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(Editor's Introduction)   
Spinoza prepared to publish the Ethics, the comprehensive account of his philosophical system, in 

1674. The work and its five parts had been completed after over a decade's labor, and after the turmoil of 
the years since the Short Treatise and the publication of the Principles of Cartesian Philosophy. The time 
had come but at the advice of friends, Spinoza felt the danger and the risks too deeply. As he reported to 
Henry Oldenburg in the fall of 1675, he was attacked both by theologians and by Cartesians and felt 
compelled to halt publication (Ep68; see Jonathan Israel, Radical Enlightenment 286-7). Indeed, the 
work—one of the classics of Western philosophy—was only finally published in 1677 after Spinoza's 
death, in the Opera Posthuma, edited by his friends and published by Jan Rieuwertsz. Within a year, on 
25 June 1678, it was censored by the States of Holland and West-Friesland as a "profane, atheistic, and 
blasphemous book."  

Some scholars believe that the appendix to the Short Treatise, probably composed in 1661 or early 
1662, including seven axioms about substance, its attributes, and causality, together with four 
demonstrations about substance, was already an early version of the mathematically, geometrically 
organized content of the first book of the Ethics. By late 1662 or early 1663, with Spinoza in Rijnsburg, 
his Amsterdam friends had a copy of an early chapter of Part I "On God." Pieter Balling had delivered it 
to Simon de Vries, and it soon became the topic of meetings in Amsterdam where it was read and 
discussed. On and off, then, from 1661 to 1674, Spinoza worked on the Ethics, his magnum opus, paying 
the promissory note made in the TIE and setting out the details of his philosophical account of nature, 
mind, and the good life.  

By June 1665, Spinoza seems to have had a complete draft in hand, a work of three parts, most likely 
following the design of the Short Treatise—"on God, man, and his well-being." Eventually, by 1675, of 
course, the Ethics had been revised and expanded, taking on its now famous five-part structure—on God, 
humankind and human epistemology, the passions, human bondage to the passions, and rational freedom. 
A June 1665 letter to Johan Bouwmeester, an Amsterdam friend and associate of Lodewijk Meyer, 
suggests that the original Part III was nearly complete and ready to be translated from Latin into Dutch, 
perhaps by Bouwmeester himself (Ep28). This third part contained much of what is found in Parts IV and 
V of the version we now have. Hence, by the time Spinoza turned, that autumn of 1665, to the 
Theological-Political Treatise, his system was complete.  

A remarkable work it was. The Ethics's five parts famously lay out a system in the style of Euclid's 
geometry—starting from definitions and axioms and working through theorems or propositions with 
corollaries, notes or scholia, appendices, and more. The axiomatic style mirrors the system's rationality 
and exemplifies the way knowledge should be grasped. As the system proceeds from metaphysics through 
its account of human nature, knowledge, and emotion, to its understanding of human flaws and 
aspirations, and finally to the ethical goal of human life (a life of freedom and understanding), the work 
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both grounds itself and motivates its readers to conduct their lives according to the best conception of 
what human life can and should be. In short, Spinoza's magnum opus earns its title.  

The book's contents are, in broad terms, well known. Spinoza's is an early modem naturalism, a set of 
principles underlying a rational, scientific view of religion, nature, psychology, and ethics. In Part I he 
defines crucial terms such as substance, attribute, mode, eternity, and God. He demonstrates that only 
one substance, with infinite attributes, exists; it does so necessarily, and every mode that follows from it 
occurs with precise and necessary determination. This one eternal, necessary, determinate substance is 
God, and hence nature or the natural world is either identical to it or to certain ways of understanding it. 
Modes of substance are not properties of substance, as in classical philosophy, but rather things in the 
world existing in precise states or ways. Modes are manifestations of substance and its attributes, which 
might be thought of as regulative natural forces.  

In Part II, Spinoza introduces the two attributes by which we understand substance and in terms of 
which substance is manifest to our experience—thought and extension—and builds an account of the 
mental and physical dimensions of nature. This account leads to a set of propositions about human 
experience and cognition and, in Part III, of human emotions, feelings, and more, all as the psychological 
correlates of physical states of the human body. The causal structure of physical bodies, determined by 
their proportion of motion and rest, and influenced by the lawful interactions of bodies, is correlated with 
mental states, some cognitive, others affective, in all of nature and in particular in the minds of human 
beings. Spinoza's psychology is grounded in his physics and in the conception of conatus, the striving of 
each being to persevere and to manifest its essence; here is the dynamic element in Spinoza's vitalistic 
conception of nature. In human beings, the conatus takes on certain predictable psychological features. 
Ultimately, people seek to satisfy desires, feel joy and pleasure, and enhance their well-being, and these 
goals require increasing harmonious activity within nature and the diminishing of the passions, which 
mark a person's subordination to beings external to it and failure to satisfy its own preservation. This 
goal requires as complete and perfect a knowledge of nature as one can attain, a knowledge that 
corresponds in the mind to the maximizing of life enhancing physical states on the body's part. Later in 
the Ethics, Spinoza calls this cognitive goal the "intellectual love of God" or "blessedness," and, in the 
notorious concluding section of Part V; he associates it with the mind's eternality and thereby with the 
traditional notion of the immortality of the soul.  

Within the confines of this naturalistic system, Spinoza installs some claims that, even in his own day, 
became famous and even notorious. He also took some steps that have remained perplexing, if not 
confusing. Spinoza's natural world, for example, is not created, nor does it permit contingency or the 
existence of miracles. Furthermore, insofar as extension is an attribute of substance, Spinoza's God is 
physically extended; Spinoza could be and was charged with a kind of atheistic materialism. His natural 
world is also wholly determined and without goals or purposes. While Spinoza's God is material, human 
beings—unities of the physical and psychological—are as necessary and determined as God or nature. 
For this reason, Spinoza denies the existence of free will but not the existence of freedom, which he 
regards as a feature of actions which are active and rational, performed with a minimum of constraint 
and external coercion. In this sense, moreover, God is the only perfect being and human life an effort of 
imitatio dei. People are free, to the degree that they love God, understand God, and indeed emulate God, 
but for Spinoza these activities and aspirations are no different from seeking to understand nature and to 
live in harmony with natural law.  

There are many obvious outcomes of this ethic of rational self-discipline and peace of mind. One is a 
life of democratic republicanism in which all citizens equally collaborate in a lawful society aimed at 
enhancing the well-being of all rational citizens and restraining harmful self-interest in behalf of this 
goal. In his last years Spinoza would turn, out of a sense of urgency, to an elaboration of these political 
implications.  

M.L.M   
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PART I 
CONCERNING GOD 

 
Definitions 
 
 1. By that which is self-caused I mean that whose essence involves existence; or that whose nature can 

be conceived only as existing.  
2. A thing is said to be finite in its own kind [in suo genere finita] when it can be limited by another 

thing of the same nature. For example, a body is said to be finite because we can always conceive of 
another body greater than it. So, too, a thought is limited by another thought. But body is not limited by 
thought, nor thought by body.  

3. By substance I mean that which is in itself and is conceived through itself; that is, that the conception 
of which does not require the conception of another thing from which it has to be formed.  

4. By attribute I mean that which the intellect perceives of substance as constituting its essence.  
5. By mode I mean the affections of substance, that is, that which is in something else and is conceived 

through something else.  
6. By God I mean an absolutely infinite being, that is, substance consisting of infinite attributes, each of 

which expresses eternal and infinite essence.  
 

Explication   I say "absolutely infinite," not "infinite in its kind." For if a thing is only infinite in its kind, 
one may deny that it has infinite attributes. But if a thing is absolutely infinite, whatever expresses 
essence and does not involve any negation belongs to its essence.  
 

7. That thing is said to be free [liber] which exists solely from the necessity of its own nature, and is 
determined to action by itself alone. A thing is said to be necessary [necessarius] or rather, constrained 
[coactus], if it is determined by another thing to exist and to act in a definite and determinate way.  

8. By eternity I mean existence itself insofar as it is conceived as necessarily following solely from the 
definition of an eternal thing.  

 
Explication   For such existence is conceived as an eternal truth, just as is the essence of the thing, and 
therefore cannot be explicated through duration or time, even if duration be conceived as without 
beginning and end.   
 
Axioms  
 

1. All things that are, are either in themselves or in something else.  
2. That which cannot be conceived through another thing must be conceived through itself.  
3. From a given determinate cause there necessarily follows an effect; on the other hand, if there be no 

determinate cause, it is impossible that an effect should follow.  
4. The knowledge of an effect depends on, and involves, the knowledge of the cause.  
5. Things which have nothing in common with each other cannot be understood through each other; 

that is, the conception of the one does not involve the conception of the other.  
6. A true idea must agree with that of which it is the idea [ideatum].  
7. If a thing can be conceived as not existing, its essence does not involve existence. 
 
 

PROPOSITION 1  
Substance is by nature prior to its affections.  
 
Proof  This is evident from Defs. 3 and 5.   
 
PROPOSITION 2  
Two substances having different attributes have nothing in common.  



 
Philosophy of Religion Spinoza's Ethics —4 	
	
Proof  This too is evident from Def 3; for each substance must be in itself and be conceived through 
itself; that is, the conception of the one does not involve the conception of the other.  
 
PROPOSITION 3  
When things have nothing in common, one cannot be the cause of the other.  
 
Proof  If things have nothing in common, then (Ax. 5) they cannot be understood through one another, 
and so (Ax. 4) one cannot be the cause of the other.  
 
PROPOSITION 4  
Two or more distinct things are distinguished from one another either by the difference of the attributes of 
the substances or by the difference of the affections of the substances.  
 
Proof  All things that are, are either in themselves or in something else (Ax. I); that is (Defs. 3 and 5), 
nothing exists external to the intellect except substances and their affections. Therefore, there can be 
nothing external to the intellect through which several things can be distinguished from one another 
except substances or (which is the same thing) (Def 4) the attributes and the affections of substances.  
 
PROPOSITION 5  
In the universe there cannot be two or more substances of the same nature or attribute.  
 
Proof  If there were several such distinct substances, they would have to be distinguished from one 
another either by a difference of attributes or by a difference of affections (Pr, 4). If they are distinguished 
only by a difference of attributes, then it will be granted that there cannot be more than one substance of 
the same attribute. But if they are distinguished by a difference of affections, then, since substance is by 
nature prior to its affections (Pr. I), disregarding therefore its affections and considering substance in 
itself, that is (Def. 3 and Ax. 6), considering it truly, it cannot be conceived as distinguishable from 
another substance. That is (Pr. 4), there cannot be several such substances but only one.  
 
PROPOSITION 6  
One substance cannot be produced by another substance.  
 
Proof  In the universe there cannot be two substances of the same attribute (Pr. 5), that is (Pr. 2), two 
substances having something in common. And so (Pr. 3) one cannot be the cause of the other; that is, one 
cannot be produced by the other.  
 
Corollary   Hence it follows that substance cannot be produced by anything else. For in the universe 
there exists nothing but substances and their affections, as is evident from Ax. I and Defs. 3 and 5. But, by 
Pr. 6, it cannot be produced by another substance. Therefore, substance cannot be produced by anything 
else whatsoever.  
 
Another Proof   This can be proved even more readily by the absurdity of the contradictory. For if 
substance could be produced by something else, the knowledge of substance would have to depend on the 
knowledge of its cause (Ax. 4), and so (Def. 3) it would not be substance.  
 
PROPOSITION 7  
Existence belongs to the nature of substance.  
 
Proof  Substance cannot be produced by anything else (Cor. Pr. 6) and is therefore self-caused [causa 
sui]; that is (Def. 1), its essence necessarily involves existence; that is, existence belongs to its nature.   
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PROPOSITION 8  
Every substance is necessarily infinite.  
 
Proof  There cannot be more than one substance having the same attribute (Pr. 5), and existence belongs 
to the nature of substance (Pr. 7). It must therefore exist either as finite or as infinite. But it cannot exist as 
finite, for (Def. 2) it would have to be limited by another substance of the same nature, and that substance 
also would have to exist (Pr. 7). And so there would exist two substances of the same attribute, which is 
absurd (Pr. 5). Therefore, it exists as infinite.  
 
Scholium 1  Since in fact to be finite is in part a negation and to be infinite is the unqualified 
affirmation of the existence of some nature, it follows from Proposition 7 alone that every substance must 
be infinite.  
 
Scholium 2  I do not doubt that for those who judge things confusedly and are not accustomed to 
know things through their primary causes it is difficult to grasp the proof of Proposition 7. Surely, this is 
because they neither distinguish between the modification of substances and substances themselves, nor 
do they know how things are produced. And so it comes about that they ascribe to substances a beginning 
which they see natural things as having; for those who do not know the true causes of things confuse 
everything. Without any hesitation they imagine trees as well as men talking and stones as well as men 
being formed from seeds; indeed, any forms whatsoever are imagined to change into any other forms. So 
too, those who confuse the divine nature with human nature easily ascribe to God human emotions, 
especially so long as they are ignorant of how the latter are produced in the mind. But if men were to 
attend to the nature of substance, they would not doubt at all the truth of Proposition 7; indeed, this 
Proposition would be an axiom to all and would be ranked among universally accepted truisms. For by 
substance they would understand that which is in itself and is conceived through itself; that is, that the 
knowledge of which does not require the knowledge of any other thing. By modifications they would 
understand that which is in another thing, and whose conception is formed from the thing in which they 
are. Therefore, in the case of nonexistent modifications we can have true ideas of them since their essence 
is included in something else, with the result that they can be conceived through that something else, 
although they do not exist in actuality externally to the intellect. However, in the case of substances, 
because they are conceived only through themselves, their truth external to the intellect is only in 
themselves. So if someone were to say that he has a clear and distinct—that is, a true—idea of substance 
and that he nevertheless doubts whether such a substance exists, this would surely be just the same as if 
he were to declare that he has a true idea but nevertheless suspects that it may be false (as is obvious to 
anyone who gives his mind to it). Or if anyone asserts that substance is created, he at the same time 
asserts that a false idea has become true, than which nothing more absurd can be conceived. So it must 
necessarily be admitted that the existence of substance is as much an eternal truth as is its essence.  

From here we can derive in another way that there cannot be but one [substance] of the same nature, 
and I think it worthwhile to set out the proof here. Now to do this in an orderly fashion I ask you to note:  

1. The true definition of each thing involves and expresses nothing beyond the nature of the thing 
defined. Hence it follows that—  

2. No definition involves or expresses a fixed number of individuals, since it expresses nothing but the 
nature of the thing defined. For example, the definition of a triangle expresses nothing other than simply 
the nature of a triangle, and not a fixed number of triangles.  

3. For each individual existent thing there must necessarily be a definite cause for its existence.  
4. The cause for the existence of a thing must either be contained in the very nature and definition of 

the existent thing (in effect, existence belongs to its nature) or must have its being independently of the 
thing itself.  

From these premises it follows that if a fixed number of individuals exist in Nature, there must 
necessarily be a cause why those individuals and not more or fewer exist. If, for example, in Nature 
twenty men were to exist (for the sake of greater clarity I suppose that they exist simultaneously and that 
no others existed in Nature before them), in order to account for the existence of these twenty men, it will 
not be enough for us to demonstrate the cause of human nature in general; it will furthermore be 
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necessary to demonstrate the cause why not more or fewer than twenty men exist, since (Note 3) there 
must necessarily be a cause for the existence of each one. But this cause (Notes 2 and 3) cannot be 
contained in the nature of man, since the true definition of man does not involve the number twenty. So 
(Note 4) the cause of the existence of these twenty men, and consequently of each one, must necessarily 
be external to each one, and therefore we can reach the unqualified conclusion that whenever several 
individuals of a kind exist, there must necessarily be an external cause for their existence. Now since 
existence belongs to the nature of substance (as has already been shown in this Scholium) the definition 
of substance must involve necessary existence, and consequently the existence of substance must be 
concluded solely from its definition. But the existence of several substances cannot follow from the 
definition of substance (as I have already shown in Notes 2 and 3). Therefore, from the definition of 
substance it follows necessarily that there exists only one substance of the same nature, as was proposed.  

 
PROPOSITION 9  
The more reality or being a thing has, the more attributes it has.  
 
Proof  This is evident from Definition 4.  
 
PROPOSITION 10  
Each attribute of one substance must be conceived through itself. 
 
Proof  For an attribute is that which intellect perceives of substance as constituting its essence (Def. 4), 
and so (Def. 3) it must be conceived through itself.  
 
Scholium   From this it is clear that although two attributes be conceived as really distinct, that is, one 
without the help of the other, still we cannot deduce therefrom that they constitute two entities, or two 
different substances. For it is in the nature of substance that each of its attributes be conceived through 
itself, since all the attributes it possesses have always been in it simultaneously, and one could not have 
been produced by another; but each expresses the reality or being of substance. So it is by no means 
absurd to ascribe more than one attribute to one substance. Indeed, nothing in Nature is clearer than that 
each entity must be conceived under some attribute, and the more reality or being it has, the more are its 
attributes which express necessity, or eternity, and infinity. Consequently, nothing can be clearer than 
this, too, that an absolutely infinite entity must necessarily be defined (Def. 6) as an entity consisting of 
infinite attributes, each of which expresses a definite essence, eternal and infinite. Now if anyone asks by 
what mark can we distinguish between different substances, let him read the following Propositions, 
which show that in Nature there exists only one substance, absolutely infinite. So this distinguishing mark 
would be sought in vain.  
 
PROPOSITION 11  
God, or substance consisting of infinite attributes, each of which expresses eternal and infinite essence, 
necessarily exists.  
 
Proof  If you deny this, conceive, if you can, that God does not exist. Therefore (Ax. 7), his essence does 
not involve existence. But this is absurd (Pr. 7). Therefore, God necessarily exists.  
 
Second Proof  For every thing a cause or reason must be assigned either for its existence or for its 
nonexistence. For example, if a triangle exists, there must be a reason, or cause, for its existence. If it does 
not exist, there must be a reason or cause which prevents it from existing, or which annuls its existence. 
Now this reason or cause must either be contained in the nature of the thing or be external to it. For 
example, the reason why a square circle does not exist is indicated by its very nature, in that it involves a 
contradiction. On the other hand, the reason for the existence of substance also follows from its nature 
alone, in that it involves existence (Pr. 7). But the reason for the existence or nonexistence of a circle or a 
triangle does not follow from their nature, but from the order of universal corporeal Nature. For it is from 
this latter that it necessarily follows that either the triangle necessarily exists at this moment or that its 
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present existence is impossible. This is self-evident, and therefrom it follows that a thing necessarily 
exists if there is no reason or cause which prevents its existence. Therefore, if there can be no reason or 
cause which prevents God from existing or which annuls his existence, we are bound to conclude that he 
necessarily exists. But if there were such a reason or cause, it would have to be either within God's nature 
or external to it; that is, it would have to be in another substance of another nature. For if it were of the 
same nature, by that very fact it would be granted that God exists. But a substance of another nature 
would have nothing in common with God (Pr. 2), and so could neither posit nor annul his existence. 
Since, therefore, there cannot be external to God's nature a reason or cause that would annul God's 
existence, then if indeed he does not exist, the reason or cause must necessarily be in God's nature, which 
would therefore involve a contradiction. But to affirm this of a Being absolutely infinite and in the highest 
degree perfect is absurd. Therefore, neither in God nor external to God is there any cause or reason which 
would annul his existence. Therefore, God necessarily exists.  
 
A Third Proof   To be able to not exist is weakness; on the other hand, to be able to exist is power, as is 
self-evident. So if what now necessarily exists is nothing but finite entities, then finite entities are more 
potent than an absolutely infinite Entity—which is absurd. Therefore, either nothing exists, or an 
absolutely infinite Entity necessarily exists, too. But we do exist, either in ourselves or in something else 
which necessarily exists (Ax. 1 and Pr. 7). Therefore, an absolutely infinite Entity—that is (Def. 6), 
God—necessarily exists.  
 
Scholium   In this last proof I decided to prove God's existence a posteriori so that the proof may be more 
easily perceived, and not because God's existence does not follow a priori from this same basis. For since 
the ability to exist is power, it follows that the greater the degree of reality that belongs to the nature of a 
thing, the greater amount of energy it has for existence. So an absolutely infinite Entity or God will have 
from himself absolutely infinite power to exist, and therefore exists absolutely.  

But perhaps many will not readily find this proof convincing because they are used to considering only 
such things as derive from external causes. Of these things they observe that those which come quickly 
into being—that is, which readily exist—likewise readily perish, while things which they conceive as 
more complex they regard as more difficult to bring into being— that is, not so ready to exist. However, 
to free them from these misconceptions I do not need at this point to show what measure of truth there is 
in the saying, "Quickly come, quickly go," neither need I raise the question whether or not everything is 
equally easy in respect of Nature as a whole. It is enough to note simply this, that I am not here speaking 
of things that come into being through external causes, but only of substances, which (Pr. 6) cannot be 
produced by any external cause. For whether they consist of many parts or few, things that are brought 
about by external causes owe whatever degree of perfection or reality they possess entirely to the power 
of the external cause, and so their existence has its origin solely in the perfection of the external cause, 
and not in their own perfection. On the other hand, whatever perfection substance possesses is due to no 
external cause; therefore its existence, too, must follow solely from its own nature, and is therefore 
nothing else but its essence. So perfection does not annul a thing's existence: on the contrary, it posits it; 
whereas imperfection annuls a thing's existence. So there is nothing of which we can be more certain than 
the existence of an absolutely infinite or perfect Entity; that is, God. For since his essence excludes all 
imperfection and involves absolute perfection, it thereby removes all reason for doubting his existence 
and affords the utmost certainty of it This, I think, must be quite clear to all who give a modicum of 
attention to the matter.  

 
PROPOSITION 12  
No attribute of substance can be truly conceived from which it would follow that substance can be 
divided.  
 
Proof   The parts into which substance thus conceived would be divided will either retain the nature of 
substance or they will not. In the first case each part will have to be infinite (Pr. 8) and self-caused (Pr. 6) 
and consist of a different attribute (Pr. 5); and so several substances could be formed from one substance, 
which is absurd (Pr. 6). Furthermore, the parts would have nothing in common with the whole (Pr. 2), and 
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the whole could exist and be conceived without its parts (Def. 4 and Pro 1 0), the absurdity of which none 
can doubt. But in the latter case in which the parts will not retain the nature of substance—then when the 
whole substance would have been divided into equal parts it would lose the nature of substance and 
would cease to be. This is absurd (Pr. 7).  
 
PROPOSITION 13 
Absolutely infinite substance is indivisible.  
 
Proof   If it were divisible, the parts into which it would be divided will either retain the nature of 
absolutely infinite substance, or not. In the first case, there would therefore be several substances of the 
same nature, which is absurd (Pr. 5). In the second case, absolutely infinite substance can cease to be, 
which is also absurd (Pr. 11 ).  
 
Corollary   From this it follows that no substance, and consequently no corporeal substance, insofar as it 
is substance, is divisible.  
 
Scholium   The indivisibility of substance can be more easily understood merely from the fact that the 
nature of substance can be conceived only as infinite, and that a part of substance can mean only finite 
substance, which involves an obvious contradiction (Pr. 8).  
 
PROPOSITION 14  
There can be, or be conceived, no other substance but God.  
 
Proof   Since God is an absolutely infinite being of whom no attribute expressing the essence of 
substance can be denied (Def. 6), and since he necessarily exists (Pr. 11), if there were any other 
substance but God, it would have to be explicated through some attribute of God, and so there would exist 
two substances with the same attribute, which is absurd (Pr. 5). So there can be no substance external to 
God, and consequently no such substance can be conceived. For if it could be conceived, it would have to 
be conceived necessarily as existing; but this is absurd (by the first part of this proof). Therefore, no 
substance can be or be conceived external to God.  
 
Corollary I   Hence it follows quite clearly that God is one: that is (Def. 6), in the universe there is only 
one substance, and this is absolutely infinite, as I have already indicated in Scholium Pr. 10. 
 
Corollary 2   It follows that the thing extended a n d the thing thinking are either attributes of God or 
(Ax. 1) affections of the attributes of God.  
 
PROPOSITION 15  
Whatever is, is in God, and nothing can be or be conceived without God.  
 
Proof   Apart from God no substance can be or be conceived (Pr. 14), that is (Def. 3), something which is 
in itself and is conceived through itself. Now modes (Def. 5) cannot be or be conceived without 
substance; therefore, they can be only in the divine nature and can be conceived only through the divine 
nature. But nothing exists except substance and modes (Ax. 1) . Therefore, nothing can be or be 
conceived without God.  
 
Scholium    Some imagine God in the likeness of man, consisting of mind and body, and subject to 
passions. But it is clear from what has already been proved how far they stray from the true knowledge of 
God. These I dismiss, for all who have given any consideration to the divine nature deny that God is 
corporeal. They find convincing proof of this in the fact that by body we understand some quantity having 
length, breadth, and depth, bounded by a definite shape; and nothing more absurd than this can be 
attributed to God, a being absolutely infinite.  
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At the same time, however, by other arguments which they try to prove their point, they show clearly 
that in their thinking corporeal or extended substance is set completely apart from the divine nature, and 
they assert that it is created by God. But they have no idea from what divine power it could have been 
created, which clearly shows that they don't know what they are saying. Now I have clearly proved—at 
any rate, in my judgment (Cor. Pr. 6 and Sch. 2 Pr. 8)—that no substance can be produced or created by 
anything else. Furthermore, in Proposition 14 we showed that apart from God no substance can be or be 
conceived, and hence we deduced that extended substance is one of God's infinite attributes.  

However, for a fuller explanation I will refute my opponents' arguments, which all seem to come down 
to this. Firstly, they think that corporeal substance, insofar as it is substance, is made up of parts, and so 
they deny that it can be infinite, and consequently that it can pertain to God. This they illustrate with 
many examples, of which I will take one or two. They say that if corporeal substance is infinite, suppose 
it to be divided into two parts. Each of these parts will be either finite or infinite. If the former, then the 
infinite is made up of two finite parts, which is absurd. If the latter, then there is an infinite which is twice 
as great as another infinite, which is also absurd.  

Again, if an infinite length is measured in feet, it will have to consist of an infinite number of feet; and 
if it is measured in inches, it will consist of an infinite number of inches. So one infinite number will be 
twelve times greater than another infinite number.  

Lastly, if from one point in an infinite quantity two lines, AB and AC, be drawn of fixed and 
determinate length, and thereafter be produced B to infinity, it is clear that the distance between B and C 
continues to increase and finally changes from a determinate A distance to an indeterminate distance.  

As these absurdities follow, they think, from supposing C quantity to be infinite, they conclude that 
corporeal substance must be finite and consequently cannot pertain to God's essence.  

The second argument is also drawn from God's consummate perfection. Since God, they say, is a 
supremely perfect being, he cannot be that which is acted upon. But corporeal substance, being divisible, 
can be acted upon. It therefore follows that corporeal substance does not pertain to God's essence.  

These are the arguments I find put forward by writers who thereby seek to prove that corporeal 
substance is unworthy of the divine essence and cannot pertain to it However, the student who looks 
carefully into these arguments will find that I have already replied to them, since they are all founded on 
the same supposition that material substance is composed of parts, and this I have already shown to be 
absurd (Pr. 12 and Cor. Pro 1 3). Again, careful reflection will show that all those alleged absurdities (if 
indeed they are absurdities, which is not now under discussion) from which they seek to prove that 
extended substance is finite do not at all follow from the supposition that quantity is infinite, but that 
infinite quantity is measurable and is made up of finite parts. Therefore, from the resultant absurdities no 
other conclusion can be reached but that infinite quantity is not measurable and cannot be made up of 
finite parts. And this is exactly what we have already proved (Pr. 12). So the weapon they aimed at us is 
in fact turned against themselves. If therefore from this "reductio ad absurdum" argument of theirs they 
still seek to deduce that extended substance must be finite, they are surely just like one who, having made 
the supposition that a circle has the properties of a square, deduces therefrom that a circle does not have a 
center from which all lines drawn to the circumference are equal. For corporeal substance, which can be 
conceived only as infinite, one, and indivisible (Prs. 8, 5, and 12) they conceive as made up of finite parts, 
multiplex, and divisible, so as to deduce that it is finite. In the same way others, too, having supposed that 
a line is composed of points, can find many arguments to prove that a line cannot be infinitely divided. 
Indeed, it is just as absurd to assert that corporeal substance is composed of bodies or parts as that a body 
is composed of surfaces, surfaces of lines, and lines of points. This must be admitted by all who know 
clear reason to be infallible, and particularly those who say that a vacuum cannot exist. For if corporeal 
substance could be so divided that its parts were distinct in reality, why could one part not be annihilated 
while the others remain joined together as before? And why should all the parts be so fitted together as to 
leave no vacuum? Surely, in the case of things which are in reality distinct from one another, one can 
exist without the other and remain in its original state. Since therefore there is no vacuum in Nature (of 
which [more] elsewhere*)1 and all its parts must so harmonize that there is no vacuum, it also follows that 
																																																								
*	Notes Without brackets are Spinoza's. Bracketed notes are those of Seymour Feldman (main annotator for this 
work), translator Samuel Shirley, and Michael L. Morgan. 	
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the parts cannot be distinct in reality; that is, corporeal substance, insofar as it is substance, cannot be 
divided.  

If I am now asked why we have this natural inclination to divide quantity, I reply that we conceive 
quantity in two ways, to wit, abstractly, or superficially—in other words, as represented in the 
imagination—or as substance, which we do only through the intellect. If therefore we consider quantity 
insofar as we represent it in the imagination—and this is what we more frequently and readily do—we 
find it to be finite, divisible, and made up of parts. But if we consider it intellectually and conceive it 
insofar as it is substance—and this is very difficult—then it will be found to be infinite, one, and 
indivisible, as we have already sufficiently proved. This will be quite clear to those who can distinguish 
between the imagination and the intellect, especially if this point also is stressed, that matter is 
everywhere the same, and there are no distinct parts in it except insofar as we conceive matter as modified 
in various ways. Then its parts are distinct, not really but only modally. For example, we conceive water 
to be divisible and to have separate parts insofar as it is water, but not insofar as it is material substance. 
In this latter respect it is not capable of separation or division. Furthermore, water, qua water, comes into 
existence and goes out of existence; but qua substance it does not come into existence nor go out of 
existence [corrumpitur].  

I consider that in the above I have also replied to the second argument, since this too is based on the 
supposition that matter, insofar as it is substance, is divisible and made up of parts. And even though this 
were not so, I do not know why matter should be unworthy of the divine nature, since (Pr. 14) there can 
be no substance external to God by which it can be acted upon. All things, I repeat, are in God, and all 
things that come to pass do so only through the laws of God's infinite nature and follow through the 
necessity of his essence (as I shall later show). Therefore, by no manner of reasoning can it be said that 
God is acted upon by anything else or that extended substance is unworthy of the divine nature, even 
though it be supposed divisible, as long as it is granted to be eternal and infinite.  

But enough of this subject for the present. [. . .] 
 

APPENDIX 
 

I have now explained the nature and properties of God: that he necessarily exists, that he is one alone, that 
he is and acts solely from the necessity of his own nature, that he is the free cause of all things and how 
so, that all things are in God and are so dependent on him that they can neither be nor be conceived 
without him, and lastly, that all things have been predetermined by God, not from his free will or absolute 
pleasure, but from the absolute nature of God, his infinite power. Furthermore, whenever the opportunity 
arose I have striven to remove prejudices that might hinder the apprehension of my proofs. But since there 
still remain a considerable number of prejudices, which have been, and still are, an obstacle—indeed, a 
very great obstacle—to the acceptance of the concatenation of things in the manner which I have 
expounded, I have thought it proper at this point to bring these prejudices before the bar of reason.  

Now all the prejudices which I intend to mention here turn on this one point, the widespread belief 
among men that all things in Nature are like themselves in acting with an end in view. Indeed, they hold it 
as certain that God himself directs everything to a fixed end; for they say that God has made everything 
for man's sake and has made man so that he should worship God. So this is the first point I shall consider, 
seeking the reason why most people are victims of this prejudice and why all are so naturally disposed to 
accept it Secondly, I shall demonstrate its falsity; and lastly I shall show how it has been the source of 
misconceptions about good and bad, right and wrong, praise and blame, order and confusion, beauty and 
ugliness, and the like. 

 However, it is not appropriate here to demonstrate the origin of these misconceptions from the nature 
of the human mind. It will suffice at this point if I take as my basis what must be universally admitted, 
that all men are born ignorant of the causes of things, that they all have a desire to seek their own 
advantage, a desire of which they are conscious. From this it follows, firstly, that men believe that they 
are free, precisely because they are conscious of their volitions and desires; yet concerning the causes that 
																																																								
1	[If this refers to anything In Spinoza's extant works, It must be to his early Descartes's Principles of Philosophy II 
2-3 —S F]	
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have determined them to desire and will they do not think, not even dream about, because they are 
ignorant of them. Secondly, men act always with an end in view, to wit, the advantage that they seek. 
Hence it happens that they are always looking only for the final causes of things done, and are satisfied 
when they find them, having, of course, no reason for further doubt. But if they fail to discover them from 
some external source, they have no recourse but to turn to themselves, and to reflect on what ends would 
normally determine them to similar actions, and so they necessarily judge other minds by their own. 
Further, since they find within themselves and outside themselves a considerable number of means very 
convenient for the pursuit of their own advantage—as, for instance, eyes for seeing, teeth for chewing, 
cereals and living creatures for food, the sun for giving light, the sea for breeding fish—the result is that 
they look on all the things of Nature as means to their own advantage. And realizing that these were 
found, not produced by them, they come to believe that there is someone else who produced these means 
for their use. For looking on things as means, they could not believe them to be self-created, but on the 
analogy of the means which they are accustomed to produce for themselves, they were bound to conclude 
that there was some governor or governors of Nature, endowed with human freedom, who have attended 
to all their needs and made everything for their use. And having no information on the subject, they also 
had to estimate the character of these rulers by their own, and so they asserted that the gods direct 
everything for man's use so that they may bind men to them and be held in the highest honor by them. So 
it came about that every individual devised different methods of worshipping God as he thought fit in 
order that God should love him beyond others and direct the whole of Nature so as to serve his blind 
cupidity and insatiable greed. Thus it was that this misconception developed into superstition and became 
deep-rooted in the minds of men, and it was for this reason that every man strove most earnestly to 
understand and to explain the final causes of all things. But in seeking to show that Nature does nothing 
in vain—that is, nothing that is not to man's advantage— they seem to have shown only this, that Nature 
and the gods are as crazy as mankind.  

Consider, I pray, what has been the upshot. Among so many of Nature's blessings they were bound to 
discover quite a number of disasters, such as storms, earthquakes, diseases and so forth, and they 
maintained that these occurred because the gods were angry at the wrongs done to them by men, or the 
faults committed in the course of their worship. And although daily experience cried out against this and 
showed by any number of examples that blessings and disasters befall the godly and the ungodly alike 
without discrimination, they did not on that account abandon their ingrained prejudice. For they found it 
easier to regard this fact as one among other mysteries they could not understand and thus maintain their 
innate condition of ignorance rather than to demolish in its entirety the theory they had constructed and 
devise a new one. Hence they made it axiomatic that the judgment of the gods is far beyond man's 
understanding. Indeed, it is for this reason, and this reason only, that truth might have evaded mankind 
forever had not Mathematics, which is concerned not with ends but only with the essences and properties 
of figures, revealed to men a different standard of truth. And there are other causes too—there is no need 
to mention them here—which could have made men aware of these widespread misconceptions and 
brought them to a true knowledge of things.  

I have thus sufficiently dealt with my first point. There is no need to spend time in going on to show 
that Nature has no fixed goal and that all final causes are but figments of the human imagination. For I 
think that this is now quite evident, both from the basic causes from which I have traced the origin of this 
misconception and from Proposition 16 and the Corollaries to Proposition 32, and in addition from the 
whole set or proofs I have adduced to show that all things in Nature proceed from all eternal necessity and 
with supreme perfection. But I will make this additional point, that this doctrine of Final Causes turns 
Nature completely upside down, for it regards as an effect that which is in fact a cause, and vice versa. 
Again, it makes that which is by nature first to be last; and finally, that which is highest and most perfect 
is held to be the most imperfect. Omitting the first two points as self-evident, Propositions 21, 22, and 23 
make it clear that that effect is most perfect which is directly produced by God, and an effect is the less 
perfect in proportion to the number of intermediary causes required for its production. But if the things 
produced directly by God were brought about to enable him to attain an end, then of necessity the last 
things for the sake of which the earlier things were brought about would excel all others. Again, this 
doctrine negates God's perfection; for if God acts with an end in view, he must necessarily be seeking 
something that he lacks. And although theologians and metaphysicians may draw a distinction between a 
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purpose arising from want and an assimilative purpose,2 they still admit that God has acted in all things 
for the sake of himself, and not for the sake of the things to be created. For prior to creation they are not 
able to point to anything but God as a purpose for God's action. Thus they have to admit that God lacked 
and desired those things for the procurement of which he willed to create the means—as is self-evident.  

I must not fail to mention here that the advocates of this doctrine, eager to display their talent in 
assigning purpose to things, have introduced a new style of argument to prove their doctrine, i.e., a 
reduction, not to the impossible, but to ignorance, thus revealing the lack of any other argument in its 
favor. For example, if a stone falls from the roof on somebody's head and kills him, by this method of 
arguing they will prove that the stone fell in order to kill the man; for if it had not fallen for this purpose 
by the will of God, how could so many circumstances (and there are often many coinciding 
circumstances) have chanced to concur? Perhaps you will reply that the event occurred because the wind 
was blowing and the man was walking that way. But they will persist in asking why the wind blew at that 
time and why the man was walking that way at that very time. If you again reply that the wind sprang up 
at that time because on the previous day the sea had begun to toss after a period of calm and that the man 
had been invited by a friend, they will again persist—for there is no end to questions— "But why did the 
sea toss, and why was the man invited for that time?" And so they will go on and on asking the causes of 
causes, until you take refuge in the will of God—that is, the sanctuary of ignorance. Similarly, when they 
consider the structure of the human body, they are astonished, and being ignorant of the causes of such 
skillful work they conclude that it is fashioned not by mechanical art but by divine or supernatural art, and 
is so arranged that no one part shall injure another.  

As a result, he who seeks the true causes of miracles and is eager to understand the works of Nature as 
a scholar, and not just to gape at them like a fool, is universally considered an impious heretic and 
denounced by those to whom the common people bow down as interpreters of Nature and the gods. For 
these people know that the dispelling of ignorance would entail the disappearance of that astonishment, 
which is the one and only support for their argument and for safeguarding their authority. But I will leave 
this subject and proceed to the third point that I proposed to deal with.  

When men become convinced that everything that is created is created on their behalf, they were bound 
to consider as the most important quality in every individual thing that which was most useful to them, 
and to regard as of the highest excellence all those things by which they were most benefited. Hence they 
came to form these abstract notions to explain the natures of things: Good, Bad, Order, Confusion, Hot, 
Cold, Beauty, Ugliness; and since they believed that they are free, the following abstract notions came 
into being: Praise, Blame, Right, Wrong. The latter I shall deal with later on after I have treated of human 
nature; at this point I shall briefly explain the former.  

All that conduces to well-being and to the worship of God they call Good, and the contrary, Bad. And 
since those who do not understand the nature of things, but only imagine things, make no affirmative 
judgments about things themselves and mistake their imagination for intellect, they are firmly convinced 
that there is order in things, ignorant as they are of things and of their own nature. For when things are in 
such arrangement that, being presented to us through our senses, we can readily picture them and thus 
readily remember them, we say that they are well arranged; if the contrary, we say that they are ill 
arranged, or confused. And since those things we can readily picture we find pleasing compared with 
other things, men prefer order to confusion, as though order were something in Nature other than what is 
relative to our imagination. And they say that God has created all things in an orderly way, without 
realizing that they are thus attributing human imagination to God—unless perchance they mean that God, 

																																																								
2	[Spinoza alludes here to a late scholastic distinction between two kinds of purposes, or goals: (1) a purpose that 
satisfies some internal need or lack (fines indigentiae); and (2) a purpose that aims to share what one already has 
with others who lack it (fines assimlationis). In the present case, this distinction implies that when God does 
something purposively, he acts not to fulfill a need he has, but to benefit creatues. In their commentaries on the 
Ethics, both Lewis Robinson and Harry Wolfson refer to the seventeenth-century Dutch theologian A. Heereboord 
as Spinoza's source for this distinction (L. Robinson, Kommentar zu Spinoza's Ethik (Leipzig, 1928), pp. 234-235; 
H. Wolfson, The Philosophy of Spinoza (New York, 1969), vol. I, p. 432).  

The theologians derided by Spinoza hoped to avoid by means of this distinction the suggestion that if God acts 
purposively, he does so because of a need on his part.]	
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out of consideration for the human imagination, arranged all things in the way that men could most easily 
imagine. And perhaps they will find no obstacle in the fact that there are any number of things that far 
surpass our imagination, and a considerable number that confuse the imagination because of its weakness. 

But I have devoted enough time to this. Other notions, too, are nothing but modes of imagining 
whereby the imagination is affected in various ways, and yet the ignorant consider them as important 
attributes of things because they believe—as I have said—that all things were made on their behalf, and 
they call a thing's nature good or bad, healthy or rotten and corrupt, according to its effect on them. For 
instance, if the motion communicated to our nervous system by objects presented through our eyes is 
conducive to our feeling of well-being, the objects which are its cause are said to be beautiful, while the 
objects which provoke a contrary motion are called ugly. Those things that we sense through the nose are 
called fragrant or fetid; through the tongue, sweet or bitter, tasty or tasteless; those that we sense by touch 
are called hard or soft, rough or smooth, and so on. Finally, those that we sense through our ears are said 
to give forth noise, sound, or harmony, the last of which has driven men to such madness that they used to 
believe that even God delights in harmony. There are philosophers who have convinced themselves that 
the motions of the heavens give rise to harmony. All this goes to show that everyone's judgment is a 
function of the disposition of his brain, or rather, that he mistakes for reality the way his imagination is 
affected. Hence it is no wonder—as we should note in passing—that we find so many controversies 
arising among men, resulting finally in skepticism. For although human bodies agree in many respects, 
there are very many differences, and so one man thinks good what another thinks bad; what to one man is 
well ordered, to another is confused; what to one is pleasing, to another is displeasing, and so forth. I say 
no more here because this is not the place to treat at length of this subject, and also because all are well 
acquainted with it from experience. Everybody knows those sayings: "So many heads, so many opinions; 
"everyone is wise in his own sight," "brains differ as much as palates; all of which show clearly that men's 
judgment is a function of the disposition of the brain, and they are guided by imagination rather than 
intellect. For if men understood things, all that I have put forward would be found, if not attractive, at any 
rate convincing, as Mathematics attests. 

We see therefore that all the notions whereby the common people are wont to explain Nature are 
merely modes of imagining, and denote not the nature of anything but only the constitution of the 
imagination. And because these notions have names as if they were the names of entities existing 
independently of the imagination I call them "entities of imagination" [entia imaginationis] rather than 
"entities of reason " [entia rationis]. So all arguments drawn from such notions against me can be easily 
refuted. For many are wont to argue on the following lines: If everything has followed from the necessity 
of God's most perfect nature, why does Nature display so many imperfections, such as rottenness to the 
point of putridity, nauseating ugliness, confusion, evil, sin, and so on? But, as I have just pointed out, they 
are easily refuted. For the perfection of things should be measured solely from their own nature and 
power; nor are things more or less perfect to the extent that they please or offend human senses, serve or 
oppose human interests. As to those who ask why God did not create men in such a way that they should 
be governed solely by reason, I make only this reply, that he lacked not material for creating all things 
from the highest to the lowest degree of perfection; or, to speak more accurately, the laws of his nature 
were so comprehensive as to suffice for the production of everything that can be conceived by an infinite 
intellect, as I proved in Proposition 16.  

These are the misconceptions which I undertook to deal with at this point. Any other misconception of 
this kind can be corrected by everyone with a little reflection.  

 
[end of Part I] 

 
 



 
Philosophy of Religion Spinoza's Ethics —14 	
	

PART IV 
OF HUMAN BONDAGE, OR THE 
STRENGTH OF THE EMOTIONS 

 
PREFACE 

 
I assign the term "bondage" to man's lack of power to control and check the emotions. For a man at the 
mercy of his emotions is not his own master but is subject to fortune, in whose power he so lies that he is 
often compelled, although he sees the better course, to pursue the worse. In this Part I have set myself the 
task of demonstrating why this is so, and also what is good and what is bad in emotions. But before I 
begin, I should like to make a few preliminary observations on perfection and imperfection, and on good 
and bad.  

He who has undertaken something and has brought it to completion3 will say that the thing is 
completed; and not only he but everyone who rightly knew, or thought he knew, the intention and aim of 
the author of that work. For example, if anyone sees a work (which I assume is not yet finished) and 
knows that the aim of the author is to build a house, he will say that the house is imperfect. On the other 
hand, as soon as he sees that the work has been brought to the conclusion that its author had intended to 
give it, he will say that it is perfect. But if anyone sees a work whose like he had never seen before, and 
he does not know the artificer's intention, he cannot possibly know whether the work is perfect or 
imperfect.  

This appears to have been the original meaning of these terms. But when men began to form general 
ideas and to devise ideal types of houses, buildings, towers, and so on, and to prefer some models to 
others, it came about that each called "perfect" what he saw to be in agreement with the general idea he 
had formed of the said thing, and "imperfect" that which he saw at variance with his own preconceived 
ideal, although in the artificer's opinion it had been fully completed. There seems to be no other reason 
why even natural phenomena (those not made by human hand) should commonly be called perfect or 
imperfect. For men are wont to form general ideas both of natural phenomena and of artifacts, and these 
ideas they regard as models, and they believe that Nature (which they consider does nothing without an 
end in view) looks to these ideas and holds them before herself as models. So when they see something 
occurring in Nature at variance with their preconceived ideal of the thing in question, they believe that 
Nature has then failed or blundered and has left that thing imperfect. So we see that men are in the habit 
of calling natural phenomena perfect or imperfect from their own preconceptions rather than from true 
knowledge. For we have demonstrated in Appendix, Part I that Nature does not act with an end in view; 
that the eternal and infinite being, whom we call God, or Nature, acts by the same necessity whereby it 
exists. That the necessity of his nature whereby he acts is the same as that whereby he exists has been 
demonstrated (Prop. 16, I). So the reason or cause why God, or nature, acts, and the reason or cause why 
he exists, are one and the same. Therefore, just as he does not exist for an end, so he does not act for an 
end; just as there is no beginning or end to his existing, so there is no beginning or end to his acting. What 
is termed a "final cause" is nothing but human appetite insofar as it is considered as the starting point or 
primary cause of some thing. For example, when we say that being a place of habitation was the final 
cause of this or that house, we surely mean no more than this, that a man, from thinking of the advantages 
of domestic life, had an urge to build a house. Therefore, the need for a habitation insofar as it is 
considered as a final cause is nothing but this particular urge, which is in reality an efficient cause, and is 
considered as the prime cause because men are commonly ignorant of the causes of their own urges; for, 
as I have repeatedly said, they are conscious of their actions and appetites but unaware of the causes by 

																																																								
3	[The Latin term perfectus, which is crucial in this Preface, can mean both "perfect" and "completed." For Spinoza 
the emphasis here is upon completion—that which has been finished or accomplished is perfect; contrarily, that 
which is not yet completed is imperfect. Spinoza will go on to say that we eventually learn to make evaluative 
judgments on the basis of what we have come to take as completed specimens of things. The latter now become 
normative models for further comparison and valuation.] 	
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which they are determined to seek something. As to the common saying that Nature sometimes fails or 
blunders and produces imperfect thing, I count this among the fictions with which I dealt in Appendix I.  

So perfection and imperfection are in reality only modes of thinking, notions which we are wont to 
invent from comparing individuals of the same species or kind; and it is for this reason that I previously 
said (Def. 6, II) that by reality and perfection I mean the same thing. For we are wont to classify all the 
individuals in Nature under one genus which is called the highest genus, namely, the notion of Entity, 
which pertains to all the individuals in Nature without exception. Therefore insofar as we classify 
individuals in Nature under this genus and compare them with one another and find that some have more 
being or reality than others, to that extent we say some are more perfect than others. And insofar as we 
attribute to them something involving negation, such as limit, end, impotence and so on, to that extent we 
call them imperfect because they do not affect our minds as much as those we call perfect, and not 
because they lack something of their own or because Nature has blundered. For nothing belongs to the 
nature of anything except that which follows from the necessity of nature of its efficient cause; and 
whatever follows from the necessity of the nature of its efficient cause must necessarily be so.  

As for the terms "good" and "bad," they likewise indicate nothing positive in things considered in 
themselves, and are nothing but modes of thinking, or notions which we form from comparing things with 
one another. For one and the same thing can at the same time be good and bad, and also indifferent. For 
example, music is good for one who is melancholy, bad for one in mouming, and neither good nor bad for 
the deaf. However, although this is so, these terms ought to be retained. For since we desire to form the 
idea of a man which we may look to as a model of human nature, we shall find it useful to keep these 
terms in the sense I have indicated. So in what follows I shall mean by "good" that which we certainly 
know to be the means for our approaching nearer to the model of human nature that we set before 
ourselves, and by "bad" that which we certainly know prevents us from reproducing the said model. 
Again, we shall say that men are more perfect or less perfect insofar as they are nearer to or further from 
this model. For it is important to note that when I say that somebody passes from a state of less perfection 
to a state of greater perfection, and vice versa, I do not mean that he changes from one essence or form to 
another (for example, a horse is as completely destroyed if it changes into a man as it would be if it were 
to change into an insect), but that we conceive his power of activity, insofar as this is understood through 
his nature, to be increased or diminished.  

Finally, by perfection in general I shall understand reality, as I have said; that is, the essence of 
anything whatsoever in as far as it exists and acts in a definite manner, without taking duration into 
account. For no individual thing can be said to be more perfect on the grounds that it has continued in 
existence over a greater period of time. The duration of things cannot be determined from their essence, 
for the essence of things involves no fixed and determinate period of time. But any thing whatsoever, 
whether it be more perfect or less perfect, will always be able to persist in existing with that same force 
whereby it begins to exist, so that in this respect all things are equal.  

 
*     *     * 
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