e. wh�ch have anyth�ng
common to them both (Prop ��.), and, therefore (Prop. ���.), one
cannot be the cause of the other, ne�ther can one be produced by
the other. Q.E.D.

<<<<<VI. Corollary—Hence �t follows that a substance cannot be
produced by anyth�ng external to �tself. For �n the un�verse noth�ng �s
granted, save substances and the�r mod�f�cat�ons (as appears from
Ax. �. and Deff. ���. and v.). Now (by the last Prop.) substance cannot
be produced by another substance, therefore �t cannot be produced
by anyth�ng external to �tself. Q.E.D. Th�s �s shown st�ll more read�ly
by the absurd�ty of the contrad�ctory. For, �f substance be produced
by an external cause, the knowledge of �t would depend on the
knowledge of �ts cause (Ax. �v.), and (by Deff. ���.) �t would �tself not
be substance.

VII. Ex�stence belongs to the nature of substances.

>>>>>Proof—Substance cannot be produced by anyth�ng external
(Cor., Prop v�.), �t must, therefore, be �ts own cause—that �s, �ts
essence necessar�ly �nvolves ex�stence, or ex�stence belongs to �ts
nature.

VIII. Every substance �s necessar�ly �nf�n�te.



>>>>>Proof—There can only be one substance w�th an �dent�cal
attr�bute, and ex�stence follows from �ts nature (Prop. v��.); �ts nature,
therefore, �nvolves ex�stence, e�ther as f�n�te or �nf�n�te. It does not
ex�st as f�n�te, for (by Deff. ��.) �t would then be l�m�ted by someth�ng
else of the same k�nd, wh�ch would also necessar�ly ex�st (Prop. v��.);
and there would be two substances w�th an �dent�cal attr�bute, wh�ch
�s absurd (Prop. v.). It therefore ex�sts as �nf�n�te. Q.E.D.

*****Note I.—As f�n�te ex�stence �nvolves a part�al negat�on, and
�nf�n�te ex�stence �s the absolute aff�rmat�on of the g�ven nature, �t
follows (solely from Prop. v��.) that every substance �s necessar�ly
�nf�n�te.

*****Note II.—No doubt �t w�ll be d�ff�cult for those who th�nk about
th�ngs loosely, and have not been accustomed to know them by the�r
pr�mary causes, to comprehend the demonstrat�on of Prop. v��.: for
such persons make no d�st�nct�on between the mod�f�cat�ons of
substances and the substances themselves, and are �gnorant of the
manner �n wh�ch th�ngs are produced; hence they may attr�bute to
substances the beg�nn�ng wh�ch they observe �n natural objects.
Those who are �gnorant of true causes make complete confus�on—
th�nk that trees m�ght talk just as well as men—that men m�ght be
formed from stones as well as from seed; and �mag�ne that any form
m�ght be changed �nto any other. So, also, those who confuse the
two natures, d�v�ne and human, read�ly attr�bute human pass�ons to
the de�ty, espec�ally so long as they do not know how pass�ons
or�g�nate �n the m�nd. But, �f people would cons�der the nature of
substance, they would have no doubt about the truth of Prop. v��. In
fact, th�s propos�t�on would be a un�versal ax�om, and accounted a
tru�sm. For, by substance, would be understood that wh�ch �s �n �tself,
and �s conce�ved through �tself—that �s, someth�ng of wh�ch the
concept�on requ�res not the concept�on of anyth�ng else; whereas
mod�f�cat�ons ex�st �n someth�ng external to themselves, and a
concept�on of them �s formed by means of a concept�on of the th�ngs
�n wh�ch they ex�st. Therefore, we may have true �deas of non-
ex�stent mod�f�cat�ons; for, although they may have no actual
ex�stence apart from the conce�v�ng �ntellect, yet the�r essence �s so



�nvolved �n someth�ng external to themselves that they may through
�t be conce�ved. Whereas the only truth substances can have,
external to the �ntellect, must cons�st �n the�r ex�stence, because they
are conce�ved through themselves. Therefore, for a person to say
that he has a clear and d�st�nct—that �s, a true—�dea of a substance,
but that he �s not sure whether such substance ex�sts, would be the
same as �f he sa�d that he had a true �dea, but was not sure whether
or no �t was false (a l�ttle cons�derat�on w�ll make th�s pla�n); or �f
anyone aff�rmed that substance �s created, �t would be the same as
say�ng that a false �dea was true—�n short, the he�ght of absurd�ty. It
must, then, necessar�ly be adm�tted that the ex�stence of substance
as �ts essence �s an eternal truth. And we can hence conclude by
another process of reason�ng—that there �s but one such substance.
I th�nk that th�s may prof�tably be done at once; and, �n order to
proceed regularly w�th the demonstrat�on, we must prem�se:—

+++++1. The true def�n�t�on of a th�ng ne�ther �nvolves nor expresses
anyth�ng beyond the nature of the th�ng def�ned. From th�s �t follows
that—

+++++2. No def�n�t�on �mpl�es or expresses a certa�n number of
�nd�v�duals, �nasmuch as �t expresses noth�ng beyond the nature of
the th�ng def�ned. For �nstance, the def�n�t�on of a tr�angle expresses
noth�ng beyond the actual nature of a tr�angle: �t does not �mply any
f�xed number of tr�angles.

+++++3. There �s necessar�ly for each �nd�v�dual ex�stent th�ng a
cause why �t should ex�st.

+++++4. Th�s cause of ex�stence must e�ther be conta�ned �n the
nature and def�n�t�on of the th�ng def�ned, or must be postulated
apart from such def�n�t�on.

It therefore follows that, �f a g�ven number of �nd�v�dual th�ngs ex�st �n
nature, there must be some cause for the ex�stence of exactly that
number, ne�ther more nor less. For example, �f twenty men ex�st �n
the un�verse (for s�mpl�c�ty's sake, I w�ll suppose them ex�st�ng
s�multaneously, and to have had no predecessors), and we want to



account for the ex�stence of these twenty men, �t w�ll not be enough
to show the cause of human ex�stence �n general; we must also
show why there are exactly twenty men, ne�ther more nor less: for a
cause must be ass�gned for the ex�stence of each �nd�v�dual. Now
th�s cause cannot be conta�ned �n the actual nature of man, for the
true def�n�t�on of man does not �nvolve any cons�derat�on of the
number twenty. Consequently, the cause for the ex�stence of these
twenty men, and, consequently, of each of them, must necessar�ly
be sought externally to each �nd�v�dual. Hence we may lay down the
absolute rule, that everyth�ng wh�ch may cons�st of several
�nd�v�duals must have an external cause. And, as �t has been shown
already that ex�stence apperta�ns to the nature of substance,
ex�stence must necessar�ly be �ncluded �n �ts def�n�t�on; and from �ts
def�n�t�on alone ex�stence must be deduc�ble. But from �ts def�n�t�on
(as we have shown, Notes ��., ���.), we cannot �nfer the ex�stence of
several substances; therefore �t follows that there �s only one
substance of the same nature. Q.E.D.

IX. The more real�ty or be�ng a th�ng has, the greater the number of
�ts attr�butes (Def. �v.).

X. Each part�cular attr�bute of the one substance must be conce�ved
through �tself.

>>>>>Proof—An attr�bute �s that wh�ch the �ntellect perce�ves of
substance, as const�tut�ng �ts essence (Def. �v.), and, therefore, must
be conce�ved through �tself (Def. ���.). Q.E.D.

*****Note—It �s thus ev�dent that, though two attr�butes are, �n fact,
conce�ved as d�st�nct—that �s, one w�thout the help of the other—yet
we cannot, therefore, conclude that they const�tute two ent�t�es, or
two d�fferent substances. For �t �s the nature of substance that each
of �ts attr�butes �s conce�ved through �tself, �nasmuch as all the
attr�butes �t has have always ex�sted s�multaneously �n �t, and none
could be produced by any other; but each expresses the real�ty or
be�ng of substance. It �s, then, far from an absurd�ty to ascr�be
several attr�butes to one substance: for noth�ng �n nature �s more
clear than that each and every ent�ty must be conce�ved under some



attr�bute, and that �ts real�ty or be�ng �s �n proport�on to the number of
�ts attr�butes express�ng necess�ty or etern�ty and �nf�n�ty.
Consequently �t �s abundantly clear, that an absolutely �nf�n�te be�ng
must necessar�ly be def�ned as cons�st�ng �n �nf�n�te attr�butes, each
of wh�ch expresses a certa�n eternal and �nf�n�te essence.

If anyone now ask, by what s�gn shall he be able to d�st�ngu�sh
d�fferent substances, let h�m read the follow�ng propos�t�ons, wh�ch
show that there �s but one substance �n the un�verse, and that �t �s
absolutely �nf�n�te, wherefore such a s�gn would be sought �n va�n.

XI. God, or substance, cons�st�ng of �nf�n�te attr�butes, of wh�ch each
expresses eternal and �nf�n�te essent�al�ty, necessar�ly ex�sts.

>>>>>Proof—If th�s be den�ed, conce�ve, �f poss�ble, that God does
not ex�st: then h�s essence does not �nvolve ex�stence. But th�s
(Prop. v��.) �s absurd. Therefore God necessar�ly ex�sts.

>>>>>Another proof—Of everyth�ng whatsoever a cause or reason
must be ass�gned, e�ther for �ts ex�stence, or for �ts non-ex�stence—
e.g. �f a tr�angle ex�st, a reason or cause must be granted for �ts
ex�stence; �f, on the contrary, �t does not ex�st, a cause must also be
granted, wh�ch prevents �t from ex�st�ng, or annuls �ts ex�stence. Th�s
reason or cause must e�ther be conta�ned �n the nature of the th�ng �n
quest�on, or be external to �t. For �nstance, the reason for the non-
ex�stence of a square c�rcle �s �nd�cated �n �ts nature, namely,
because �t would �nvolve a contrad�ct�on. On the other hand, the
ex�stence of substance follows also solely from �ts nature, �nasmuch
as �ts nature �nvolves ex�stence. (See Prop. v��.)

But the reason for the ex�stence of a tr�angle or a c�rcle does not
follow from the nature of those f�gures, but from the order of
un�versal nature �n extens�on. From the latter �t must follow, e�ther
that a tr�angle necessar�ly ex�sts, or that �t �s �mposs�ble that �t should
ex�st. So much �s self-ev�dent. It follows therefrom that a th�ng
necessar�ly ex�sts, �f no cause or reason be granted wh�ch prevents
�ts ex�stence.



If, then, no cause or reason can be g�ven, wh�ch prevents the
ex�stence of God, or wh�ch destroys h�s ex�stence, we must certa�nly
conclude that he necessar�ly does ex�st. If such a reason or cause
should be g�ven, �t must e�ther be drawn from the very nature of God,
or be external to h�m—that �s, drawn from another substance of
another nature. For �f �t were of the same nature, God, by that very
fact, would be adm�tted to ex�st. But substance of another nature
could have noth�ng �n common w�th God (by Prop. ��.), and therefore
would be unable e�ther to cause or to destroy h�s ex�stence.

As, then, a reason or cause wh�ch would annul the d�v�ne ex�stence
cannot be drawn from anyth�ng external to the d�v�ne nature, such
cause must perforce, �f God does not ex�st, be drawn from God's
own nature, wh�ch would �nvolve a contrad�ct�on. To make such an
aff�rmat�on about a be�ng absolutely �nf�n�te and supremely perfect �s
absurd; therefore, ne�ther �n the nature of God, nor externally to h�s
nature, can a cause or reason be ass�gned wh�ch would annul h�s
ex�stence. Therefore, God necessar�ly ex�sts. Q.E.D.

>>>>>Another proof—The potent�al�ty of non-ex�stence �s a negat�on
of power, and contrar�w�se the potent�al�ty of ex�stence �s a power, as
�s obv�ous. If, then, that wh�ch necessar�ly ex�sts �s noth�ng but f�n�te
be�ngs, such f�n�te be�ngs are more powerful than a be�ng absolutely
�nf�n�te, wh�ch �s obv�ously absurd; therefore, e�ther noth�ng ex�sts, or
else a be�ng absolutely �nf�n�te necessar�ly ex�sts also. Now we ex�st
e�ther �n ourselves, or �n someth�ng else wh�ch necessar�ly ex�sts
(see Ax. �. and Prop. v��.). Therefore a be�ng absolutely �nf�n�te—�n
other words, God (Def. v�.)—necessar�ly ex�sts. Q.E.D.

*****Note—In th�s last proof, I have purposely shown God's
ex�stence 'a poster�or�,' so that the proof m�ght be more eas�ly
followed, not because, from the same prem�ses, God's ex�stence
does not follow 'a pr�or�.' For, as the potent�al�ty of ex�stence �s a
power, �t follows that, �n proport�on as real�ty �ncreases �n the nature
of a th�ng, so also w�ll �t �ncrease �ts strength for ex�stence. Therefore
a be�ng absolutely �nf�n�te, such as God, has from h�mself an
absolutely �nf�n�te power of ex�stence, and hence he does absolutely



ex�st. Perhaps there w�ll be many who w�ll be unable to see the force
of th�s proof, �nasmuch as they are accustomed only to cons�der
those th�ngs wh�ch flow from external causes. Of such th�ngs, they
see that those wh�ch qu�ckly come to pass—that �s, qu�ckly come
�nto ex�stence—qu�ckly also d�sappear; whereas they regard as more
d�ff�cult of accompl�shment —that �s, not so eas�ly brought �nto
ex�stence—those th�ngs wh�ch they conce�ve as more compl�cated.

However, to do away w�th th�s m�sconcept�on, I need not here show
the measure of truth �n the proverb, "What comes qu�ckly, goes
qu�ckly," nor d�scuss whether, from the po�nt of v�ew of un�versal
nature, all th�ngs are equally easy, or otherw�se: I need only remark
that I am not here speak�ng of th�ngs, wh�ch come to pass through
causes external to themselves, but only of substances wh�ch (by
Prop. v�.) cannot be produced by any external cause. Th�ngs wh�ch
are produced by external causes, whether they cons�st of many parts
or few, owe whatsoever perfect�on or real�ty they possess solely to
the eff�cacy of the�r external cause; wherefore the ex�stence of
substance must ar�se solely from �ts own nature, wh�ch �s noth�ng
else but �ts essence. Thus, the perfect�on of a th�ng does not annul
�ts ex�stence, but, on the contrary, asserts �t. Imperfect�on, on the
other hand, does annul �t; therefore we cannot be more certa�n of the
ex�stence of anyth�ng, than of the ex�stence of a be�ng absolutely
�nf�n�te or perfect—that �s, of God. For �nasmuch as h�s essence
excludes all �mperfect�on, and �nvolves absolute perfect�on, all cause
for doubt concern�ng h�s ex�stence �s done away, and the utmost
certa�nty on the quest�on �s g�ven. Th�s, I th�nk, w�ll be ev�dent to
every moderately attent�ve reader.

XII. No attr�bute of substance can be conce�ved from wh�ch �t would
follow that substance can be d�v�ded.

>>>>>Proof—The parts �nto wh�ch substance as thus conce�ved
would be d�v�ded e�ther w�ll reta�n the nature of substance, or they
w�ll not. If the former, then (by Prop. v���.) each part w�ll necessar�ly
be �nf�n�te, and (by Prop v�.) self-caused, and (by Prop. v.) w�ll
perforce cons�st of a d�fferent attr�bute, so that, �n that case, several



substances could be formed out of one substance, wh�ch (by Prop.
v�.) �s absurd. Moreover, the parts (by Prop. ��.) would have noth�ng �n
common w�th the�r whole, and the whole (by Def. �v. and Prop. X)
could both ex�st and be conce�ved w�thout �ts parts, wh�ch everyone
w�ll adm�t to be absurd. If we adopt the second alternat�ve—namely,
that the parts w�ll not reta�n the nature of substance—then, �f the
whole substance were d�v�ded �nto equal parts, �t would lose the
nature of substance, and would cease to ex�st, wh�ch (by Prop. v��.)
�s absurd.

XIII. Substance absolutely �nf�n�te �s �nd�v�s�ble.

>>>>>Proof—If �t could be d�v�ded, the parts �nto wh�ch �t was
d�v�ded would e�ther reta�n the nature of absolutely �nf�n�te
substance, or they would not. If the former, we should have several
substances of the same nature, wh�ch (by Prop. v.) �s absurd. If the
latter, then (by Prop. v��.) substance absolutely �nf�n�te could cease to
ex�st, wh�ch (by Prop. x�.) �s also absurd.

<<<<<Corollary—It follows that no substance, and consequently no
extended substance, �n so far as �t �s substance, �s d�v�s�ble.

*****Note—The �nd�v�s�b�l�ty of substance may be more eas�ly
understood as follows. The nature of substance can only be
conce�ved as �nf�n�te, and by a part of substance, noth�ng else can
be understood than f�n�te substance, wh�ch (by Prop. v���.) �nvolves a
man�fest contrad�ct�on.

XIV. Bes�des God no substance can be granted or conce�ved.

>>>>>Proof—As God �s a be�ng absolutely �nf�n�te, of whom no
attr�bute that expresses the essence of substance can be den�ed (by
Def. v�.), and he necessar�ly ex�sts (by Prop. x�.); �f any substance
bes�des God were granted, �t would have to be expla�ned by some
attr�bute of God, and thus two substances w�th the same attr�bute
would ex�st, wh�ch (by Prop. v.) �s absurd; therefore, bes�des God no
substance can be granted, or consequently be conce�ved. If �t could
be conce�ved, �t would necessar�ly have to be conce�ved as ex�stent;



but th�s (by the f�rst part of th�s proof) �s absurd. Therefore, bes�des
God no substance can be granted or conce�ved. Q.E.D.

<<<<<Corollary I.—Clearly, therefore: 1. God �s one, that �s (by Def.
v�.) only one substance can be granted �n the un�verse, and that
substance �s absolutely �nf�n�te, as we have already �nd�cated (�n the
note to Prop. x.).

<<<<<Corollary II.—It follows: 2. That extens�on and thought are
e�ther attr�butes of God or (by Ax. �.) acc�dents ("affect�ones") of the
attr�butes of God.

XV. Whatsoever �s, �s �n God, and w�thout God noth�ng can be, or be
conce�ved.

>>>>>Proof—Bes�des God, no substance �s granted or can be
conce�ved (by Prop. x�v.), that �s (by Def. ���.) noth�ng wh�ch �s �n �tself
and �s conce�ved through �tself. But modes (by Def. v.) can ne�ther
be, nor be conce�ved w�thout substance; wherefore they can only be
�n the d�v�ne nature, and can only through �t be conce�ved. But
substances and modes form the sum total of ex�stence (by Ax. �.),
therefore, w�thout God noth�ng can be, or be conce�ved. Q.E.D.

*****Note—Some assert that God, l�ke a man, cons�sts of body and
m�nd, and �s suscept�ble of pass�ons. How far such persons have
strayed from the truth �s suff�c�ently ev�dent from what has been sa�d.
But these I pass over. For all who have �n anyw�se reflected on the
d�v�ne nature deny that God has a body. Of th�s they f�nd excellent
proof �n the fact that we understand by body a def�n�te quant�ty, so
long, so broad, so deep, bounded by a certa�n shape, and �t �s the
he�ght of absurd�ty to pred�cate such a th�ng of God, a be�ng
absolutely �nf�n�te. But meanwh�le by other reasons w�th wh�ch they
try to prove the�r po�nt, they show that they th�nk corporeal or
extended substance wholly apart from the d�v�ne nature, and say �t
was created by God. Wherefrom the d�v�ne nature can have been
created, they are wholly �gnorant; thus they clearly show that they do
not know the mean�ng of the�r own words. I myself have proved
suff�c�ently clearly, at any rate �n my own judgment (Cor. Prop. v�.,



and Note 2, Prop. v���.), that no substance can be produced or
created by anyth�ng other than �tself. Further, I showed (�n Prop. x�v.)
that bes�des God no substance can be granted or conce�ved. Hence
we drew the conclus�on that extended substance �s one of the �nf�n�te
attr�butes of God. However, �n order to expla�n more fully, I w�ll refute
the arguments of my adversar�es, wh�ch all start from the follow�ng
po�nts:—

Extended substance, �n so far as �t �s substance, cons�sts, as they
th�nk, �n parts, wherefore they deny that �t can be �nf�n�te, or
consequently, that �t can apperta�n to God. Th�s they �llustrate w�th
many examples, of wh�ch I w�ll take one or two. If extended
substance, they say, �s �nf�n�te, let �t be conce�ved to be d�v�ded �nto
two parts; each part w�ll then be e�ther f�n�te or �nf�n�te. If the former,
then �nf�n�te substance �s composed of two f�n�te parts, wh�ch �s
absurd. If the latter, then one �nf�n�te w�ll be tw�ce as large as another
�nf�n�te, wh�ch �s also absurd.

Further, �f an �nf�n�te l�ne be measured out �n foot lengths, �t w�ll
cons�st of an �nf�n�te number of such parts; �t would equally cons�st of
an �nf�n�te number of parts, �f each part measured only an �nch:
therefore, one �nf�n�ty would be twelve t�mes as great as the other.

Lastly, �f from a s�ngle po�nt there be conce�ved to be drawn two
d�verg�ng l�nes wh�ch at f�rst are at a def�n�te d�stance apart, but are
produced to �nf�n�ty, �t �s certa�n that the d�stance between the two
l�nes w�ll be cont�nually �ncreased, unt�l at length �t changes from
def�n�te to �ndef�nable. As these absurd�t�es follow, �t �s sa�d, from
cons�der�ng quant�ty as �nf�n�te, the conclus�on �s drawn that
extended substance must necessar�ly be f�n�te, and, consequently,
cannot apperta�n to the nature of God.

The second argument �s also drawn from God's supreme perfect�on.
God, �t �s sa�d, �nasmuch as he �s a supremely perfect be�ng, cannot
be pass�ve; but extended substance, �nsofar as �t �s d�v�s�ble, �s
pass�ve. It follows, therefore, that extended substance does not
apperta�n to the essence of God.



Such are the arguments I f�nd on the subject �n wr�ters, who by them
try to prove that extended substance �s unworthy of the d�v�ne
nature, and cannot poss�bly apperta�n thereto. However, I th�nk an
attent�ve reader w�ll see that I have already answered the�r
propos�t�ons; for all the�r arguments are founded on the hypothes�s
that extended substance �s composed of parts, and such a
hypothes�s I have shown (Prop. x��., and Cor. Prop. x���.) to be
absurd. Moreover, anyone who reflects w�ll see that all these
absurd�t�es (�f absurd�t�es they be, wh�ch I am not now d�scuss�ng),
from wh�ch �t �s sought to extract the conclus�on that extended
substance �s f�n�te, do not at all follow from the not�on of an �nf�n�te
quant�ty, but merely from the not�on that an �nf�n�te quant�ty �s
measurable, and composed of f�n�te parts: therefore, the only fa�r
conclus�on to be drawn �s that �nf�n�te quant�ty �s not measurable, and
cannot be composed of f�n�te parts. Th�s �s exactly what we have
already proved (�n Prop. x��.). Wherefore the weapon wh�ch they
a�med at us has �n real�ty reco�led upon themselves. If, from th�s
absurd�ty of the�rs, they pers�st �n draw�ng the conclus�on that
extended substance must be f�n�te, they w�ll �n good sooth be act�ng
l�ke a man who asserts that c�rcles have the propert�es of squares,
and, f�nd�ng h�mself thereby landed �n absurd�t�es, proceeds to deny
that c�rcles have any center, from wh�ch all l�nes drawn to the
c�rcumference are equal. For, tak�ng extended substance, wh�ch can
only be conce�ved as �nf�n�te, one, and �nd�v�s�ble (Props. v���., v., x��.)
they assert, �n order to prove that �t �s f�n�te, that �t �s composed of
f�n�te parts, and that �t can be mult�pl�ed and d�v�ded.

So, also, others, after assert�ng that a l�ne �s composed of po�nts,
can produce many arguments to prove that a l�ne cannot be �nf�n�tely
d�v�ded. Assuredly �t �s not less absurd to assert that extended
substance �s made up of bod�es or parts, than �t would be to assert
that a sol�d �s made up of surfaces, a surface of l�nes, and a l�ne of
po�nts. Th�s must be adm�tted by all who know clear reason to be
�nfall�ble, and most of all by those who deny the poss�b�l�ty of a
vacuum. For �f extended substance could be so d�v�ded that �ts parts
were really separate, why should not one part adm�t of be�ng
destroyed, the others rema�n�ng jo�ned together as before? And why



should all be so f�tted �nto one another as to leave no vacuum?
Surely �n the case of th�ngs, wh�ch are really d�st�nct one from the
other, one can ex�st w�thout the other, and can rema�n �n �ts or�g�nal
cond�t�on. As, then, there does not ex�st a vacuum �n nature (of
wh�ch anon), but all parts are bound to come together to prevent �t, �t
follows from th�s that the parts cannot really be d�st�ngu�shed, and
that extended substance �n so far as �t �s substance cannot be
d�v�ded.

If anyone asks me the further quest�on, Why are we naturally so
prone to d�v�de quant�ty? I answer, that quant�ty �s conce�ved by us �n
two ways; �n the abstract and superf�c�ally, as we �mag�ne �t; or as
substance, as we conce�ve �t solely by the �ntellect. If, then, we
regard quant�ty as �t �s represented �n our �mag�nat�on, wh�ch we
often and more eas�ly do, we shall f�nd that �t �s f�n�te, d�v�s�ble, and
compounded of parts; but �f we regard �t as �t �s represented �n our
�ntellect, and conce�ve �t as substance, wh�ch �t �s very d�ff�cult to do,
we shall then, as I have suff�c�ently proved, f�nd that �t �s �nf�n�te, one,
and �nd�v�s�ble. Th�s w�ll be pla�n enough to all who make a
d�st�nct�on between the �ntellect and the �mag�nat�on, espec�ally �f �t
be remembered that matter �s everywhere the same, that �ts parts
are not d�st�ngu�shable, except �n so far as we conce�ve matter as
d�versely mod�f�ed, whence �ts parts are d�st�ngu�shed, not really, but
modally. For �nstance, water, �n so far as �t �s water, we conce�ve to
be d�v�ded, and �ts parts to be separated one from the other; but not
�n so far as �t �s extended substance; from th�s po�nt of v�ew �t �s
ne�ther separated nor d�v�s�ble. Further, water, �n so far as �t �s water,
�s produced and corrupted; but, �n so far as �t �s substance, �t �s
ne�ther produced nor corrupted.

I th�nk I have now answered the second argument; �t �s, �n fact,
founded on the same assumpt�on as the f�rst—namely, that matter, �n
so far as �t �s substance, �s d�v�s�ble, and composed of parts. Even �f
�t were so, I do not know why �t should be cons�dered unworthy of the
d�v�ne nature, �nasmuch as bes�des God (by Prop. x�v.) no substance
can be granted, wherefrom �t could rece�ve �ts mod�f�cat�ons. All
th�ngs, I repeat, are �n God, and all th�ngs wh�ch come to pass, come



to pass solely through the laws of the �nf�n�te nature of God, and
follow (as I w�ll shortly show) from the necess�ty of h�s essence.
Wherefore �t can �n now�se be sa�d that God �s pass�ve �n respect to
anyth�ng other than h�mself, or that extended substance �s unworthy
of the d�v�ne nature, even �f �t be supposed d�v�s�ble, so long as �t �s
granted to be �nf�n�te and eternal. But enough of th�s for the present.

XVI. From the necess�ty of the d�v�ne nature must follow an �nf�n�te
number of th�ngs �n �nf�n�te ways—that �s, all th�ngs wh�ch can fall
w�th�n the sphere of �nf�n�te �ntellect.

>>>>>Proof—Th�s propos�t�on w�ll be clear to everyone, who
remembers that from the g�ven def�n�t�on of any th�ng the �ntellect
�nfers several propert�es, wh�ch really necessar�ly follow therefrom
(that �s, from the actual essence of the th�ng def�ned); and �t �nfers
more propert�es �n proport�on as the def�n�t�on of the th�ng expresses
more real�ty, that �s, �n proport�on as the essence of the th�ng def�ned
�nvolves more real�ty. Now, as the d�v�ne nature has absolutely
�nf�n�te attr�butes (by Def. v�.), of wh�ch each expresses �nf�n�te
essence after �ts k�nd, �t follows that from the necess�ty of �ts nature
an �nf�n�te number of th�ngs (that �s, everyth�ng wh�ch can fall w�th�n
the sphere of an �nf�n�te �ntellect) must necessar�ly follow. Q.E.D.

<<<<<Corollary I.—Hence �t follows, that God �s the eff�c�ent cause
of all that can fall w�th�n the sphere of an �nf�n�te �ntellect.

<<<<<Corollary II.—It also follows that God �s a cause �n h�mself,
and not through an acc�dent of h�s nature.

<<<<<Corollary III.—It follows, th�rdly, that God �s the absolutely f�rst
cause.

XVII. God acts solely by the laws of h�s own nature, and �s not
constra�ned by anyone.

>>>>>Proof—We have just shown (�n Prop. xv�.), that solely from the
necess�ty of the d�v�ne nature, or, what �s the same th�ng, solely from
the laws of h�s nature, an �nf�n�te number of th�ngs absolutely follow



�n an �nf�n�te number of ways; and we proved (�n Prop. xv.), that
w�thout God noth�ng can be nor be conce�ved; but that all th�ngs are
�n God. Wherefore noth�ng can ex�st outs�de h�mself, whereby he can
be cond�t�oned or constra�ned to act. Wherefore God acts solely by
the laws of h�s own nature, and �s not constra�ned by anyone. Q.E.D.

<<<<<Corollary I—It follows: 1. That there can be no cause wh�ch,
e�ther extr�ns�cally or �ntr�ns�cally, bes�des the perfect�on of h�s own
nature, moves God to act.

<<<<<Corollary II—It follows: 2. That God �s the sole free cause. For
God alone ex�sts by the sole necess�ty of h�s nature (by Prop. x�. and
Prop. x�v., Cor. �.), and acts by the sole necess�ty of h�s own nature,
wherefore God �s (by Def. v��.) the sole free cause. Q.E.D.

*****Note—Others th�nk that God �s a free cause, because he can,
as they th�nk, br�ng �t about, that those th�ngs wh�ch we have sa�d
follow from h�s nature—that �s, wh�ch are �n h�s power, should not
come to pass, or should not be produced by h�m. But th�s �s the
same as �f they sa�d, that God could br�ng �t about, that �t should
follow from the nature of a tr�angle that �ts three �nter�or angles
should not be equal to two r�ght angles; or that from a g�ven cause
no effect should follow, wh�ch �s absurd.

Moreover, I w�ll show below, w�thout the a�d of th�s propos�t�on, that
ne�ther �ntellect nor w�ll apperta�n to God's nature. I know that there
are many who th�nk that they can show, that supreme �ntellect and
free w�ll do apperta�n to God's nature; for they say they know of
noth�ng more perfect, wh�ch they can attr�bute to God, than that
wh�ch �s the h�ghest perfect�on �n ourselves. Further, although they
conce�ve God as actually supremely �ntell�gent, they yet do not
bel�eve that he can br�ng �nto ex�stence everyth�ng wh�ch he actually
understands, for they th�nk that they would thus destroy God's
power. If, they contend, God had created everyth�ng wh�ch �s �n h�s
�ntellect, he would not be able to create anyth�ng more, and th�s, they
th�nk, would clash w�th God's omn�potence; therefore, they prefer to
asset that God �s �nd�fferent to all th�ngs, and that he creates noth�ng
except that wh�ch he has dec�ded, by some absolute exerc�se of w�ll,



to create. However, I th�nk I have shown suff�c�ently clearly (by Prop.
xv�.) that from God's supreme power, or �nf�n�te nature, an �nf�n�te
number of th�ngs—that �s, all th�ngs have necessar�ly flowed forth �n
an �nf�n�te number of ways, or always flow from the same necess�ty;
�n the same way as from the nature of a tr�angle �t follows from
etern�ty and for etern�ty, that �ts three �nter�or angles are equal to two
r�ght angles. Wherefore the omn�potence of God has been d�splayed
from all etern�ty, and w�ll for all etern�ty rema�n �n the same state of
act�v�ty. Th�s manner of treat�ng the quest�on attr�butes to God an
omn�potence, �n my op�n�on, far more perfect. For, otherw�se, we are
compelled to confess that God understands an �nf�n�te number of
creatable th�ngs, wh�ch he w�ll never be able to create, for, �f he
created all that he understands, he would, accord�ng to th�s show�ng,
exhaust h�s omn�potence, and render h�mself �mperfect. Wherefore,
�n order to establ�sh that God �s perfect, we should be reduced to
establ�sh�ng at the same t�me, that he cannot br�ng to pass
everyth�ng over wh�ch h�s power extends; th�s seems to be a
hypothes�s most absurd, and most repugnant to God's omn�potence.

Further (to say a word concern�ng the �ntellect and the w�ll wh�ch we
attr�bute to God), �f �ntellect and w�ll apperta�n to the eternal essence
of God, we must take these words �n some s�gn�f�cance qu�te
d�fferent from those they usually bear. For �ntellect and w�ll, wh�ch
should const�tute the essence of God, would perforce be as far apart
as the poles from the human �ntellect and w�ll, �n fact, would have
noth�ng �n common w�th them but the name; there would be about as
much correspondence between the two as there �s between the Dog,
the heavenly constellat�on, and a dog, an an�mal that barks. Th�s I
w�ll prove as follows. If �ntellect belongs to the d�v�ne nature, �t cannot
be �n nature, as ours �s generally thought to be, poster�or to, or
s�multaneous w�th the th�ngs understood, �nasmuch as God �s pr�or
to all th�ngs by reason of h�s causal�ty (Prop. xv�., Cor. �.). On the
contrary, the truth and formal essence of th�ngs �s as �t �s, because �t
ex�sts by representat�on as such �n the �ntellect of God. Wherefore
the �ntellect of God, �n so far as �t �s conce�ved to const�tute God's
essence, �s, �n real�ty, the cause of th�ngs, both of the�r essence and
of the�r ex�stence. Th�s seems to have been recogn�zed by those



who have asserted, that God's �ntellect, God's w�ll, and God's power,
are one and the same. As, therefore, God's �ntellect �s the sole
cause of th�ngs, namely, both of the�r essence and ex�stence, �t must
necessar�ly d�ffer from them �n respect to �ts essence, and �n respect
to �ts ex�stence. For a cause d�ffers from a th�ng �t causes, prec�sely
�n the qual�ty wh�ch the latter ga�ns from the former.

For example, a man �s the cause of another man's ex�stence, but not
of h�s essence (for the latter �s an eternal truth), and, therefore, the
two men may be ent�rely s�m�lar �n essence, but must be d�fferent �n
ex�stence; and hence �f the ex�stence of one of them cease, the
ex�stence of the other w�ll not necessar�ly cease also; but �f the
essence of one could be destroyed, and be made false, the essence
of the other would be destroyed also. Wherefore, a th�ng wh�ch �s the
cause both of the essence and of the ex�stence of a g�ven effect,
must d�ffer from such effect both �n respect to �ts essence, and also
�n respect to �ts ex�stence. Now the �ntellect of God �s the cause both
of the essence and the ex�stence of our �ntellect; therefore, the
�ntellect of God �n so far as �t �s conce�ved to const�tute the d�v�ne
essence, d�ffers from our �ntellect both �n respect to essence and �n
respect to ex�stence, nor can �t �n anyw�se agree therew�th save �n
name, as we sa�d before. The reason�ng would be �dent�cal �n the
case of the w�ll, as anyone can eas�ly see.

XVIII. God �s the �ndwell�ng and not the trans�ent cause of all th�ngs.
>>>>>Proof—All th�ngs wh�ch are, are �n God, and must be
conce�ved through God (by Prop. xv.), therefore (by Prop. xv�., Cor.
�.) God �s the cause of those th�ngs wh�ch are �n h�m. Th�s �s our f�rst
po�nt. Further, bes�des God there can be no substance (by Prop.
x�v.), that �s noth�ng �n �tself external to God. Th�s �s our second po�nt.
God, therefore, �s the �ndwell�ng and not the trans�ent cause of all
th�ngs. Q.E.D.

XIX. God, and all the attr�butes of God, are eternal. >>>>>Proof—
God (by Def. v�.) �s substance, wh�ch (by Prop. x�.) necessar�ly
ex�sts, that �s (by Prop. v��.) ex�stence apperta�ns to �ts nature, or
(what �s the same th�ng) follows from �ts def�n�t�on; therefore, God �s



eternal (by Def. v��.). Further, by the attr�butes of God we must
understand that wh�ch (by Def. �v.) expresses the essence of the
d�v�ne substance—�n other words, that wh�ch apperta�ns to
substance: that, I say, should be �nvolved �n the attr�butes of
substance. Now etern�ty apperta�ns to the nature of substance (as I
have already shown �n Prop. v��.); therefore, etern�ty must apperta�n
to each of the attr�butes, and thus all are eternal. Q.E.D.

*****Note—Th�s propos�t�on �s also ev�dent from the manner �n wh�ch
(�n Prop. x�.) I demonstrated the ex�stence of God; �t �s ev�dent, I
repeat, from that proof, that the ex�stence of God, l�ke h�s essence, �s
an eternal truth. Further (�n Prop. x�x. of my "Pr�nc�ples of the
Cartes�an Ph�losophy"), I have proved the etern�ty of God, �n another
manner, wh�ch I need not here repeat.

XX. The ex�stence of God and h�s essence are one and the same.

>>>>>Proof—God (by the last Prop.) and all h�s attr�butes are
eternal, that �s (by Def. v���.) each of h�s attr�butes expresses
ex�stence. Therefore the same attr�butes of God wh�ch expla�n h�s
eternal essence, expla�n at the same t�me h�s eternal ex�stence—�n
other words, that wh�ch const�tutes God's essence const�tutes at the
same t�me h�s ex�stence. Wherefore God's ex�stence and God's
essence are one and the same. Q.E.D.

<<<<<Corollary I.—Hence �t follows that God's ex�stence, l�ke h�s
essence, �s an eternal truth.

<<<<<Corollary II.—Secondly, �t follows that God, and all the
attr�butes of God, are unchangeable. For �f they could be changed �n
respect to ex�stence, they must also be able to be changed �n
respect to essence—that �s, obv�ously, be changed from true to
false, wh�ch �s absurd.

XXI. All th�ngs wh�ch follow from the absolute nature of any attr�bute
of God must always ex�st and be �nf�n�te, or, �n other words, are
eternal and �nf�n�te through the sa�d attr�bute.



>>>>>Proof—Conce�ve, �f �t be poss�ble (suppos�ng the propos�t�on
to be den�ed), that someth�ng �n some attr�bute of God can follow
from the absolute nature of the sa�d attr�bute, and that at the same
t�me �t �s f�n�te, and has a cond�t�oned ex�stence or durat�on; for
�nstance, the �dea of God expressed �n the attr�bute thought. Now
thought, �n so far as �t �s supposed to be an attr�bute of God, �s
necessar�ly (by Prop. x�.) �n �ts nature �nf�n�te. But, �n so far as �t
possesses the �dea of God, �t �s supposed f�n�te. It cannot, however,
be conce�ved as f�n�te, unless �t be l�m�ted by thought (by Def. ��.); but
�t �s not l�m�ted by thought �tself, �n so far as �t has const�tuted the
�dea of God (for so far �t �s supposed to be f�n�te); therefore, �t �s
l�m�ted by thought, �n so far as �t has not const�tuted the �dea of God,
wh�ch nevertheless (by Prop. x�.) must necessar�ly ex�st.

We have now granted, therefore, thought not const�tut�ng the �dea of
God, and, accord�ngly, the �dea of God does not naturally follow from
�ts nature �n so far as �t �s absolute thought (for �t �s conce�ved as
const�tut�ng, and also as not const�tut�ng, the �dea of God), wh�ch �s
aga�nst our hypothes�s. Wherefore, �f the �dea of God expressed �n
the attr�bute thought, or, �ndeed, anyth�ng else �n any attr�bute of God
(for we may take any example, as the proof �s of un�versal
appl�cat�on) follows from the necess�ty of the absolute nature of the
sa�d attr�bute, the sa�d th�ng must necessar�ly be �nf�n�te, wh�ch was
our f�rst po�nt.

Furthermore, a th�ng wh�ch thus follows from the necess�ty of the
nature of any attr�bute cannot have a l�m�ted durat�on. For �f �t can,
suppose a th�ng, wh�ch follows from the necess�ty of the nature of
some attr�bute, to ex�st �n some attr�bute of God, for �nstance, the
�dea of God expressed �n the attr�bute thought, and let �t be
supposed at some t�me not to have ex�sted, or to be about not to
ex�st.

Now thought be�ng an attr�bute of God must necessar�ly ex�st
unchanged (by Prop. x�., and Prop. xx., Cor. ��.); and beyond the
l�m�ts of the durat�on of the �dea of God (suppos�ng the latter at some
t�me not to have ex�sted, or not to be go�ng to ex�st) thought would



perforce have ex�sted w�thout the �dea of God, wh�ch �s contrary to
our hypothes�s, for we supposed that, thought be�ng g�ven, the �dea
of God necessar�ly flowed therefrom. Therefore the �dea of God
expressed �n thought, or anyth�ng wh�ch necessar�ly follows from the
absolute nature of some attr�bute of God, cannot have a l�m�ted
durat�on, but through the sa�d attr�bute �s eternal, wh�ch �s our
second po�nt. Bear �n m�nd that the same propos�t�on may be
aff�rmed of anyth�ng, wh�ch �n any attr�bute necessar�ly follows from
God's absolute nature.

XXII. Whatsoever follows from any attr�bute of God, �n so far as �t �s
mod�f�ed by a mod�f�cat�on, wh�ch ex�sts necessar�ly and as �nf�n�te,
through the sa�d attr�bute, must also ex�st necessar�ly and as �nf�n�te.

>>>>>Proof—The proof of th�s propos�t�on �s s�m�lar to that of the
preced�ng one.

XXIII. Every mode, wh�ch ex�sts both necessar�ly and as �nf�n�te,
must necessar�ly follow e�ther from the absolute nature of some
attr�bute of God, or from an attr�bute mod�f�ed by a mod�f�cat�on
wh�ch ex�sts necessar�ly, and as �nf�n�te.

>>>>>Proof—A mode ex�sts �n someth�ng else, through wh�ch �t
must be conce�ved (Def. v.), that �s (Prop. xv.), �t ex�sts solely �n God,
and solely through God can be conce�ved. If therefore a mode �s
conce�ved as necessar�ly ex�st�ng and �nf�n�te, �t must necessar�ly be
�nferred or perce�ved through some attr�bute of God, �n so far as
such attr�bute �s conce�ved as express�ng the �nf�n�ty and necess�ty of
ex�stence, �n other words (Def. v���.) etern�ty; that �s, �n so far as �t �s
cons�dered absolutely. A mode, therefore, wh�ch necessar�ly ex�sts
as �nf�n�te, must follow from the absolute nature of some attr�bute of
God, e�ther �mmed�ately (Prop. xx�.) or through the means of some
mod�f�cat�on, wh�ch follows from the absolute nature of the sa�d
attr�bute; that �s (by Prop. xx��.), wh�ch ex�sts necessar�ly and as
�nf�n�te.

XXIV. The essence of th�ngs produced by God does not �nvolve
ex�stence.



>>>>>Proof—Th�s propos�t�on �s ev�dent from Def. �. For that of
wh�ch the nature (cons�dered �n �tself) �nvolves ex�stence �s self-
caused, and ex�sts by the sole necess�ty of �ts own nature.

<<<<<Corollary—Hence �t follows that God �s not only the cause of
th�ngs com�ng �nto ex�stence, but also of the�r cont�nu�ng �n
ex�stence, that �s, �n scholast�c phraseology, God �s cause of the
be�ng of th�ngs (essend� rerum). For whether th�ngs ex�st, or do not
ex�st, whenever we contemplate the�r essence, we see that �t
�nvolves ne�ther ex�stence nor durat�on; consequently, �t cannot be
the cause of e�ther the one or the other. God must be the sole cause,
�nasmuch as to h�m alone does ex�stence apperta�n. (Prop. x�v. Cor.
�.) Q.E.D.

XXV. God �s the eff�c�ent cause not only of the ex�stence of th�ngs,
but also of the�r essence.

>>>>>Proof—If th�s be den�ed, then God �s not the cause of the
essence of th�ngs; and therefore the essence of th�ngs can (by Ax.
�v.) be conce�ved w�thout God. Th�s (by Prop. xv.) �s absurd.
Therefore, God �s the cause of the essence of th�ngs. Q.E.D.

*****Note—Th�s propos�t�on follows more clearly from Prop. xv�. For �t
�s ev�dent thereby that, g�ven the d�v�ne nature, the essence of th�ngs
must be �nferred from �t, no less than the�r ex�stence—�n a word, God
must be called the cause of all th�ngs, �n the same sense as he �s
called the cause of h�mself. Th�s w�ll be made st�ll clearer by the
follow�ng corollary.

<<<<<Corollary—Ind�v�dual th�ngs are noth�ng but mod�f�cat�ons of
the attr�butes of God, or modes by wh�ch the attr�butes of God are
expressed �n a f�xed and def�n�te manner. The proof appears from
Prop. xv. and Def. v.

XXVI. A th�ng wh�ch �s cond�t�oned to act �n a part�cular manner, has
necessar�ly been thus cond�t�oned by God; and that wh�ch has not
been cond�t�oned by God cannot cond�t�on �tself to act.



>>>>>Proof—That by wh�ch th�ngs are sa�d to be cond�t�oned to act
�n a part�cular manner �s necessar�ly someth�ng pos�t�ve (th�s �s
obv�ous); therefore both of �ts essence and of �ts ex�stence God by
the necess�ty of h�s nature �s the eff�c�ent cause (Props. xxv. and
xv�.); th�s �s our f�rst po�nt. Our second po�nt �s pla�nly to be �nferred
therefrom. For �f a th�ng, wh�ch has not been cond�t�oned by God,
could cond�t�on �tself, the f�rst part of our proof would be false, and
th�s, as we have shown �s absurd.

XXVII. A th�ng, wh�ch has been cond�t�oned by God to act �n a
part�cular way, cannot render �tself uncond�t�oned.

>>>>>Proof—Th�s propos�t�on �s ev�dent from Ax. ���.

XXVIII. Every �nd�v�dual th�ng, or everyth�ng wh�ch �s f�n�te and has a
cond�t�oned ex�stence, cannot ex�st or be cond�t�oned to act, unless �t
be cond�t�oned for ex�stence and act�on by a cause other than �tself,
wh�ch also �s f�n�te, and has a cond�t�oned ex�stence; and l�kew�se
th�s cause cannot �n �ts turn ex�st, or be cond�t�oned to act, unless �t
be cond�t�oned for ex�stence and act�on by another cause, wh�ch also
�s f�n�te, and has a cond�t�oned ex�stence, and so on to �nf�n�ty.

>>>>>Proof—Whatsoever �s cond�t�oned to ex�st and act, has been
thus cond�t�oned by God (by Prop. xxv�. and Prop. xx�v., Cor.)

But that wh�ch �s f�n�te, and has a cond�t�oned ex�stence, cannot be
produced by the absolute nature of any attr�bute of God; for
whatsoever follows from the absolute nature of any attr�bute of God
�s �nf�n�te and eternal (by Prop. xx�.). It must, therefore, follow from
some attr�bute of God, �n so far as the sa�d attr�bute �s cons�dered as
�n some way mod�f�ed; for substance and modes make up the sum
total of ex�stence (by Ax. �. and Def. ���., v.), wh�le modes are merely
mod�f�cat�ons of the attr�butes of God. But from God, or from any of
h�s attr�butes, �n so far as the latter �s mod�f�ed by a mod�f�cat�on
�nf�n�te and eternal, a cond�t�oned th�ng cannot follow. Wherefore �t
must follow from, or be cond�t�oned for, ex�stence and act�on by God
or one of h�s attr�butes, �n so far as the latter are mod�f�ed by some
mod�f�cat�on wh�ch �s f�n�te, and has a cond�t�oned ex�stence. Th�s �s



our f�rst po�nt. Aga�n, th�s cause or th�s mod�f�cat�on (for the reason
by wh�ch we establ�shed the f�rst part of th�s proof) must �n �ts turn be
cond�t�oned by another cause, wh�ch also �s f�n�te, and has a
cond�t�oned ex�stence, and, aga�n, th�s last by another (for the same
reason); and so on (for the same reason) to �nf�n�ty. Q.E.D.

*****Note—As certa�n th�ngs must be produced �mmed�ately by God,
namely those th�ngs wh�ch necessar�ly follow from h�s absolute
nature, through the means of these pr�mary attr�butes, wh�ch,
nevertheless, can ne�ther ex�st nor be conce�ved w�thout God, �t
follows: 1. That God �s absolutely the prox�mate cause of those
th�ngs �mmed�ately produced by h�m. I say absolutely, not after h�s
k�nd, as �s usually stated. For the effects of God cannot e�ther ex�st
or be conce�ved w�thout a cause (Prop. xv. and Prop. xx�v. Cor.). 2.
That God cannot properly be styled the remote cause of �nd�v�dual
th�ngs, except for the sake of d�st�ngu�sh�ng these from what he
�mmed�ately produces, or rather from what follows from h�s absolute
nature. For, by a remote cause, we understand a cause wh�ch �s �n
no way conjo�ned to the effect. But all th�ngs wh�ch are, are �n God,
and so depend on God, that w�thout h�m they can ne�ther be nor be
conce�ved.

XXIX. Noth�ng �n the un�verse �s cont�ngent, but all th�ngs are
cond�t�oned to ex�st and operate �n a part�cular manner by the
necess�ty of the d�v�ne nature.

>>>>>Proof—Whatsoever �s, �s �n God (Prop. xv.). But God cannot
be called a th�ng cont�ngent. For (by Prop. x�.) he ex�sts necessar�ly,
and not cont�ngently. Further, the modes of the d�v�ne nature follow
therefrom necessar�ly, and not cont�ngently (Prop. xv�.); and they
thus follow, whether we cons�der the d�v�ne nature absolutely, or
whether we cons�der �t as �n any way cond�t�oned to act (Prop. xxv��.).
Further, God �s not only the cause of these modes, �n so far as they
s�mply ex�st (by Prop. xx�v., Cor.), but also �n so far as they are
cons�dered as cond�t�oned for operat�ng �n a part�cular manner (Prop.
xxv�.). If they be not cond�t�oned by God (Prop. xxv�.), �t �s �mposs�ble,
and not cont�ngent, that they should cond�t�on themselves;



contrar�w�se, �f they be cond�t�oned by God, �t �s �mposs�ble, and not
cont�ngent, that they should render themselves uncond�t�oned.
Wherefore all th�ngs are cond�t�oned by the necess�ty of the d�v�ne
nature, not only to ex�st, but also to ex�st and operate �n a part�cular
manner, and there �s noth�ng that �s cont�ngent. Q.E.D.

*****Note—Before go�ng any further, I w�sh here to expla�n, what we
should understand by nature v�ewed as act�ve (natura naturans), and
nature v�ewed as pass�ve (natura naturata). I say to expla�n, or rather
call attent�on to �t, for I th�nk that, from what has been sa�d, �t �s
suff�c�ently clear, that by nature v�ewed as act�ve we should
understand that wh�ch �s �n �tself, and �s conce�ved through �tself, or
those attr�butes of substance, wh�ch express eternal and �nf�n�te
essence, �n other words (Prop. x�v., Cor. �., and Prop. xv��., Cor. ��.)
God, �n so far as he �s cons�dered as a free cause.

By nature v�ewed as pass�ve I understand all that wh�ch follows from
the necess�ty of the nature of God, or of any of the attr�butes of God,
that �s, all the modes of the attr�butes of God, �n so far as they are
cons�dered as th�ngs wh�ch are �n God, and wh�ch w�thout God
cannot ex�st or be conce�ved.

XXX. Intellect, �n funct�on (actu) f�n�te, or �n funct�on �nf�n�te, must
comprehend the attr�butes of God and the mod�f�cat�ons of God, and
noth�ng else.

>>>>>Proof—A true �dea must agree w�th �ts object (Ax. v�.); �n other
words (obv�ously) that wh�ch �s conta�ned �n the �ntellect �n
representat�on must necessar�ly be granted �n nature. But �n nature
(by Prop. x�v., Cor. �.) there �s no substance save God, nor any
mod�f�cat�ons save those (Prop. xv.) wh�ch are �n God, and cannot
w�thout God e�ther be or be conce�ved. Therefore the �ntellect, �n
funct�on f�n�te, or �n funct�on �nf�n�te, must comprehend the attr�butes
of God and the mod�f�cat�ons of God, and noth�ng else. Q.E.D.

XXXI. The �ntellect �n funct�on, whether f�n�te or �nf�n�te, as w�ll,
des�re, love, &c., should be referred to pass�ve nature and not to
act�ve nature.



>>>>>Proof—By the �ntellect we do not (obv�ously) mean absolute
thought, but only a certa�n mode of th�nk�ng, d�ffer�ng from other
modes, such as love, des�re, &c., and therefore (Def. v.) requ�r�ng to
be conce�ved through absolute thought. It must (by Prop. xv. and
Def. v�.), through some attr�bute of God wh�ch expresses the eternal
and �nf�n�te essence of thought, be so conce�ved, that w�thout such
attr�bute �t could ne�ther be nor be conce�ved. It must therefore be
referred to nature pass�ve rather than to nature act�ve, as must also
the other modes of th�nk�ng. Q.E.D.

*****Note—I do not here, by speak�ng of �ntellect �n funct�on, adm�t
that there �s such a th�ng as �ntellect �n potent�al�ty: but, w�sh�ng to
avo�d all confus�on, I des�re to speak only of what �s most clearly
perce�ved by us, namely, of the very act of understand�ng, than
wh�ch noth�ng �s more clearly perce�ved. For we cannot perce�ve
anyth�ng w�thout add�ng to our knowledge of the act of
understand�ng.

XXXII. W�ll cannot be called a free cause, but only a necessary
cause.

>>>>>Proof—W�ll �s only a part�cular mode of th�nk�ng, l�ke �ntellect;
therefore (by Prop. xxv���.) no vol�t�on can ex�st, nor be cond�t�oned to
act, unless �t be cond�t�oned by some cause other than �tself, wh�ch
cause �s cond�t�oned by a th�rd cause, and so on to �nf�n�ty. But �f w�ll
be supposed �nf�n�te, �t must also be cond�t�oned to ex�st and act by
God, not by v�rtue of h�s be�ng substance absolutely �nf�n�te, but by
v�rtue of h�s possess�ng an attr�bute wh�ch expresses the �nf�n�te and
eternal essence of thought (by Prop. xx���.). Thus, however �t be
conce�ved, whether as f�n�te or �nf�n�te, �t requ�res a cause by wh�ch �t
should be cond�t�oned to ex�st and act. Thus (Def. v��.) �t cannot be
called a free cause, but only a necessary or constra�ned cause.
Q.E.D.

<<<<<Corollary I—Hence �t follows, f�rst, that God does not act
accord�ng to freedom of the w�ll.



<<<<<Corollary II—It follows, secondly, that w�ll and �ntellect stand �n
the same relat�on to the nature of God as do mot�on, and rest, and
absolutely all natural phenomena, wh�ch must be cond�t�oned by God
(Prop. xx�x.) to ex�st and act �n a part�cular manner. For w�ll, l�ke the
rest, stands �n need of a cause, by wh�ch �t �s cond�t�oned to ex�st
and act �n a part�cular manner. And although, when w�ll or �ntellect be
granted, an �nf�n�te number of results may follow, yet God cannot on
that account be sa�d to act from freedom of the w�ll, any more than
the �nf�n�te number of results from mot�on and rest would just�fy us �n
say�ng that mot�on and rest act by free w�ll. Wherefore w�ll no more
apperta�ns to God than does anyth�ng else �n nature, but stands �n
the same relat�on to h�m as mot�on, rest, and the l�ke, wh�ch we have
shown to follow from the necess�ty of the d�v�ne nature, and to be
cond�t�oned by �t to ex�st and act �n a part�cular manner.

XXXIII. Th�ngs could not have been brought �nto be�ng by God �n any
manner or �n any order d�fferent from that wh�ch has �n fact obta�ned.

>>>>>Proof—All th�ngs necessar�ly follow from the nature of God
(Prop. xv�.), and by the nature of God are cond�t�oned to ex�st and
act �n a part�cular way (Prop. xx�x). If th�ngs, therefore, could have
been of a d�fferent nature, or have been cond�t�oned to act �n a
d�fferent way, so that the order of nature would have been d�fferent,
God's nature would also have been able to be d�fferent from what �t
now �s; and therefore (by Prop. x�.)that d�fferent nature also would
have perforce ex�sted, and consequently there would have been able
to be two or more Gods. Th�s (by Prop. x�v., Cor. �.) �s absurd.
Therefore, th�ngs could not have been brought �nto be�ng by God �n
any other manner, &c. Q.E.D.

*****Note I—As I have thus shown, more clearly than the sun at
noonday, that there �s noth�ng to just�fy us �n call�ng th�ngs
cont�ngent, I w�sh to expla�n br�efly what mean�ng we shall attach to
the word cont�ngent; but I w�ll f�rst expla�n the words necessary and
�mposs�ble.

A th�ng �s called necessary e�ther �n respect to �ts essence or �n
respect to �ts cause; for the ex�stence of a th�ng necessar�ly follows,



e�ther from �ts essence and def�n�t�on, or from a g�ven eff�c�ent cause.
For s�m�lar reasons a th�ng �s sa�d to be �mposs�ble; namely,
�nasmuch as �ts essence or def�n�t�on �nvolves a contrad�ct�on, or
because no external cause �s granted, wh�ch �s cond�t�oned to
produce such an effect; but a th�ng can �n no respect be called
cont�ngent, save �n relat�on to the �mperfect�on of our knowledge.

A th�ng of wh�ch we do not know whether the essence does or does
not �nvolve a contrad�ct�on, or of wh�ch, know�ng that �t does not
�nvolve a contrad�ct�on, we are st�ll �n doubt concern�ng the
ex�stence, because the order of causes escapes us,—such a th�ng, I
say, cannot appear to us e�ther necessary or �mposs�ble. Wherefore
we call �t cont�ngent or poss�ble.

*****Note II—It clearly follows from what we have sa�d, that th�ngs
have been brought �nto be�ng by God �n the h�ghest perfect�on,
�nasmuch as they have necessar�ly followed from a most perfect
nature. Nor does th�s prove any �mperfect�on �n God, for �t has
compelled us to aff�rm h�s perfect�on. From �ts contrary propos�t�on,
we should clearly gather (as I have just shown), that God �s not
supremely perfect, for �f th�ngs had been brought �nto be�ng �n any
other way, we should have to ass�gn to God a nature d�fferent from
that, wh�ch we are bound to attr�bute to h�m from the cons�derat�on of
an absolutely perfect be�ng.

I do not doubt, that many w�ll scout th�s �dea as absurd, and w�ll
refuse to g�ve the�r m�nds up to contemplat�ng �t, s�mply because
they are accustomed to ass�gn to God a freedom very d�fferent from
that wh�ch we (Def. v��.) have deduced. They ass�gn to h�m, �n short,
absolute free w�ll. However, I am also conv�nced that �f such persons
reflect on the matter, and duly we�gh �n the�r m�nds our ser�es of
propos�t�ons, they w�ll reject such freedom as they now attr�bute to
God, not only as nugatory, but also as a great �mped�ment to
organ�zed knowledge. There �s no need for me to repeat what I have
sa�d �n the note to Prop. xv��. But, for the sake of my opponents, I w�ll
show further, that although �t be granted that w�ll perta�ns to the
essence of God, �t nevertheless follows from h�s perfect�on, that



th�ngs could not have been by h�m created other than they are, or �n
a d�fferent order; th�s �s eas�ly proved, �f we reflect on what our
opponents themselves concede, namely, that �t depends solely on
the decree and w�ll of God, that each th�ng �s what �t �s. If �t were
otherw�se, God would not be the cause of all th�ngs. Further, that all
the decrees of God have been rat�f�ed from all etern�ty by God
h�mself. If �t were otherw�se, God would be conv�cted of �mperfect�on
or change. But �n etern�ty there �s no such th�ng as when, before, or
after; hence �t follows solely from the perfect�on of God, that God
never can decree, or never would have decreed anyth�ng but what
�s; that God d�d not ex�st before h�s decrees, and would not ex�st
w�thout them. But, �t �s sa�d, suppos�ng that God had made a
d�fferent un�verse, or had orda�ned other decrees from all etern�ty
concern�ng nature and her order, we could not therefore conclude
any �mperfect�on �n God. But persons who say th�s must adm�t that
God can change h�s decrees. For �f God had orda�ned any decrees
concern�ng nature and her order, d�fferent from those wh�ch he has
orda�ned—�n other words, �f he had w�lled and conce�ved someth�ng
d�fferent concern�ng nature—he would perforce have had a d�fferent
�ntellect from that wh�ch he has, and also a d�fferent w�ll. But �f �t were
allowable to ass�gn to God a d�fferent �ntellect and a d�fferent w�ll,
w�thout any change �n h�s essence or h�s perfect�on, what would
there be to prevent h�m chang�ng the decrees wh�ch he has made
concern�ng created th�ngs, and nevertheless rema�n�ng perfect? For
h�s �ntellect and w�ll concern�ng th�ngs created and the�r order are the
same, �n respect to h�s essence and perfect�on, however they be
conce�ved.

Further, all the ph�losophers whom I have read adm�t that God's
�ntellect �s ent�rely actual, and not at all potent�al; as they also adm�t
that God's �ntellect, and God's w�ll, and God's essence are �dent�cal,
�t follows that, �f God had had a d�fferent actual �ntellect and a
d�fferent w�ll, h�s essence would also have been d�fferent; and thus,
as I concluded at f�rst, �f th�ngs had been brought �nto be�ng by God
�n a d�fferent way from that wh�ch has obta�ned, God's �ntellect and
w�ll, that �s (as �s adm�tted) h�s essence would perforce have been
d�fferent, wh�ch �s absurd.



As these th�ngs could not have been brought �nto be�ng by God �n
any but the actual way and order wh�ch has obta�ned; and as the
truth of th�s propos�t�on follows from the supreme perfect�on of God;
we can have no sound reason for persuad�ng ourselves to bel�eve
that God d�d not w�sh to create all the th�ngs wh�ch were �n h�s
�ntellect, and to create them �n the same perfect�on as he had
understood them.

But, �t w�ll be sa�d, there �s �n th�ngs no perfect�on nor �mperfect�on;
that wh�ch �s �n them, and wh�ch causes them to be called perfect or
�mperfect, good or bad, depends solely on the w�ll of God. If God had
so w�lled, he m�ght have brought �t about that what �s now perfect�on
should be extreme �mperfect�on, and v�ce versa. What �s such an
assert�on, but an open declarat�on that God, who necessar�ly
understands that wh�ch he w�shes, m�ght br�ng �t about by h�s w�ll,
that he should understand th�ngs d�fferently from the way �n wh�ch he
does understand them? Th�s (as we have just shown) �s the he�ght of
absurd�ty. Wherefore, I may turn the argument aga�nst �ts employers,
as follows:—All th�ngs depend on the power of God. In order that
th�ngs should be d�fferent from what they are, God's w�ll would
necessar�ly have to be d�fferent. But God's w�ll cannot be d�fferent
(as we have just most clearly demonstrated) from God's perfect�on.
Therefore ne�ther can th�ngs be d�fferent. I confess, that the theory
wh�ch subjects all th�ngs to the w�ll of an �nd�fferent de�ty, and asserts
that they are all dependent on h�s f�at, �s less far from the truth than
the theory of those, who ma�nta�n that God acts �n all th�ngs w�th a
v�ew of promot�ng what �s good. For these latter persons seem to set
up someth�ng beyond God, wh�ch does not depend on God, but
wh�ch God �n act�ng looks to as an exemplar, or wh�ch he a�ms at as
a def�n�te goal. Th�s �s only another name for subject�ng God to the
dom�n�on of dest�ny, an utter absurd�ty �n respect to God, whom we
have shown to be the f�rst and only free cause of the essence of all
th�ngs and also of the�r ex�stence. I need, therefore, spend no t�me �n
refut�ng such w�ld theor�es.

XXXIV. God's power �s �dent�cal w�th h�s essence.



>>>>>Proof—From the sole necess�ty of the essence of God �t
follows that God �s the cause of h�mself (Prop. x�.) and of all th�ngs
(Prop. xv�. and Cor.). Wherefore the power of God, by wh�ch he and
all th�ngs are and act, �s �dent�cal w�th h�s essence. Q.E.D.

XXXV. Whatsoever we conce�ve to be �n the power of God,
necessar�ly ex�sts.

>>>>>Proof—Whatsoever �s �n God's power, must (by the last Prop.)
be comprehended �n h�s essence �n such a manner, that �t
necessar�ly follows therefrom, and therefore necessar�ly ex�sts.
Q.E.D.

XXXVI. There �s no cause from whose nature some effect does not
follow.

>>>>>Proof—Whatsoever ex�sts expresses God's nature or essence
�n a g�ven cond�t�oned manner (by Prop. xxv., Cor.); that �s, (by Prop.
xxx�v.), whatsoever ex�sts, expresses �n a g�ven cond�t�oned manner
God's power, wh�ch �s the cause of all th�ngs, therefore an effect
must (by Prop. xv�.) necessar�ly follow. Q.E.D.

APPENDIX: In the forego�ng I have expla�ned the nature and
propert�es of God. I have shown that he necessar�ly ex�sts, that he �s
one: that he �s, and acts solely by the necess�ty of h�s own nature;
that he �s the free cause of all th�ngs, and how he �s so; that all th�ngs
are �n God, and so depend on h�m, that w�thout h�m they could
ne�ther ex�st nor be conce�ved; lastly, that all th�ngs are
predeterm�ned by God, not through h�s free w�ll or absolute f�at, but
from the very nature of God or �nf�n�te power. I have further, where
occas�on afforded, taken care to remove the prejud�ces, wh�ch m�ght
�mpede the comprehens�on of my demonstrat�ons. Yet there st�ll
rema�n m�sconcept�ons not a few, wh�ch m�ght and may prove very
grave h�ndrances to the understand�ng of the concatenat�on of
th�ngs, as I have expla�ned �t above. I have therefore thought �t worth
wh�le to br�ng these m�sconcept�ons before the bar of reason.



All such op�n�ons spr�ng from the not�on commonly enterta�ned, that
all th�ngs �n nature act as men themselves act, namely, w�th an end
�n v�ew. It �s accepted as certa�n, that God h�mself d�rects all th�ngs to
a def�n�te goal (for �t �s sa�d that God made all th�ngs for man, and
man that he m�ght worsh�p h�m). I w�ll, therefore, cons�der th�s
op�n�on, ask�ng f�rst, why �t obta�ns general credence, and why all
men are naturally so prone to adopt �t?; secondly, I w�ll po�nt out �ts
fals�ty; and, lastly, I w�ll show how �t has g�ven r�se to prejud�ces
about good and bad, r�ght and wrong, pra�se and blame, order and
confus�on, beauty and ugl�ness, and the l�ke. However, th�s �s not the
place to deduce these m�sconcept�ons from the nature of the human
m�nd: �t w�ll be suff�c�ent here, �f I assume as a start�ng po�nt, what
ought to be un�versally adm�tted, namely, that all men are born
�gnorant of the causes of th�ngs, that all have the des�re to seek for
what �s useful to them, and that they are consc�ous of such des�re.
Herefrom �t follows, f�rst, that men th�nk themselves free �nasmuch as
they are consc�ous of the�r vol�t�ons and des�res, and never even
dream, �n the�r �gnorance, of the causes wh�ch have d�sposed them
so to w�sh and des�re. Secondly, that men do all th�ngs for an end,
namely, for that wh�ch �s useful to them, and wh�ch they seek. Thus �t
comes to pass that they only look for a knowledge of the f�nal causes
of events, and when these are learned, they are content, as hav�ng
no cause for further doubt. If they cannot learn such causes from
external sources, they are compelled to turn to cons�der�ng
themselves, and reflect�ng what end would have �nduced them
personally to br�ng about the g�ven event, and thus they necessar�ly
judge other natures by the�r own. Further, as they f�nd �n themselves
and outs�de themselves many means wh�ch ass�st them not a l�ttle �n
the search for what �s useful, for �nstance, eyes for see�ng, teeth for
chew�ng, herbs and an�mals for y�eld�ng food, the sun for g�v�ng l�ght,
the sea for breed�ng f�sh, &c., they come to look on the whole of
nature as a means for obta�n�ng such conven�ences. Now as they
are aware, that they found these conven�ences and d�d not make
them, they th�nk they have cause for bel�ev�ng, that some other be�ng
has made them for the�r use. As they look upon th�ngs as means,
they cannot bel�eve them to be self-created; but, judg�ng from the
means wh�ch they are accustomed to prepare for themselves, they



are bound to bel�eve �n some ruler or rulers of the un�verse endowed
w�th human freedom, who have arranged and adapted everyth�ng for
human use. They are bound to est�mate the nature of such rulers
(hav�ng no �nformat�on on the subject) �n accordance w�th the�r own
nature, and therefore they assert that the gods orda�ned everyth�ng
for the use of man, �n order to b�nd man to themselves and obta�n
from h�m the h�ghest honor. Hence also �t follows, that everyone
thought out for h�mself, accord�ng to h�s ab�l�t�es, a d�fferent way of
worsh�pp�ng God, so that God m�ght love h�m more than h�s fellows,
and d�rect the whole course of nature for the sat�sfact�on of h�s bl�nd
cup�d�ty and �nsat�able avar�ce. Thus the prejud�ce developed �nto
superst�t�on, and took deep root �n the human m�nd; and for th�s
reason everyone strove most zealously to understand and expla�n
the f�nal causes of th�ngs; but �n the�r endeavor to show that nature
does noth�ng �n va�n, �.e. noth�ng wh�ch �s useless to man, they only
seem to have demonstrated that nature, the gods, and men are all
mad together. Cons�der, I pray you, the result: among the many
helps of nature they were bound to f�nd some h�ndrances, such as
storms, earthquakes, d�seases, &c.: so they declared that such
th�ngs happen, because the gods are angry at some wrong done to
them by men, or at some fault comm�tted �n the�r worsh�p.
Exper�ence day by day protested and showed by �nf�n�te examples,
that good and ev�l fortunes fall to the lot of p�ous and �mp�ous al�ke;
st�ll they would not abandon the�r �nveterate prejud�ce, for �t was
more easy for them to class such contrad�ct�ons among other
unknown th�ngs of whose use they were �gnorant, and thus to reta�n
the�r actual and �nnate cond�t�on of �gnorance, than to destroy the
whole fabr�c of the�r reason�ng and start afresh. They therefore la�d
down as an ax�om, that God's judgments far transcend human
understand�ng. Such a doctr�ne m�ght well have suff�ced to conceal
the truth from the human race for all etern�ty, �f mathemat�cs had not
furn�shed another standard of ver�ty �n cons�der�ng solely the
essence and propert�es of f�gures w�thout regard to the�r f�nal
causes. There are other reasons (wh�ch I need not ment�on here)
bes�des mathemat�cs, wh�ch m�ght have caused men's m�nds to be
d�rected to these general prejud�ces, and have led them to the
knowledge of the truth.



I have now suff�c�ently expla�ned my f�rst po�nt. There �s no need to
show at length, that nature has no part�cular goal �n v�ew, and that
f�nal causes are mere human f�gments. Th�s, I th�nk, �s already
ev�dent enough, both from the causes and foundat�ons on wh�ch I
have shown such prejud�ce to be based, and also from Prop. xv�.,
and the Corollary of Prop. xxx��., and, �n fact, all those propos�t�ons �n
wh�ch I have shown, that everyth�ng �n nature proceeds from a sort
of necess�ty, and w�th the utmost perfect�on. However, I w�ll add a
few remarks �n order to overthrow th�s doctr�ne of a f�nal cause
utterly. That wh�ch �s really a cause �t cons�ders as an effect, and v�ce
versa: �t makes that wh�ch �s by nature f�rst to be last, and that wh�ch
�s h�ghest and most perfect to be most �mperfect. Pass�ng over the
quest�ons of cause and pr�or�ty as self-ev�dent, �t �s pla�n from Props.
xx�., xx��., xx���. that the effect �s most perfect wh�ch �s produced
�mmed�ately by God; the effect wh�ch requ�res for �ts product�on
several �ntermed�ate causes �s, �n that respect, more �mperfect. But �f
those th�ngs wh�ch were made �mmed�ately by God were made to
enable h�m to atta�n h�s end, then the th�ngs wh�ch come after, for the
sake of wh�ch the f�rst were made, are necessar�ly the most excellent
of all.

Further, th�s doctr�ne does away w�th the perfect�on of God: for, �f
God acts for an object, he necessar�ly des�res someth�ng wh�ch he
lacks. Certa�nly, theolog�ans and metaphys�c�ans draw a d�st�nct�on
between the object of want and the object of ass�m�lat�on; st�ll they
confess that God made all th�ngs for the sake of h�mself, not for the
sake of creat�on. They are unable to po�nt to anyth�ng pr�or to
creat�on, except God h�mself, as an object for wh�ch God should act,
and are therefore dr�ven to adm�t (as they clearly must), that God
lacked those th�ngs for whose atta�nment he created means, and
further that he des�red them.

We must not om�t to not�ce that the followers of th�s doctr�ne, anx�ous
to d�splay the�r talent �n ass�gn�ng f�nal causes, have �mported a new
method of argument �n proof of the�r theory—namely, a reduct�on,
not to the �mposs�ble, but to �gnorance; thus show�ng that they have



no other method of exh�b�t�ng the�r doctr�ne. For example, �f a stone
falls from a roof onto someone's head, and k�lls h�m, they w�ll
demonstrate by the�r new method, that the stone fell �n order to k�ll
the man; for, �f �t had not by God's w�ll fallen w�th that object, how
could so many c�rcumstances (and there are often many concurrent
c�rcumstances) have all happened together by chance? Perhaps you
w�ll answer that the event �s due to the facts that the w�nd was
blow�ng, and the man was walk�ng that way. "But why," they w�ll
�ns�st, "was the w�nd blow�ng, and why was the man at that very t�me
walk�ng that way?" If you aga�n answer, that the w�nd had then
sprung up because the sea had begun to be ag�tated the day before,
the weather be�ng prev�ously calm, and that the man had been
�nv�ted by a fr�end, they w�ll aga�n �ns�st: "But why was the sea
ag�tated, and why was the man �nv�ted at that t�me?" So they w�ll
pursue the�r quest�ons from cause to cause, t�ll at last you take
refuge �n the w�ll of God—�n other words, the sanctuary of �gnorance.
So, aga�n, when they survey the frame of the human body, they are
amazed; and be�ng �gnorant of the causes of so great a work of art,
conclude that �t has been fash�oned, not mechan�cally, but by d�v�ne
and supernatural sk�ll, and has been so put together that one part
shall not hurt another.

Hence anyone who seeks for the true causes of m�racles, and str�ves
to understand natural phenomena as an �ntell�gent be�ng, and not to
gaze at them l�ke a fool, �s set down and denounced as an �mp�ous
heret�c by those, whom the masses adore as the �nterpreters of
nature and the gods. Such persons know that, w�th the removal of
�gnorance, the wonder wh�ch forms the�r only ava�lable means for
prov�ng and preserv�ng the�r author�ty would van�sh also. But I now
qu�t th�s subject, and pass on to my th�rd po�nt.

After men persuaded themselves, that everyth�ng wh�ch �s created �s
created for the�r sake, they were bound to cons�der as the ch�ef
qual�ty �n everyth�ng that wh�ch �s most useful to themselves, and to
account those th�ngs the best of all wh�ch have the most benef�c�al
effect on mank�nd. Further, they were bound to form abstract not�ons
for the explanat�on of the nature of th�ngs, such as goodness,



badness, order, confus�on, warmth, cold, beauty, deform�ty, and so
on; and from the bel�ef that they are free agents arose the further
not�ons of pra�se and blame, s�n and mer�t.

I w�ll speak of these latter hereafter, when I treat of human nature;
the former I w�ll br�efly expla�n here.

Everyth�ng wh�ch conduces to health and the worsh�p of God they
have called good, everyth�ng wh�ch h�nders these objects they have
styled bad; and �nasmuch as those who do not understand the
nature of th�ngs do not ver�fy phenomena �n any way, but merely
�mag�ne them after a fash�on, and m�stake the�r �mag�nat�on for
understand�ng, such persons f�rmly bel�eve that there �s an order �n
th�ngs, be�ng really �gnorant both of th�ngs and the�r own nature.
When phenomena are of such a k�nd, that the �mpress�on they make
on our senses requ�res l�ttle effort of �mag�nat�on, and can
consequently be eas�ly remembered, we say that they are well-
ordered; �f the contrary, that they are �ll-ordered or confused. Further,
as th�ngs wh�ch are eas�ly �mag�ned are more pleas�ng to us, men
prefer order to confus�on—as though there were any order �n nature,
except �n relat�on to our �mag�nat�on—and say that God has created
all th�ngs �n order; thus, w�thout know�ng �t, attr�but�ng �mag�nat�on to
God, unless, �ndeed, they would have �t that God foresaw human
�mag�nat�on, and arranged everyth�ng, so that �t should be most
eas�ly �mag�ned. If th�s be the�r theory, they would not, perhaps, be
daunted by the fact that we f�nd an �nf�n�te number of phenomena, far
surpass�ng our �mag�nat�on, and very many others wh�ch confound
�ts weakness. But enough has been sa�d on th�s subject. The other
abstract not�ons are noth�ng but modes of �mag�n�ng, �n wh�ch the
�mag�nat�on �s d�fferently affected: though they are cons�dered by the
�gnorant as the ch�ef attr�butes of th�ngs, �nasmuch as they bel�eve
that everyth�ng was created for the sake of themselves; and,
accord�ng as they are affected by �t, style �t good or bad, healthy or
rotten or corrupt. For �nstance, �f the mot�on wh�ch objects we see
commun�cate to our nerves be conduc�ve to health, the objects
caus�ng �t are styled beaut�ful; �f a contrary mot�on be exc�ted, they
are styled ugly.



Th�ngs wh�ch are perce�ved through our sense of smell are styled
fragrant or fet�d; �f through our taste, sweet or b�tter, full-flavored or
�ns�p�d; �f through our touch, hard or soft, rough or smooth, &c.

Whatsoever affects our ears �s sa�d to g�ve r�se to no�se, sound, or
harmony. In th�s last case, there are men lunat�c enough to bel�eve,
that even God h�mself takes pleasure �n harmony; and ph�losophers
are not lack�ng who have persuaded themselves, that the mot�on of
the heavenly bod�es g�ves r�se to harmony—all of wh�ch �nstances
suff�c�ently show that everyone judges of th�ngs accord�ng to the
state of h�s bra�n, or rather m�stakes for th�ngs the forms of h�s
�mag�nat�on. We need no longer wonder that there have ar�sen all
the controvers�es we have w�tnessed, and f�nally skept�c�sm: for,
although human bod�es �n many respects agree, yet �n very many
others they d�ffer; so that what seems good to one seems confused
to another; what �s pleas�ng to one d�spleases another, and so on. I
need not further enumerate, because th�s �s not the place to treat the
subject at length, and also because the fact �s suff�c�ently well
known. It �s commonly sa�d: "So many men, so many m�nds;
everyone �s w�se �n h�s own way; bra�ns d�ffer as completely as
palates." All of wh�ch proverbs show, that men judge of th�ngs
accord�ng to the�r mental d�spos�t�on, and rather �mag�ne than
understand: for, �f they understood phenomena, they would, as
mathemat�c�ans attest, be conv�nced, �f not attracted, by what I have
urged.

We have now perce�ved, that all the explanat�ons commonly g�ven of
nature are mere modes of �mag�n�ng, and do not �nd�cate the true
nature of anyth�ng, but only the const�tut�on of the �mag�nat�on; and,
although they have names, as though they were ent�t�es, ex�st�ng
externally to the �mag�nat�on, I call them ent�t�es �mag�nary rather
than real; and, therefore, all arguments aga�nst us drawn from such
abstract�ons are eas�ly rebutted.

Many argue �n th�s way. If all th�ngs follow from a necess�ty of the
absolutely perfect nature of God, why are there so many
�mperfect�ons �n nature? such, for �nstance, as th�ngs corrupt to the



po�nt of putr�d�ty, loathsome deform�ty, confus�on, ev�l, s�n, &c. But
these reasoners are, as I have sa�d, eas�ly confuted, for the
perfect�on of th�ngs �s to be reckoned only from the�r own nature and
power; th�ngs are not more or less perfect, accord�ng as they are
serv�ceable or repugnant to mank�nd. To those who ask why God d�d
not so create all men, that they should be governed only by reason, I
g�ve no answer but th�s: because matter was not lack�ng to h�m for
the creat�on of every degree of perfect�on from h�ghest to lowest; or,
more str�ctly, because the laws of h�s nature are so vast, as to suff�ce
for the product�on of everyth�ng conce�vable by an �nf�n�te
�ntell�gence, as I have shown �n Prop. xv�.

Such are the m�sconcept�ons I have undertaken to note; �f there are
any more of the same sort, everyone may eas�ly d�ss�pate them for
h�mself w�th the a�d of a l�ttle reflect�on.
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