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PRELIMINARIES

tain and determinate way, the same ratio of motion to rest always being
preserved in all of them at once, that s, in the whole universe. From this
it follows that every body, insofar as it exists modified in a certain way,
must be considered as a part of the whole universe, must agree with the
whole to which it belongs, and must cohere with the remaining bodies.
And since the nature of the universe is not limited, as the nature of the
blood is, but is absolutely infinite, its parts are restrained in infinite ways
by this nature of the infinite power, and compelled to undergo infinitely
many variations.

But in relation to substance I conceive each part to have a closer
union with its whole. For as I previously strove to demonstrate in my
first letter, which I wrote to you while I was still living in Rijnsburg,
since it is of the nature of substance to be infinite, it follows that each
part pertains to the nature of corporeal substance, and can neither be
nor be conceived without it.

You see, therefore, how and why I think that the human body is a part
of Nature. But as far as the human mind is concerned, I think it is a
part of Nature too. For I maintain that there is also in Nature an infinite
power of thinking, which, insofar as itis infinite, contains in itself objec-
tively the whole of Nature, and whose thoughts proceed in the same
way as Nature itself, its object, does.

Next, I maintain that the human mind is this same power, not insofar
as it is infinite and perceives the whole of Nature, but insofar as it is
finite and perceives only the human body. For this reason I maintain
that the human mind is a part of a certain infinite intellect.

But it would take too long here to explain accurately and demonstrate
all these things, along with the things which are connected with them.
And I do not think you expect this of me at present. Indeed, I wonder
whether I have sufficiently grasped your intention, and have not an-
swered a different question than the one you were asking. Please let me
know.

Yours with all affection,
B. de Spinoza

Voorburg, 20 November 1665
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DEMONSTRATED IN GEOMETRIC ORDER
AND DIVIDED INTO FIVE PARTS,
WHICH TREAT

I. Of God
IL. Of the Nature and Origin of the Mind
III. Of the Origin and Nature of the Affects
IV. Of Human Bondage, or the Powers of the Affects
V. Of the Power of the Intellect, o> on Human Freedom

FirsT PaRT ofF THE ETHICS
OFf Gop

DEFINITIONS

?I: By c;llse of itself I understand that whose essence involves exis-
ence, or that whose nature cannot be conceived except as existing

D2: That thing is said to be finite in its ki
another of the same nature. evnkind thac can
For example, a body is called finite be
nple, cause we always concei -
other tl:mt is greater. "Thus a thought is limited by anochr thoxf;;:f ;l;llt
a body is not limited by a thought nor a thought by a body.

D3: By substance I understand what is in itself and is conceived through

1t:lelzlf, th:at is, that wh'ose concept does not require the concept of an-
other thing, from which it must be formed.

be limited by

D4: By attnbuFe I. unflerstand what the intellect perceives of a sub-
stance, as constituting its essence.

. D5: By mode I understand the affections of a substarice, or that which is

in another through which it is also conceived.

D6: By God I understand a being absolutely infinite, that is, a substance

consisting of an ‘mﬁnity of attributes, of which each one expresses an
eternal and infinite essence.
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Exp.: I say absolutely infinite, not infinite in its own ki}ld; for‘if some-
thing is only infinite in its own kind, we can deny infinite attrlbutf:s of
it [NS: (i.e., we can conceive infinite attributes which do not pertain to
its nature)]; but if something is absolutely infinite, whatever expresses
essence and involves no negation pertains to its essence.

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

D8: By eternity I understand existence itself, insofar as it is cqnceived to
follow necessarily from the definition alone of the etern:_ll thmg.‘

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

AXIOMS
Al: Whatever is, is either in itself or in another.
A2: What cannot be conceived through another, must be conceived
through itself.

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

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

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

A6: A true idea must agree with its object.

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

P1: A substance is prior in nature to its affections.
Dem.: This is evident from D3 and D5.

P2: Tawo substances having different attributes have nothing in common with

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

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

Dem.: If they have nothing in common with one another, then (by
AS5) they cannot be understood through one another, and so (by A4) one
cannot be the cause of the other, q.e.d.

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

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

P5: In Nature there cannot be two or more substances of the same nature or
attribute. '

Dem.: If there were two or more distinct substances, they would have
to be distinguished from one another either by a difference in their
attributes, or by a difference in their affections (by P4). If only by a
difference in their attributes, then it will be conceded that there is only
one of the same attribute. But if by a difference in their affections, then
since a substance is prior in nature to its affections (by P1), if the affec-
tions are put to one side and [the substance] is considered in itself, that
is (by D3 and A6), considered truly, one cannot be conceived to be
distinguished from another, that is (by P4), there cannot be many, but
only one [of the same nature or attribute], q.e.d.

P6: One substance cannot be produced by another substance.

Dem.: In Nature there cannot be two substances of the same attribute
(by P5), that is (by P2), which have something in common with each
other. Therefore (by P3) one cannot be the cause of the other, or cannot
be produced by the other, g.e.d.

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

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

P7: It pertains to the nature of a substance to exist.

Dem.: A substance cannot be produced by anything else (by P6C);
therefore it will be the cause of itself, that is (by D1), its essence neces-
sarily involves existence, o it pertains to its nature to exist, q.e.d.

P8: Every substance is necessarily infinite.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

From which it follows,

II. that no definition involves or expresses any certain number of
individuals,

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

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

Finally, it is to be noted,

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

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

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

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

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

P10: Each attribute of a substance must be conceived through itself.

Dem.: For an attribute is what the intellect perceives concerning a
substance, as constituting its essence (by D4); so (by D3) it must be
conceived through itself, q.e.d.

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

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

P11: God, or a substance consisting of infinite attributes, each of which ex-
presses eternal and infinite essence, necessarily exists.

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

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

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

But if there were such a reason, o cause, it would have to be either in
God’s very nature or outside it, that is, in another substance of another
nature. For if it were of the same nature, that very supposition would

concede that God exists. But a substance which was of another nature

[NS: than the divine] would have nothing in common with God (by P2),
and therefore could neither give him existence nor take it away. Since,
then, there can be, outside the divine nature, no reason, or, cause which
takes away the divine existence, the reason will necessarily have to be in
his nature itself, if indeed he does not exist. That is, his nature would
involve a contradiction [NS: as in our second example]. But it is absurd
to affirm this of a Being absolutely infinite and supremely perfect.
Therefore, there is no cause, o7 reason, either in God or outside God,
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which takes his existence away. And therefore, God necessarily exists,
q.ed.

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

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

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

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

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

P12: No attribute of a substance can be truly conceived from which it follows
that the substance can be divided.

Dem.: For the parts into which a substance so conceived would be
divided either will retain the nature of the substance or will not. If the
first [NS: viz. they retain the nature of the substance], then (by P8) each
part will have to be infinite, and (by P7) its own cause, and (by P5) each
part will have to consist of a different attribute. And so many substances
will be able to be formed from one, which is absurd (by P6). Furthelj—
more, the parts (by P2) would have nothing in common with t!melr
whole, and the whole (by D4 and P10) could both be and be conceived
without its parts, which is absurd, as no one will be able to doubt:

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

P13: A substance which is absolutely infinite is indivisible.

Dem.: For if it were divisible, the parts into which it would be divided
will either retain the nature of an absolutely infinite substance or they
will not. If the first, then there will be a number of substances of the
same nature, which (by P5) is absurd. But if the second is asserted, then‘
(as above [NS: P12]), an absolutely infinite substance will be able to
cease to be, which (by P11) is also absurd.

Cor.: From these [propositions] it follows that no substanc?a, apq con-
sequently no corporeal substance, insofar as it is a substance, is d1v1.51ble.

Schol.: That substance is indivisible, is understood more simply
merely from this, that the nature of substance cannot be conceived un-
less as infinite, and that by a part of substance nothing can be under-
stood except a finite substance, which (by P8) implies a plain contra-
diction.

P14: Except God, no substance can be or be conceived. '
Dem.: Since God is an absolutely infinite being, of whom no attribute
which expresses an essence of substance can be denied (by D6), and h'e
necessarily exists (by P11), if there were any substance except God, it
would have to be explained through some attribute of God, and so two
substances of the same attribute would exist, which (by P5) is absurd.
And so except God, no substance can be or, consequently, be conceived.
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For if it could be conceived, it would have to be conceived as existing.
But this (by the first part of this demonstration) is absurd. Therefore,
except for God no substance can be or be conceived, q.e.d.

Cor. 1: From this it follows most clearly, first, that God is unique,
that is (by D6), that in Nature there is only one substance, and that it is
absolutely infinite (as we indicated in P10S).

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

P15: Whatever is, is in God, and nothing can be or be conceived without God.
Dem.: Except for God, there neither is, nor can be conceived, any
substance (by P14), that is (by D3), thing that is in itself and is conceived
through itself. But modes (by D5) can neither be nor be conceived with-
out substance. So they can be in the divine nature alone, and can be
conceived through it alone. But except for substances and modes there
is nothing (by Al). Therefore, [NS: everything is in God and] nothing
can be or be conceived without God, g.e.d.
Schol.: [L] There are those who feign a God, like man, consisting of

a body and a mind, and subject to passions. But how far they wander
from the true knowledge of God, is sufficiently established by what has
already been demonstrated. Them I dismiss. For everyone who has to
any extent contemplated the divine nature denies that God is corporeal.
They prove this best from the fact that by body we understand any
quantity, with length, breadth, and depth, limited by some certain fig-
ure. Nothing more absurd than this can be said of God, namely, of a
being absolutely infinite. But meanwhile, by the other arguments by
which they strive to demonstrate this same conclusion they clearly show
that they entirely remove corporeal, or extended, substance itself from
the divine nature. And they maintain that it has been created by God.

But by what divine power could it be created? They are completely
ignorant of that. And this shows clearly that they do not understand

what they themselves say. At any rate, I have demonstrated clearly
enough—in my judgment, at least—that no substance can be produced

or created by another thing (see P6C and P8S2). Next, we have shown

(P14) that except for God, no substance can either be or be conceived,
and hence [in P14C2] we have concluded that extended substance is one
of God’s infinite attributes. But to provide a fuller explanation, I shall
refute my opponents’ arguments, which all reduce to these.

[IL.] First, they think that corporeal substance, insofar as it is sub-
stance, consists of parts. And therefore they deny that it can be infinite,
and consequently, that it can pertain to God. They explain this by many
examples, of which I shall mention one or two.
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[i] If corporeal substance is infinite, they say, let us conceive it to be
divided in two parts. Each part will be either finite or infinite. If the
former, then an infinite is composed of two finite parts, which is absurd.
If the latter [NS: i.e., if each part is infinite], then there is one infinite
twice as large as another, which is also absurd. [ii] Again, if an infinite
quantity is measured by parts [each] equal to a foot, it will consist of
infinitely many such parts, as it will also, if it is measured by parts [each]
equal to an inch. And therefore, one infinite number will be twelve
times greater than another [NS: which is no less absurd]. [iii] Finally, if
we conceive that from one point of a certain infinite
quantity two lines, say AB and AC, are extended to
a infinity, it is certain that, although in the beginning
they are a certain, determinate distance apart, the
distance between B and C is continuously in-
creased, and at last, from being determinate, it will
become indeterminable. Since these absurdities follow—so they
think—from the fact that an infinite quantity is supposed, they infer that
corporeal substance must be finite, and consequently cannot pertain to
God’s essence. ,

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

[IV.] These are the arguments which I find Authors using, to try to
show that corporeal substance is unworthy of the divine nature, and
cannot pertain to it. But anyone who is properly attentive will find that
I have already replied to them, since these arguments are founded only
on their supposition that corporeal substance is composed of parts,
which I have already (P12 and P13C) shown to be absurd. And then
anyone who wishes to consider the matter rightly will see that all those
absurdities (if indeed they are all absurd, which I am not now disputing),
from which they wish to infer that extended substance is finite, do not
follow at all from the fact that an infinite quantity is supposed, but from
the fact that they suppose an infinite quantity to be measurable and
composed of finite parts. So from the absurdities which follow from that
they can infer only that infinite quantity is not measurable, and that it is
not composed of finite parts. This is the same thing we have already
demonstrated above (P12, etc.). So the weapon they aim at us, they
really turn against themselves. If, therefore, they still wish to infer from
this absurdity of theirs that extended substance must be finite, they are
indeed doing nothing more than if someone feigned thata circle has the
properties of a square, and inferred from that the circle has no center,

(<)
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from which all lines drawn to the circumference are equal. For corpo-
real substance, which cannot be conceived except as infinite, unique,
and indivisible (see P8, 5, and 12), they conceive to be composed of
finite parts, to be many, and to be divisible, in order to infer that it is
finite.

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

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

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

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

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

P16: From the necessity of the divine nature there must follow infinitely many
things in infinitely many modes, (i.e., everything which can fall under an
infinite intellect).

Dem.: This proposition must be plain to anyone, provided he attends
to the fact that the intellect infers from the given definition of any thing
a number of properties that really do follow necessarily from it (that is,
from the very essence of the thing); and that it infers more properties
the more the definition of the thing expresses reality, that is, the more
reality the essence of the defined thing involves. But since the divine
nature has absolutely infinite attributes (by D6), each of which also ex-
presses an essence infinite in its own kind, from its necessity there must
follow infinitely many things in infinite modes (i.e., everything which
can fall under an infinite intellect), q.e.d.

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

Cor. 2: It follows, second, that God is a cause through himself and
not an accidental cause.

Cor. 3: It follows, third, that God is absolutely the first cause.

P17: God acts from the laws of bis nature alone, and is compelled by no one.

Dem.: We have just shown (P16) that from the necessity of the divine
nature alone, or (what is the same thing) from the laws of his nature
alone, absolutely infite things follow, and in P15 we have demonstrated
that nothing can be or be conceived without God, but that all things are
in God. So there can be nothing outside him by which he is determined
or compelled to act. Therefore, God acts from the laws of his nature
alone, and is compelled by no one, q.e.d.

Cor. 1: From this it follows, first, that there is no cause, either extrin-
sically or intrinsically, which prompts God to action, except the perfec-
tion of his nature.

Cor. 2: It follows, second, that God alone is a free cause. For God
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