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Part II: ON THE NATURE AND ORIGIN
OF THE MIND

PREFACE I now pass on to expla�n�ng the results, wh�ch must
necessar�ly follow from the essence of God, or of the eternal and
�nf�n�te be�ng; not, �ndeed, all of them (for we proved �n Part �., Prop.
xv�., that an �nf�n�te number must follow �n an �nf�n�te number of
ways), but only those wh�ch are able to lead us, as �t were by the
hand, to the knowledge of the human m�nd and �ts h�ghest
blessedness.

DEFINITIONS I. By 'body' I mean a mode wh�ch expresses �n a
certa�n determ�nate manner the essence of God, �n so far as he �s
cons�dered as an extended th�ng. (See Pt. �., Prop. xxv. Cor.)

II. I cons�der as belong�ng to the essence of a th�ng that, wh�ch be�ng
g�ven, the th�ng �s necessar�ly g�ven also, and, wh�ch be�ng removed,
the th�ng �s necessar�ly removed also; �n other words, that w�thout
wh�ch the th�ng, and wh�ch �tself w�thout the th�ng, can ne�ther be nor
be conce�ved.

III. By '�dea,' I mean the mental concept�on wh�ch �s formed by the
m�nd as a th�nk�ng th�ng.

>>>>>Explanat�on—I say 'concept�on' rather than percept�on,
because the word percept�on seems to �mply that the m�nd �s pass�ve



�n respect to the object; whereas concept�on seems to express an
act�v�ty of the m�nd.

IV. By 'an adequate �dea,' I mean an �dea wh�ch, �n so far as �t �s
cons�dered �n �tself, w�thout relat�on to the object, has all the
propert�es or �ntr�ns�c marks of a true �dea.

>>>>>Explanat�on—I say '�ntr�ns�c,' �n order to exclude that mark
wh�ch �s extr�ns�c, namely, the agreement between the �dea and �ts
object (�deatum).

V. 'Durat�on' �s the �ndef�n�te cont�nuance of ex�st�ng.

>>>>>Explanat�on—I say '�ndef�n�te,' because �t cannot be
determ�ned through the ex�stence �tself of the ex�st�ng th�ng, or by �ts
eff�c�ent cause, wh�ch necessar�ly g�ves the ex�stence of the th�ng,
but does not take �t away.

VI. 'Real�ty' and 'perfect�on' I use as synonymous terms.

VII. By 'part�cular th�ngs,' I mean th�ngs wh�ch are f�n�te and have a
cond�t�oned ex�stence; but �f several �nd�v�dual th�ngs concur �n one
act�on, so as to be all s�multaneously the effect of one cause, I
cons�der them all, so far, as one part�cular th�ng.

AXIOMS I. The essence of man does not �nvolve necessary
ex�stence, that �s, �t may, �n the order of nature, come to pass that
th�s or that man does or does not ex�st.

II. Man th�nks.

III. Modes of th�nk�ng, such as love, des�re, or any other of the
pass�ons, do not take place, unless there be �n the same �nd�v�dual
an �dea of the th�ng loved, des�red, &c. But the �dea can ex�st w�thout
the presence of any other mode of th�nk�ng.

IV. We perce�ve that a certa�n body �s affected �n many ways.



V. We feel and perce�ve no part�cular th�ngs, save bod�es and modes
of thought.

N.B. The Postulates are g�ven after the conclus�on of Prop. x���.

 PROPOSITIONS I. Thought �s an attr�bute of God, or God �s a
th�nk�ng th�ng.

>>>>>Proof—Part�cular thoughts, or th�s and that thought, are
modes wh�ch, �n a certa�n cond�t�oned manner, express the nature of
God (Pt. �., Prop. xxv., Cor.). God therefore possesses the attr�bute
(Pt. �., Def. v.) of wh�ch the concept �s �nvolved �n all part�cular
thoughts, wh�ch latter are conce�ved thereby. Thought, therefore, �s
one of the �nf�n�te attr�butes of God, wh�ch express God's eternal and
�nf�n�te essence (Pt. �., Def. v�.). In other words, God �s a th�nk�ng
th�ng. Q.E.D.

*****Note—Th�s propos�t�on �s also ev�dent from the fact, that we are
able to conce�ve an �nf�n�te th�nk�ng be�ng. For, �n proport�on as a
th�nk�ng be�ng �s conce�ved as th�nk�ng more thoughts, so �s �t
conce�ved as conta�n�ng more real�ty or perfect�on. Therefore a
be�ng, wh�ch can th�nk an �nf�n�te number of th�ngs �n an �nf�n�te
number of ways, �s, necessar�ly, �n respect of th�nk�ng, �nf�n�te. As,
therefore, from the cons�derat�on of thought alone, we conce�ve an
�nf�n�te be�ng, thought �s necessar�ly (Pt. �., Deff. �v. and v�.) one of the
�nf�n�te attr�butes of God, as we were des�rous of show�ng.

II. Extens�on �s an attr�bute of God, or God �s an extended th�ng.

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

III. In God there �s necessar�ly the �dea not only of h�s essence, but
also of all th�ngs wh�ch necessar�ly follow from h�s essence.

>>>>>Proof—God (by the f�rst Prop. of th�s Part) can th�nk an �nf�n�te
number of th�ngs �n �nf�n�te ways, or (what �s the same th�ng, by Prop.
xv�., Part �.) can form the �dea of h�s essence, and of all th�ngs wh�ch



necessar�ly follow therefrom. Now all that �s �n the power of God
necessar�ly �s (Pt. �., Prop. xxxv.). Therefore, such an �dea as we are
cons�der�ng necessar�ly �s, and �n God alone. Q.E.D. (Part �., Prop.
xv.)

*****Note—The mult�tude understand by the power of God the free
w�ll of God, and the r�ght over all th�ngs that ex�st, wh�ch latter are
accord�ngly generally cons�dered as cont�ngent. For �t �s sa�d that
God has the power to destroy all th�ngs, and to reduce them to
noth�ng. Further, the power of God �s very often l�kened to the power
of k�ngs. But th�s doctr�ne we have refuted (Pt. �., Prop. xxx��., Cors. �.
and ��.), and we have shown (Part �., Prop. xv�.) that God acts by the
same necess�ty, as that by wh�ch he understands h�mself; �n other
words, as �t follows from the necess�ty of the d�v�ne nature (as all
adm�t), that God understands h�mself, so also does �t follow by the
same necess�ty, that God performs �nf�n�te acts �n �nf�n�te ways. We
further showed (Part �., Prop. xxx�v.), that God's power �s �dent�cal
w�th God's essence �n act�on; therefore �t �s as �mposs�ble for us to
conce�ve God as not act�ng, as to conce�ve h�m as non-ex�stent. If
we m�ght pursue the subject further, I could po�nt out, that the power
wh�ch �s commonly attr�buted to God �s not only human (as show�ng
that God �s conce�ved by the mult�tude as a man, or �n the l�keness of
a man), but �nvolves a negat�on of power. However, I am unw�ll�ng to
go over the same ground so often. I would only beg the reader aga�n
and aga�n, to turn over frequently �n h�s m�nd what I have sa�d �n Part
�. from Prop. xv�. to the end. No one w�ll be able to follow my
mean�ng, unless he �s scrupulously careful not to confound the
power of God w�th the human power and r�ght of k�ngs.

IV. The �dea of God, from wh�ch an �nf�n�te number of th�ngs follow �n
�nf�n�te ways, can only be one.

>>>>>Proof—Inf�n�te �ntellect comprehends noth�ng save the
attr�butes of God and h�s mod�f�cat�ons (Part �., Prop. xxx.). Now God
�s one (Part �., Prop. x�v., Cor.). Therefore the �dea of God,
wherefrom an �nf�n�te number of th�ngs follow �n �nf�n�te ways, can
only be one. Q.E.D.



V. The actual be�ng of �deas owns God as �ts cause, only �n so far as
he �s cons�dered as a th�nk�ng th�ng, not �n so far as he �s unfolded �n
any other attr�bute; that �s, the �deas both of the attr�butes of God and
of part�cular th�ngs do not own as the�r eff�c�ent cause the�r objects
(�deata) or the th�ngs perce�ved, but God h�mself �n so far as he �s a
th�nk�ng th�ng.

>>>>>Proof—Th�s propos�t�on �s ev�dent from Prop. ���. of th�s Part.
We there drew the conclus�on, that God can form the �dea of h�s
essence, and of all th�ngs wh�ch follow necessar�ly therefrom, solely
because he �s a th�nk�ng th�ng, and not because he �s the object of
h�s own �dea. Wherefore the actual be�ng of �deas owns for cause
God, �n so far as he �s a th�nk�ng th�ng. It may be d�fferently proved
as follows: the actual be�ng of �deas �s (obv�ously) a mode of thought,
that �s (Part �., Prop. xxv., Cor.) a mode wh�ch expresses �n a certa�n
manner the nature of God, �n so far as he �s a th�nk�ng th�ng, and
therefore (Part �., Prop. x.) �nvolves the concept�on of no other
attr�bute of God, and consequently (by Part �., Ax. �v.) �s not the effect
of any attr�bute save thought. Therefore the actual be�ng of �deas
owns God as �ts cause, �n so far as he �s cons�dered as a th�nk�ng
th�ng, &c. Q.E.D.

VI. The modes of any g�ven attr�bute are caused by God, �n so far as
he �s cons�dered through the attr�bute of wh�ch they are modes, and
not �n so far as he �s cons�dered through any other attr�bute.

>>>>>Proof—Each attr�bute �s conce�ved through �tself, w�thout any
other part (Part �., Prop. x.); wherefore the modes of each attr�bute
�nvolve the concept�on of that attr�bute, but not of any other. Thus
(Part �., Ax. �v.) they are caused by God, only �n so far as he �s
cons�dered through the attr�bute whose modes they are, and not �n
so far as he �s cons�dered through any other. Q.E.D.

<<<<<Corollary—Hence the actual be�ng of th�ngs, wh�ch are not
modes of thought, does not follow from the d�v�ne nature, because
that nature has pr�or knowledge of the th�ngs. Th�ngs represented �n
�deas follow, and are der�ved from the�r part�cular attr�bute, �n the



same manner, and w�th the same necess�ty as �deas follow
(accord�ng to what we have shown) from the attr�bute of thought.

VII. The order and connect�on of �deas �s the same as the order and
connect�on of th�ngs.

>>>>>Proof—Th�s propos�t�on �s ev�dent from Part �., Ax. �v. For the
�dea of everyth�ng that �s caused depends on a knowledge of the
cause, whereof �t �s an effect.

<<<<<Corollary—Hence God's power of th�nk�ng �s equal to h�s
real�zed power of act�on— that �s, whatsoever follows from the
�nf�n�te nature of God �n the world of extens�on (formal�ter), follows
w�thout except�on �n the same order and connect�on from the �dea of
God �n the world of thought (object�ve).

*****Note—Before go�ng any further, I w�sh to recall to m�nd what has
been po�nted out above—namely, that whatsoever can be perce�ved
by the �nf�n�te �ntellect as const�tut�ng the essence of substance,
belongs altogether only to one substance: consequently, substance
th�nk�ng and substance extended are one and the same substance,
comprehended now through one attr�bute, now through the other.
So, also, a mode of extens�on and the �dea of that mode are one and
the same th�ng, though expressed �n two ways. Th�s truth seems to
have been d�mly recogn�zed by those Jews who ma�nta�ned that
God, God's �ntellect, and the th�ngs understood by God are �dent�cal.
For �nstance, a c�rcle ex�st�ng �n nature, and the �dea of a c�rcle
ex�st�ng, wh�ch �s also �n God, are one and the same th�ng d�splayed
through d�fferent attr�butes. Thus, whether we conce�ve nature under
the attr�bute of extens�on, or under the attr�bute of thought, or under
any other attr�bute, we shall f�nd the same order, or one and the
same cha�n of causes—that �s, the same th�ngs follow�ng �n e�ther
case.

I sa�d that God �s the cause of an �dea—for �nstance, of the �dea of a
c�rcle,—�n so far as he �s a th�nk�ng th�ng; and of a c�rcle, �n so far as
he �s an extended th�ng, s�mply because the actual be�ng of the �dea
of a c�rcle can only be perce�ved as a prox�mate cause through



another mode of th�nk�ng, and that aga�n through another, and so on
to �nf�n�ty; so that, so long as we cons�der th�ngs as modes of
th�nk�ng, we must expla�n the order of the whole of nature, or the
whole cha�n of causes, through the attr�bute of thought only. And, �n
so far as we cons�der th�ngs as modes of extens�on, we must expla�n
the order of the whole of nature through the attr�butes of extens�on
only; and so on, �n the case of the other attr�butes. Wherefore of
th�ngs as they are �n themselves God �s really the cause, �nasmuch
as he cons�sts of �nf�n�te attr�butes. I cannot for the present expla�n
my mean�ng more clearly.

VIII. The �deas of part�cular th�ngs, or of modes, that do not ex�st,
must be comprehended �n the �nf�n�te �dea of God, �n the same way
as the formal essences of part�cular th�ngs or modes are conta�ned
�n the attr�butes of God.

>>>>>Proof—Th�s propos�t�on �s ev�dent from the last; �t �s
understood more clearly from the preced�ng note.

<<<<<Corollary—Hence, so long as part�cular th�ngs do not ex�st,
except �n so far as they are comprehended �n the attr�butes of God,
the�r representat�ons �n thought or �deas do not ex�st, except �n so far
as the �nf�n�te �dea of God ex�sts; and when the part�cular th�ngs are
sa�d to ex�st, not only �n so far as they are �nvolved �n the attr�butes
of God, but also �n so far as they are sa�d to cont�nue, the�r �deas w�ll
also �nvolve ex�stence, through wh�ch they are sa�d to cont�nue.

*****Note—If anyone des�res an example to throw more l�ght on th�s
quest�on, I shall, I fear, not be able to g�ve h�m any, wh�ch adequately
expla�ns the th�ng of wh�ch I here speak, �nasmuch as �t �s un�que;
however, I w�ll endeavour to �llustrate �t as far as poss�ble. The
nature of a c�rcle �s such that �f any number of stra�ght l�nes �ntersect
w�th�n �t, the rectangles formed by the�r segments w�ll be equal to
one another; thus, �nf�n�te equal rectangles are conta�ned �n a c�rcle.
Yet none of these rectangles can be sa�d to ex�st, except �n so far as
the c�rcle ex�sts; nor can the �dea of any of these rectangles be sa�d
to ex�st, except �n so far as they are comprehended �n the �dea of the
c�rcle. Let us grant that, from th�s �nf�n�te number of rectangles, two



only ex�st. The �deas of these two not only ex�st, �n so far as they are
conta�ned �n the �dea of the c�rcle, but also as they �nvolve the
ex�stence of those rectangles; wherefore they are d�st�ngu�shed from
the rema�n�ng �deas of the rema�n�ng rectangles.

IX. The �dea of an �nd�v�dual th�ng actually ex�st�ng �s caused by God,
not �n so far as he �s �nf�n�te, but �n so far as he �s cons�dered as
affected by another �dea of a th�ng actually ex�st�ng, of wh�ch he �s
the cause, �n so far as he �s affected by a th�rd �dea, and so on to
�nf�n�ty.

>>>>>Proof—The �dea of an �nd�v�dual th�ng actually ex�st�ng �s an
�nd�v�dual mode of th�nk�ng, and �s d�st�nct from other modes (by the
Cor. and Note to Prop. v���. of th�s part); thus (by Prop. v�. of th�s part)
�t �s caused by God, �n so far only as he �s a th�nk�ng th�ng. But not
(by Prop. xxv���. of Part �.) �n so far as he �s a th�ng th�nk�ng
absolutely, only �n so far as he �s cons�dered as affected by another
mode of th�nk�ng; and he �s the cause of th�s latter, as be�ng affected
by a th�rd, and so on to �nf�n�ty. Now, the order and connect�on of
�deas �s (by Prop. v��. of th�s book) the same as the order and
connect�on of causes. Therefore of a g�ven �nd�v�dual �dea another
�nd�v�dual �dea, or God, �n so far as he �s cons�dered as mod�f�ed by
that �dea, �s the cause; and of th�s second �dea God �s the cause, �n
so far as he �s affected by another �dea, and so on to �nf�n�ty. Q.E.D.

<<<<<Corollary—Whatsoever takes place �n the �nd�v�dual object of
any �dea, the knowledge thereof �s �n God, �n so far only as he has
the �dea of the object.

>>>>>Proof—Whatsoever takes place �n the object of any �dea, �ts
�dea �s �n God (by Prop. ���. of th�s part), not �n so far as he �s �nf�n�te,
but �n so far as he �s cons�dered as affected by another �dea of an
�nd�v�dual th�ng (by the last Prop.); but (by Prop. v��. of th�s part) the
order and connect�on of �deas �s the same as the order and
connect�on of th�ngs. The knowledge, therefore, of that wh�ch takes
place �n any �nd�v�dual object w�ll be �n God, �n so far only as he has
the �dea of that object. Q.E.D.



X. The be�ng of substance does not apperta�n to the essence of man
—�n other words, substance does not const�tute the actual be�ng
(forma) of man.

>>>>>Proof—The be�ng of substance �nvolves necessary ex�stence
(Part �., Prop. v��.). If, therefore, the be�ng of substance apperta�ns to
the essence of man, substance be�ng granted, man would
necessar�ly be granted also (II. Def. ��.), and, consequently, man
would necessar�ly ex�st, wh�ch �s absurd (II. Ax. �.). Therefore &c.
Q.E.D.

*****Note—Th�s propos�t�on may also be proved from I.v., �n wh�ch �t
�s shown that there cannot be two substances of the same nature;
for as there may be many men, the be�ng of substance �s not that
wh�ch const�tutes the actual be�ng of man. Aga�n, the propos�t�on �s
ev�dent from the other propert�es of substance—namely, that
substance �s �n �ts nature �nf�n�te, �mmutable, �nd�v�s�ble, &c., as
anyone may see for h�mself.

<<<<<Corollary—Hence �t follows, that the essence of man �s
const�tuted by certa�n mod�f�cat�ons of the attr�butes of God. For (by
the last Prop.) the be�ng of substance does not belong to the
essence of man. That essence therefore (by I. xv.) �s someth�ng
wh�ch �s �n God, and wh�ch w�thout God can ne�ther be nor be
conce�ved, whether �t be a mod�f�cat�on (I. xxv. Cor.), or a mode
wh�ch expresses God's nature �n a certa�n cond�t�oned manner.

*****Note—Everyone must surely adm�t, that noth�ng can be or be
conce�ved w�thout God. All men agree that God �s the one and only
cause of all th�ngs, both of the�r essence and of the�r ex�stence; that
�s, God �s not only the cause of th�ngs �n respect to the�r be�ng made
(secundum f�er�), but also �n respect to the�r be�ng (secundum esse).

At the same t�me many assert, that that, w�thout wh�ch a th�ng cannot
be nor be conce�ved, belongs to the essence of that th�ng; wherefore
they bel�eve that e�ther the nature of God apperta�ns to the essence
of created th�ngs, or else that created th�ngs can be or be conce�ved
w�thout God; or else, as �s more probably the case, they hold



�ncons�stent doctr�nes. I th�nk the cause for such confus�on �s ma�nly,
that they do not keep to the proper order of ph�losoph�c th�nk�ng. The
nature of God, wh�ch should be reflected on f�rst, �nasmuch as �t �s
pr�or both �n the order of knowledge and the order of nature, they
have taken to be last �n the order of knowledge, and have put �nto
the f�rst place what they call the objects of sensat�on; hence, wh�le
they are cons�der�ng natural phenomena, they g�ve no attent�on at all
to the d�v�ne nature, and, when afterwards they apply the�r m�nd to
the study of the d�v�ne nature, they are qu�te unable to bear �n m�nd
the f�rst hypotheses, w�th wh�ch they have overla�d the knowledge of
natural phenomena, �nasmuch as such hypotheses are no help
towards understand�ng the d�v�ne nature. So that �t �s hardly to be
wondered at, that these persons contrad�ct themselves freely.

However, I pass over th�s po�nt. My �ntent�on her was only to g�ve a
reason for not say�ng, that that, w�thout wh�ch a th�ng cannot be or
be conce�ved, belongs to the essence of that th�ng: �nd�v�dual th�ngs
cannot be or be conce�ved w�thout God, yet God does not apperta�n
to the�r essence. I sa�d that "I cons�dered as belong�ng to the
essence of a th�ng that, wh�ch be�ng g�ven, the th�ng �s necessar�ly
g�ven also, and wh�ch be�ng removed, the th�ng �s necessar�ly
removed also; or that w�thout wh�ch the th�ng, and wh�ch �tself
w�thout the th�ng can ne�ther be nor be conce�ved." (II. Def. ��.)

XI. The f�rst element, wh�ch const�tutes the actual be�ng of the
human m�nd, �s the �dea of some part�cular th�ng actually ex�st�ng.

>>>>>Proof—The essence of man (by the Cor. of the last Prop.) �s
const�tuted by certa�n modes of the attr�butes of God, namely (by II.
Ax. ��.), by the modes of th�nk�ng, of all wh�ch (by II. Ax. ���.) the �dea �s
pr�or �n nature, and, when the �dea �s g�ven, the other modes
(namely, those of wh�ch the �dea �s pr�or �n nature) must be �n the
same �nd�v�dual (by the same Ax�om). Therefore an �dea �s the f�rst
element const�tut�ng the human m�nd. But not the �dea of a non-
ex�stent th�ng, for then (II. v���. Cor.) the �dea �tself cannot be sa�d to
ex�st; �t must therefore be the �dea of someth�ng actually ex�st�ng. But
not of an �nf�n�te th�ng. For an �nf�n�te th�ng (I. xx�., xx��.), must always



necessar�ly ex�st; th�s would (by II. Ax. �.) �nvolve an absurd�ty.
Therefore the f�rst element, wh�ch const�tutes the actual be�ng of the
human m�nd, �s the �dea of someth�ng actually ex�st�ng. Q.E.D.

<<<<<Corollary—Hence �t follows, that the human m�nd �s part of the
�nf�n�te �ntellect of God; thus when we say, that the human m�nd
perce�ves th�s or that, we make the assert�on, that God has th�s or
that �dea, not �n so far as he �s �nf�n�te, but �n so far as he �s d�splayed
through the nature of the human m�nd, or �n so far as he const�tutes
the essence of the human m�nd; and when we say that God has th�s
or that �dea, not only �n so far as he const�tutes the essence of the
human m�nd, but also �n so far as he, s�multaneously w�th the human
m�nd, has the further �dea of another th�ng, we assert that the human
m�nd perce�ves a th�ng �n part or �nadequately.

*****Note—Here, I doubt not, readers w�ll come to a stand, and w�ll
call to m�nd many th�ngs wh�ch w�ll cause them to hes�tate; I
therefore beg them to accompany me slowly, step by step, and not to
pronounce on my statements, t�ll they have read to the end.

XII. Whatsoever comes to pass �n the object of the �dea, wh�ch
const�tutes the human m�nd, must be perce�ved by the human m�nd,
or there w�ll necessar�ly be an �dea �n the human m�nd of the sa�d
occurrence. That �s, �f the object of the �dea const�tut�ng the human
m�nd be a body, noth�ng can take place �n that body w�thout be�ng
perce�ved by the m�nd.

>>>>>Proof—Whatsoever comes to pass �n the object of any �dea,
the knowledge thereof �s necessar�ly �n God (II. �x. Cor.), �n so far as
he �s cons�dered as affected by the �dea of the sa�d object, that �s (II.
x�.), �n so far as he const�tutes the m�nd of anyth�ng. Therefore,
whatsoever takes place �n the object const�tut�ng the �dea of the
human m�nd, the knowledge thereof �s necessar�ly �n God, �n so far
as he const�tutes the essence of the human m�nd; that �s (by II. x�.
Cor.) the knowledge of the sa�d th�ng w�ll necessar�ly be �n the m�nd,
�n other words the m�nd perce�ves �t.



*****Note—Th�s propos�t�on �s also ev�dent, and �s more clearly to be
understood from II. v��., wh�ch see.

XIII. The object of the �dea const�tut�ng the human m�nd �s the body,
�n other words a certa�n mode of extens�on wh�ch actually ex�sts, and
noth�ng else.

>>>>>Proof—If �ndeed the body were not the object of the human
m�nd, the �deas of the mod�f�cat�ons of the body would not be �n God
(II. �x. Cor.) �n v�rtue of h�s const�tut�ng our m�nd, but �n v�rtue of h�s
const�tut�ng the m�nd of someth�ng else; that �s (II. x�. Cor.) the �deas
of the mod�f�cat�ons of the body would not be �n our m�nd: now (by II.
Ax. �v.) we do possess the �dea of the mod�f�cat�ons of the body.
Therefore the object of the �dea const�tut�ng the human m�nd �s the
body, and the body as �t actually ex�sts (II. x�.). Further, �f there were
any other object of the �dea const�tut�ng the m�nd bes�des body, then,
as noth�ng can ex�st from wh�ch some effect does not follow (I.
xxxv�.) there would necessar�ly have to be �n our m�nd an �dea, wh�ch
would be the effect of that other object (II. x�.); but (I. Ax. v.) there �s
no such �dea. Wherefore the object of our m�nd �s the body as �t
ex�sts, and noth�ng else. Q.E.D.

*****Note—We thus comprehend, not only that the human m�nd �s
un�ted to the body, but also the nature of the un�on between m�nd
and body. However, no one w�ll be able to grasp th�s adequately or
d�st�nctly, unless he f�rst has adequate knowledge of the nature of
our body. The propos�t�ons we have advanced h�therto have been
ent�rely general, apply�ng not more to men than to other �nd�v�dual
th�ngs, all of wh�ch, though �n d�fferent degrees, are an�mated
(an�mata). For of everyth�ng there �s necessar�ly an �dea �n God, of
wh�ch God �s the cause, �n the same way as there �s an �dea of the
human body; thus whatever we have asserted of the �dea of the
human body must necessar�ly also be asserted of the �dea of
everyth�ng else. St�ll, on the other hand, we cannot deny that �deas,
l�ke objects, d�ffer one from the other, one be�ng more excellent than
another and conta�n�ng more real�ty, just as the object of one �dea �s



more excellent than the object of another �dea, and conta�ns more
real�ty.

Wherefore, �n order to determ�ne, where�n the human m�nd d�ffers
from other th�ngs, and where�n �t surpasses them, �t �s necessary for
us to know the nature of �ts object, that �s, of the human body. What
th�s nature �s, I am not able here to expla�n, nor �s �t necessary for
the proof of what I advance, that I should do so. I w�ll only say
generally, that �n proport�on as any g�ven body �s more f�tted than
others for do�ng many act�ons or rece�v�ng many �mpress�ons at
once, so also �s the m�nd, of wh�ch �t �s the object, more f�tted than
others for form�ng many s�multaneous percept�ons; and the more the
act�ons of the body depend on �tself alone, and the fewer other
bod�es concur w�th �t �n act�on, the more f�tted �s the m�nd of wh�ch �t
�s the object for d�st�nct comprehens�on. We may thus recogn�ze the
super�or�ty of one m�nd over others, and may further see the cause,
why we have only a very confused knowledge of our body, and also
many k�ndred quest�ons, wh�ch I w�ll, �n the follow�ng propos�t�ons,
deduce from what has been advanced. Wherefore I have thought �t
worth wh�le to expla�n and prove more str�ctly my present
statements. In order to do so, I must prem�se a few propos�t�ons
concern�ng the nature of bod�es.

—-Ax�om I. All bod�es are e�ther �n mot�on or at rest.

—-Ax�om II. Every body �s moved somet�mes more slowly,
somet�mes more qu�ckly.

Lemma I. Bod�es are d�st�ngu�shed from one another �n respect of
mot�on and rest, qu�ckness and slowness, and not �n respect of
substance.

>>>>>Proof—The f�rst part of th�s propos�t�on �s, I take �t, self-
ev�dent. That bod�es are not d�st�ngu�shed �n respect of substance, �s
pla�n both from I. v. and I. v���. It �s brought out st�ll more clearly from
I. xv., Note.

Lemma II. All bod�es agree �n certa�n respects.



>>>>>Proof—All bod�es agree �n the fact, that they �nvolve the
concept�on of one and the same attr�bute (II., Def. �.). Further, �n the
fact that they may be moved less or more qu�ckly, and may be
absolutely �n mot�on or at rest.

Lemma III. A body �n mot�on or at rest must be determ�ned to mot�on
or rest by another body, wh�ch other body has been determ�ned to
mot�on or rest by a th�rd body, and that th�rd aga�n by a fourth, and
so on to �nf�n�ty.

>>>>>Proof—Bod�es are �nd�v�dual th�ngs (II., Def. �.), wh�ch (Lemma
�.) are d�st�ngu�shed one from the other �n respect to mot�on and rest;
thus (I. xxv���.) each must necessar�ly be determ�ned to mot�on or rest
by another �nd�v�dual th�ng, namely (II. v�.) by another body, wh�ch
other body �s also (Ax. �.) �n mot�on or at rest. And th�s body aga�n
can only have been set �n mot�on or caused to rest by be�ng
determ�ned by a th�rd body to mot�on or rest. Th�s th�rd body aga�n by
a fourth, and so on to �nf�n�ty. Q.E.D.

<<<<<Corollary—Hence �t follows, that a body �n mot�on keeps �n
mot�on, unt�l �t �s determ�ned to a state of rest by some other body;
and a body at rest rema�ns so, unt�l �t �s determ�ned to a state of
mot�on by some other body. Th�s �s �ndeed self-ev�dent. For when I
suppose, for �nstance, that a g�ven body, A, �s at rest, and do not
take �nto cons�derat�on other bod�es �n mot�on, I cannot aff�rm
anyth�ng concern�ng the body A, except that �t �s at rest. If �t
afterwards comes to pass that A �s �n mot�on, th�s cannot have
resulted from �ts hav�ng been at rest, for no other consequence could
have been �nvolved than �ts rema�n�ng at rest. If, on the other hand,
A be g�ven �n mot�on, we shall, so long as we only cons�der A, be
unable to aff�rm anyth�ng concern�ng �t, except that �t �s �n mot�on. If A
�s subsequently found to be at rest, th�s rest cannot be the result of
A's prev�ous mot�on, for such mot�on can only have led to cont�nued
mot�on; the state of rest therefore must have resulted from
someth�ng, wh�ch was not �n A, namely, from an external cause
determ�n�ng A to a state of rest.



——-Ax�om I—All modes, where�n one body �s affected by another
body, follow s�multaneously from the nature of the body affected and
the body affect�ng; so that one and the same body may be moved �n
d�fferent modes, accord�ng to the d�fference �n the nature of the
bod�es mov�ng �t; on the other hand, d�fferent bod�es may be moved
�n d�fferent modes by one and the same body.

——-Ax�om II—When a body �n mot�on �mp�nges on another body at
rest, wh�ch �t �s unable to move, �t reco�ls, �n order to cont�nue �ts
mot�on, and the angle made by the l�ne of mot�on �n the reco�l and
the plane of the body at rest, whereon the mov�ng body has
�mp�nged, w�ll be equal to the angle formed by the l�ne of mot�on of
�nc�dence and the same plane.

So far we have been speak�ng only of the most s�mple bod�es, wh�ch
are only d�st�ngu�shed one from the other by mot�on and rest,
qu�ckness and slowness. We now pass on to compound bod�es.

Def�n�t�on—When any g�ven bod�es of the same or d�fferent
magn�tude are compelled by other bod�es to rema�n �n contact, or �f
they be moved at the same or d�fferent rates of speed, so that the�r
mutual movements should preserve among themselves a certa�n
f�xed relat�on, we say that such bod�es are '�n un�on,' and that
together they compose one body or �nd�v�dual, wh�ch �s d�st�ngu�shed
from other bod�es by the fact of th�s un�on.

——-Ax�om III—In proport�on as the parts of an �nd�v�dual, or a
compound body, are �n contact over a greater or less superf�c�es,
they w�ll w�th greater or less d�ff�culty adm�t of be�ng moved from the�r
pos�t�on; consequently the �nd�v�dual w�ll, w�th greater or less
d�ff�culty, be brought to assume another form. Those bod�es, whose
parts are �n contact over large superf�c�es, are called 'hard;' those,
whose parts are �n contact over small superf�c�es, are called 'soft;'
those, whose parts are �n mot�on among one another, are called
'flu�d.'

Lemma IV. If from a body or �nd�v�dual, compounded of several
bod�es, certa�n bod�es be separated, and �f, at the same t�me, an



equal number of other bod�es of the same nature take the�r place,
the �nd�v�dual w�ll preserve �ts nature as before, w�thout any change
�n �ts actual�ty (forma).

>>>>>Proof—Bod�es (Lemma �.) are not d�st�ngu�shed �n respect of
substance: that wh�ch const�tutes the actual�ty (formam) of an
�nd�v�dual cons�sts (by the last Def.) �n a un�on of bod�es; but th�s
un�on, although there �s a cont�nual change of bod�es, w�ll (by our
hypothes�s) be ma�nta�ned; the �nd�v�dual, therefore, w�ll reta�n �ts
nature as before, both �n respect of substance and �n respect of
mode. Q.E.D.

Lemma V. If the parts compos�ng an �nd�v�dual become greater or
less, but �n such proport�on, that they all preserve the same mutual
relat�ons of mot�on and rest, the �nd�v�dual w�ll st�ll preserve �ts
or�g�nal nature, and �ts actual�ty w�ll not be changed.

>>>>>Proof—The same as for the last Lemma.

Lemma VI. If certa�n bod�es compos�ng an �nd�v�dual be compelled to
change the mot�on, wh�ch they have �n one d�rect�on, for mot�on �n
another d�rect�on, but �n such a manner, that they be able to cont�nue
the�r mot�ons and the�r mutual commun�cat�on �n the same relat�ons
as before, the �nd�v�dual w�ll reta�n �ts own nature w�thout any change
of �ts actual�ty.

>>>>>Proof—Th�s propos�t�on �s self-ev�dent, for the �nd�v�dual �s
supposed to reta�n all that, wh�ch, �n �ts def�n�t�on, we spoke of as �ts
actual be�ng.

Lemma VII. Furthermore, the �nd�v�dual thus composed preserves �ts
nature, whether �t be, as a whole, �n mot�on or at rest, whether �t be
moved �n th�s or that d�rect�on; so long as each part reta�ns �ts
mot�on, and preserves �ts commun�cat�on w�th other parts as before.

>>>>>Proof—Th�s propos�t�on �s ev�dent from the def�n�t�on of an
�nd�v�dual pref�xed to Lemma �v.



*****Note—We thus see, how a compos�te �nd�v�dual may be affected
�n many d�fferent ways, and preserve �ts nature notw�thstand�ng.
Thus far we have conce�ved an �nd�v�dual as composed of bod�es
only d�st�ngu�shed one from the other �n respect of mot�on and rest,
speed and slowness; that �s, of bod�es of the most s�mple character.
If, however, we now conce�ve another �nd�v�dual composed of
several �nd�v�duals of d�verse natures, we shall f�nd that the number
of ways �n wh�ch �t can be affected, w�thout los�ng �ts nature, w�ll be
greatly mult�pl�ed. Each of �ts parts would cons�st of several bod�es,
and therefore (by Lemma v�.) each part would adm�t, w�thout change
to �ts nature, of qu�cker or slower mot�on, and would consequently be
able to transm�t �ts mot�ons more qu�ckly or more slowly to the
rema�n�ng parts. If we further conce�ve a th�rd k�nd of �nd�v�duals
composed of �nd�v�duals of th�s second k�nd, we shall f�nd that they
may be affected �n a st�ll greater number of ways w�thout chang�ng
the�r actual�ty. We may eas�ly proceed thus to �nf�n�ty, and conce�ve
the whole of nature as one �nd�v�dual, whose parts, that �s, all bod�es,
vary �n �nf�n�te ways, w�thout any change �n the �nd�v�dual as a whole.
I should feel bound to expla�n and demonstrate th�s po�nt at more
length, �f I were wr�t�ng a spec�al treat�se on body. But I have already
sa�d that such �s not my object; I have only touched on the quest�on,
because �t enables me to prove eas�ly that wh�ch I have �n v�ew.

POSTULATES I. The human body �s composed of a number of
�nd�v�dual parts, of d�verse nature, each one of wh�ch �s �n �tself
extremely complex.

II. Of the �nd�v�dual parts compos�ng the human body some are flu�d,
some soft, some hard.

III. The �nd�v�dual parts compos�ng the human body, and
consequently the human body �tself, are affected �n a var�ety of ways
by external bod�es.

IV. The human body stands �n need for �ts preservat�on of a number
of other bod�es, by wh�ch �t �s cont�nually, so to speak, regenerated.



V. When the flu�d part of the human body �s determ�ned by an
external body to �mp�nge often on another soft part, �t changes the
surface of the latter, and, as �t were, leaves the �mpress�on
thereupon of the external body wh�ch �mpels �t.

VI. The human body can move external bod�es, and arrange them �n
a var�ety of ways.

PROPOSITIONS XIV. The human m�nd �s capable of perce�v�ng a
great number of th�ngs, and �s so �n proport�on as �ts body �s capable
of rece�v�ng a great number of �mpress�ons.

>>>>>Proof—The human body (by Post. ���. and v�.) �s affected �n
very many ways by external bod�es, and �s capable �n very many
ways of affect�ng external bod�es. But (II.x��.) the human m�nd must
perce�ve all that takes place �n the human body; the human m�nd �s,
therefore, capable of perce�v�ng a great number of th�ngs, and �s so
�n proport�on, &c. Q.E.D.

XV. The �dea, wh�ch const�tutes the actual be�ng of the human m�nd,
�s not s�mple, but compounded of a great number of �deas.

>>>>>Proof—The �dea const�tut�ng the actual be�ng of the human
m�nd �s the �dea of the body (II. x���.), wh�ch (Post. �.) �s composed of
a great number of complex �nd�v�dual parts. But there �s necessar�ly
�n God the �dea of each �nd�v�dual part whereof the body �s
composed (II. v���. Cor.); therefore (II. v��.), the �dea of the human
body �s composed of each of these numerous �deas of �ts component
parts. Q.E.D.

XVI. The �dea of every mode, �n wh�ch the human body �s affected by
external bod�es, must �nvolve the nature of the human body, and also
the nature of the external body.

>>>>>Proof—All the modes, �n wh�ch any g�ven body �s affected,
follow from the nature of the body affected, and also from the nature
of the affect�ng body (by Ax. �., after the Cor. of Lemma ���.),
wherefore the�r �dea �s also necessar�ly (by I, Ax. �v.) �nvolves the



nature of both bod�es; therefore, the �dea of every mode, �n wh�ch the
human body �s affected by external bod�es, �nvolves the nature of the
human body and of the external body. Q.E.D.

<<<<<Corollary I.—Hence �t follows, f�rst, that the human m�nd
perce�ves the nature of a var�ety of bod�es, together w�th the nature
of �ts own.

<<<<<Corollary II.—It follows, secondly, that the �deas, wh�ch we
have of external bod�es, �nd�cate rather the const�tut�on of our own
body than the nature of external bod�es. I have amply �llustrated th�s
�n the Append�x to Part I.

XVII. If the human body �s affected �n a manner wh�ch �nvolves the
nature of any external body, the human m�nd w�ll regard the sa�d
external body as actually ex�st�ng, or as present to �tself, unt�l the
human body be affected �n such a way, as to exclude the ex�stence
or the presence of the sa�d external body.

>>>>>Proof—Th�s propos�t�on �s self-ev�dent, for so long as the
human body cont�nues to be thus affected, so long w�ll the human
m�nd (II. x��.) regard th�s mod�f�cat�on of the body —that �s (by the last
Prop.), �t w�ll have the �dea of the mode as actually ex�st�ng, and th�s
�dea �nvolves the nature of the external body; therefore the m�nd (by
II. xv�., Cor. �.) w�ll regard the external body as actually ex�st�ng, unt�l
�t �s affected, &c. Q.E.D.

<<<<<Corollary—The m�nd �s able to regard as present external
bod�es, by wh�ch the human body has once been affected, even
though they be no longer �n ex�stence or present.

>>>>>Proof—When external bod�es determ�ne the flu�d parts of the
human body, so that they often �mp�nge on the softer parts, they
change the surface of the last named (Post. v); hence (Ax. ��., after
the Cor. of Lemma ���.) they are refracted therefrom �n a d�fferent
manner from that wh�ch they followed before such change; and,
further, when afterwards they �mp�nge on the new surfaces by the�r
own spontaneous movement, they w�ll be refracted �n the same



manner, as though they had been �mpelled towards those surfaces
by external bod�es; consequently, they w�ll, wh�le they cont�nue to be
thus refracted, affect the human body �n the same manner, whereof
the m�nd (II. x��.) w�ll aga�n take cogn�zance —that �s (II. xv��.), the
m�nd w�ll aga�n regard the external body as present, and w�ll do so,
as often as the flu�d parts of the human body �mp�nge on the
aforesa�d surfaces by the�r own spontaneous mot�on. Wherefore,
although the external bod�es, by wh�ch the human body has once
been affected, be no longer �n ex�stence, the m�nd w�ll nevertheless
regard them as present, as often as th�s act�on of the body �s
repeated. Q.E.D.

*****Note—We thus see how �t comes about, as �s often the case,
that we regard as present many th�ngs wh�ch are not. It �s poss�ble
that the same result may be brought about by other causes; but I
th�nk �t suff�ces for me here to have �nd�cated one poss�ble
explanat�on, just as well as �f I had po�nted out the true cause.
Indeed, I do not th�nk I am very far from the truth, for all my
assumpt�ons are based on postulates, wh�ch rest, almost w�thout
except�on, on exper�ence, that cannot be controverted by those who
have shown, as we have, that the human body, as we feel �t, ex�sts
(Cor. after II. x���.). Furthermore (II. v��. Cor., II. xv�. Cor. ��.), we clearly
understand what �s the d�fference between the �dea, say, of Peter,
wh�ch const�tutes the essence of Peter's m�nd, and the �dea of the
sa�d Peter, wh�ch �s �n another man, say, Paul. The former d�rectly
answers to the essence of Peter's own body, and only �mpl�es
ex�stence so long as Peter ex�sts; the latter �nd�cates rather the
d�spos�t�on of Paul's body than the nature of Peter, and, therefore,
wh�le th�s d�spos�t�on of Paul's body lasts, Paul's m�nd w�ll regard
Peter as present to �tself, even though he no longer ex�sts. Further,
to reta�n the usual phraseology, the mod�f�cat�ons of the human body,
of wh�ch the �deas represent external bod�es as present to us, we w�ll
call the �mages of th�ngs, though they do not recall the f�gure of
th�ngs. When the m�nd regards bod�es �n th�s fash�on, we say that �t
�mag�nes. I w�ll here draw attent�on to the fact, �n order to �nd�cate
where error l�es, that the �mag�nat�ons of the m�nd, looked at �n
themselves, do not conta�n error. The m�nd does not err �n the mere



act of �mag�n�ng, but only �n so far as �t �s regarded as be�ng w�thout
the �dea, wh�ch excludes the ex�stence of such th�ngs as �t �mag�nes
to be present to �t. If the m�nd, wh�le �mag�n�ng non-ex�stent th�ngs as
present to �t, �s at the same t�me consc�ous that they do not really
ex�st, th�s power of �mag�nat�on must be set down to the eff�cacy of
�ts nature, and not to a fault, espec�ally �f th�s faculty of �mag�nat�on
depend solely on �ts own nature—that �s (I. Def. v��.), �f th�s faculty of
�mag�nat�on be free.

XVIII. If the human body has once been affected by two or more
bod�es at the same t�me, when the m�nd afterwards �mag�nes any of
them, �t w�ll stra�ghtway remember the others also.

>>>>>Proof—The m�nd (II. xv��. Cor.) �mag�nes any g�ven body,
because the human body �s affected and d�sposed by the
�mpress�ons from an external body, �n the same manner as �t �s
affected when certa�n of �ts parts are acted on by the sa�d external
body; but (by our hypothes�s) the body was then so d�sposed, that
the m�nd �mag�ned two bod�es at once; therefore, �t w�ll also �n the
second case �mag�ne two bod�es at once, and the m�nd, when �t
�mag�nes one, w�ll stra�ghtway remember the other. Q.E.D.

*****Note—We now clearly see what 'Memory' �s. It �s s�mply a
certa�n assoc�at�on of �deas �nvolv�ng the nature of th�ngs outs�de the
human body, wh�ch assoc�at�on ar�ses �n the m�nd accord�ng to the
order and assoc�at�on of the mod�f�cat�ons (affect�ones) of the human
body. I say, f�rst, �t �s an assoc�at�on of those �deas only, wh�ch
�nvolve the nature of th�ngs outs�de the human body: not of �deas
wh�ch answer to the nature of the sa�d th�ngs: �deas of the
mod�f�cat�ons of the human body are, str�ctly speak�ng (II. xv�.), those
wh�ch �nvolve the nature both of the human body and of external
bod�es. I say, secondly, that th�s assoc�at�on ar�ses accord�ng to the
order and assoc�at�on of the mod�f�cat�ons of the human body, �n
order to d�st�ngu�sh �t from that assoc�at�on of �deas, wh�ch ar�ses
from the order of the �ntellect, whereby the m�nd perce�ves th�ngs
through the�r pr�mary causes, and wh�ch �s �n all men the same. And
hence we can further clearly understand, why the m�nd from the



thought of one th�ng, should stra�ghtway arr�ve at the thought of
another th�ng, wh�ch has no s�m�lar�ty w�th the f�rst; for �nstance, from
the thought of the word 'pomum' (an apple), a Roman would
stra�ghtway arr�ve at the thought of the fru�t apple, wh�ch has no
s�m�l�tude w�th the art�culate sound �n quest�on, nor anyth�ng �n
common w�th �t, except that the body of the man has often been
affected by these two th�ngs; that �s, that the man has often heard
the word 'pomum,' wh�le he was look�ng at the fru�t; s�m�larly every
man w�ll go on from one thought to another, accord�ng as h�s hab�t
has ordered the �mages of th�ngs �n h�s body. For a sold�er, for
�nstance, when he sees the tracks of a horse �n sand, w�ll at once
pass from the thought of a horse to the thought of a horseman, and
thence to the thought of war, &c.; wh�le a countryman w�ll proceed
from the thought of a horse to the thought of a plough, a f�eld, &c.
Thus every man w�ll follow th�s or that tra�n of thought, accord�ng as
he has been �n the hab�t of conjo�n�ng and assoc�at�ng the mental
�mages of th�ngs �n th�s or that manner.

XIX. The human m�nd has no knowledge of the body, and does not
know �t to ex�st, save through the �deas of the mod�f�cat�ons whereby
the body �s affected.

>>>>>Proof—The human m�nd �s the very �dea or knowledge of the
human body (II. x���.), wh�ch (II. �x.) �s �n God, �n so far as he �s
regarded as affected by another �dea of a part�cular th�ng actually
ex�st�ng: or, �nasmuch as (Post. �v.) the human body stands �n need
of very many bod�es whereby �t �s, as �t were, cont�nually
regenerated; and the order and connect�on of �deas �s the same as
the order and connect�on of causes (II. v��.); th�s �dea w�ll therefore be
�n God, �n so far as he �s regarded as affected by the �deas of very
many part�cular th�ngs. Thus God has the �dea of the human body, or
knows the human body, �n so far as he �s affected by very many
other �deas, and not �n so far as he const�tutes the nature of the
human m�nd; that �s (by II. x�. Cor.), the human m�nd does not know
the human body. But the �deas of the mod�f�cat�ons of body are �n
God, �n so far as he const�tutes the nature of the human m�nd, or the
human m�nd perce�ves those mod�f�cat�ons (II. x��.), and



consequently (II. xv�.) the human body �tself, and as actually ex�st�ng;
therefore the m�nd perce�ves thus far only the human body. Q.E.D.

XX. The �dea or knowledge of the human m�nd �s also �n God,
follow�ng �n God �n the same manner, and be�ng referred to God �n
the same manner, as the �dea or knowledge of the human body.

>>>>>Proof—Thought �s an attr�bute of God (II. �.); therefore (II. ���.)
there must necessar�ly be �n God the �dea both of thought �tself and
of all �ts mod�f�cat�ons, consequently also of the human m�nd (II. x�.).
Further, th�s �dea or knowledge of the m�nd does not follow from
God, �n so far as he �s �nf�n�te, but �n so far as he �s affected by
another �dea of an �nd�v�dual th�ng (II. �x.). But (II. v��.) the order and
connect�on of �deas �s the same as the order and connect�on of
causes; therefore th�s �dea or knowledge of the m�nd �s �n God and �s
referred to God, �n the same manner as the �dea or knowledge of the
body. Q.E.D.

XXI. Th�s �dea of the m�nd �s un�ted to the m�nd �n the same way as
the m�nd �s un�ted to the body.

>>>>>Proof—That the m�nd �s un�ted to the body we have shown
from the fact, that the body �s the object of the m�nd (II. x��. and x���.);
and so for the same reason the �dea of the m�nd must be un�ted w�th
�ts object, that �s, w�th the m�nd �n the same manner as the m�nd �s
un�ted to the body. Q.E.D.

*****Note—Th�s propos�t�on �s comprehended much more clearly
from what we have sa�d �n the note to II. v��. We there showed that
the �dea of body and body, that �s, m�nd and body (II. x���.), are one
and the same �nd�v�dual conce�ved now under the attr�bute of
thought, now under the attr�bute of extens�on; wherefore the �dea of
the m�nd and the m�nd �tself are one and the same th�ng, wh�ch �s
conce�ved under one and the same attr�bute, namely, thought. The
�dea of the m�nd, I repeat, and the m�nd �tself are �n God by the same
necess�ty and follow from h�m from the same power of th�nk�ng.
Str�ctly speak�ng, the �dea of the m�nd, that �s, the �dea of an �dea, �s
noth�ng but the d�st�nct�ve qual�ty (forma) of the �dea �n so far as �t �s



conce�ved as a mode of thought w�thout reference to the object; �f a
man knows anyth�ng, he, by that very fact, knows that he knows �t,
and at the same t�me knows that he knows that he knows �t, and so
on to �nf�n�ty. But I w�ll treat of th�s hereafter.

XXII. The human m�nd perce�ves not only the mod�f�cat�ons of the
body, but also the �deas of such mod�f�cat�ons.

>>>>>Proof—The �deas of the �deas of mod�f�cat�ons follow �n God �n
the same manner, and are referred to God �n the same manner, as
the �deas of the sa�d mod�f�cat�ons. Th�s �s proved �n the same way
as II. xx. But the �deas of the mod�f�cat�ons of the body are �n the
human m�nd (II. x��.), that �s, �n God, �n so far as he const�tutes the
essence of the human m�nd; therefore the �deas of these �deas w�ll
be �n God, �n so far as he has the knowledge or �dea of the human
m�nd, that �s (II. xx�.), they w�ll be �n the human m�nd �tself, wh�ch
therefore perce�ves not only the mod�f�cat�ons of the body, but also
the �deas of such mod�f�cat�ons. Q.E.D.

XXIII. The m�nd does not know �tself, except �n so far as �t perce�ves
the �deas of the mod�f�cat�ons of the body.

>>>>>Proof—The �dea or knowledge of the m�nd (II. xx.) follows �n
God �n the same manner, and �s referred to God �n the same
manner, as the �dea or knowledge of the body. But s�nce (II. x�x.) the
human m�nd does not know the human body �tself, that �s (II. x�.
Cor.), s�nce the knowledge of the human body �s not referred to God,
�n so far as he const�tutes the nature of the human m�nd; therefore,
ne�ther �s the knowledge of the m�nd referred to God, �n so far as he
const�tutes the essence of the human m�nd; therefore (by the same
Cor. II. x�.), the human m�nd thus far has no knowledge of �tself.
Further the �deas of the mod�f�cat�ons, whereby the body �s affected,
�nvolve the nature of the human body �tself (II. xv�.), that �s (II. x���.),
they agree w�th the nature of the m�nd; wherefore the knowledge of
these �deas necessar�ly �nvolves knowledge of the m�nd; but (by the
last Prop.) the knowledge of these �deas �s �n the human m�nd �tself;
wherefore the human m�nd thus far only has knowledge of �tself.
Q.E.D.



XXIV. The human m�nd does not �nvolve an adequate knowledge of
the parts compos�ng the human body.

>>>>>Proof—The parts compos�ng the human body do not belong
to the essence of that body, except �n so far as they commun�cate
the�r mot�ons to one another �n a certa�n f�xed relat�on (Def. after
Lemma ���.), not �n so far as they can be regarded as �nd�v�duals
w�thout relat�on to the human body. The parts of the human body are
h�ghly complex �nd�v�duals (Post. �.), whose parts (Lemma �v.) can be
separated from the human body w�thout �n any way destroy�ng the
nature and d�st�nct�ve qual�ty of the latter, and they can commun�cate
the�r mot�ons (Ax. �., after Lemma ���.) to other bod�es �n another
relat�on; therefore (II. ���.) the �dea or knowledge of each part w�ll be
�n God, �nasmuch (II. �x.) as he �s regarded as affected by another
�dea of a part�cular th�ng, wh�ch part�cular th�ng �s pr�or �n the order of
nature to the aforesa�d part (II. v��.). We may aff�rm the same th�ng of
each part of each �nd�v�dual compos�ng the human body; therefore,
the knowledge of each part compos�ng the human body �s �n God, �n
so far as he �s affected by very many �deas of th�ngs, and not �n so
far as he has the �dea of the human body only, �n other words, the
�dea wh�ch const�tutes the nature of the human m�nd (II. x���.);
therefore (II. x�. Cor.), the human m�nd does not �nvolve an adequate
knowledge of the human body. Q.E.D.

XXV. The �dea of each mod�f�cat�on of the human body does not
�nvolve an adequate knowledge of the external body.

>>>>>Proof—We have shown that the �dea of a mod�f�cat�on of the
human body �nvolves the nature of an external body, �n so far as that
external body cond�t�ons the human body �n a g�ven manner. But, �n
so far as the external body �s an �nd�v�dual, wh�ch has no reference
to the human body, the knowledge or �dea thereof �s �n God (II. �x.),
�n so far as God �s regarded as affected by the �dea of a further th�ng,
wh�ch (II. v��.) �s naturally pr�or to the sa�d external body. Wherefore
an adequate knowledge of the external body �s not �n God, �n so far
as he has the �dea of the mod�f�cat�on of the human body; �n other



words, the �dea of the mod�f�cat�on of the human body does not
�nvolve an adequate knowledge of the external body. Q.E.D.

XXVI. The human m�nd does not perce�ve any external body as
actually ex�st�ng, except through the �deas of the mod�f�cat�ons of �ts
own body.

>>>>>Proof—If the human body �s �n no way affected by a g�ven
external body, then (II. v��.) ne�ther �s the �dea of the human body, �n
other words, the human m�nd, affected �n any way by the �dea of the
ex�stence of the sa�d external body, nor does �t �n any manner
perce�ve �ts ex�stence. But, �n so far as the human body �s affected �n
any way by a g�ven external body, thus far (II. xv�. and Cor.) �t
perce�ves that external body. Q.E.D.

<<<<<Corollary—In so far as the human m�nd �mag�nes an external
body, �t has not an adequate knowledge thereof.

>>>>>Proof—When the human m�nd regards external bod�es
through the �deas of the mod�f�cat�ons of �ts own body, we say that �t
�mag�nes (see II. xv��. note); now the m�nd can only �mag�ne external
bod�es as actually ex�st�ng. Therefore (by II. xxv.), �n so far as the
m�nd �mag�nes external bod�es, �t has not an adequate knowledge of
them. Q.E.D.

XXVII. The �dea of each mod�f�cat�on of the human body does not
�nvolve an adequate knowledge of the human body �tself.

>>>>>Proof—Every �dea of a mod�f�cat�on of the human body
�nvolves the nature of the human body, �n so far as the human body
�s regarded as affected �n a g�ven manner (II. xv�.). But �nasmuch as
the human body �s an �nd�v�dual wh�ch may be affected �n many
other ways, the �dea of the sa�d mod�f�cat�on, &c. Q.E.D.

XXVIII. The �deas of the mod�f�cat�ons of the human body, �n so far
as they have reference only to the human m�nd, are not clear and
d�st�nct, but confused.



>>>>>Proof—The �deas of the mod�f�cat�ons of the human body
�nvolve the nature both of the human body and of external bod�es (II.
xv�.); they must �nvolve the nature not only of the human body but
also of �ts parts; for the mod�f�cat�ons are modes (Post. ���.), whereby
the parts of the human body, and, consequently, the human body as
a whole are affected. But (by II. xx�v., xxv.) the adequate knowledge
of external bod�es, as also of the parts compos�ng the human body,
�s not �n God, �n so far as he �s regarded as affected by the human
m�nd, but �n so far as he �s regarded as affected by other �deas.
These �deas of mod�f�cat�ons, �n so far as they are referred to the
human m�nd alone, are as consequences w�thout prem�sses, �n other
words, confused �deas. Q.E.D.

*****Note—The �dea wh�ch const�tutes the nature of the human m�nd
�s, �n the same manner, proved not to be, when cons�dered �n �tself
and alone, clear and d�st�nct; as also �s the case w�th the �dea of the
human m�nd, and the �deas of the �deas of the mod�f�cat�ons of the
human body, �n so far as they are referred to the m�nd only, as
everyone may eas�ly see.

XXIX. The �dea of the �dea of each mod�f�cat�on of the human body
does not �nvolve an adequate knowledge of the human m�nd.

>>>>>Proof—The �dea of a mod�f�cat�on of the human body (II.
xxv��.) does not �nvolve an adequate knowledge of the sa�d body, �n
other words, does not adequately express �ts nature; that �s (II. x���.) �t
does not agree w�th the nature of the m�nd adequately; therefore (I.
Ax. v�.) the �dea of th�s �dea does not adequately express the nature
of the human m�nd, or does not �nvolve an adequate knowledge
thereof.

<<<<<Corollary—Hence �t follows that the human m�nd, when �t
perce�ves th�ngs after the common order of nature, has not an
adequate but only a confused and fragmentary knowledge of �tself,
of �ts own body, and of external bod�es. For the m�nd does not know
�tself, except �n so far as �t perce�ves the �deas of the mod�f�cat�ons of
body (II. xx���.). It only perce�ves �ts own body (II. x�x.) through the
�deas of the mod�f�cat�ons of body (II. xx���.). It only perce�ves �ts own



body (II. x�x.) through the �deas of the mod�f�cat�ons, and only
perce�ves external bod�es through the same means; thus, �n so far
as �t has such �deas of mod�f�cat�on, �t has not an adequate
knowledge of �tself (II. xx�x.), nor of �ts own body (II. xxv��.), nor of
external bod�es (II. xxv.), but only a fragmentary and confused
knowledge thereof (II. xxv���. and note). Q.E.D.

*****Note—I say expressly, that the m�nd has not an adequate but
only a confused knowledge of �tself, �ts own body, and of external
bod�es, whenever �t perce�ves th�ngs after the common order of
nature; that �s, whenever �t �s determ�ned from w�thout, namely, by
the fortu�tous play of c�rcumstance, to regard th�s or that; not at such
t�mes as �t �s determ�ned from w�th�n, that �s, by the fact of regard�ng
several th�ngs at once, to understand the�r po�nts of agreement,
d�fference, and contrast. Whenever �t �s determ�ned �n anyw�se from
w�th�n, �t regards th�ngs clearly and d�st�nctly, as I w�ll show below.

XXX. We can only have a very �nadequate knowledge of the durat�on
of our body.

>>>>>Proof—The durat�on of our body does not depend on �ts
essence (II. Ax. �.), nor on the absolute nature of God (I. xx�.). But (I.
xxv���.) �t �s cond�t�oned to ex�st and operate by causes, wh�ch �n the�r
turn are cond�t�oned to ex�st and operate �n a f�xed and def�n�te
relat�on by other causes, these last aga�n be�ng cond�t�oned by
others, and so on to �nf�n�ty. The durat�on of our body therefore
depends on the common order of nature, or the const�tut�on of
th�ngs. Now, however a th�ng may be const�tuted, the adequate
knowledge of that th�ng �s �n God, �n so far as he has the �deas of all
th�ngs, and not �n so far as he has the �dea of the human body only
(II. �x. Cor.). Wherefore the knowledge of the durat�on of our body �s
�n God very �nadequate, �n so far as he �s only regarded as
const�tut�ng the nature of the human m�nd; that �s (II. x�. Cor.), th�s
knowledge �s very �nadequate to our m�nd. Q.E.D.

XXXI. We can only have a very �nadequate knowledge of the
durat�on of part�cular th�ngs external to ourselves.



>>>>>Proof—Every part�cular th�ng, l�ke the human body, must be
cond�t�oned by another part�cular th�ng to ex�st and operate �n a f�xed
and def�n�te relat�on; th�s other part�cular th�ng must l�kew�se be
cond�t�oned by a th�rd, and so on to �nf�n�ty (I. xxv���.). As we have
shown �n the forego�ng propos�t�on, from th�s common property of
part�cular th�ngs, we have only a very �nadequate knowledge of the
durat�on of our body; we must draw a s�m�lar conclus�on w�th regard
to the durat�on of part�cular th�ngs, namely, that we can only have a
very �nadequate knowledge of the durat�on thereof. Q.E.D.

<<<<<Corollary—Hence �t follows that all part�cular th�ngs are
cont�ngent and per�shable. For we can have no adequate �dea of
the�r durat�on (by the last Prop.), and th�s �s what we must
understand by the cont�ngency and per�shableness of th�ngs (I.
xxx���., Note �.). For (I. xx�x.), except �n th�s sense, noth�ng �s
cont�ngent.

XXXII. All �deas, �n so far as they are referred to God, are true.

>>>>>Proof—All �deas wh�ch are �n God agree �n every respect w�th
the�r objects (II. ��. Cor.), therefore (I. Ax. v�.) they are all true. Q.E.D.

XXXII. There �s noth�ng pos�t�ve �n �deas, wh�ch causes them to be
called false.

>>>>>Proof—If th�s be den�ed, conce�ve, �f poss�ble, a pos�t�ve mode
of th�nk�ng, wh�ch should const�tute the d�st�nct�ve qual�ty of
falsehood. Such a mode of th�nk�ng cannot be �n God (II. xxx��.);
external to God �t cannot be or be conce�ved (I. xv.). Therefore there
�s noth�ng pos�t�ve �n �deas wh�ch causes them to be called false.
Q.E.D.

XXXIV. Every �dea, wh�ch �n us �s absolute or adequate and perfect,
�s true.

>>>>>Proof—When we say that an �dea �n us �s adequate and
perfect, we say, �n other words (II. x�. Cor.), that the �dea �s adequate
and perfect �n God, �n so far as he const�tutes the essence of our



m�nd; consequently (II. xxx��.), we say that such an �dea �s true.
Q.E.D.

XXXV. Fals�ty cons�sts �n the pr�vat�on of knowledge, wh�ch
�nadequate, fragmentary, or confused �deas �nvolve.

>>>>>Proof—There �s noth�ng pos�t�ve �n �deas, wh�ch causes them
to be called false (II. xxx���.); but fals�ty cannot cons�st �n s�mple
pr�vat�on (for m�nds, not bod�es, are sa�d to err and to be m�staken),
ne�ther can �t cons�st �n absolute �gnorance, for �gnorance and error
are not �dent�cal; wherefore �t cons�sts �n the pr�vat�on of knowledge,
wh�ch �nadequate, fragmentary, or confused �deas �nvolve. Q.E.D.

*****Note—In the note to II. xv��. I expla�ned how error cons�sts �n the
pr�vat�on of knowledge, but �n order to throw more l�ght on the
subject I w�ll g�ve an example. For �nstance, men are m�staken �n
th�nk�ng themselves free; the�r op�n�on �s made up of consc�ousness
of the�r own act�ons, and �gnorance of the causes by wh�ch they are
cond�t�oned. The�r �dea of freedom, therefore, �s s�mply the�r
�gnorance of any cause for the�r act�ons. As for the�r say�ng that
human act�ons depend on the w�ll, th�s �s a mere phrase w�thout any
�dea to correspond thereto. What the w�ll �s, and how �t moves the
body, they none of them know; those who boast of such knowledge,
and fe�gn dwell�ngs and hab�tat�ons for the soul, are wont to provoke
e�ther laughter or d�sgust. So, aga�n, when we look at the sun, we
�mag�ne that �t �s d�stant from us about two hundred feet; th�s error
does not l�e solely �n th�s fancy, but �n the fact that, wh�le we thus
�mag�ne, we do not know the sun's true d�stance or the cause of the
fancy. For although we afterwards learn, that the sun �s d�stant from
us more than s�x hundred of the earth's d�ameters, we none the less
shall fancy �t to be near; for we do not �mag�ne the sun as near us,
because we are �gnorant of �ts true d�stance, but because the
mod�f�cat�on of our body �nvolves the essence of the sun, �n so far as
our sa�d body �s affected thereby.

XXXVI. Inadequate and confused �deas follow by the same
necess�ty, as adequate or clear and d�st�nct �deas.



>>>>>Proof—All �deas are �n God (I. xv.), and �n so far as they are
referred to God are true (II. xxx��.) and (II. v��. Cor.) adequate;
therefore there are no �deas confused or �nadequate, except �n
respect to a part�cular m�nd (cf. II. xx�v. and xxv���.); therefore all
�deas, whether adequate or �nadequate, follow by the same
necess�ty (II. v�.). Q.E.D.

XXXVII. That wh�ch �s common to all (cf. Lemma II, above), and
wh�ch �s equally �n a part and �n the whole, does not const�tute the
essence of any part�cular th�ng.

>>>>>Proof—If th�s be den�ed, conce�ve, �f poss�ble, that �t
const�tutes the essence of some part�cular th�ng; for �nstance, the
essence of B. Then (II. Def. ��.) �t cannot w�thout B e�ther ex�st or be
conce�ved; but th�s �s aga�nst our hypothes�s. Therefore �t does not
apperta�n to B's essence, nor does �t const�tute the essence of any
part�cular th�ng. Q.E.D.

XXXVIII. Those th�ngs, wh�ch are common to all, and wh�ch are
equally �n a part and �n the whole, cannot be conce�ved except
adequately.

>>>>>Proof—Let A be someth�ng, wh�ch �s common to all bod�es,
and wh�ch �s equally present �n the part of any g�ven body and �n the
whole. I say A cannot be conce�ved except adequately. For the �dea
thereof �n God w�ll necessar�ly be adequate (II. v��. Cor.), both �n so
far as God has the �dea of the human body, and also �n so far as he
has the �dea of the mod�f�cat�ons of the human body, wh�ch (II. xv�.,
xxv., xxv��.) �nvolve �n part the nature of the human body and the
nature of external bod�es; that �s (II. x��., x���.), the �dea �n God w�ll
necessar�ly be adequate, both �n so far as he const�tutes the human
m�nd, and �n so far as he has the �deas, wh�ch are �n the human
m�nd. Therefore the m�nd (II. x�. Cor.) necessar�ly perce�ves A
adequately, and has th�s adequate percept�on, both �n so far as �t
perce�ves �tself, and �n so far as �t perce�ves �ts own or any external
body, nor can A be conce�ved �n any other manner. Q.E.D.



<<<<<Corollary—Hence �t follows that there are certa�n �deas or
not�ons common to all men; for (by Lemma ��.) all bod�es agree �n
certa�n respects, wh�ch (by the forego�ng Prop.) must be adequately
or clearly and d�st�nctly perce�ved by all.

XXXIX. That, wh�ch �s common to and a property of the human body
and such other bod�es as are wont to affect the human body, and
wh�ch �s present equally �n each part of e�ther, or �n the whole, w�ll be
represented by an adequate �dea �n the m�nd.

>>>>>Proof—If A be that, wh�ch �s common to and a property of the
human body and external bod�es, and equally present �n the human
body and �n the sa�d external bod�es, �n each part of each external
body and �n the whole, there w�ll be an adequate �dea of A �n God (II.
v��. Cor.), both �n so far as he has the �dea of the human body, and �n
so far as he has the �deas of the g�ven external bod�es. Let �t now be
granted, that the human body �s affected by an external body
through that, wh�ch �t has �n common therew�th, namely, A; the �dea
of th�s mod�f�cat�on w�ll �nvolve the property A (II. xv�.), and therefore
(II. v��. Cor.) the �dea of th�s mod�f�cat�on, �n so far as �t �nvolves the
property A, w�ll be adequate �n God, �n so far as God �s affected by
the �dea of the human body; that �s (II. x���.), �n so far as he
const�tutes the nature of the human m�nd; therefore (II. x�. Cor.) th�s
�dea �s also adequate �n the human m�nd. Q.E.D.

<<<<<Corollary—Hence �t follows that the m�nd �s f�tted to perce�ve
adequately more th�ngs, �n proport�on as �ts body has more �n
common w�th other bod�es.

XL. Whatsoever �deas �n the m�nd follow from �deas wh�ch are
there�n adequate, are also themselves adequate.

>>>>>Proof—Th�s propos�t�on �s self-ev�dent. For when we say that
an �dea �n the human m�nd follows from �deas wh�ch are there�n
adequate, we say, �n other words (II. x�. Cor.), that an �dea �s �n the
d�v�ne �ntellect, whereof God �s the cause, not �n so far as he �s
�nf�n�te, nor �n so far as he �s affected by the �deas of very many



part�cular th�ngs, but only �n so far as he const�tutes the essence of
the human m�nd.

*****Note I—I have thus set forth the cause of those not�ons, wh�ch
are common to all men, and wh�ch form the bas�s of our
rat�oc�nat�ons. But there are other causes of certa�n ax�oms or
not�ons, wh�ch �t would be to the purpose to set forth by th�s method
of ours; for �t would thus appear what not�ons are more useful than
others, and what not�ons have scarcely any use at all. Furthermore,
we should see what not�ons are common to all men, and what
not�ons are only clear and d�st�nct to those who are unshackled by
prejud�ce, and we should detect those wh�ch are �ll-founded. Aga�n
we should d�scern whence the not�ons called "secondary" der�ved
the�r or�g�n, and consequently the ax�oms on wh�ch they are founded,
and other po�nts of �nterest connected w�th these quest�ons. But I
have dec�ded to pass over the subject here, partly because I have
set �t as�de for another treat�se, partly because I am afra�d of
weary�ng the reader by too great prol�x�ty. Nevertheless, �n order not
to om�t anyth�ng necessary to be known, I w�ll br�efly set down the
causes, whence are der�ved the terms styled "transcendental," such
as Be�ng, Th�ng, Someth�ng. These terms arose from the fact, that
the human body, be�ng l�m�ted, �s only capable of d�st�nctly form�ng a
certa�n number of �mages (what an �mage �s I expla�ned �n the II. xv��.
note) w�th�n �tself at the same t�me; �f th�s number be exceeded, the
�mages w�ll beg�n to be confused; �f th�s number of �mages, of wh�ch
the body �s capable of form�ng d�st�nctly w�th�n �tself, be largely
exceeded, all w�ll become ent�rely confused one w�th another. Th�s
be�ng so, �t �s ev�dent (from II. Prop. xv��. Cor., and xv���.) that the
human m�nd can d�st�nctly �mag�ne as many th�ngs s�multaneously,
as �ts body can form �mages s�multaneously. When the �mages
become qu�te confused �n the body, the m�nd also �mag�nes all
bod�es confusedly w�thout any d�st�nct�on, and w�ll comprehend
them, as �t were, under one attr�bute, namely, under the attr�bute of
Be�ng, Th�ng, &c. The same conclus�on can be drawn from the fact
that �mages are not always equally v�v�d, and from other analogous
causes, wh�ch there �s no need to expla�n here; for the purpose
wh�ch we have �n v�ew �t �s suff�c�ent for us to cons�der one only. All



may be reduced to th�s, that these terms represent �deas �n the
h�ghest degree confused. From s�m�lar causes ar�se those not�ons,
wh�ch we call "general," such as man, horse, dog, &c. They ar�se, to
w�t, from the fact that so many �mages, for �nstance, of men, are
formed s�multaneously �n the human m�nd, that the powers of
�mag�nat�on break down, not �ndeed utterly, but to the extent of the
m�nd los�ng count of small d�fferences between �nd�v�duals (e.g.
colour, s�ze, &c.) and the�r def�n�te number, and only d�st�nctly
�mag�n�ng that, �n wh�ch all the �nd�v�duals, �n so far as the body �s
affected by them, agree; for that �s the po�nt, �n wh�ch each of the
sa�d �nd�v�duals ch�efly affected the body; th�s the m�nd expresses by
the name man, and th�s �t pred�cates of an �nf�n�te number of
part�cular �nd�v�duals. For, as we have sa�d, �t �s unable to �mag�ne
the def�n�te number of �nd�v�duals. We must, however, bear �n m�nd,
that these general not�ons are not formed by all men �n the same
way, but vary �n each �nd�v�dual accord�ng as the po�nt var�es,
whereby the body has been most often affected and wh�ch the m�nd
most eas�ly �mag�nes or remembers. For �nstance, those who have
most often regarded w�th adm�rat�on the stature of man, w�ll by the
name of man understand an an�mal of erect stature; those who have
been accustomed to regard some other attr�bute, w�ll form a d�fferent
general �mage of man, for �nstance, that man �s a laugh�ng an�mal, a
two-footed an�mal w�thout feathers, a rat�onal an�mal, and thus, �n
other cases, everyone w�ll form general �mages of th�ngs accord�ng
to the hab�t of h�s body.



It �s thus not to be wondered at, that among ph�losophers, who seek
to expla�n th�ngs �n nature merely by the �mages formed of them, so
many controvers�es should have ar�sen.

*****Note II—From all that has been sa�d above �t �s clear, that we, �n
many cases, perce�ve and form our general not�ons:—(1.) From
part�cular th�ngs represented to our �ntellect fragmentar�ly,
confusedly, and w�thout order through our senses (II. xx�x. Cor.); I
have settled to call such percept�ons by the name of knowledge from
the mere suggest�ons of exper�ence. (2.) From symbols, e.g., from
the fact of hav�ng read or heard certa�n words we remember th�ngs
and form certa�n �deas concern�ng them, s�m�lar to those through
wh�ch we �mag�ne th�ngs (II. xv���. Note). I shall call both these ways
of regard�ng th�ngs "knowledge of the f�rst k�nd," "op�n�on," or
"�mag�nat�on." (3.) From the fact that we have not�ons common to all
men, and adequate �deas of the propert�es of th�ngs (II. xxxv���. Cor.,
xxx�x. and Cor., and xl.); th�s I call "reason" and "knowledge of the
second k�nd." Bes�des these two k�nds of knowledge, there �s, as I
w�ll hereafter show, a th�rd k�nd of knowledge, wh�ch we w�ll call
�ntu�t�on. Th�s k�nd of knowledge proceeds from an adequate �dea of
the absolute essence of certa�n attr�butes of God to the adequate
knowledge of the essence of th�ngs. I w�ll �llustrate all three k�nds of
knowledge by a s�ngle example. Three numbers are g�ven for f�nd�ng
a fourth, wh�ch shall be to the th�rd as the second �s to the f�rst.
Tradesmen w�thout hes�tat�on mult�ply the second by the th�rd, and
d�v�de the product by the f�rst; e�ther because they have not forgotten
the rule wh�ch they rece�ved from a master w�thout any proof, or
because they have often made tr�al of �t w�th s�mple numbers, or by
v�rtue of the proof of the n�neteenth propos�t�on of the seventh book
of Eucl�d, namely, �n v�rtue of the general property of proport�onals.

But w�th very s�mple numbers there �s no need of th�s. For �nstance,
one, two, three be�ng g�ven, everyone can see that the fourth
proport�onal �s s�x; and th�s �s much clearer, because we �nfer the
fourth number from an �ntu�t�ve grasp�ng of the rat�o, wh�ch the f�rst
bears to the second.



XLI. Knowledge of the f�rst k�nd �s the only source of fals�ty,
knowledge of the second and th�rd k�nds �s necessar�ly true.

>>>>>Proof—To knowledge of the f�rst k�nd we have (�n the
forego�ng note) ass�gned all those �deas, wh�ch are �nadequate and
confused; therefore th�s k�nd of knowledge �s the only source of
fals�ty (II. xxxv.). Furthermore, we ass�gned to the second and th�rd
k�nds of knowledge those �deas wh�ch are adequate; therefore these
k�nds are necessar�ly true (II. xxx�v.). Q.E.D.

XLII. Knowledge of the second and th�rd k�nds, not knowledge of the
f�rst k�nd, teaches us to d�st�ngu�sh the true from the false.

>>>>>Proof—Th�s propos�t�on �s self-ev�dent. He, who knows how to
d�st�ngu�sh between true and false, must have an adequate �dea of
true and false. That �s (II. xl., note ��.), he must know the true and the
false by the second or th�rd k�nd of knowledge.

XLIII. He, who has a true �dea, s�multaneously knows that he has a
true �dea, and cannot doubt of the truth of the th�ng perce�ved.

>>>>>Proof—A true �dea �n us �s an �dea wh�ch �s adequate �n God,
�n so far as he �s d�splayed through the nature of the human m�nd (II.
x�. Cor.). Let us suppose that there �s �n God, �n so far as he �s
d�splayed through the human m�nd, an adequate �dea, A. The �dea of
th�s �dea must also necessar�ly be �n God, and be referred to h�m �n
the same way as the �dea A (by II. xx., whereof the proof �s of
un�versal appl�cat�on). But the �dea A �s supposed to be referred to
God, �n so far as he �s d�splayed through the human m�nd; therefore,
the �dea of the �dea A must be referred to God �n the same manner;
that �s (by II. x�. Cor.), the adequate �dea of the �dea A w�ll be �n the
m�nd, wh�ch has the adequate �dea A; therefore he, who has an
adequate �dea or knows a th�ng truly (II. xxx�v.), must at the same
t�me have an adequate �dea or true knowledge of h�s knowledge; that
�s, obv�ously, he must be assured. Q.E.D.

*****Note—I expla�ned �n the note to II. xx�. what �s meant by the �dea
of an �dea; but we may remark that the forego�ng propos�t�on �s �n



�tself suff�c�ently pla�n. No one, who has a true �dea, �s �gnorant that a
true �dea �nvolves the h�ghest certa�nty. For to have a true �dea �s
only another express�on for know�ng a th�ng perfectly, or as well as
poss�ble. No one, �ndeed, can doubt of th�s, unless he th�nks that an
�dea �s someth�ng l�feless, l�ke a p�cture on a panel, and not a mode
of th�nk�ng—namely, the very act of understand�ng. And who, I ask,
can know that he understands anyth�ng, unless he do f�rst
understand �t? In other words, who can know that he �s sure of a
th�ng, unless he be f�rst sure of that th�ng? Further, what can there be
more clear, and more certa�n, than a true �dea as a standard of truth?
Even as l�ght d�splays both �tself and darkness, so �s truth a standard
both of �tself and of fals�ty.

I th�nk I have thus suff�c�ently answered these quest�ons—namely, �f
a true �dea �s d�st�ngu�shed from a false �dea, only �n so far as �t �s
sa�d to agree w�th �ts object, a true �dea has no more real�ty or
perfect�on than a false �dea (s�nce the two are only d�st�ngu�shed by
an extr�ns�c mark); consequently, ne�ther w�ll a man who has a true
�dea have any advantage over h�m who has only false �deas. Further,
how comes �t that men have false �deas? Lastly, how can anyone be
sure, that he has �deas wh�ch agree w�th the�r objects? These
quest�ons, I repeat, I have, �n my op�n�on, suff�c�ently answered. The
d�fference between a true �dea and a false �dea �s pla�n: from what
was sa�d �n II. xxxv., the former �s related to the latter as be�ng �s to
not-be�ng. The causes of fals�ty I have set forth very clearly �n II. x�x.
and II. xxxv. w�th the note. From what �s there stated, the d�fference
between a man who has true �deas, and a man who has only false
�deas, �s made apparent. As for the last quest�on—as to how a man
can be sure that he has �deas that agree w�th the�r objects, I have
just po�nted out, w�th abundant clearness, that h�s knowledge ar�ses
from the s�mple fact, that he has an �dea wh�ch corresponds w�th �ts
object—�n other words, that truth �s �ts own standard. We may add
that our m�nd, �n so far as �t perce�ves th�ngs truly, �s part of the
�nf�n�te �ntellect of God (II. x�. Cor.); therefore, the clear and d�st�nct
�deas of the m�nd are as necessar�ly true as the �deas of God.



XLIV. It �s not �n the nature of reason to regard th�ngs as cont�ngent,
but as necessary.

>>>>>Proof—It �s �n the nature of reason to perce�ve th�ngs truly (II.
xl�.), namely (I. Ax. v�.), as they are �n themselves—that �s (I. xx�x.),
not as cont�ngent, but as necessary. Q.E.D.

<<<<<Corollary I—Hence �t follows, that �t �s only through our
�mag�nat�on that we cons�der th�ngs, whether �n respect to the future
or the past, as cont�ngent.

*****Note—How th�s way of look�ng at th�ngs ar�ses, I w�ll br�efly
expla�n. We have shown above (II. xv��. and Cor.) that the m�nd
always regards th�ngs as present to �tself, even though they be not �n
ex�stence, unt�l some causes ar�se wh�ch exclude the�r ex�stence and
presence. Further (II. xv���.), we showed that, �f the human body has
once been affected by two external bod�es s�multaneously, the m�nd,
when �t afterwards �mag�nes one of the sa�d external bod�es, w�ll
stra�ghtway remember the other—that �s, �t w�ll regard both as
present to �tself, unless there ar�se causes wh�ch exclude the�r
ex�stence and presence. Further, no one doubts that we �mag�ne
t�me, from the fact that we �mag�ne bod�es to be moved some more
slowly than others, some more qu�ckly, some at equal speed. Thus,
let us suppose that a ch�ld yesterday saw Peter for the f�rst t�me �n
the morn�ng, Paul at noon, and S�mon �n the even�ng; then, that
today he aga�n sees Peter �n the morn�ng. It �s ev�dent, from II. Prop.
xv���., that, as soon as he sees the morn�ng l�ght, he w�ll �mag�ne that
the sun w�ll traverse the same parts of the sky, as �t d�d when he saw
�t on the preced�ng day; �n other words, he w�ll �mag�ne a complete
day, and, together w�th h�s �mag�nat�on of the morn�ng, he w�ll
�mag�ne Peter; w�th noon, he w�ll �mag�ne Paul; and w�th even�ng, he
w�ll �mag�ne S�mon—that �s, he w�ll �mag�ne the ex�stence of Paul
and S�mon �n relat�on to a future t�me; on the other hand, �f he sees
S�mon �n the even�ng, he w�ll refer Peter and Paul to a past t�me, by
�mag�n�ng them s�multaneously w�th the �mag�nat�on of a past t�me. If
�t should at any t�me happen, that on some other even�ng the ch�ld
should see James �nstead of S�mon, he w�ll, on the follow�ng



morn�ng, assoc�ate w�th h�s �mag�nat�on of even�ng somet�mes
S�mon, somet�mes James, not both together: for the ch�ld �s
supposed to have seen, at even�ng, one or other of them, not both
together. H�s �mag�nat�on w�ll therefore waver; and, w�th the
�mag�nat�on of future even�ngs, he w�ll assoc�ate f�rst one, then the
other—that �s, he w�ll �mag�ne them �n the future, ne�ther of them as
certa�n, but both as cont�ngent. Th�s waver�ng of the �mag�nat�on w�ll
be the same, �f the �mag�nat�on be concerned w�th th�ngs wh�ch we
thus contemplate, stand�ng �n relat�on to t�me past or t�me present:
consequently, we may �mag�ne th�ngs as cont�ngent, whether they be
referred to t�me present, past, or future.

<<<<<Corollary II—It �s �n the nature of reason to perce�ve th�ngs
under a certa�n form of etern�ty (sub quadam aetern�tat�s spec�e).

>>>>>Proof—It �s �n the nature of reason to regard th�ngs, not as
cont�ngent, but as necessary (II. xl�v.). Reason perce�ves th�s
necess�ty of th�ngs (II. xl�.) truly—that �s (I. Ax. v�.), as �t �s �n �tself.
But (I. xv�.) th�s necess�ty of th�ngs �s the very necess�ty of the eternal
nature of God; therefore, �t �s �n the nature of reason to regard th�ngs
under th�s form of etern�ty. We may add that the bases of reason are
the not�ons (II. xxxv���.), wh�ch answer to th�ngs common to all, and
wh�ch (II. xxxv��.) do not answer to the essence of any part�cular
th�ng: wh�ch must therefore be conce�ved w�thout any relat�on to
t�me, under a certa�n form of etern�ty.

XLV. Every �dea of every body, or of every part�cular th�ng actually
ex�st�ng, necessar�ly �nvolves the eternal and �nf�n�te essence of God.

>>>>>Proof—The �dea of a part�cular th�ng actually ex�st�ng
necessar�ly �nvolves both the ex�stence and the essence of the sa�d
th�ng (II. v���.). Now part�cular th�ngs cannot be conce�ved w�thout
God (I. xv.); but, �nasmuch as (II. v�.) they have God for the�r cause,
�n so far as he �s regarded under the attr�bute of wh�ch the th�ngs �n
quest�on are modes, the�r �deas must necessar�ly �nvolve (I. Ax. �v.)
the concept�on of the attr�butes of those �deas—that �s (I. v�.), the
eternal and �nf�n�te essence of God. Q.E.D.



*****Note—By ex�stence I do not here mean durat�on—that �s,
ex�stence �n so far as �t �s conce�ved abstractedly, and as a certa�n
form of quant�ty. I am speak�ng of the very nature of ex�stence, wh�ch
�s ass�gned to part�cular th�ngs, because they follow �n �nf�n�te
numbers and �n �nf�n�te ways from the eternal necess�ty of God's
nature (I. xv�.). I am speak�ng, I repeat, of the very ex�stence of
part�cular th�ngs, �n so far as they are �n God. For although each
part�cular th�ng be cond�t�oned by another part�cular th�ng to ex�st �n a
g�ven way, yet the force whereby each part�cular th�ng perseveres �n
ex�st�ng follows from the eternal necess�ty of God's nature (cf. I. xx�v.
Cor.).

XLVI. The knowledge of the eternal and �nf�n�te essence of God
wh�ch every �dea �nvolves �s adequate and perfect.

>>>>>Proof—The proof of the last propos�t�on �s un�versal; and
whether a th�ng be cons�dered as a part or a whole, the �dea thereof,
whether of the whole or of a part (by the last Prop.), w�ll �nvolve
God's eternal and �nf�n�te essence. Wherefore, that, wh�ch g�ves
knowledge of the eternal and �nf�n�te essence of God, �s common to
all, and �s equally �n the part and �n the whole; therefore (II. xxxv���.)
th�s knowledge w�ll be adequate. Q.E.D.

XLVII. The human m�nd has an adequate knowledge of the eternal
and �nf�n�te essence of God.

>>>>>Proof—The human m�nd has �deas (II. xx��.), from wh�ch (II.
xx���.) �t perce�ves �tself and �ts own body (II. x�x.) and external bod�es
(II. xv�. Cor. �. and II. xv��.) as actually ex�st�ng; therefore (II. xlv. and
xlv�.) �t has an adequate knowledge of the eternal and �nf�n�te
essence of God. Q.E.D.

*****Note—Hence we see, that the �nf�n�te essence and the etern�ty
of God are known to all. Now as all th�ngs are �n God, and are
conce�ved through God, we can from th�s knowledge �nfer many
th�ngs, wh�ch we may adequately know, and we may form that th�rd
k�nd of knowledge of wh�ch we spoke �n the note to II. xl., and of the
excellence and use of wh�ch we shall have occas�on to speak �n Part



V. Men have not so clear a knowledge of God as they have of
general not�ons, because they are unable to �mag�ne God as they do
bod�es, and also because they have assoc�ated the name God w�th
�mages of th�ngs that they are �n the hab�t of see�ng, as �ndeed they
can hardly avo�d do�ng, be�ng, as they are, men, and cont�nually
affected by external bod�es. Many errors, �n truth, can be traced to
th�s head, namely, that we do not apply names to th�ngs r�ghtly. For
�nstance, when a man says that the l�nes drawn from the centre of a
c�rcle to �ts c�rcumference are not equal, he then, at all events,
assuredly attaches a mean�ng to the word c�rcle d�fferent from that
ass�gned by mathemat�c�ans. So aga�n, when men make m�stakes �n
calculat�on, they have one set of f�gures �n the�r m�nd, and another
on the paper. If we could see �nto the�r m�nds, they do not make a
m�stake; they seem to do so, because we th�nk, that they have the
same numbers �n the�r m�nd as they have on the paper. If th�s were
not so, we should not bel�eve them to be �n error, any more than I
thought that a man was �n error, whom I lately heard excla�m�ng that
h�s entrance hall had flown �nto a ne�ghbour's hen, for h�s mean�ng
seemed to me suff�c�ently clear. Very many controvers�es have
ar�sen from the fact, that men do not r�ghtly expla�n the�r mean�ng, or
do not r�ghtly �nterpret the mean�ng of others. For, as a matter of fact,
as they flatly contrad�ct themselves, they assume now one s�de, now
another, of the argument, so as to oppose the op�n�ons, wh�ch they
cons�der m�staken and absurd �n the�r opponents.

XLVIII. In the m�nd there �s no absolute or free w�ll; but the m�nd �s
determ�ned to w�sh th�s or that by a cause, wh�ch has also been
determ�ned by another cause, and th�s last by another cause, and so
on to �nf�n�ty.

>>>>>Proof—The m�nd �s a f�xed and def�n�te mode of thought (II.
x�.), therefore �t cannot be the free cause of �ts act�ons (I. xv��. Cor.
��.); �n other words, �t cannot have an absolute faculty of pos�t�ve or
negat�ve vol�t�on; but (by I. xxv���.) �t must be determ�ned by a cause,
wh�ch has also been determ�ned by another cause, and th�s last by
another, &c. Q.E.D.



*****Note—In the same way �t �s proved, that there �s �n the m�nd no
absolute faculty of understand�ng, des�r�ng, lov�ng, &c. Whence �t
follows, that these and s�m�lar facult�es are e�ther ent�rely f�ct�t�ous, or
are merely abstract and general terms, such as we are accustomed
to put together from part�cular th�ngs. Thus the �ntellect and the w�ll
stand �n the same relat�on to th�s or that �dea, or th�s or that vol�t�on,
as "lap�d�ty" to th�s or that stone, or as "man" to Peter and Paul. The
cause wh�ch leads men to cons�der themselves free has been set
forth �n the Append�x to Part I. But, before I proceed further, I would
here remark that, by the w�ll to aff�rm and dec�de, I mean the faculty,
not the des�re. I mean, I repeat, the faculty, whereby the m�nd aff�rms
or den�es what �s true or false, not the des�re, wherew�th the m�nd
w�shes for or turns away from any g�ven th�ng. After we have proved,
that these facult�es of ours are general not�ons, wh�ch cannot be
d�st�ngu�shed from the part�cular �nstances on wh�ch they are based,
we must �nqu�re whether vol�t�ons themselves are anyth�ng bes�des
the �deas of th�ngs. We must �nqu�re, I say, whether there �s �n the
m�nd any aff�rmat�on or negat�on beyond that, wh�ch the �dea, �n so
far as �t �s an �dea, �nvolves. On wh�ch subject see the follow�ng
propos�t�on, and II. Def. ���., lest the �dea of p�ctures should suggest
�tself. For by �deas I do not mean �mages such as are formed at the
back of the eye, or �n the m�dst of the bra�n, but the concept�ons of
thought.

XLIX. There �s �n the m�nd no vol�t�on or aff�rmat�on and negat�on,
save that wh�ch an �dea, �nasmuch as �t �s an �dea, �nvolves.

>>>>>Proof—There �s �n the m�nd no absolute faculty of pos�t�ve or
negat�ve vol�t�on, but only part�cular vol�t�ons, namely, th�s or that
aff�rmat�on, and th�s or that negat�on. Now let us conce�ve a
part�cular vol�t�on, namely, the mode of th�nk�ng whereby the m�nd
aff�rms, that the three �nter�or angles of a tr�angle are equal to two
r�ght angles. Th�s aff�rmat�on �nvolves the concept�on or �dea of a
tr�angle, that �s, w�thout the �dea of a tr�angle �t cannot be conce�ved.
It �s the same th�ng to say, that the concept A must �nvolve the
concept B, as �t �s to say, that A cannot be conce�ved w�thout B.
Further, th�s aff�rmat�on cannot be made (II. Ax. ���.) w�thout the �dea



of a tr�angle. Therefore, th�s aff�rmat�on can ne�ther be nor be
conce�ved, w�thout the �dea of a tr�angle. Aga�n, th�s �dea of a tr�angle
must �nvolve th�s same aff�rmat�on, namely, that �ts three �nter�or
angles are equal to two r�ght angles. Wherefore, and v�ce versa, th�s
�dea of a tr�angle can ne�ther be nor be conce�ved w�thout th�s
aff�rmat�on, therefore, th�s aff�rmat�on belongs to the essence of the
�dea of a tr�angle, and �s noth�ng bes�des. What we have sa�d of th�s
vol�t�on (�nasmuch as we have selected �t at random) may be sa�d of
any other vol�t�on, namely, that �t �s noth�ng but an �dea. Q.E.D.

<<<<<Corollary—W�ll and understand�ng are one and the same.

>>>>>Proof—W�ll and understand�ng are noth�ng beyond the
�nd�v�dual vol�t�ons and �deas (II. xlv���. and note). But a part�cular
vol�t�on and a part�cular �dea are one and the same (by the forego�ng
Prop.); therefore, w�ll and understand�ng are one and the same.
Q.E.D.

*****Note—We have thus removed the cause wh�ch �s commonly
ass�gned for error. For we have shown above, that fals�ty cons�sts
solely �n the pr�vat�on of knowledge �nvolved �n �deas wh�ch are
fragmentary and confused. Wherefore, a false �dea, �nasmuch as �t �s
false, does not �nvolve certa�nty. When we say, then, that a man
acqu�esces �n what �s false, and that he has no doubts on the
subject, we do not say that he �s certa�n, but only that he does not
doubt, or that he acqu�esces �n what �s false, �nasmuch as there are
no reasons, wh�ch should cause h�s �mag�nat�on to waver (see II. xl�v.
note). Thus, although the man be assumed to acqu�esce �n what �s
false, we shall never say that he �s certa�n. For by certa�nty we mean
someth�ng pos�t�ve (II. xl���. and note), not merely the absence of
doubt.

However, �n order that the forego�ng propos�t�on may be fully
expla�ned, I w�ll draw attent�on to a few add�t�onal po�nts, and I w�ll
furthermore answer the object�ons wh�ch may be advanced aga�nst
our doctr�ne. Lastly, �n order to remove every scruple, I have thought
�t worth wh�le to po�nt out some of the advantages, wh�ch follow



therefrom. I say "some," for they w�ll be better apprec�ated from what
we shall set forth �n the f�fth part.

I beg�n, then, w�th the f�rst po�nt, and warn my readers to make an
accurate d�st�nct�on between an �dea, or concept�on of the m�nd, and
the �mages of th�ngs wh�ch we �mag�ne. It �s further necessary that
they should d�st�ngu�sh between �dea and words, whereby we s�gn�fy
th�ngs. These three—namely, �mages, words, and �deas—are by
many persons e�ther ent�rely confused together, or not d�st�ngu�shed
w�th suff�c�ent accuracy or care, and hence people are generally �n
�gnorance, how absolutely necessary �s a knowledge of th�s doctr�ne
of the w�ll, both for ph�losoph�c purposes and for the w�se order�ng of
l�fe. Those who th�nk that �deas cons�st �n �mages wh�ch are formed
�n us by contact w�th external bod�es, persuade themselves that the
�deas of those th�ngs, whereof we can form no mental p�cture, are
not �deas, but only f�gments, wh�ch we �nvent by the free decree of
our w�ll; they thus regard �deas as though they were �nan�mate
p�ctures on a panel, and, f�lled w�th th�s m�sconcept�on, do not see
that an �dea, �nasmuch as �t �s an �dea, �nvolves an aff�rmat�on or
negat�on. Aga�n, those who confuse words w�th �deas, or w�th the
aff�rmat�on wh�ch an �dea �nvolves, th�nk that they can w�sh
someth�ng contrary to what they feel, aff�rm, or deny. Th�s
m�sconcept�on w�ll eas�ly be la�d as�de by one, who reflects on the
nature of knowledge, and see�ng that �t �n no w�se �nvolves the
concept�on of extens�on, w�ll therefore clearly understand, that an
�dea (be�ng a mode of th�nk�ng) does not cons�st �n the �mage of
anyth�ng, nor �n words. The essence of words and �mages �s put
together by bod�ly mot�ons, wh�ch �n no w�se �nvolve the concept�on
of thought.

These few words on th�s subject w�ll suff�ce: I w�ll therefore pass on
to cons�der the object�ons, wh�ch may be ra�sed aga�nst our doctr�ne.
Of these, the f�rst �s advanced by those, who th�nk that the w�ll has a
w�der scope than the understand�ng, and that therefore �t �s d�fferent
therefrom. The reason for the�r hold�ng the bel�ef, that the w�ll has
w�der scope than the understand�ng, �s that they assert, that they
have no need of an �ncrease �n the�r faculty of assent, that �s of



aff�rmat�on or negat�on, �n order to assent to an �nf�n�ty of th�ngs
wh�ch we do not perce�ve, but that they have need of an �ncrease �n
the�r faculty of understand�ng. The w�ll �s thus d�st�ngu�shed from the
�ntellect, the latter be�ng f�n�te and the former �nf�n�te. Secondly, �t
may be objected that exper�ence seems to teach us espec�ally
clearly, that we are able to suspend our judgment before assent�ng
to th�ngs wh�ch we perce�ve; th�s �s conf�rmed by the fact that no one
�s sa�d to be dece�ved, �n so far as he perce�ves anyth�ng, but only �n
so far as he assents or d�ssents.

For �nstance, he who fe�gns a w�nged horse, does not therefore
adm�t that a w�nged horse ex�sts; that �s, he �s not dece�ved, unless
he adm�ts �n add�t�on that a w�nged horse does ex�st. Noth�ng
therefore seems to be taught more clearly by exper�ence, than that
the w�ll or faculty of assent �s free and d�fferent from the faculty of
understand�ng. Th�rdly, �t may be objected that one aff�rmat�on does
not apparently conta�n more real�ty than another; �n other words, that
we do not seem to need for aff�rm�ng, that what �s true �s true, any
greater power than for aff�rm�ng, that what �s false �s true. We have,
however, seen that one �dea has more real�ty or perfect�on than
another, for as objects are some more excellent than others, so also
are the �deas of them some more excellent than others; th�s also
seems to po�nt to a d�fference between the understand�ng and the
w�ll. Fourthly, �t may be objected, �f man does not act from free w�ll,
what w�ll happen �f the �ncent�ves to act�on are equally balanced, as
�n the case of Bur�dan's ass? W�ll he per�sh of hunger and th�rst? If I
say that he would not, he would then determ�ne h�s own act�on, and
would consequently possess the faculty of go�ng and do�ng whatever
he l�ked. Other object�ons m�ght also be ra�sed, but, as I am not
bound to put �n ev�dence everyth�ng that anyone may dream, I w�ll
only set myself to the task of refut�ng those I have ment�oned, and
that as br�efly as poss�ble.

To the f�rst object�on I answer, that I adm�t that the w�ll has a w�der
scope than the understand�ng, �f by the understand�ng be meant only
clear and d�st�nct �deas; but I deny that the w�ll has a w�der scope
than the percept�ons, and the faculty of form�ng concept�ons; nor do I



see why the faculty of vol�t�on should be called �nf�n�te, any more
than the faculty of feel�ng: for, as we are able by the same faculty of
vol�t�on to aff�rm an �nf�n�te number of th�ngs (one after the other, for
we cannot aff�rm an �nf�n�te number s�multaneously), so also can we,
by the same faculty of feel�ng, feel or perce�ve (�n success�on) an
�nf�n�te number of bod�es. If �t be sa�d that there �s an �nf�n�te number
of th�ngs wh�ch we cannot perce�ve, I answer, that we cannot atta�n
to such th�ngs by any th�nk�ng, nor, consequently, by any faculty of
vol�t�on. But, �t may st�ll be urged, �f God w�shed to br�ng �t about that
we should perce�ve them, he would be obl�ged to endow us w�th a
greater faculty of percept�on, but not a greater faculty of vol�t�on than
we have already. Th�s �s the same as to say that, �f God w�shed to
br�ng �t about that we should understand an �nf�n�te number of other
ent�t�es, �t would be necessary for h�m to g�ve us a greater
understand�ng, but not a more un�versal �dea of ent�ty than that
wh�ch we have already, �n order to grasp such �nf�n�te ent�t�es. We
have shown that w�ll �s a un�versal ent�ty or �dea, whereby we expla�n
all part�cular vol�t�ons—�n other words, that wh�ch �s common to all
such vol�t�ons.

As, then, our opponents ma�nta�n that th�s �dea, common or un�versal
to all vol�t�ons, �s a faculty, �t �s l�ttle to be wondered at that they
assert, that such a faculty extends �tself �nto the �nf�n�te, beyond the
l�m�ts of the understand�ng: for what �s un�versal �s pred�cated al�ke of
one, of many, and of an �nf�n�te number of �nd�v�duals.

To the second object�on I reply by deny�ng, that we have a free
power of suspend�ng our judgment: for, when we say that anyone
suspends h�s judgment, we merely mean that he sees, that he does
not perce�ve the matter �n quest�on adequately. Suspens�on of
judgment �s, therefore, str�ctly speak�ng, a percept�on, and not free
w�ll. In order to �llustrate the po�nt, let us suppose a boy �mag�n�ng a
horse, and perce�ve noth�ng else. Inasmuch as th�s �mag�nat�on
�nvolves the ex�stence of the horse (II. xv��. Cor.), and the boy does
not perce�ve anyth�ng wh�ch would exclude the ex�stence of the
horse, he w�ll necessar�ly regard the horse as present: he w�ll not be
able to doubt of �ts ex�stence, although he be not certa�n thereof. We



have da�ly exper�ence of such a state of th�ngs �n dreams; and I do
not suppose that there �s anyone, who would ma�nta�n that, wh�le he
�s dream�ng, he has the free power of suspend�ng h�s judgment
concern�ng the th�ngs �n h�s dream, and br�ng�ng �t about that he
should not dream those th�ngs, wh�ch he dreams that he sees; yet �t
happens, notw�thstand�ng, that even �n dreams we suspend our
judgment, namely, when we dream that we are dream�ng.

Further, I grant that no one can be dece�ved, so far as actual
percept�on extends—that �s, I grant that the m�nd's �mag�nat�ons,
regarded �n themselves, do not �nvolve error (II. xv��. note); but I
deny, that a man does not, �n the act of percept�on, make any
aff�rmat�on. For what �s the percept�on of a w�nged horse, save
aff�rm�ng that a horse has w�ngs? If the m�nd could perce�ve noth�ng
else but the w�nged horse, �t would regard the same as present to
�tself: �t would have no reasons for doubt�ng �ts ex�stence, nor any
faculty of d�ssent, unless the �mag�nat�on of a w�nged horse be jo�ned
to an �dea wh�ch precludes the ex�stence of the sa�d horse, or unless
the m�nd perce�ves that the �dea wh�ch �t possess of a w�nged horse
�s �nadequate, �n wh�ch case �t w�ll e�ther necessar�ly deny the
ex�stence of such a horse, or w�ll necessar�ly be �n doubt on the
subject.

I th�nk that I have ant�c�pated my answer to the th�rd object�on,
namely, that the w�ll �s someth�ng un�versal wh�ch �s pred�cated of all
�deas, and that �t only s�gn�f�es that wh�ch �s common to all �deas,
namely, an aff�rmat�on, whose adequate essence must, therefore, �n
so far as �t �s thus conce�ved �n the abstract, be �n every �dea, and
be, �n th�s respect alone, the same �n all, not �n so far as �t �s
cons�dered as const�tut�ng the �dea's essence: for, �n th�s respect,
part�cular aff�rmat�ons d�ffer one from the other, as much as do �deas.
For �nstance, the aff�rmat�on wh�ch �nvolves the �dea of a c�rcle,
d�ffers from that wh�ch �nvolves the �dea of a tr�angle, as much as the
�dea of a c�rcle d�ffers from the �dea of a tr�angle.

Further, I absolutely deny, that we are �n need of an equal power of
th�nk�ng, to aff�rm that that wh�ch �s true �s true, and to aff�rm that that



wh�ch �s false �s true. These two aff�rmat�ons, �f we regard the m�nd,
are �n the same relat�on to one another as be�ng and not-be�ng; for
there �s noth�ng pos�t�ve �n �deas, wh�ch const�tutes the actual real�ty
of falsehood (II. xxxv. note, and xlv��. note).

We must therefore conclude, that we are eas�ly dece�ved, when we
confuse un�versals w�th s�ngulars, and the ent�t�es of reason and
abstract�ons w�th real�t�es. As for the fourth object�on, I am qu�te
ready to adm�t, that a man placed �n the equ�l�br�um descr�bed
(namely, as perce�v�ng noth�ng but hunger and th�rst, a certa�n food
and a certa�n dr�nk, each equally d�stant from h�m) would d�e of
hunger and th�rst. If I am asked, whether such an one should not
rather be cons�dered an ass than a man; I answer, that I do not
know, ne�ther do I know how a man should be cons�dered, who
hangs h�mself, or how we should cons�der ch�ldren, fools, madmen,
&c.

It rema�ns to po�nt out the advantages of a knowledge of th�s doctr�ne
as bear�ng on conduct, and th�s may be eas�ly gathered from what
has been sa�d. The doctr�ne �s good,

1. Inasmuch as �t teaches us to act solely accord�ng to the decree of
God, and to be partakers �n the D�v�ne nature, and so much the
more, as we perform more perfect act�ons and more and more
understand God. Such a doctr�ne not only completely tranqu�l�zes
our sp�r�t, but also shows us where our h�ghest happ�ness or
blessedness �s, namely, solely �n the knowledge of God, whereby we
are led to act only as love and p�ety shall b�d us. We may thus clearly
understand, how far astray from a true est�mate of v�rtue are those
who expect to be decorated by God w�th h�gh rewards for the�r v�rtue,
and the�r best act�ons, as for hav�ng endured the d�rest slavery; as �f
v�rtue and the serv�ce of God were not �n �tself happ�ness and perfect
freedom.

2. Inasmuch as �t teaches us, how we ought to conduct ourselves
w�th respect to the g�fts of fortune, or matters wh�ch are not �n our
power, and do not follow from our nature. For �t shows us, that we
should awa�t and endure fortune's sm�les or frowns w�th an equal



m�nd, see�ng that all th�ngs follow from the eternal decree of God by
the same necess�ty, as �t follows from the essence of a tr�angle, that
the three angles are equal to two r�ght angles.

3. Th�s doctr�ne ra�ses soc�al l�fe, �nasmuch as �t teaches us to hate
no man, ne�ther to desp�se, to der�de, to envy, or to be angry w�th
any. Further, as �t tells us that each should be content w�th h�s own,
and helpful to h�s ne�ghbour, not from any woman�sh p�ty, favour, or
superst�t�on, but solely by the gu�dance of reason, accord�ng as the
t�me and occas�on demand, as I w�ll show �n Part III.

4. Lastly, th�s doctr�ne confers no small advantage on the
commonwealth; for �t teaches how c�t�zens should be governed and
led, not so as to become slaves, but so that they may freely do
whatsoever th�ngs are best.

I have thus fulf�lled the prom�se made at the beg�nn�ng of th�s note,
and I thus br�ng the second part of my treat�se to a close. I th�nk I
have there�n expla�ned the nature and propert�es of the human m�nd
at suff�c�ent length, and, cons�der�ng the d�ff�culty of the subject, w�th
suff�c�ent clearness. I have la�d a foundat�on, whereon may be ra�sed
many excellent conclus�ons of the h�ghest ut�l�ty and most necessary
to be known, as w�ll, �n what follows, be partly made pla�n.
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