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Foreword
Foreword

Descartes published his Discourse on Method in 1637. In its appendices on optics, me-
teorology, and geometry, he explained and demonstrated the modern methods for sci-
ence and mathematics that we still follow today; and in the Discourse itself he explained
a new method for philosophy. Dissatisfied with the uncertainty of the traditional phi-
losophies, which relied on conjectures and probable reasoning, he explained a method
founded in his certainty of his existence and using only deductive, necessary reasoning;
and then in Meditations, Principles, and Passions of the Soul he demonstrated a ration-
alist philosophy largely deduced from reason. Spinoza was born in 1632 not far from
Descartes’ residence. In his first philosophical treatise, Emendation of the Intellect, he
improved and further elaborated Descartes’ method of rational analysis and deduction;
and in his subsequent works, he then used this even more strictly rationalist method
to improve Descartes” metaphysics and moral philosophy, with the result that in 1677,
just forty years after Descartes had published his discovery of the method, Spinoza’s
Ethics was published; and I contend and will explain in this book that his revision of
the rationalist philosophy in Ezhics is fundamentally correct and always at least close
to correct. But Spinoza’s philosophy was not well received in his era. Unlike Descartes,
who had cautiously written his philosophy, “in such a way as to make it acceptable
anywhere, and to avoid giving the slightest offense to anyone”, and often “preferred to
leave it to the theologians”, Spinoza chose instead to have Ethics published posthu-
mously. For he had deduced and demonstrated purely rational explanations of God,
the soul, and morality, which affirmed some religious ideas, such as spiritual union
with God and eternity, but denied any supernatural or miraculous causes or plan in
nature or history, and denied any divine authority delegated to scriptures, priests, or
kings, which therefore disagreed too much not only with the traditional philosophies
Descartes had refuted, but also with the theologies and moral doctrines of the estab-
lished churches and the opinions and sentiments of most European people. Therefore,
Spinoza’s philosophy was widely condemned, and publication of Ethics was soon sup-
pressed throughout Europe; and therefore, while scientists and mathematicians con-
tinued to use the new methods Descartes had explained for their inquiries, and have
made exponential progress, Western philosophers after Spinoza soon lost confidence
in the rationalist method and turned to different methods, all of which again relied on
conjectures and deferred to some other final authority, such as their faith, their senses,
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or their moral sense, which they found more urgent than the authority of reason; and
hence, there has been no further development of the rationalist philosophy.

Therefore, because I'd been convinced by Descartes that the rationalist method is
the right method for philosophy, and I'd seen how following it had freed Spinoza from
the preconceptions of his peers to discover what is clearly true, I decided to learn and
follow the method as they explain it as well as the similar methods of other rationalist
philosophers, such as Parmenides and Adi Shankara, so I could use the method to
analyze Spinoza’s metaphysics the same rational way he analyzed Descartes” metaphys-
ics, and likewise try to clarify some ambiguities and correct some remaining errors, in
order to continue the development of the rationalist philosophy and therefore, if I
could, to move the rationalist metaphysics still closer to the truth. This purpose might
sound grandiose or quixotic, partly because of the popularity of the newer philosophies
and their pronounced skepticism toward reason and the rationalist method. But the
rationalist method of deducing the nature and properties of reality from an idea of
reality that cannot be doubted is not unsound; and it does not depend on the excep-
tional intelligence or imagination of an author, but depends only on using the method
correctly to infer one thing from another in the order of reason. So I have used this
method and have tried to follow it as strictly and carefully as I could to analyze the
metaphysics in Spinoza’s Ethics; and I've deduced the things I've considered most im-
portant, and have written demonstrations of them arranged in the rational order; but
the rationalist method is endless. There are always clearer ways to explain things;
there’s always more detail that can be deduced; and there will always be errors to cor-
rect. Therefore, my approach to writing this book is endless revision, which benefits
me not only by helping me to improve my understanding, but also by helping to keep
the philosophy of reason and rational contentment present and clear in my mind. I
upload new drafts frequently.

Yet I can’t recommend whether any particular person should read what I've written
so far or wait twenty years for my best draft. I can’t even recommend whether any
particular person should ever read this book. For although it’s true that contemplating
the principles I've tried to demonstrate does fill my own mind with a clear understand-
ing of the perfection and necessity of all things, from which rational contentment, or
happiness, necessarily follows, it’s still true that rationalist philosophy is far from pop-
ular and has rarely been popular. Even in India, where Shankara’s rationalist philoso-
phy is considered authoritative by many, it is acknowledged by all that, for most peo-
ple, it takes months or even years of meditation on the basic principles of his
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philosophy to understand them and recognize their reality. I think the difficulty has
little to do with a person’s intelligence, but more so with their habitual ways of think-
ing or with their emotions. For even though rationalist demonstrations are generally
simple and self-evident, they can seem hard to understand mainly because we cannot
picture rational or metaphysical principles in our imaginations and, moreover, because
these principles rarely agree with what we can picture and therefore consider common
sense, and often disagree with our personal feelings, or what we may be conditioned
to prefer to believe. Parmenides wrote, “You must not let habitual experience in its
variety force you along this way of thinking, that what is not is what is. You must not
let the unseeing eye, and the ear, full of sounds, and the tongue, to rule; but judge the
argument by reason.” Descartes wrote similarly, “I would not encourage anyone to
read this book except those few who are able and willing to meditate in earnest with
me, and to withdraw their minds from the senses and all preconceived opinions.”

I will explain throughout this book how I distinguish the true and adequate ideas
in my understanding, or intellect, from the partial and confused ideas in my imagina-
tion, such as my sense perceptions, memories, fantasies, and moral feelings; but for
now I can give some examples. Descartes gives the example that he can understand a
chiliagon, or thousand-sided polygon, and deduce its properties clearly and distinctly
in his intellect, but he can’t picture the chiliagon clearly and distinctly in his imagina-
tion. But further, he also explained the relation of geometry to arithmetic, and he
introduced exponential notation in arithmetic, which led to the discovery of higher
dimensions and ‘non-Euclidean’ geometrical objects and their properties, which too
we can deduce clearly and distinctly and understand with certainty, though we can’t
picture them in our imaginations. For another, more fundamental but more complex
example, suppose I now consider the abstract principle of reason, that a thing must be
identical with itself. Insofar as I consider the principle in my understanding, in relation
only to reason, I recognize clearly and distinctly that it is self-evident and must be true
of all things in reality, always and everywhere. But insofar as I consider the principle
in my imagination, in relation to images of various particular things in various times
and places, I might easily imagine things or relations between things that cause me to
doubt the rational principle; and so for this reason some philosophers modify the prin-
ciple in deference to their memory and sense perceptions, to say that a thing must be
identical with itself “at the same time and in the same way”; and some philosophers,
in deference to their feelings and fantasies, or creative imaginations, prefer to reject the
principle. So we can see from this example how the things we can understand and
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know with certainty may be obscured in our minds by things we are only imagining
confusedly. I will explain in the latter parts of this book how it is that we imagine
things as differing in various ways in various times and places, and how we imagine
transformations of things, and how we can understand things, and also how we can
understand indefinitely many perpendicular dimensions but imagine three; but again,
these are only some examples of why it’s necessary to withdraw one’s mind from any
doubts that might arise from preconceptions or conjectures, and attend only to reason,
as we deduce things from the first principle of reality in the rational order.

Lastly, I want to emphasize that the demonstrations I have written in this book are
not meant as proving that a God or necessary being and its divine properties exist in
reality, nor even as proving that reality exists, but as explaining as clearly as I can, that
the existence of reality, which no one can doubt, is necessary, and as explaining that
reality has certain other rational and necessary properties, besides ‘that a thing must be
identical with itself’, which must also be true always and everywhere, both in my mind
and in my world. For when I say there is no reason to prove the existence of reality,
because it is already immediately self-evident and cannot be doubted, I mean no more
nor less than Descartes means, when he demonstrates that I already know and cannot
doubt my own existence, because it is immediately self-evident. For by reality I do not
mean something abstract or transcendental, or something external to me, but the same
reality I know in my own concrete existence and experience. Therefore, when I deduce
the nature and properties of reality, my purpose is to understand them as they explain
my nature and properties, and thereby, to recognize their reality concretely in my ex-
perience, and to that extent, to understand and know, as Spinoza says, “myself, God,
and all things”, in the same way I can understand and know concretely that a thing
must be identical with itself because I am myself and therefore must be identical with
myself. I will explain this further throughout this treatise.
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Chapter I: God, Divine Attributes, and Modes

Chapter I: God, Divine Attributes, and Modes

In this chapter, I will demonstrate and explain the nature of reality and the origin and
nature of the things in reality as I understand them in Spinoza’s philosophy. That is,
[ will demonstrate that reality, or “God” (E1D6), exists necessarily by virtue of its
nature and is thereby the cause of all things; and I will show that reality consists in an
infinity of infinite “attributes” (E1D4), such as thought, which we conceive in relation
to extension; and that each attribute generates and contains in itself an infinity of
properties, or “modes” of itself (E1D5), as for example a man’s mind and all his ideas
are modes of thought and his body and all its motions are modes of extension. And
thereby, we will begin to understand in what sense “a man’s mind and body are one
and the same thing, conceived either through the attribute of thought or through ...
extension” (E3P2S), and in what sense “the human mind is one with the whole of
nature” (TIE13), and moreover how this knowledge can lead us, “as it were by the
hand, to knowledge of the human mind and its highest beatitude” (E2Praef).

Definitions!

1. By the essence of a thing I mean that which explains the thing or what the thing is,
or in other words, that which is in the thing, which if posited, affirmed, or given the
thing is posited, affirmed, or given, and which if negated, denied, or removed the thing
is negated, denied, or removed (E2D2).2

Explanation: By the essence, or nature, of a thing I do not mean a particular prop-
erty of the thing, but the thing itself, which has the property. Therefore, Spinoza ex-
plains that a definition, or demonstration of the idea of a thing (Ep9), “if it is to be
called perfect [or adequate], must explain the inmost essence of the thing, and must
take care not to substitute for this one of its properties” (TTE95).

1“T acknowledge that in ordinary usage these words might mean something different; but my purpose is to
explain, not the meanings of words, but the natures of things, and to refer to these things with words whose
usual meanings are not too far from the meanings I will give them.” Spinoza, E3AD20Ex.

2 “When we say that something is contained in the nature or concept of a thing, this is the same as saying
that it is true of that thing, or can be asserted of that thing.” Descartes, Second Set of Replies, Definition 9.
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Therefore, by the properties of a thing I understand all that necessarily pertains to
its essence, or whatever is in the thing that follows from and therefore “can be deduced
from” its essence, or in other words, whatever is natural or essential in the thing, as the
property of a triangle, ‘that it has three angles’, is essential in the triangle. For if the
triangle is given, its property, ‘that it has three angles’, must also be given; whereas if
only the property is given, the triangle is not necessarily given (E2P10S2).

Therefore, the essence of a thing, or in other words the thing itself, might be, by
Spinoza’s more customary vocabulary, either a “substance ... which exists in itself and
is conceived through itself, so that conception of it does not require conception of
another” (E1D3), or a “mode ... which exists in another through which it is
conceived” (E1D5); whereas a property, which follows from the essence of another
thing and is in it, is by definition a mode of the thing. Therefore, by a property of a
thing, I understand an essential mode, or modification, of the thing.?

Lastly, by an “accident” I mean that which is in a thing, or a certain mode, or
modification, of the thing, that does not follow from and therefore cannot be deduced
from the thing’s own essence considered in itself, as a certain triangle might be modi-
fied by a certain square in such a way as does not necessarily follow solely from the
essence of the triangle (CM1.1). Therefore, the essence of a thing explains the essence
of its properties, and the existence of the thing explains the existence of its properties,
but neither the essence nor the existence of a thing’s accidents can be adequately ex-
plained solely by the essence or existence of the thing,.

2. By abstraction I mean conception of any of a thing’s modifications, or anything that
is in it, distinctly from its other modifications, or whatever else is in it.

Explanation: For example, the property of a certain triangle, ‘that it has three an-
gles’, can be conceived or explained in abstraction from the other modifications of the
triangle, such as its property, ‘that it has three sides’, and the accident, ‘that it is mod-
ified in a certain way by a certain square’. For conception of the property of the trian-
gle, ‘that it has three angles’, as it actually is in the triangle, necessarily involves con-
ception of the other modifications of the triangle insofar as the property in question is

3 “The fact that its three angles are equal to two right angles is contained in the nature of a triangle.” Des-
cartes, Second Set of Replies, Postulate 4.
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modified by them; whereas conception of the property as it is in itself does not neces-
sarily involve conception of the other modifications of the triangle.4

Note: Like Spinoza, I will, mainly in this chapter, sometimes use examples from
geometry, like triangles, circles, and spheres, because we can easily define an “entity of
reason” (Ep12, CM1.1, see 6.2N2), such as a circle or a sphere, and understand it in
abstraction as existing anywhere always with the same properties, whereas it’s hard to
define a real entity, such as a man, and understand his essence in abstraction from the
ways he might be accidentally modified or understand him as existing anywhere always
with the same properties.

3. By a cause I mean that which explains the existence of a thing (E1D1), or in other
words, that which if given or affirmed the existence of the thing is given or affirmed
(E2P10S). By an effect I mean the thing, considered as existing in reality.

Explanation: By an “adequate cause” of a thing I understand a cause that explains
the existence of the thing’s essence, which therefore explains the existence of all the
thing’s properties (E3D1, Ep60). Therefore, considering also his axiom, that
“knowledge of an effect depends on and involves knowledge of its cause” (E1Ax4, see
6.0), Spinoza explains that an adequate definition of a thing must demonstrate how
the essence of the thing follows from an adequate cause.

A circle, for example, should be defined as follows: it is the shape described by
the motion of a line that is fixed at one end and free at the other. This definition
clearly includes the proximate cause of the circle from which all its properties
can be deduced. For insofar as we conceive a circle this way we can clearly infer,
for example, its property that all lines drawn from the center to its circumfer-
ence must be equal. (TTE96)

I will explain this further, with many more examples, throughout this book.>

By an “inadequate cause” of a thing I mean a cause that does not explain the exist-
ence of all the thing’s properties, but only the existence of one or more of its modifi-
cations, as for example a cause of the property of a circle, ‘that it is a closed curve’,

4“When things are separated only by a mental abstraction, you cannot help noticing their conjunction and
union when you consider them together.” Descartes, Letter to Delaunay, July 1641.

5 “Where, I ask, could the effect get its reality from, if not from the cause? And how could the cause give it
to the effect unless it possessed it?” Descartes, Third Meditation.
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does not necessarily explain the existence of all the other properties of the circle, and
as a cause of its accident, ‘that it is intersected by a certain square’, likewise does not
explain the existence of all its properties.

4. By a generating cause | mean an adequate cause of everything in a given genus
(E1P8S2).

Explanation: I understand a thing to belong to a particular genus, class, kind, etc.
insofar as it can be explained in relation to or comparison to another or others in that
genus, or in other words, insofar as it can be explained or defined by distinguishing it
from another or others in the genus. For example, a white sphere belongs to the genus
‘white” insofar as it can be explained in relation to a white cube, but to the genus
‘sphere’ insofar as it can be explained in relation to a black sphere. And in the same
way, a particular man belongs to the genus ‘man’, or ‘human’, insofar as he can be
explained in relation to other men, and to the genus ‘animal’ insofar as he can be
explained in relation to other animals, and to the genus ‘terrestrial’ insofar as he can
be defined or explained in relation to other things terrestrial, and so forth.

5. By God, or reality, I mean a substance that is conceived absolutely independently
of any other, that is, that which exists neither in nor in relation to any other and is
therefore conceived neither through nor in relation to any other (E1D6, KV1.7).

Explanation: By God I understand a supreme and perfect being that is the cause of
all things.¢

Spinoza defines God as “an absolutely infinite being, or substance consisting of an
infinity of infinite and eternal attributes” (E1D6). But as he also says, a substance is
“that of which a conception can be formed independently of any other conception”
(E1D3); and therefore, instead of defining God through the attributes or through the
properties, ‘that God consists in an infinity of attributes” or ‘that God is absolutely
infinite’, I have defined God through “a true definition that includes nothing but the
simple nature, or essence, of the thing defined” (Ep34). I will explain this further
throughout this treatise; and I will also deduce the attributes and properties from this
definition.

6 “By the word ‘God’ I understand a substance that is infinite, eternal, immutable, independent, supremely
intelligent, supremely powerful, which created both myself and everything else that exists.” Descartes,
Third Meditation.
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Furthermore, by reality, “or being” (PPC1A4), I mean that which exists, or what
is (CM1.1, E1P10S-11S); and by “nothing”, or “non-being”, or “nothingness”, I mean
that which does not exist, or what is not, or in other words, absolute negation of reality,
being, or existence (CM2.10, Ep50).

6. By an attribute of God I mean a substance that exists in itself but in relation to
another, and is therefore conceived through itself but in relation to another (E1P2,
E1P10S, KV Al, Ep2, Ep9).

Explanation: An example is thought, which is conceived through itself in relation
to extension, as our minds are conceived in relation to our bodies (E2P7S). But I will
explain this, too, much further throughout this book.

In his early Short Treatise on God, Man, and His Well-Being, Spinoza wrote, “the
attributes of which God consists are nothing but infinite substances, each of which
must of itself be infinitely perfect” (KV1.7Adn); but on the other hand he does not
call God a substance in Short Treatise and instead always refers to God as a “being”.
Conversely, in Ethics he defines God as an absolutely infinite substance; but he avoids
calling an attribute a substance and says “thinking substance and extended substance
are one and the same substance, comprehended now under one attribute and now
under another”, and he acknowledges that “for the present I cannot explain these mat-
ters more clearly” (E2P7S). Yet he does explain clearly that “everything that exists,
exists either in itself or in another” (E1Ax1), from which it follows that an attribute
must be either a substance, which is in itself (E1D3), or a mode, which is in another
(E1D5). Furthermore, he says an attribute is not a mode (E1P29S) and, also, that each
attribute must be conceived through itself (E1P10). Therefore, by an attribute I un-
derstand a substance that exists and is conceived in relation to another; whereas by
God I understand a substance that exists and is conceived in relation to no other. But
again, I will explain this much further throughout this book.
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Axiom

I am thinking. That is, I know I exist.

Explanation: I will explain my certainty of this axiom in Appendix 2; and I will explain
throughout this treatise how this knowledge of my existence is the foundation of my
mind, or self, and all my other knowledge.”

Propositionss
Proposition 1.0
God, or being, necessarily exists (E1P11).

Demonstration 1: I am certain that I exist; and I am certain that my existence is not
non-existence and cannot be non-existence. Therefore, I am certain that reality and
existence, or being, exists and cannot be non-being, or not exist. Therefore, I am cer-
tain that God, or being, or reality, necessarily exists (PPC1P6-7, E2P45).9

Demonstration 2: If God, or being, did not exist, it would be nothing; that is, being
would be non-being, and hence it would not be itself. Therefore, being, or God, or
reality, cannot be conceived as non-existing and must be conceived as necessarily ex-
isting (E1P11D1).

Or, to say it another way, if reality did not exist, nothing would exist. But nothing,
or non-being, is that which does not exist, and therefore the existence of nothing, or

7 “Know yourself.” Thales, in Diogenes Laertius, Lives and Opinions of Eminent Philosophers.

“This knowledge, ‘I am thinking, therefore I exist’, is the first and most certain to present itself to anyone
who philosophizes in a correct order.” Descartes, Principles, 1.7.

“It is clear there can be no other foundation for the sciences than this; for we can easily doubt everything
else, but we cannot in any way doubt this.” Spinoza, PPC Prol.

“Because the self alone cannot be negated, it is that which remains and is clearly understood after reflect-
ing on the verse, ‘Not this, not this’.” Shankara, 4 Thousand Teachings, Prose, 2.1.

“You may call it knowledge, the self, or whatever you like; but its existence cannot be doubted, as it is the
witness of all things.” 4 Thousand Teachings, Prose, 2.3.
8 I have listed the propositions and corollaries in Appendix 3, Outline of the Argument.
? “I exist; therefore God exists.” Descartes, Rules for Direction of the Mind, Rule 12.
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non-existence of reality, is a contradiction, which can be expressed in words but cannot
be conceived and cannot be true. Therefore, reality, or being, necessarily exists.10

Demonstration 3: The existence of a thing, whether it is granted or not, must either
be identical with the thing itself or else be something other than the thing. But the
existence of God cannot be something other than God; for God, or reality, is defined
as existing neither in nor in relation to any other, and therefore, there can be no other.
Therefore, God and the existence of God must be one and the same (E1P20); or in
other words, being and the being of being are one and the same, or existence and the
existence of existence are one and the same. Therefore, insofar as God, or being, is
conceived, the existence of God is conceived. Therefore, insofar as God, or being, or
reality, is conceived, it must be conceived as existing; and therefore, the non-existence
of God, or non-existence of reality, is inconceivable and impossible, again, because it
is a contradiction. Therefore, God necessarily exists.

Demonstration 4: This demonstration proceeds similarly. For just as the existence of
a thing must either be identical with the thing or be something other than the thing,
the cause or explanation of the thing’s existence, whether granted or not, must also be
either identical with the thing or something other than the thing. But a being that
exists neither in nor in relation to any other cannot be caused by another, because
again, there can be no other. That is, it must be conceived as caused by itself
(E1P11D2). Therefore, insofar as God, or reality, is conceived, it must be conceived
as the cause of its own existence, or in other words, that which explains its existence.
Therefore, insofar as reality is conceived, its existence must be conceived as explained
by its essence, either as its essence or as a property of its essence.

But the properties of a thing follow from its essence. For if the essence of the thing
is given, all its properties are necessarily also given, whereas if only one of the thing’s
properties is given, its essence and other properties are not necessarily given; and hence,
the existence of the thing, or essence, must be prior to the existence of any of its prop-

erties (E1P1). Therefore, the existence of God cannot be one of God’s properties but
must be the essence of God (E1P20).

10 “What is, is and cannot be what is not.” Parmenides, frag. 2.
“God cannot incline to nothingness, since he is supreme and pure being.” Descartes, Conversation with
Burman.
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Therefore, “the existence of God is God himself, as his essence” (CM2.1); and
hence, insofar as God is conceived, the existence of God is conceived. Therefore, God
must be conceived as existing; that is, God necessarily exists, and the essence of God,
or being, is the cause that explains God’s existence (E1D1).11

Note 1, Proposition 1.0

It may seem hard to understand that the existence of nothing, or non-existence of
reality, is inconceivable; for there have been many philosophers who thought they
could conceive the existence of nothing, or “nothingness”, as some have called it to
avoid saying as obviously “nothing is conceivable” or “nothing can exist”. The reason
it might seem that we can conceive the existence of nothingness, or non-existence of
reality, even though “we cannot in any way imagine it, much less understand it”
(CM1.3), is that we can imagine, or “feign” (CM2.10), something transparent, or
something without any apparent qualities, like empty space, and call that nothing or
nothingness. So it’s natural that we might err this way; for “when we fail to distinguish
imagination from understanding, we think that what we can easily imagine is clear to
us, and that what we imagine we understand” (TIE90). I will explain this and similar
errors much further throughout the rest of this book.

Corollary 1, Proposition 1.0

God is the only substance in reality, or nature (E1P14).

Demonstration 1: If there were any substance or anything other than God, or being,
it would have to be non-being, or nothing, which is absurd. Therefore, there can be
no substance other than God.

Demonstration 2: Whatever exists must exist either in itself or in another (E1Ax1). If

on the one hand another substance were to be conceived as existing in God, it would
have to be identical with God, for a substance is that which exists in itself; therefore,

11 “When he is comprehended by the thought, ‘He is’, his real essence shines forth in revelation.” Katha
Upanishad, 6.13.

“Moses said unto God, when they ask, What is his name, what shall I tell them? And God answered him,
I am that I am. Therefore tell them I Am has sent you.” Exodus 3:14.
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there would be no substance conceived other than God. But if, on the other hand,
another substance were to be conceived as not in God, it would be conceived distinctly
in relation to God, which is absurd, since God is defined as that which is conceived in
relation to no other. Therefore, God, or reality, must be the one and only substance;
and hence, inasmuch as the essence of a thing is its nature, in that respect the essence
of God is nature. Therefore, by the essence of God, or nature, [ understand the essence
or reality of all things in nature; and by the existence of God, which is God’s essence,

I understand existence itself, or absolute being, “without which nothing could be or
be conceived” (E2P10S2).

Note 2, Proposition 1.0

Therefore, if someone objects that nothing can be conceived absolutely independently
of the mind conceiving it, and that the definition of substance therefore implies a
contradiction or impossibility, note that substance, or reality, is not conceived abso-
lutely independently of the mind conceiving it; for the mind is not something other
than reality but something in reality. That is to say, as I sit here now, writing this, I
conceive a mode of substance insofar as I conceive myself, or insofar as I conceive my
mind; and I conceive a modification of myself insofar as I conceive myself writing; and
I conceive other modes of substance insofar as I conceive anything external to me. For
by a mode I mean that which is in another, and by a substance, that which is in itself;
and all things that exist, exist in substance, or reality. So when I say, “I am”, I mean I
exist in reality; and when I say, “I am writing”, I mean [ exist in reality, and writing
exists in reality, in me; and when I say, “I am human”, I mean I exist in reality, in the
genus ‘human’, or the general quality ‘human’ exists in reality, in me.!2

Corollary 2, Proposition 1.0
God, or being, is not an abstraction but absolutely concrete (E1P15, TIE76).
Demonstration: By abstraction I understand conception of any of a thing’s modifica-

tions, or anything that is in it, distinctly from its other modifications, or whatever else
is in it. But God, or substance, is in itself and cannot be distinguished in any way from

12 “From all this it follows that of nature all in all is predicated.” Spinoza, KV1.2.
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any other, because there can be no other. Therefore, God cannot be conceived in ab-
straction from any other and must be conceived as absolutely concrete. I will explain
this further in Chapter Two and throughout the rest of this book.

Corollary 3, Proposition 1.0
God, or reality, is absolutely infinite.

Demonstration: If God, or reality, were limited, it would have to be limited by an-
other; for if it were limited by itself, or more of itself, it would not be limited; and if
it were limited by nothing, it would again not be limited. But reality cannot be limited
by another, because there is no other. Therefore God, or reality, or existence, consists
in absolutely infinite and unlimited substance.!3

I acknowledge that, in the same way the argument that the existence of nothing is
inconceivable may seem difficult to understand, the argument that reality cannot be
limited by nothing may also seem hard to understand, because there have again been
many philosophers who doubted it. But “there can be no doubt they are not actually
considering nothing as the negation of all reality, but are imagining or feigning it as
something real” (CM2.10). They are, for example, likely imagining reality as a kind of
body or number of bodies surrounded by a transparent or empty place, which they are
calling nothing or nothingness. But an empty place, or anything else that we can im-
agine, understand, or in any way conceive, is not nothing but something (AT VIII 49-
50). So it’s worth repeating that, although some philosophers may mean various things
by these words, by nothing, or non-being, or what is not, I mean absolute negation of
reality, being, or existence; and therefore, by nothing I do not in any way understand
something that can exist, do anything, cause anything, or in any way affect anything

(PPC1A7, PPC2A1, Ep21).

13 “I say the notion I have of the infinite is in me prior to that of the finite because, by the mere fact that I
conceive being, or that which is, without thinking whether it is finite or infinite, what I conceive is infinite
being.” Descartes, Letter to Clerselier, April 1649.

“To be able to not exist is weakness; whereas to be able to exist is power. Therefore, if what now neces-
sarily exists were only finite beings, finite beings would be more powerful than an absolutely infinite being,
which is absurd.” Spinoza, E1P11D3.
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Note 3, Proposition 1.0

Like Parmenides, Shankara, and Spinoza, I have demonstrated first that God, or real-
ity, or “pure being” (AT V 147), exists necessarily and is the cause of itself, or in other
words, that being cannot be non-being, or what is cannot be what is not, and existence
cannot be conceived except as existing. For the existence of God, or being, or existence
itself, is the first and highest truth, or the deepest, most fundamental truth, on which
all other truths depend, and from which they follow as properties, in both our minds
and nature (E1P16C3, E2P10S). Moreover, this truth is absolutely self-evident and
certain, in both philosophy and our experience. Therefore, “the true method for phi-
losophy is the path by which truth itself is sought in the right order” (TIE36), “ac-
cording to the standard of the given idea of the most perfect being” (TIE38), that is,
in the order of adequate causes in nature, proceeding from a clear and distinct idea of
“the being that is the cause of all things (see 1.0C4), so that its essence, represented in
thought, may be the cause of all our ideas” (TTE99), and, moreover, so that “truth may
be the standard of both itself and falsity” (E2P44S), inasmuch as from this absolute
truth we can now deduce other truths and demonstrate how they follow from it by
clear and distinct relations of identity and non-contradiction; for as we have seen, the
absolute truth is that what is, is, and the standard of truth is that what is must be what
is and cannot be what is not.14

Yet this true and adequate idea of God is hard for many people to recognize clearly
and distinctly in their minds or understand, because they cannot picture or feel it in
their imaginations, or in other words, “because they cannot imagine God as they are
used to imagining bodies” (E2P47S); and so the idea of God, or absolute being, is
obscured in their minds by ideas and emotions they do imagine and feel.!5> So when

14“One way, that what is, is and cannot be what is not, is the right way of demonstration; for demonstration
must follow truth.” Parmenides, frag. 2.

“For the existence of God is the first and the most eternal of all possible truths and the one from which
alone all others proceed.” Descartes, Letter to Mersenne, May 1630.

15 “Though this knowledge is in the intellects of all men, it is obscured by their desire for the objects of
sense perceptions, and so forth. When the intellect is purified, the man becomes capable of understanding
the absolute.” Shankara, Commentary on the Mundaka Upanishad, 3.1.8-9.

“Many are convinced that there is some difficulty in knowing God, and even in knowing what their soul
is. The reason for this is they never raise their minds above things which can be perceived by the senses.
They are so used to thinking of things only by imagining them that whatever is unimaginable seems to them
unintelligible.” Descartes, Discourse on Method, 4.

11
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they consider rational arguments for the necessity of God’s existence, they can’t un-
derstand and recognize what the arguments demonstrate; and for this reason, doubts
and objections arise in their imaginations. Some assert that a contradiction can be true.
I will consider this general objection to reason in Appendix 2, where I will show that,
although I can say anything in words, I cannot conceive a contradiction clearly and
distinctly in relation to my fundamental knowledge that I exist without knowing with
certainty that it cannot be true. But others have raised more specific doubts, which
they abstract, or induce, from ideas of the many finite, dependent things they can
imagine and then apply to the idea of the one infinite and independent thing. The
most famous and skillful of these objections, which I consider representative of all the
other objections I've seen, are those that were made by David Hume and Immanuel
Kant, who argue that the existence of a necessary being cannot be demonstrated
through a purely rational, or as Kant calls it, “analytic”, proof, because they say the
existence of a thing can only be demonstrated through what he calls a “synthetic”
proof.’6 Hume understands such synthetic proofs as a posteriori demonstrations that
must necessarily involve evidence from the senses; whereas Kant claims there can also
be a priori synthetic proofs.1” But for our purpose here the differences between them
are of no importance; for we need only consider their united objection to rationalist
demonstrations of the idea of God and the existence of God, so that we can better
understand the principal kinds of doubts that might arise in our own imaginations.

Hume’s objections have as their foundation an induction from the number of his
ideas that are the ideas of finite images (see 6.1N1), or as he calls them, “impres-
sions”:18

After the most accurate examination, of which I am capable, I venture to affirm,
that every simple idea has a simple impression, which resembles it; and every
simple impression a correspondent idea... That the case is the same with all our
simple impressions and ideas, ‘tis impossible to prove by a particular

16 Descartes and Spinoza use the terms ‘analytic’ and ‘synthetic’ in a different way (see 6.2N6).
17 Hume: “There is an evident absurdity in pretending to demonstrate a matter of fact, or to prove it by
any arguments a priori.” Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion, Part 9.

Kant: “Every reasonable person must admit that all existential propositions are synthetic.” Critique of
Pure Reason, 626b.

18 Hume defines impressions as “all our sensations, passions, and emotions”, and ideas as “the faint images
of these in thinking and reasoning”.

12
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enumeration of them... But if anyone should deny this universal resemblance, I
know no way of convincing him, but by desiring him to show a simple impres-
sion, that has not a correspondent idea, or a simple idea, that has not a corre-
spondent impression...

Such a constant conjunction, in such an infinite number of instances, can never
arise by chance; but clearly proves a dependence of the impressions on the ideas
or the ideas on the impressions... And I find by constant experience, that the
simple impressions always take the precedence of the correspondent ideas, but
never appear in the contrary order.1

Hume therefore conjectures that all our ideas are derived from impressions. Therefore
he argues that the idea of a substance is not the idea of a simple or single thing; for he
says the idea of a substance is not the idea of a simple impression, but an idea abstracted
from the ideas of several distinct simple impressions:

The idea of a substance ... is nothing but a collection of simple ideas, that are
united by the imagination, and have a particular name assigned them.20

Spinoza agrees with some of this. He makes a similar argument regarding general ideas
(1Def4Ex), both those which he calls “universals”, such as ‘man’, ‘horse’, and ‘dog’,
and those which he calls “transcendental”, such as ‘entity’, ‘thing’, and ‘something’, all
of which he explains as abstract ideas, or modes of the imagination that are abstracted
from the distinct ideas or definitions of numerous distinct individuals (E2P40S1). But
note that the same cannot be said of the idea of absolutely infinite substance; for sub-
stance is defined, or in other words, the idea of substance has been demonstrated, not
only without contradiction, but also simply, that is, without the aid of any other def-
inition from which it might be said to be abstracted. For absolutely infinite substance,
or reality, is defined as that which is conceived absolutely independently of any other,
or that which is conceived neither through any other nor in relation to any other; and
hence, insofar as the idea of substance is conceived truly, as it is defined, it must nec-
essarily be conceived both simply and concretely. Therefore, the idea of substance, or

19 Treatise of Human Nature, 1.1.1.
20 Treatise, 1.1.6.
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God, insofar as it is conceived truly, is necessarily simple and concrete; and it is, more-
over, a simple idea with no correspondent impression, as Hume desired we show to
refute his fundamental argument; for we cannot picture an adequate idea of absolutely
infinite substance in our imaginations as an impression or image, though we can un-
derstand it with certainty (E1P8S).2! I'll explain in Chapter Two how we conceive
substance both adequately as simple and indivisible and inadequately as divisible and
complex.

Kant’s objections also involve analogies with finite, dependent things. He argues
first that,

To posit a triangle, and yet to reject its three angles, is self-contradictory; but
there is no contradiction in rejecting the triangle together with its three angles.
The same holds true of the concept of an absolutely necessary being. If its ex-
istence is rejected, we reject the thing with all its predicates; and no question of
contradiction can then arise. There is nothing outside it that would then be
contradicted, since the necessity of the thing is not supposed to be derived from
anything external; nor is there anything internal that would be contradicted,
since in rejecting the thing itself we have at the same time rejected all its internal
properties.??

But note that Kant has shown only that if “the thing itself” could be rejected, that is,
if it could be conceived that God, or reality, did not exist, as it can be conceived that
a particular triangle does not exist, no necessary reason for the existence of reality
would then be given. But Kant cannot show that such an idea is conceivable; for as we
have seen, reality and the existence of reality must be conceived as one and the same,
so that insofar as reality is conceived, its existence is thereby also conceived; and there-
fore, reality cannot be conceived as non-existent. If one should reply that if reality did
not exist both it and its existence would be nothing, I say again that this is absurd,
since reality is defined as that which is not nothing, as nothing is defined as that which
is not reality; and hence, it is impossible to conceive anything, or even doubt anything,

21 “How else can we show the idea of a thing than by giving its definition and explaining its attributes?
Since this is what we are doing concerning the idea of God, there is no reason for us to be bothered by the
words of men who deny the idea of God merely because they cannot form an image of him in their brain.”
Spinoza, PPC1P6S.

22 Critique, B 622-23.
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without thereby conceiving reality and knowing with certainty that it exists. Therefore,
reality, “the thing itself”, cannot be rejected. Therefore, Spinoza does not beg the ques-
tion when he assumes the existence of a being that cannot be conceived except as ex-
isting. It is Kant who begs the question when he assumes the existence of such a being
can be doubted.?3

But to this Kant replies that existence cannot “be contained in the concept of a
thing that is considered as possible”. To illustrate this, he argues that the conception
of a particular thing, such as a sum of money, conceived as containing existence in
itself as one of its properties, in addition to its other properties, will not demonstrate
the thing’s existence; that is, it will not put the money in one’s pocket.24 Moreover, he
points out that if the existence of the thing were one of its properties, the thing con-
ceived as existing would be a different thing from the same thing conceived as possible,
since it would have an additional property, namely existence. Kant therefore con-
cludes, rightly, that the existence of a thing cannot be one of its properties.25 But force-
ful as this objection is in refuting some, more confused ontological arguments, it can-
not be said to apply here; for as I have emphasized, Spinoza demonstrates, not that
existence is one of God’s properties, but that existence is the essence of God. Therefore,
[ say again that Kant assumes an inconceivable premise; for God is existence itself and
cannot be considered as possibly existing, but must be considered as necessarily exist-
ing.26

Hume goes still further, to doubt Spinoza’s axiom that for every effect there must
be a cause (E1Ax3). He argues that from examination of experience no impression of
causation, or a “necessary connection” between things, can be discovered; and there-
fore, recalling his previous argument, that all our ideas are derived from impressions,
he concludes that our ideas of causation are at most unproved habitual inferences.?
However, as Hume himself readily admits, a man can be regarded as sane, or rational,
only if he does make these inferences.28 But why must a man make these inferences to

23 “We doubt the existence of God as long as the idea we have of God is not clear and distinct but confused.”
Spinoza, TTP6Adn.

24 Critique, B 622-23.

25 Critique, B 624, 626-29. Kant’s term is “predicate”; but note that, in the passage quoted earlier, he
equates “property” and “predicate” as synonyms in a similar context.

26 “He does not exist possibly... He exists necessarily; that is, his nature involves necessary existence.” Spi-
noza, PPC1L2.

27 Treatise, 1.3.2; 1.3.6.

28 Treatise, 1.4.1; An Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding, ch. 124-26.
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be regarded as sane? Is it not because we in fact do know there are necessary connec-
tions, or relations of dependence, between things? We have already seen, from the
example given of the idea of substance, that Hume’s fundamental claim, that all our
ideas are derived from impressions, must be rejected as false; and therefore we see that
this new argument, with its premise denied, does not demonstrate that there is no basis
for our unanimous application of Spinoza’s axiom, or for our nearly unanimous assent
to it,29 but instead, demonstrates at most that our knowledge of causation is not de-
rived from impressions.

But if it is indeed true that for every effect there must be a cause, then it must also
be true that for the necessity of this relation in reality there must be an explanation;
and perhaps someone objects that we have not yet seen this explanation. But we have
seen, without the aid of the idea of causation, that God cannot be nothing, and more-
over, that God and the existence of God must be conceived as one and the same, and
therefore, that the non-existence of God, or reality, is a contradiction and, therefore,
impossible, so that God must exist necessarily. Furthermore, we have seen for the same
reason that the essence of God is the cause of the existence of God; for by a cause I
mean that which explains the existence of a thing, and we have seen that God’s essence
explains God’s existence. Therefore, I will show in the following demonstrations that
for everything that exists there is a cause, and that the cause is God.

Corollary 4, Proposition 1.0
God is the cause of everything conceivable (E1P16, E1P35).

Demonstration: If a thing were conceived as not in God, or being, it would be con-
ceived distinctly from being, which is absurd, because being cannot be conceived in
relation to another (1Def5). Therefore, whatever might be conceived must be con-
ceived as existing in God, or being.

To say it another way, if the thing were conceived as not in being, it would have to
be conceived as non-being or in non-being, or in other words as nothing, which is
absurd, because if the thing can be conceived it’s something, not nothing,.

29 ... a general maxim in philosophy”. Treatise, 1.3.3.
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And lastly, to say it one more way, if anything conceivable did not exist in reality,
reality would be in that respect limited, which is again absurd. For as we have seen,
reality must necessarily be absolutely infinite and unlimited.

Furthermore, the things that exist in reality are not something other than reality;
for again, there can be no other. In other words, the essence of reality, or God, involves
or comprehends in itself whatever things might be conceived as existing. Therefore,
the essence of reality is the cause, or that which explains the existence, of everything
conceivable. That is, the essence of God is the cause of every conceivable essence, and
the existence of God is the cause of every conceivable effect, or in other words, every
conceivable thing; and hence, nothing can be conceived that is not necessarily in God
and in that way caused by God.30

Note 4, Proposition 1.0

Therefore, everything conceivable, or in other words everything possible, necessarily
exists in reality, and nothing is really contingent, or merely possible (E1P29). Yet, as
Spinoza explains, particular things often seem contingent, or only possible, because we
have only imperfect knowledge of them and the particular causes that might determine
their existence or exclude their existence in a particular time or place.

A thing is called necessary either in respect to its essence or in respect to its
cause; for the existence of a thing necessarily follows either from its essence and
definition or from a given cause. A thing is called impossible for similar reasons,
namely, inasmuch as its essence or definition involves a contradiction, or be-
cause no cause is granted that is determined to produce the effect in question.
But a thing is called contingent only because of the deficiency of our knowledge;
for if we do not know whether the essence of the thing does or does not involve
a contradiction, or if we do know that its essence does not involve a contradic-
tion, but, because we do not know the true order of causes, we still must doubt
whether the thing exists, then the thing cannot appear to us as either necessary
or impossible, and so we call it ‘possible” or ‘contingent’. (E1P33S1)

30 “Whatever can be conceived must be what is. For if it can be conceived it can be what is, but it cannot
be what is not; for what is cannot be what is not.” Parmenides, frag. 6.
“Therefore truth cannot allow that anything comes from what is not.” Frag. 8.

17



Chapter I: God, Divine Attributes, and Modes

That is to say, what is must be what is, and hence, whatever is, is what must be, and
nothing that is could possibly exist in any other way than it does; but insofar as our
minds are limited, or finite, we imagine the particular causes of things only partly and
inadequately, and therefore, to that extent, we imagine that particular things might be
otherwise than they are. But I will explain this much further and much more particu-
larly throughout this book, especially in Chapters Four and Five, where I will explain
how we conceive things both as existing eternally in God and as existing temporally in
particular times and places, and in Chapter Six, where I will explain what fantastic and
fictitious things are, and in Chapters Five and Seven, where I will explain how a man’s
will is both necessary but also free in some ways and constrained in others. Moreover,
I will also explain in Chapters Six and Seven how understanding the idea of necessity
is the foundation and means of a man’s rationality and rational contentment, or hap-

piness (E2P44, E4A32, E5P6).31
Note 5, Proposition 1.0

So we have established thus far that reality necessarily exists; that the essence of reality
is existence; that there can be nothing that is not in reality; and that reality, or exist-
ence, is by its nature and definition the sole cause both of itself and of the things in
reality. And for reasons that will become clear and distinct as we deduce the properties
of reality, I have followed Spinoza and many others in calling reality “God”. For I will
show throughout this treatise that reality in itself is a supreme and perfect being that
“creates, understands, and preserves, or loves,” all things in reality (CM2.8); and I will
show in Chapter Seven how a man’s understanding of the idea of reality is the foun-
dation and means of his enjoyment of a perfect and absolute bliss, or eternal beatitude.
“For beatitude is nothing but the absolute self-contentment that arises from one’s in-
tuitive knowledge of God; and to perfect one’s intellect is likewise nothing other than
to understand God and the attributes and actions of God that follow from the necessity
of his nature” (E4A4).

31 “Here, no doubt, my readers will hesitate, and think of many things that give them pause. So I ask them
to proceed slowly step by step with me, and to make no judgment about these things until they have read
to the end.” Spinoza, E2P11S.

“As my last conclusions are demonstrated by the first, which are their causes, so the first are in turn
demonstrated by the last, which are their effects.” Descartes, Letter to Morin, July 1638.
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Proposition 1.1
God, or reality, consists in an infinity of divine attributes (E1D6).

Demonstration 1: If any attribute, or any substance that is conceived through itself
but in relation to another, did not exist in reality, it would have to be something other
than reality, which is absurd, and moreover, reality would be to that extent limited,
which is also absurd; for we have seen that reality must be conceived as absolutely
infinite, that is, as either consisting in or containing everything conceivable. Therefore
an infinity of attributes must exist in reality.

Furthermore, insofar as an attribute is conceived as existing in reality, it must be
conceived as in that respect identical with reality; for an attribute must be conceived
as existing in itself. Therefore, insofar as an attribute is conceived as existing in itself it
must be conceived as that which “constitutes the essence of God”, or that in which
God, or reality, consists (E1P20D). Therefore, God, or reality, or absolutely infinite
substance, consists in every conceivable attribute; and therefore, “absolutely infinite
being must be defined as a being that consists in an infinity of attributes, each of which
... expresses the reality, or being, of substance” (E1P10S).

Note 1, Proposition 1.1

Therefore, by an attribute of God I understand God, or substance, or that which is
conceived through itself in relation to no other, insofar as a substance can be conceived
through itself in relation to another in God, as for example I conceive thought through
itself in relation to extension. For I am “immediately aware” of myself through thought
(AT VII 160), and I'm aware that 'm conceiving myself through thought, or “think-
ing substance”, in relation to another that is not my awareness in thought, namely
something I'm perceiving through thought as extended, or having dimensions such as

length, width, and depth (E2P7S).32

Demonstration 2: Insofar as a thing is conceived, it must be conceived either as caused
by itself or as caused by another (E1Ax4). But a substance, or that which exists in itself

32 “T have, on the one hand, a clear and distinct idea of myself insofar as I am only a thinking, non-extended
thing, and also, on the other hand, a clear and distinct idea of body insofar as it is only an extended, non-
thinking thing.” Descartes, Sixth Meditation.
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and is conceived through itself, must necessarily be conceived as prior to anything that
exists in and is conceived through another (E1P1); that is, it must exist and be con-
ceived prior to any mode of a substance, and thus, it cannot be caused by a mode of a
substance.

Therefore, insofar as an attribute, or substance, is conceived, it must be conceived
as caused by something that exists in itself, namely by God, or by itself, or by another
attribute. But an attribute cannot be conceived as existing in or through another at-
tribute; for insofar as an attribute is conceived in relation to another attribute it must
be conceived as existing in and through itself; and hence insofar as it is conceived in
relation to another attribute, it cannot be conceived as having anything in common
with the other attribute (E1P2) or as in any way caused by the other attribute (E1P3).
For “if two things have nothing in common, one cannot be the cause of the other,
since the effect would have nothing in it in common with the cause, and hence, what-
ever it did have, it would have from nothing” (Ep4).

Therefore, insofar as an attribute is conceived, it must be conceived either as caused
by itself insofar as it exists in itself or as caused by God insofar as it exists in God. If it
is conceived as caused by God, it must be conceived as existing, because God neces-
sarily exists. But an attribute can be caused by God only insofar as it is identical with
God; for on the one hand, there can be nothing that is not in God, but on the other
hand, an attribute is in itself. If however, an attribute is conceived as caused by itself
(E1P7), that is, as explaining its own existence, it must again be conceived as existing
(E1D1, E1P9). But again, there can be nothing that is not in God, whereas an attribute
is in itself. Therefore, an attribute necessarily exists and is that which constitutes the
essence of God, or that in which God, or being, consists; that is, God, or being, is
identical with whatever attributes might be conceived.

Furthermore, each attribute is conceived in relation to another. Therefore, however
many attributes might be conceived, yet another is always conceivable in relation to
them; and insofar as it can be conceived it must be conceived as the cause of itself and
therefore as necessarily existing. Moreover, substance is absolutely infinite and there-
fore must necessarily either consist in or cause to exist whatsoever is conceivable. But
as we have seen, substance can be the cause of an attribute only insofar as it is the cause
of itself. Therefore, substance consists in an infinity of attributes.
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Corollary, Proposition 1.1
An attribute must be conceived as infinite in its substance (E1P8).

Demonstration 1: An attribute is that which constitutes, or “expresses” (E1P10S), the
essence of substance, or that in which the essence of absolutely infinite substance con-
sists. But the essence of substance cannot be conceived as limited. Therefore, substance
consists in an infinity of attributes, and each attribute expresses infinity in its substance
(E1D2).

To say it another way, insofar as an attribute is in itself and is in substance, the
attribute and substance are identical. Therefore, insofar as substance is infinite in itself,
an attribute of substance must also be infinite in itself. Therefore an attribute must be
infinite in its substance.

Demonstration 2: If an attribute of God were limited in its substance it would have
to be limited either by itself or by another of the same substance; for it cannot be
limited by nothing (1.0C2D). But if it were limited by itself, or more of itself, it would
not be limited; and if it were limited by another of the same substance, it would not
be in itself (E1D2), and therefore it would not be an attribute (1Def6), which is absurd
(E1P5). Therefore, an attribute cannot be limited in its substance; that is, each attrib-
ute of God, or each substance in reality, must be infinite.

Note 2, Proposition 1.1

Therefore, we have seen that God consists in an infinity of infinite divine attributes;
and we have seen that insofar as each attribute, such as thought, is in itself, that is,
insofar as it is a substance, it is identical with God, or absolutely infinite substance;
whereas, considered in this same respect, that is, insofar as it is in itself, the attribute
is thereby also considered as distinct from the other attributes in God (E1P10S).
This relation of substance and its attributes may seem hard to understand, not only
because we cannot picture it in our imaginations, but also because it might seem par-
adoxical (E2P7S). One might picture various metaphors, such as the image of an ‘in-
finity’ of ‘infinite’ circles in an ‘infinite’ sphere, or an ‘infinity’ of ‘infinite’ spheres
superimposed in one ‘infinite’ sphere, or an ‘infinite’ richness or density of attributes
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existing throughout substance, and so forth; but it’s important to recognize that such
images, and such analogies, are necessarily inadequate and partly false. I will explain
more adequately and particularly in Chapter Two how an attribute is conceived with-
out contradiction both as identical with God and as distinct from the other attributes,
and why we can conceive and understand that God consists in an infinity of attributes,
but can only conceive thought distinctly in relation to extension and do not distinctly
conceive the other attributes in God; and I'll demonstrate in Chapter Three how we
conceive thought in relation to extension and thereby conceive conception as consti-
tuting the essence of thought and conceive quantity as constituting the essence of ex-
tension.

Note 3, Proposition 1.1

Spinoza developed his theory of the attributes to explain the “real distinction between
mind and body” that Descartes had demonstrated in Meditation Six. Nearly all phi-
losophers both before and after Descartes and Spinoza frequently confuse the distinc-
tion between the mind and body with other distinctions, especially the distinction
between the understanding and the imagination, or in other words, between the mind
or intellect itself (see 6.2-3) and the mind considered insofar as it is affected by images
and feelings (6.1). For example,

The mind can best reflect when it is free of all such distractions as hearing, or
sight, or pain or pleasure of any kind, that is, when it ignores the body and
becomes as far as possible independent, avoiding all physical contacts and asso-
ciations as much as it can, in its search for reality. (Plato, Phaedo, 65¢)

Certainly as sight is in the body, so is reason in the soul. (Aristotle, Nicomachean
Ethics, 1096)

But in Meditations and Principles Descartes demonstrated a simpler and more funda-
mental distinction between the mind considered as a thinking, non-extended thing
and the body considered as an extended, non-thinking thing; and he explained that
“thinking is to be identified here not only with understanding, willing, and imagining,
but also with sensory awareness” (AT VIII 7). He therefore explained the mind and
body as distinct substances, having nothing in common (AT VII 176); but Spinoza
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understood that a substance, which is in itself, must be infinite, and he understood
that God, or reality, is the only substance. So to explain the distinction between mind
and body, he adapted Descartes’ further explanation that, “T'o each substance there
belongs one principal attribute; in the case of mind, this is thought, and in the case of
body it is extension” (AT VIII 25); and he explained correctly that an attribute is “a
certain eternal and infinite essence” (E1P10S), “which expresses the essence of sub-
stance” (E1P19D), or “constitutes the essence of God” (E1P20D). Furthermore, Spi-
noza understood rightly that, whatever exactly an attribute of substance might be, since
there were clearly at least two of them (E1P10S), there must necessarily be infinitely
many (E1P8S), since God is absolutely infinite and there can be nothing in substance
that limits the number of its attributes (E1P9) and nothing external to substance that
limits the number of attributes (E1D6Ex, E1P11).

But the definition Spinoza gives in E1D4, “By an attribute I mean that which the
intellect perceives as constituting the essence of a substance”, does not meet all the
requirements for an adequate definition he lists in Emendation of the Intellect, since it
explains one of an attribute’s properties, namely its relation to an intellect, rather than
“the inmost essence of the thing” explained through an adequate and proximate cause
(TIE95-96). For “the cause for the existence of a thing must either be contained in the
nature and definition of the thing itself or else exist outside the thing” (E1P8S2), but
“if the thing is uncreated”, or “eternal” (E1D8), or in other words “caused by itself”
(E1D1), its definition “should exclude any idea of a cause ... except the thing itself”,
and moreover, “should exclude any doubt that the thing exists” (TIE96-7). But Spi-
noza’s definition, “By an attribute I mean that which the intellect perceives as consti-
tuting the essence of a substance”, does not exclude any idea that an attribute might
have as its cause, or as part of its cause, the nature of the intellect perceiving it; and
therefore it does not exclude any doubt that whether perceived or unperceived by an
intellect the attribute necessarily exists. Therefore, I have defined an attribute as ‘that
which exists in itself, and is conceived through itself, in relation to another’, or ‘sub-
stance, insofar as a substance can be conceived in relation to another’; for as I have
shown, this definition adequately explains the essence of an attribute, such as thought,
which we conceive in relation to extension, and immediately affirms its existence both
in one’s experience and in absolutely unlimited substance, or God. I will explain this
much further in Chapters Three and Five, where I will also explain some important
errors that follow from the definition Spinoza gives but do not follow from an adequate
definition.
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Note 4, Proposition 1.1

We have seen in the preceding notes that insofar as each attribute is in itself, it is
distinct from the other attributes; whereas insofar as God, or substance, is in itself, it
is identical with all the attributes. As I mentioned in Note 2, this might seem paradox-
ical. But further, Spinoza demonstrates in E1P13 that “absolutely infinite substance is
indivisible”, which might seem to contradict his definition of God as a substance con-
sisting in an infinity of attributes. As I also mentioned, I will clarify these apparent
difficulties in Chapter Two, where I will demonstrate that an attribute can be con-
ceived as a distinct entity only in relation to the other attributes but not in relation to
God, since God cannot be conceived as divided into attributes. Note therefore that
insofar as an attribute, such as thought, is conceived as a distinct entity in relation to
any of the other attributes, it is thereby conceived as belonging to the genus ‘attribute’;
for a thing belongs to a genus insofar as it can be conceived in relation to another or
others in the genus (1Def4). But the genus ‘attribute’ is not God, or substance, but is
instead an abstracted idea of the totality of two or more attributes of substance; whereas
God, or substance in itself, is the generating cause of its attributes insofar as it is the
sole cause of itself (E1P8S2). But again, I will explain this further in Chapter Two.
At the risk of making a point that is still somewhat obscure seem even more ob-
scure, we might now gain some advantage from considering the ways we understand
the generation of attributes in substance; for as we consider the relations of substance
and its attributes in Spinoza’s ontology, or metaphysics of beings and causes, we might
gain our first clue to a difficult but important point in his epistemology, or metaphys-
ics of thinking and knowing, namely the relations of “reason” and “intuition”
(E2P40S2). For when I showed that an infinity of attributes necessarily exist, there
were two parts to the demonstration: first, that no matter how many attributes might
be conceived, yet another can be conceived in relation to them and, thereby, must be
conceived as existing, and second, that insofar as it is absolutely infinite, substance is
necessarily the cause of whatever is conceivable. Note that the first part of this demon-
stration, by itself, shows that the number of existing attributes is unlimited, because
whatever thing is conceived as existing in itself must be conceived as self-caused, or
necessarily existing; whereas the second part shows a positive and necessary generating
cause for the infinity of such beings, since as we have seen, absolutely infinite substance
and the infinity of attributes are one and the same. That is to say, if the attributes are
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considered as those things which constitute the essence of substance, the infinity of
attributes is then understood intuitively and all at once through conception of sub-
stance; whereas if they are considered as the totality of things that exist in themselves
but in relation to others, the infinity of attributes is then understood rationally,
through an abstract idea or general definition of an attribute conceived in conjunction
with an “entity of reason” (CM1.1, E1A), namely the idea of infinite counting. This
recalls Descartes’ similar distinction between intuition and deduction:

Two things are required for intuition; namely, that the proposition be under-
stood clearly and distinctly, and also that it be perceived all at once and not bit
by bit. But deduction ... does not seem to take place all at once, but rather,
involves a kind of movement of our mind in inferring one thing from another.

(AT X 407)

Again, I acknowledge that much of what I've explained in this note is still somewhat
obscure. I will explain these things further and much more adequately in Chapter Two,
where T'll explain how God, or absolutely infinite substance, can be conceived both
adequately as one and inadequately as many, and also in Chapter Six, where I will
demonstrate and explain the three kinds of knowledge, or opinion, reason, and intui-
tion. Therefore, let us now return to inferring, or deducing, “bit by bit” the properties
of substance and its attributes, but keeping in mind that insofar as we conceive God,
or substance, concretely and adequately in our experience, we are thereby intuitively

conceiving its attributes and properties “all at once”.
Proposition 1.2

God, or being, generates in itself, that is, each attribute generates in itself, an infinity
of properties, or modes of itself (E1P16).

Demonstration: The properties of a thing follow from its essence; that is, the essence
of the thing explains the essence of its properties, and the existence of the thing ex-
plains the existence of its properties (1Def1Ex). But the essence of God is absolutely
infinite in itself and therefore is the cause of everything conceivable in itself (1.0C3-4)
and, therefore, every conceivable property, or mode of itself; and likewise, the essence
of an attribute is infinite in its substance and the cause of everything conceivable in its
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substance (1.1C). Therefore, an infinity of properties must follow from the essence of
God and thereby from the essence of each attribute; or in other words, being, or each
attribute, generates in itself an infinity of properties, or modes of itself.

Note 1, Proposition 1.2

There can thus be no accidental modifications in a substance; for as we have now seen,
the essence of a substance explains the essence and existence of every conceivable mod-
ification of the substance, and hence, the modifications of a substance must all be
properties of its essence. In other words, there can be nothing that is accidental, or
contingent, in reality (E1P29, 1.0C4).

Note 2, Proposition 1.2

To say that being is the generating cause of an infinity of modes is not to say that being
is their genus (see 2.0N1, 4.0N), but rather, that being, or substance, is the adequate
cause of every conceivable thing in every conceivable genus, or in other words, that
from the essence, or definition, of substance an infinity of properties, or modes of
substance, necessarily follow. So too, an attribute is not the genus of its modifications
(E1P12), but the generating cause of every conceivable thing in every conceivable ge-
nus in the attribute, as thought, for example, is the adequate cause of every conceivable
idea in every conceivable genus of ideas (TTE101), and as extension is the adequate
cause of every conceivable body in every conceivable genus of bodies. Therefore, sub-
stance, and each attribute of substance, contains in itself an infinity of infinite modes
of itself (E1P21-23) and an infinity of finite modes of itself (E1P28).

Spinoza explains in E1D2, “a thing is called finite in its own kind if it can be limited
by another thing of the same nature”. Therefore, by a finite mode of a substance, I
understand a mode that is conceived as modifying, or present in, only some modes in
the substance, and is therefore conceived as limited by the other modes; and by an
infinite mode, I understand a mode that is conceived as modifying or present in every
mode in the substance, and is therefore not conceived as limited by any other.

Spinoza mentions “created nature”, or the created universe, as an example of an
infinite mode of God (E1P29S, KV1.9); and he mentions infinite intellect and infinite
motion as examples of infinite modes of thought and extension (KV1.9, Ep606,
E1P31). Some examples of more particular infinite modes of God, or “modes that
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follow necessarily from the absolute nature of God or an attribute insofar as it is mod-
ified by a modification that exists necessarily and as infinite” (E1P23), include the
following infinite “properties of God”, which are present or true in every mode of
substance and are “always and everywhere the same” (E1P21, E3Praef).

That God necessarily exists; that he is one alone; that he exists and acts solely
from the necessity of his nature; that he is the free cause of all things; that all
things are in God and depend on him so that they can neither be nor be con-
ceived without him; and that all things are determined by God, not from his
free choice or personal pleasure, but from his absolute nature, or infinite power”

(E1A).

Therefore, as I will demonstrate more adequately throughout this book, and especially
in Chapter Six, it is the infinite modes, or “common properties” of reality, insofar as
they are conceived in thought, as the infinite modes of thought, that constitute the
“common notions”, or “ideas of reason”, which must be true “always and everywhere”,
and therefore constitute the truths, or true and adequate propositions, that might be
denoted by the words of a true and adequate rational philosophy. (E2P40S, E3Praef,
TIE101, TTP4).

Some examples of the finite modes of reality, or the finite things in nature, are men,
air, molecules, and galaxies; nations, treaties, and wars; and colors, harmonies, and
theories; together with other things both infinitely greater and infinitely less than we
can imagine. But our primary concern in nature is ourselves, so I will explain most
things in this book from my own perspective rather than the perspectives of other
finite things.

Some examples of the finite modes of thought are a man’s mind and the finite
modifications of his mind, such as his opinions, sensations, desires, and feelings. Some
examples of the finite modes of extension are a man’s body and the finite modifica-
tions, or motions, of his body. I will explain this much further throughout this treatise,
but it’s worth noting here that Spinoza’s Latin term modus, usually translated as
“mode”, can also be translated as “way”. So I am a way of being; and my mind and
ideas are ways of thinking; and my body and motions are ways of extending, or mov-

ing.
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Note 3, Proposition 1.2

All things in nature are really properties, or modal explanations, of substance, or real-
ity. Therefore the real definition of a particular thing, which adequately explains the
essence of the thing in words, must denote God, or substance, or that which is con-
ceived in relation to no other, not in itself, or insofar as it is absolutely infinite, but
only insofar as it is modified in a particular way (E2P11C). For example, the infinite
mode, ‘that God is absolutely infinite’ (that thing, the essence of which is denoted by
the words that God is absolutely infinite), is in reality God, insofar as God is absolutely
infinite. And so too, a particular finite thing, such as my opinion, ‘that I am writing
this book’, is in reality God, or being, insofar as Gary Sugar thinks he is writing a book.

Note therefore that the modes of substance are not really distinct entities, but are
instead abstracted properties, or distinct explanations, of the same essence or thing, in
the same way as, for example, the property of a particular triangle, ‘that it has three
angles’, is not really distinct from the triangle or the other essential properties of the
triangle, because it is really the triangle itself insofar as it has three angles (CM2.5,
EIP15S, 1Def2). I will demonstrate and explain this much more particularly in the
following chapter, concerning the distinction of entities; and I'll explain in Chapters
Three and Six why we imagine ourselves as distinct individual minds and imagine the
things external to our minds as distinct three-dimensional bodies and motions of bod-
ies.

Corollary 1, Proposition 1.2

Insofar as each attribute is identical with God, or substance, its modes are identical
with the modes of substance (E2P7S).

Demonstration: The modes of an attribute, or substance, are not external to its sub-
stance, but in it. But each attribute, insofar as it is in itself, is necessarily identical with
God, or absolutely infinite substance, insofar as it is in itself. Therefore, insofar as an
attribute is in itself, its modes are identical with the modes of God. Or to say it another
way, insofar as each attribute “expresses the essence of substance” or “constitutes the
essence of God” (E2P19-20), its modes express or constitute the modes of God.
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Corollary 2, Proposition 1.2

The modes of each attribute must be conceived through the attribute, that is, not
through any other (E2P6).

Demonstration: The modes of an attribute, or substance, are conceived through the
attribute (E1D5). But each attribute is conceived through itself and not through any
other attribute. Therefore, the modes of an attribute must be conceived through the
attribute, and not through any other.

Note 4, Proposition 1.2

For example, conception of an idea, or mode of thought, involves and requires con-
ception of thought, without which the idea can neither exist nor be conceived, but
does not involve conception of extension or any mode of extension; and conception
of a body, or mode of extension, involves conception of extension but does not involve
conception of thought. Therefore,

As long as things are considered as modes of thinking, we must explain the
whole of nature, or the connection of causes, solely through the attribute of
thought; and as long as things are considered as modes of extension, the order
of the whole of nature must be explained solely through ... extension. Whereas,
of things as they are in themselves [in God], God is really their cause insofar as
he consists in an infinity of attributes. (E2P7S)

I will explain in Chapters Two and Three how we conceive extension and the modes
of extension through our conception of them in God, or absolutely infinite substance,
but only perceive them through our conception of thought.

Corollary 3, Proposition 1.2

The order and connection of modes is the same in every attribute (E2P7).

Demonstration 1: We saw in Corollary 1 that insofar as an attribute is in itself, it is
identical with God, or absolutely infinite substance, and that its modes, which are in
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it, are therefore identical with the modes of God. Therefore, the order and connection
of modes in an attribute must be identical with the order and connection of modes in
God; and therefore, the order and connection of modes must be identical in every
attribute.

Demonstration 2: If an attribute were modified differently from God or differently
from the other attributes, that is, if there were more than one order and connection of
modes in reality, or if more than one order were possible, a definite cause, or explana-
tion, would have to be granted (E1Ax3, E1P8S2). But there can be no cause either
external or prior to reality, or the infinity of attributes. Therefore, only one order and
connection of modes can be possible in reality and, thereby, in the infinity of attributes
(E1P33). Therefore an attribute cannot be modified differently from God or the other
attributes, and the order and connection of modes is the same in every attribute.

Note 5, Proposition 1.2

There is thus a mode of thought, or idea, corresponding to each mode of extension,
or body of motion, in reality and, conversely, a mode of extension corresponding to
each mode of thought. Therefore to each infinite mode of thought, such as the infinite
conception of ideas in thought, there corresponds an infinite mode of extension, such
as, in this case, the infinite motion of bodies. And likewise, to each finite mode of
thought, such as a particular man’s mind, there corresponds a finite mode of extension,
namely the man’s body; and in the same way, to each mode of thought, or each idea,
in the man’s mind there corresponds a modification of extension, or in other words, a
corporeal motion, in his body (E5P1).

Therefore, as I sit here now writing this, there is a sequence of physical motions in
my body that seems to originate in my brain or head and then travel through the nerves
and muscles in my arms and fingers to depress the keys of my typewriter; and likewise,
corresponding to this motion, there is an idea, or volition (E2P49), in my mind that
seems to originate in my idea of my head and communicate through my ideas of my
arms and fingers to my ideas of the keys. So in this way, there is an order and connec-
tion of motions of bodies in extended substance from my brain, through my nerves,
muscles, and fingers, to the keys of the typewriter; and there is likewise an order and
connection of ideas in thought from the idea of my brain through the ideas of my arms
and fingers to the ideas of the keys; but there is not in any way a connection from my
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mind or my ideas to my body or the motions of my body, or from any mode of thought
to any mode of extension. Yet the order and connection of modes is the same in
thought as it is in extension; and hence, for every idea that modifies my mind in a
particular way there is a physical motion that modifies my body in the corresponding
way; for considered as they are in reality, or God, my mind and body are the same
finite mode of reality, and the modifications of my mind and body are the same mod-
ifications of the same absolutely infinite substance.

Therefore Spinoza says, “The body cannot determine the mind to think, nor can
the mind determine the body to motion or rest” (E3P2). This explanation may seem
hard to understand, because it often seems that our minds or thoughts do determine
our bodies to move. It seems that way because we are aware of the determinations or
decisions that arise in our minds, whereas we are not aware of the corresponding de-
terminations of our bodies except insofar as we perceive them as motions that seem to
reflect the determinations in our minds. And conversely, it often seems that the images
and feelings we are aware of in our minds are determined by changes in our bodies,
because we perceive the external things that affect us as motions of other bodies that
are affecting our bodies. I will explain these points much further throughout the rest
of this treatise.

Proposition 1.3

From each mode generated in a substance, whether infinite or finite, there follow a
finite, or indefinite, number of properties, or modifications.

Demonstration: If there were no properties following from the essence of a particular
mode of a substance, the generating power of the substance would be to that extent
limited, which is absurd (1.2). Moreover, if no properties pertained to the essence of
the mode, nothing would pertain to its essence; that is, its essence would be nothing,
which is also absurd. For the essence of the mode explains the essence of its properties,
and the existence of the mode explains the existence of its properties; and therefore it
is the cause of its properties (1Def3). Therefore, “nothing has no properties”
(PPC2A1), and “nothing exists from the nature of which an effect does not follow”
(E1P36). But a mode, whether infinite or finite, cannot be the cause of every mode in
its substance, since it cannot be the cause of itself or the cause of any prior modes from
which it might follow as a property. Therefore the mode cannot be the cause of an
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infinite number of properties, but only a finite number of properties. In 2.0N5 I will
explain Spinoza’s meaning in calling it an “indefinite” number.

Note 1, Proposition 1.3

For example, from the essence, or definition, of the infinite mode of substance, ‘that
substance necessarily exists’, it follows, or in other words, it can be deduced, ‘that sub-
stance exists infinitely’, ‘that substance exists always’, ‘that substance cannot be de-
stroyed’, and so on. And from the essence of a finite mode, for example a particular
sphere, whose essence is defined by “the rotation of a particular semi-circle” (TIE72,
TIE95), it follows and can be deduced, ‘that its circumference is its longest dimension’,
‘that its diameter is twice the length of its radius’, ‘that all its radii are of equal length’,
and so on; and from the last of these properties, ‘that all its radii are of equal length’,
it can be deduced ‘that none of its radii is longer than another of its radii’, ‘that any
triangle drawn from the center to the surface must be an isosceles’, and so on. I will
explain an example of one of my own properties in Chapter Two.

Corollary, Proposition 1.3

Each finite mode of a substance is accidentally modified by an indefinite number of
external causes (E4P3-4).

Demonstration: Each finite mode of a substance must exist in another finite mode
that is greater; for a substance generates in itself every conceivable modification of
itself, and a greater finite mode is always conceivable, to infinity (E1D2); and there-
fore, each finite mode is a modification of an indefinite number of greater finite modes.
Furthermore, from each of these greater modes, in which the mode in question exists,
there must follow an indefinite number of other modes; and some of these other modes
might modify the mode in question. But such modifications of the mode would not
follow solely from the mode’s own essence; that is, they would exist in the mode not
as properties of its essence but as accidents (E2P9D). Moreover, a substance generates
in itself every conceivable mode of itself (1.2); and therefore, it necessarily generates
every conceivable accident among its modes. Therefore, each finite mode of a sub-
stance must be conceived as modified, not only by an indefinite number of properties,
but also by an indefinite number of accidents.
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Note 2, Proposition 1.3

For example, a sphere might be conceived as existing in a greater mode in which the
body of the sphere is conceived in conjunction or union with the body of a cone in
such a way that their intersection follows as a property. Though the intersection is in
both the cone and the sphere, that is (E1D5), though it modifies both, it is nevertheless
not a property of either body in itself, but is instead their accident. That is, the cone
is the external cause of the modification of the sphere, whereas the sphere is the exter-
nal cause of the modification of the cone.

Note that not only bodies, but ideas as well can be conceived as accidentally mod-
ified; for insofar as the idea of the sphere is conceived in conjunction with the idea of
the cone, the idea of their intersection is also conceived. Therefore, a true idea of this
particular sphere or this particular cone, as it actually is, must contain the idea of their
intersection, since the intersection is an actual modification of the bodies in question.
But again, the idea of the intersection does not follow solely from the idea of either
body in itself. Therefore, the idea of the intersection is an accidental modification of
the idea of each of these particular bodies.

Or to give another example, the finite idea, ‘that I am writing this book’, can be
conceived in conjunction with the finite idea, ‘that today is a Wednesday’, so that their
intersection, namely the idea, ‘that I am writing this book on a Wednesday’, follows
as a property. But again, the intersection does not follow from either of these ideas in
itself; that is, it is not a property of either idea in itself, but is instead their accident.

Note 3, Proposition 1.3

In Letter 4 (1661), Spinoza does not yet distinguish between accidents and properties:
“By a modification, or accident, I mean that which exists in and is conceived through
another.” But in Metaphysical Thoughts (1663), he seems to recognize that there can
be no accidental modifications in a substance and, moreover, that every accident of a
mode is in reality a property of some other, greater mode:

Being is divided into substance and mode, not into substance and accident. For

an accident is nothing but a mode of thinking, inasmuch as it denotes what
exists only in a certain respect. For example, when I say that a triangle is moved,
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the motion is not a mode of the triangle, but of the body in which the triangle
is moved. Hence the motion is called an accident with respect to the triangle;
but with respect to the body, it is called a mode. For the motion cannot be
conceived without the body, though it can be conceived without the triangle.

(CM1.1)

But in Ethics (1665-77), Spinoza rarely uses the term ‘accident’, and when he does,
it’s always in reference to what are actually accidents of accidents; e.g. “If the human
body has once been affected by two bodies at once, whenever afterwards the mind
conceives one of them, it will at the same time remember the other. Therefore in this
way anything can accidentally be the cause of joy, sorrow, or desire” (E3P14-15). But
when Spinoza refers to what I have called an accidental modification but doesn’t use
the term ‘accident’ he must instead give a full definition, like “modes in which the
human body is modified by external bodies” (E2P16). Yet he often mentions modifi-
cations of a finite mode casually, without saying in any way whether they’re properties
of its essence or accidents. This leads to some confusion, particularly in E2P23,
E2P27-29, and E2P48, in which he appears to be saying that human essence, i.e. the
essence of a particular man, is modified only through accidents, that is, not through
any properties of its own, which is absurd. For example, he says in E2P27D, “Every
idea of a modification of the human body involves the nature of the human body only
insofar as it is considered as modified in some definite mode (see Prop. 16)”, and the
passage he references in E2P16 says, “for the idea of every mode, in which the human
body is modified by external bodies, must involve the nature of the human body to-
gether with the nature of the external body”. Therefore, I have reintroduced the dis-
tinction between properties and accidents, so I can more easily explain the ways we are
affected both by our own properties and by external things, without as much risk of
confusion.

Note 4, Proposition 1.3

So we have seen in this chapter that God, or being, necessarily exists and is the cause
of all things. And we have seen that God therefore generates and constitutes an infinity
of infinite attributes; that God and therefore each attribute causes, or generates, an
infinity of properties, or modes of itself, both infinite and finite; that each mode
thereby generates its own properties; and that each finite mode is accidentally modified
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by external causes, or other finite modes. But as I have emphasized, the idea of God,
or absolute being, is hard for many people to understand, because they cannot picture
being in their imaginations as they are used to picturing individual finite things, or
‘beings’. And so there have been many philosophers who have posited the existence of
only individual finite beings or only a composite of finite beings. They describe some
particular finite beings as existing and others as not existing or as somehow both exist-
ing and not existing; but they can’t explain why or by what power these things exist,
or even what existence is.33 So they either deny that these things have causes or, more
often, posit only inadequate partial causes that describe accidental modifications of
things but do not adequately explain why the things exist. “For example, if I throw a
ball against a wall, the wall determines the ball to come back toward me, but it is not
the cause of the motion” (AT III 354), because it is not the reason why I and the ball
and the motion exist. But I have shown in this chapter that existence is the essence, or
nature, of God, or being, and that being exists by virtue of its nature; and I have shown
that an infinity of individual things exist in being, not because existence or being is
somehow added to their natures, but because they are essential modes, or properties,
of being. I will explain this further, and how each individual being exists in some times
and places but not in others, and how fictitious beings and abstract beings exist or do
not exist, throughout the rest of this treatise. But first, I will explain in Chapter Two
how being is conceived without contradiction both as one absolutely infinite and con-
crete thing and as containing an infinity of individual finite things.

33 “They believe either that the nature of God pertains to the essence of created things or that created
things can be or be conceived without God, or most likely, they do not have a consistent opinion. I think
the reason for this is their failure to observe the proper order of philosophizing. For the divine nature,
which they should have considered before all else, since it is prior both in knowledge and in nature, they
believe to be last in the order of knowledge, and that the things called objects of the senses are prior to
all.” Spinoza, E2P10S.
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Chapter II: The One and the Many

In On Generation and Corruption, Aristotle wrote,

Some of the older philosophers thought that what is must of necessity be one.
The void, they argue, is not; but unless there is a void with a separate being of
its own, what is cannot be many, since there is nothing to keep things apart...
But although these opinions appear to follow logically, yet to believe them
seems next to madness when one considers the facts. For no lunatic seems so far
out of his senses as to suppose that fire and ice are one. (1.8)

As if in reply, Shankara wrote in his Commentary on Bhagavad Gita that, although
what is really is absolutely one,

Indeed, not even the dullest or most insane person regards water and fire or
light and darkness as identical; how much less, a wise man. (13.3)

In this chapter, I will demonstrate how the various things in reality can be distinctly
conceived or distinguished one from another; that is, how God, or substance, can be
conceived adequately as absolutely one indivisible being, yet also inadequately as con-
sisting in an infinity of distinct attributes, and furthermore, as containing in itself an
infinity of distinct properties, or modes of itself, both infinite and finite. I will then be
able to explain more easily throughout the rest of this book how we conceive things in
all these ways simultaneously, and how we thereby conceive reality and the things in
reality both adequately as one and inadequately as many.

Definitions

1. By a real distinction I mean a distinction between two things that must be conceived
as having nothing in common (AT VIII 28, CM2.5, E1P15S).

2. By a modal distinction I mean a distinction between two things that can be con-
ceived as having something in common but can also be conceived in abstraction as
distinct parts of a whole or as a whole and a distinct part of the whole.
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Explanation: If the two are conceived as having nothing in common, they are
thereby conceived as really distinct, each from the other, “for conception of the one
does not involve conception of the other” (E1Ax5, but see 5.1N2).

But if the two are conceived as having something in common, they can be distin-
guished from each other only insofar as one can be conceived in abstraction as divided
from the other. Descartes and Spinoza call this a modal distinction, because the modes
of a substance have their substance in common.

Lastly, by a whole I mean anything that can be conceived as divisible; and by its
parts, I mean the things into which it might be conceived as divided, as for example
the properties of a triangle can be conceived as parts of the essence of the triangle
(1Def2).1

Note: Descartes and Spinoza also define a third kind of distinction, the “rational
distinction” or “distinction of reason”; but they mean several things by this term. They
sometimes mean a kind of modal distinction between distinct principles of reason;
they sometimes mean a modal distinction between ways of considering a thing in re-
lation to various other things; and they sometimes mean a merely verbal distinction
between synonyms. I will use this term only for distinctions between principles of
reason.

3. By a relation I mean the same thing as a distinction, whether real, modal, or verbal;
but a relation of contradiction is impossible.

Explanation: By a relation of identity I understand the same thing as a verbal dis-
tinction between a thing and itself or a synonym. By a relation of difference I under-
stand a real or modal distinction; and there are therefore, strictly speaking, as many
kinds of relations of difference as there are distinctions between different things (AT
X 382). Lastly, by a relation of contradiction I understand a merely verbal relation that
can’t really exist or be conceived.

1 “When we conceive one thing apart from another, this happens only by an abstraction of our mind or
because the things are truly distinct.” Descartes, Letter to Delaunay, July 1641.

“This intellectual abstraction consists in my turning my thought away from one part of the contents of
this richer idea the better to apply it to the other part with greater attention.” Letter to Gibieuf, January
1642.

“The word ‘part’ has to be taken in a very wide sense, as signifying everything that goes to make up a
thing: its modes, its extremities, its accidents, its properties, and in general all its attributes.” Descartes, in
Arnauld and Nicole, Logic or the Art of Thinking, Part 4, Chapter 2.
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4. By an analogy, or comparison, I mean a relation of two things determined by a
genus that contains a lesser genus, which contains one of the things, and also another
genus, which contains the other, analogous thing.

Explanation: For example, the analogy, ‘black is to a black sphere as white is to a

white sphere’, is determined by the genus ‘color’, which contains the lesser genera
‘black’ and ‘white’.2

Propositions

Proposition 2.0

A substance, that is, absolutely infinite substance or an attribute, must be conceived as
indivisible (E1P12-13).

Demonstration: If a substance were divided, it would have to be divided by another;
for if it were divided by itself, it would not be divided; and if it were divided by noth-
ing, it would again not be divided. But if the substance in question is God it cannot
be divided by another, because there is no other (1.0C1). And if the substance is an
attribute, it too cannot be divided by another. For an attribute is conceived as existing
in itself; and therefore it must be conceived as neither existing in nor having anything
in common with another (E1P2); and it cannot be conceived as containing in itself
anything except itself and its own properties. Therefore, an attribute cannot be con-
ceived as affecting another or as in any way affected by another. Therefore, insofar as
a substance is conceived truly and adequately, it must be conceived as indivisible.

Corollary 1, Proposition 2.0

A substance, namely God or an attribute of God, must be conceived as simple and

perfect (CM2.5, E1P13D).

Demonstration 1: A substance is that which exists in itself and must be conceived
through itself. Therefore, there can be nothing existing in a substance or conceived as

2 “We should note that comparisons are said to be simple and straight-forward only when the thing sought and the
initial data participate equally in a certain nature.” Descartes, Rules for Direction of the Mind, Rule 14.
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existing in a substance except the substance itself insofar as it is infinite. Therefore,
insofar as a substance is conceived truly, it must be conceived as simple and perfect.

Demonstration 2: If anything in God, or absolutely infinite being, were really differ-
ent from being, or in any way distinct from the essence of being, it would have to be
non-being, which is absurd. Therefore, there can be nothing in being except being;
and there cannot in any way be differences or distinctions in being. Likewise, if any-
thing in an attribute, or substance, were in any way different from the essence of the
attribute, it would have to be a different substance or attribute of substance, which is
likewise absurd. Therefore, there can be nothing in an attribute except the attribute or
substance itself; and there cannot in any way be differences or distinctions in the at-
tribute.3

Note 1, Proposition 2.0

Hence we have seen again that an adequate idea of a substance cannot be conceived as
“a collection of simple ideas, that are united by the imagination”, as Hume thought
(1.0N3), or be conceived as a genus or whole divisible into particulars or parts, as some
other philosophers have thought, but must instead be conceived as absolutely simple,
insofar as the substance is conceived truly. To say it one more way, if a substance were
only a genus or only an abstract idea of what is really a collection or composite of
particular things, then only the many particular things would really exist, and the sub-
stance in which they’re conceived as existing would in itself be nothing but a name;
that is, the many particular things would exist in nothing, which is absurd. Or on the
other hand, someone might say that each particular thing in the substance really exists
in itself; but if it did exist in itself, it too would be a substance and, evidently, also
nothing, which is also absurd (1Defl1Ex); but moreover, it would still be limited by
the other particular things, and hence it would be both in itself and in a greater whole

3 “Only as one can the one be understood.” Yajnavalkya, Bribadaranyaka Upanishad, 4.4.20.

“What is, is indivisible; for it is all alike. Nor is there anything that could prevent it from holding together,
nor anything less; for it is all full with what is.” Parmenides, frag. 8.

“In the absolute there is no particularity. There is no name, no form, no action, no distinction, no genus,
no quality.” Shankara, Commentary on the Brihadaranyaka Upanishad, 2.3.6.

“The unity, simplicity, or inseparability of all the attributes of God is one of the most important of the
perfections which I understand him to have.” Descartes, Third Meditation.
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and therefore not in itself, which is again absurd. Therefore, we have seen abundantly
that a true and adequate idea of a substance, such as being or thought, is not a com-
pound or abstract idea, but must instead be absolutely simple and concrete.

But further, there have also been other philosophers who erred in a similar but
more explicit way; for they say explicitly that being is really nothing, or somehow the
same as nothing, or somehow both the same and not the same as nothing. They err
these ways because they fail to distinguish imagination from understanding; and so
they imagine a fictitious idea of simple being or existence, which they feign to abstract
or distinguish from any idea of something existing, and they confuse this idea with
nothing existing or ‘nothing in particular’ existing, which they call nothing. In all
cases, they have failed to recognize that every particular thing that exists, exists in real-
ity, or absolutely infinite being, so that an adequate idea of being, though absolutely
simple and indeterminate, nevertheless contains in itself, or comprehends, everything
particular or determinate, or in other words, that it contains every conceivable inade-
quate idea of being. And moreover, “there is no doubt they are not actually considering
nothing as the negation of all reality, but are imagining or feigning it as something
real” (CM2.10).4

Therefore, we have seen that substance, or reality, is in itself and is the cause of
itself, and is infinite, indivisible, simple, and perfect. But as we can see from these
examples of doubts philosophers have raised, this truth can seem difficult to under-
stand, since we cannot picture it in our imaginations as we picture our common-sense
experience and all our fantasies (E1P15S). But I have shown in agreement with Par-
menides, Shankara, Spinoza, and many others that this truth is self-evident and abso-
lutely certain; and later in this book I will show how it is to our highest advantage that
we contemplate and understand this truth. For as I'll explain, especially in Chapter
Seven and Appendix 1, it is understanding this truth, that reality and all the things in

4 “The other way, that what is not is, can never predominate. For you can neither conceive what is not nor
express it.” Parmenides, frag. 2.

“The verse ‘Non-being indeed was this in the beginning’ does not mean the cause of the universe is the
absolutely non-existent. For the preceding sections of the scripture explicitly deny that the absolute is non-
existing, and in fact define the absolute as what is. Therefore, since the term ‘being’ ordinarily denotes that
which is differentiated by names and forms, the term ‘non-being’ was meant to denote the same substance
prior to its differentiation.” Shankara, Commentary on the Brabhma Scriptures, 1.4.15.

“The greatest deceptions arise when things that are conceived clearly and distinctly in the understanding
also appear fictitiously in the imagination. For if they are not distinguished, the certain, or true, idea is
mixed up with the confused ideas.” Spinoza, TIE74.
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reality are really one, and recognizing this truth concretely and “all at once” (1.1N4)
in our experience, that constitutes our highest, and inmost, and only perfect enjoy-
ment of reality, or beatitude.>

Note 2, Proposition 2.0

The many names Spinoza uses for God might seem to contradict the simplicity and
indivisibility of God’s nature. Spinoza sometimes calls distinctions between them ra-
tional distinctions; but they are really synonyms. That is, insofar as I adequately con-
ceive, for example, God, nature, substance, being, existence, reality, perfection, what
is, or the absolute, I conceive the same concrete thing. Each name seems to connote
something slightly different due to the ways we’re accustomed to seeing or hearing
these words in other contexts. For example, ‘God necessarily exists’ and ‘what is must
be what is’ mean the same thing, but the latter way of saying it seems to imply some
particular properties of necessity more obviously. For another example, ‘all things are
in God’ and ‘all things are in substance’ mean the same thing as ‘all things are in reality’
or ‘all things are in nature’, but the latter ways of saying it are likely easier for many
people to understand. Therefore I try to use whichever of these names seems easiest to
understand in a particular context or whichever might best emphasize a particular re-
lation.

Corollary 2, Proposition 2.0

Each mode of a substance, whether finite or infinite, can be conceived inadequately as
infinitely divisible (Ep12, E2P15, E2L7S).

Demonstration: Insofar as a substance is conceived adequately as it is in itself, it must
be conceived as indivisible. But the substance contains in itself an infinity of modes,
or properties of its essence, each of which constitutes an inadequate explanation of the

5 “It is wise to listen not to me but to reason and know all things are one.” Heraclitus, frag. 50.

“You may study philosophy and scriptures; you may worship the gods, observe ceremonies, and sing de-
votional hymns; but liberation will never come, even after a hundred years, without realizing the oneness.”
Shankara, Crest-Jewel of Discrimination, 6.

“If we come to know God this way, we necessarily unite with him ... and it is this union alone that consti-
tutes our beatitude.” Spinoza, KV2.22.
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substance, and each of which can be conceived in abstraction as it is in itself (1Defl-
2), or in other words, insofar as it can be distinguished, or conceived as divided, from
the other modes in the substance (2Def2). Therefore, each mode of a substance can
be conceived as infinitely divisible; because if any mode could not be conceived as
infinitely divisible, the modes that follow from it as properties and properties of the
properties could to that extent not be conceived in abstraction as they are in them-
selves. Therefore, insofar as a substance is conceived inadequately, not through itself
but only through its modes, each of its modes can be conceived as infinitely divisible.¢

Note 3, Proposition 2.0

I explained in 1.2N2 how each infinite mode of a substance must be conceived as
present in every mode of the substance, because if one were not, it would be conceived
as limited, or finite, in the substance, which is absurd. And so we have now seen that
if any infinite mode of a substance could not be conceived as infinitely divisible, con-
ception of any other modes of the substance in abstraction would be to that extent
impossible; that is, conception of its own indefinitely many properties as they are in
themselves would be impossible, and conception of the infinity of finite modes of the
substance as they are in themselves would also be impossible. Therefore, insofar as a
substance can be conceived inadequately through its modes, each infinite mode in the
substance can be conceived as infinitely divisible.

Likewise, each finite mode can also be conceived as infinitely divisible; for if one
could not be conceived as infinitely divisible, the infinite modes of which it is part
could to that extent also not be conceived as infinitely divisible, and moreover concep-
tion of the mode’s indefinitely many properties in abstraction as they are in themselves
would be impossible.

Therefore, insofar as a substance can be conceived inadequately, every mode of the
substance, both infinite and finite, can be conceived as infinitely divisible (E2L7S,

Ep32). Therefore,

¢ “The absolute is known in two aspects: first, as qualified by limiting conditions due to the diverse gener-
ation of names and forms, and second, as the opposite, that is, as free of all limiting conditions whatever.
There are many texts that show these aspects of the absolute as making the difference between the ob-
jects of ignorance and the objects of knowledge.” Shankara, Commentary on the Brahma Scriptures, 1.1.11.
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In regard to the parts in nature, we maintain that division never takes place in
substance, but always and only in the modes of substance. Therefore, when I
divide for example water, I divide a mode of substance, and not substance itself,
which although variously modified, is always the same. (KV1.2.21)

Note 4, Proposition 2.0

Modes are not really distinct one from the other, but are instead modally distinct
properties of the same essence or thing, which can be conceived as distinct things in
abstraction only insofar as their substance, or adequate cause, is not conceived ade-
quately insofar as it is simple and perfect. Therefore, by that which is conceived as
dividing modes, or wholes, into parts, that is, by division itself, I understand nothing
real, but negation of what is real, or in other words, not substance, or being, but ne-
gation of substance.

Determination does not pertain to a thing according to its being, but on the
contrary, according to its non-being. Therefore, determination is negation.

(Ep50)

Therefore Spinoza calls modes of division “entities of reason” (see 6.2) and “entities of
imagination” (see 6.1); “for if anyone looks outside his intellect for what is meant by
these words, he will find nothing” (CM1.1). For a mode of reality exists and is what
it is insofar as it explains reality, and it is determinate insofar as it explains nothing,
that is, insofar as it does not adequately explain reality.”

Note therefore that in the quotation above from Letter 50 Spinoza is using the term
“determination” only in the sense of “limitation” or division of the things in nature.
Elsewhere, he frequently says that God determines all things; but he does not mean
God negates all things and means instead that God causes all things and thereby causes
each thing both insofar as it explains reality and insofar as it is limited by other things
and does not explain reality. I will explain throughout the rest of this treatise how we

7 “What makes the infinite different from the finite is something real and positive; but the limitation which
makes the finite different from the infinite is non-being or the negation of being.” Descartes, Letter to Hy-
peraspistes, August 1641.
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distinguish determinate things, not by actively negating other things, which is absurd
(1.3), but by passively not conceiving the other things.8

Note 5, Proposition 2.0

I explained in Proposition 1.2 that a finite number of properties follow from the es-
sence of a mode of substance; for a mode cannot be the cause of every property in its
substance, since it cannot be the cause of itself or the cause of any prior modes from
which it follows as a property. But now I say that a mode can be conceived as infinitely
divisible, or divisible “to infinity” (Ep12). This may seem paradoxical but doesn’t ac-
tually imply a contradiction; for we should not confuse “that which is called infinite
because it is unlimited with that whose parts cannot be equated with or explained by
any number, though the maximums and minimums of the whole might be known”
(Ep12).

If infinity were inferred from the multitude of parts, it would be impossible for
us to conceive a greater multitude of parts... But this is absurd; for in [a given
area] we conceive twice as many parts as in half the area; yet the number of parts
assignable in both half the area and the whole area exceeds any definite number.

(Ep81)

Therefore, Spinoza calls such a number not infinite but indefinite. And so too, the
number of parts in a mode is rightly called indefinite (AT VII 112). For the number
of parts in an actual, existing mode, for example a certain sphere, must be some actual
finite number, and the number of parts in each part must also be a finite number, and
so on. For if a thing actually were infinitely divided, so that there was nothing left to
divide further, it would then be nothing but division itself (E1D2); that is, it would
be nothing (E1P15S), which is absurd. Therefore, however the sphere might be con-
ceived as divided, through whatever conceivable modes of division, or “entities of

8 “A limitation is merely a negation or denial of any further perfection, and such a negation does not pro-
ceed from a cause, though the thing itself which is so limited does.“ Descartes, Second Set of Replies.

“That by which a thing is said to be determined to any action, is necessarily something positive, as is self-
evident.” Spinoza, E1P26D.

“Hence it happens that we also imagine as if they were beings all those modes the mind uses for negating,
such as blindness, extremity or limit, boundary, darkness, etc.” Spinoza, Metaphysical Thoughts, 1.1.
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reason” or “entities of imagination”, the number of its parts must always be finite. And
thus, though the number of parts in a mode must be finite, each mode is infinitely
divisible. I will explain what numbers are and how we conceive them in Chapter Six.?

Note 6, Proposition 2.0

So we have seen that insofar as a substance is conceived adequately as it is in itself, it
must be conceived as indivisible, but also that insofar as the substance is conceived
inadequately through its modes, each mode can be conceived as infinitely divisible.
Under Propositions 2.2 and 2.3, I will explain more particularly how we conceive the
infinite modes and finite modes of a substance in abstraction as distinct entities; but
first, I will explain how we conceive the attributes of substance as distinct entities.

Proposition 2.1

An attribute cannot be conceived as a distinct entity in relation to God (E1P10S,
E1P12D).

Demonstration: An attribute and God cannot be conceived as different parts of a
whole, because if they could, the whole would have to be something other than God,
in which God and the attribute would both exist, which is absurd, because there can-
not be anything other than God, or absolutely infinite substance, which is in itself.
Furthermore, an attribute cannot be conceived as a part of God; for if it were, God
would then be conceived as a whole divided into attributes, which too is absurd, since
God cannot be conceived as divisible (2.0). Lastly, God and an attribute cannot be
conceived as having nothing in common, because God cannot be conceived in relation
to another (1Def5), and moreover, because insofar as it is in itself, an attribute is iden-
tical with God and therefore has itself in common with God (1.1). Therefore, an at-
tribute cannot be conceived as distinct in relation to God; that is, if an attribute is
conceived in relation to God, God alone is conceived, in relation to no other, and the
infinity of attributes are conceived, or understood, “all at once” but indistinctly in

God.

 “Number, in things themselves, arises from the distinction between them.” Descartes, Principles, 1.60.
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Corollary 1, Proposition 2.1

An attribute can be conceived as distinct, that is, as really distinct, in relation to an-
other attribute (E1P4, E1Ax5, E1P10S).

Demonstration: An attribute is defined as that which is in itself and is conceived
through itself in relation to another. Therefore, an attribute and another attribute must
each be conceived through themselves and as having nothing in common; that is, they
must be conceived as really distinct one from the other (Ep4, E1P2; but see 5.1N2).

Corollary 2, Proposition 2.1

An attribute can be conceived as distinct neither in relation to one other attribute nor
in relation to any other definite number of other attributes; that is, it can be conceived
as distinct only in relation to all the other attributes.

Demonstration 1: Each attribute is conceived through itself, that is, not through any
other (E1P10); for a thing cannot be conceived through that with which it has nothing
in common (E1Ax5). Therefore an attribute that is conceived as distinct must be con-
ceived distinctly not from one, two, or three other attributes, but from all the other
attributes.

Demonstration 2: If an attribute could be conceived as distinct in relation to a defi-
nite number of other attributes, it would then not be necessary that however many
attributes might be conceived, yet another must be conceived as existing in relation to
them. But this is absurd; for we have seen that God, or being, necessarily consists in
every conceivable attribute, and we have seen that whatever attribute might be con-
ceived must be conceived as the cause of itself, and therefore must be conceived as
existing.

Note 1, Proposition 2.1
Therefore an attribute can be conceived as really distinct from the other attributes, but

cannot be conceived as distinct from God, or reality. But to say that an attribute is
conceived not in relation to God, but in relation to the other attributes, is not to say
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that conception of the attribute does not involve conception of God, but instead, that
conception of it does not involve conception of God insofar as God is considered as
absolutely infinite, i.e. as “consisting in infinite attributes” (E1P10S). For insofar as
an attribute is in itself and is in God it is identical with God, and hence conception of
the attribute is in that respect the same thing as conception of God.

Note 2, Proposition 2.1

An attribute is that which is in God but is not explained by the essence of the other
attributes. Each part of that which is constituted by the other attributes, that is, each
other attribute, exists in itself and must be conceived through itself. Therefore, the
other attributes do not constitute one distinct entity, but rather, a totality of distinct
entities, each conceived through itself in relation to the others, each infinite and indi-
visible, and each identical with the essence of substance insofar as it is in itself.

As I'll explain further in the next chapter, the substance thought is the attribute of
God that we conceive through itself in relation to the other attributes, and extension
is all the other attributes, which we perceive in relation to thought, so that we conceive
our minds through thought and perceive bodies in extension. This differs somewhat
from the way Spinoza explains the attributes and extension; for he says that thought
and extension are both attributes of God, and that there are also indefinitely many
other attributes “unknown to us” (Ep65). But again, I will explain this much more
adequately throughout the rest of this book and especially in Chapter Three.

Note 3, Proposition 2.1

I mentioned in 1.1N3 that Spinoza adapted the term ‘attribute’ from Descartes’ ex-
planation that, “To each substance there belongs one principal attribute; in the case of
mind, this is thought, and in the case of body it is extension” (AT VIII 25). Note that
this use of the term ‘divine attribute’ in reference to a substance that is conceived in
relation to another is only accidentally related in this way to the traditional term ‘di-
vine attribute’, which refers to divine properties (CM1.3), or infinite modes of God,
and often to names for God considered as modes, such as, for example, “unity, eter-
nity, necessity, understanding, will, life, omnipotence” (CM2.11). This can be con-
fusing, because Spinoza uses this term in the traditional way frequently in Mezaphysical
Thoughts, and sometimes in Short Treatise, and a few times in Ethics. Note therefore
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that Spinoza is referring to traditional divine attributes, or infinite modes of God,
when he explains in CM2.5, “We can clearly conclude that all the distinctions we
make between the attributes of God are nothing but distinctions of reason, and that
they are not really distinct from one another.” I will explain this kind of modal dis-
tinction under the next proposition.

Proposition 2.2

An infinite mode cannot be conceived as a distinct entity in relation to its substance,
that is, in relation to its attribute or in relation to God.

Demonstration: An infinite mode and its substance cannot be conceived as different
parts of a whole, because if they could the whole would have to be something other
than the substance, in which it and the mode would exist; but this is absurd, because
the mode is in its substance, and the substance is in itself. Further, an infinite mode
cannot be conceived as a part of its substance, because a substance cannot be conceived
as divided into parts (2.0). Lastly, an infinite mode cannot be conceived as having
nothing in common with either its attribute or God; for a mode exists in and is con-
ceived through its attribute and God; that is, it has itself in common with its attribute
and God (E1P15). Therefore, an infinite mode conceived in relation either to its at-
tribute or to God cannot be conceived as distinct; that is, the substance alone is con-
ceived, and the infinity of infinite modes in the substance are thereby conceived, or
understood, all at once in the substance but indistinctly.

Corollary, Proposition 2.2

An infinite mode can be conceived as a distinct entity, that is, as modally distinct, only
in abstraction, or in other words, in relation to the other infinite modes (E1P4, E1D2,

CM2.5).

Demonstration: Substance generates in itself an infinity of modes, both infinite and
finite. Therefore, an infinite mode might be conceived as a part of the infinity of modes
in its substance or as a part of the infinity of infinite modes in its substance (2.0C2).
Furthermore, each infinite mode generates in itself an indefinite number of posterior
infinite modes (1.3); and thus, an infinite mode might be conceived as a part of a prior
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infinite mode, in which it exists and is conceived and generated. Therefore, an infinite
mode can be conceived as distinct in relation to the infinity of infinite modes or in
relation to another infinite mode or some other infinite modes; that is to say, it can be
conceived as distinct only in relation to the other infinite modes.

Note 1, Proposition 2.2

In his second demonstration of the indivisibility of substance (E1P13S), Spinoza says,
“a part of substance can mean only finite substance”, which obviously denies that an
infinite thing can be called a part of anything. But he acknowledges elsewhere that
there are in substance not one but numerous infinite modes (E1P21-23, E1A, Ep64,
Ep83). Moreover, we have seen abundantly that modes, or the parts of the whole of
nature, are not really distinct, but are only modally distinct explanations of the same
essence or thing, as for example, the infinite property of substance, ‘that substance
exists necessarily’, is a modally distinct explanation of substance, of which other infi-
nite properties, such as ‘that substance exists always’ and ‘that substance cannot be
destroyed’, are parts, or partial explanations (see 6Def3). Therefore, I attribute Spi-
noza’s assertion that a part of something must necessarily be finite to his eagerness to
demonstrate that substance cannot be divided.

Note 2, Proposition 2.2

An infinite mode can be conceived as a distinct entity in abstraction, that is, in relation
to the other infinite modes or in relation to some other infinite modes. Therefore, an
infinite mode that is conceived as a distinct entity is thereby conceived as belonging to
a particular genus, such as the genus ‘infinite mode’ or another, more particular genus
of infinite modes; for as I have said, I understand a thing to belong to a particular
genus insofar as it can be explained in relation to another or others in the genus. For
example, in Metaphysical Thoughts Spinoza mentions the traditional division of “divine
attributes” (2.1N3), or infinite divine properties, into the genus ‘communicable’,
which includes properties possessed both by God and by man, and the genus ‘incom-
municable’, which includes properties possessed only by God; and he also proposes his
own division of divine properties into “God’s attributes that explain his essence in
action, and others, unconcerned with action, that explain his manner of existing”
(CM2.11). But the infinite modes can also be divided into genera in indefinitely many
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other ways. For example, each of Parts 1 to 5 in Ethics is a genus of the principles of
reason, or infinite modes of thought, it demonstrates and explains, as for example Part
1 contains principles ‘Concerning God’ and Part 2 contains principles concerning
“The Nature and Origin of the Mind’; and scholars have often noted subdivisions of
the principles, or propositions, in each part into lesser genera. And in the same way,
each chapter in this book is a genus of the principles it explains; and each chapter is
subdivided into lesser genera containing propositions that explain God, divine attrib-
utes, infinite modes, and finite modes.

Proposition 2.3

A finite mode cannot be conceived as a distinct entity in relation to its substance, that
is, in relation to its attribute or in relation to God.

Demonstration: This demonstration proceeds in the same way as the previous demon-
stration concerning infinite modes. For a finite mode and its substance cannot be con-
ceived as different parts of a whole, because if they could the whole would have to be
something other than the substance, in which it and the mode would exist, which is
absurd, since the mode is in its substance, and the substance is in itself. And further-
more, the mode cannot be conceived as a part of its substance, because a substance
cannot be conceived as divided into parts. And lastly, the mode cannot be conceived
as having nothing in common with either its attribute or God, because the mode exists
in and is conceived through its attribute and God, and therefore, has itself in common
with its attribute and God. Therefore, a finite mode conceived in relation to either its
attribute or God cannot be conceived as distinct; that is, the substance alone is con-
ceived, and its infinity of finite modes are thereby conceived, or understood, all at once
in the substance but indistinctly.

Corollary, Proposition 2.3

A finite mode can be conceived as a distinct entity, that is, as modally distinct, only in
abstraction, or in other words, in relation to its world, or the other finite modes (E1P4,
E1P28).
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Demonstration: A finite mode and the other finite modes can be conceived as differ-
ent parts of a whole, but not if the whole is conceived to be a substance, that is, only
if the whole is conceived to be a mode. Therefore, a finite mode can be conceived as
distinct in relation to its world, or the other finite modes, or in relation to a part of its
world, or some of the other finite modes, insofar as they and it can be conceived as
parts of greater modes.

Furthermore, a finite mode can also be conceived as a part of the infinity of modes,
or as a finite part of the infinity of infinite modes; and therefore, it can be conceived
distinctly in relation to the infinity of modes or the infinity of infinite modes. But note
that if the mode is conceived as a part of the infinity of modes or as a part of the
infinite modes, it is thereby conceived, on the one hand, distinctly in relation to the
other finite parts insofar as the properties of its essence are not properties of their es-
sence, but also, on the other hand, as having something in common with the other
finite parts, inasmuch as the infinite modes, or infinite properties, of its substance are
present in every mode in the substance and thus constitute “the same” (E3Praef) “com-
mon properties” of every mode, as for example, it is a common property of every mode
in God, or substance, “that they are in God and are so dependent on him that they
can neither be nor be conceived without him” (E1A). Therefore, a finite mode is dis-
tinguished from the other finite modes in its substance insofar as it is conceived in
relation to them; but insofar as it is conceived as sharing the essence and properties of
the infinite modes with every mode in the substance, it is to that extent not distin-
guished from the other finite modes.

Note 1, Proposition 2.3

Therefore, we have seen how both infinite and finite modes can be distinctly conceived
only in abstraction from their substance, in relation to other modes. In Metaphysical
Thoughts, Spinoza repeats Descartes’ explanation of modal distinctions (AT VIII 29),
“Modal distinction is shown in two ways, that between a mode of a substance and the
substance itself, and that between two modes of the same substance” (CM2.5). But we
have seen that the difference between a substance and a particular mode of the sub-
stance cannot be distinctly conceived; that is, insofar as the substance is conceived
adequately, the mode cannot be conceived distinctly and the substance alone is con-
ceived as infinite and indivisible. This is especially important to note when Spinoza
explains the distinction between “Nature naturing”, or substance in itself, and "Nature
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natured”, or the totality, or “universe” (Ep32), of dependent modes in the substance
(E1P29S). For the modes can be distinguished only in relation to each other.

Note 2, Proposition 2.3

I explained in 2.2N2 how an infinite mode that is conceived as a distinct entity is
thereby conceived as belonging to a particular genus; and in the same way, a finite
mode conceived as a distinct entity is thereby also conceived as belonging to a partic-
ular genus. A man, for example, can be conceived as distinct in relation to his world,
and inasmuch as he is thereby conceived in relation to the other finite mode, or other
modes (2.0C2), besides himself, he is thereby conceived as belonging to the genus
‘finite mode’, or ‘individual thing’ (E2D7, E2P40S1). And likewise, through more
particular modal distinctions, the man can be conceived in relation to other men, or
other animals, and so on; and he is thereby conceived as belonging to the finite genera
‘man’, ‘animal’, and so forth. Or again, he can be conceived in relation to other men
or other things of his nationality, or to others of his age, family, occupation, and so
forth, and he is thereby conceived as belonging to their genera. For as we have seen,
each finite mode exists in an indefinite number of greater modes of which it is part,
and each of these greater modes can be conceived as divided in an indefinite number
of ways. Therefore, a finite mode can be conceived in abstraction, or distinguished in
relation to the other finite modes, in indefinitely many ways, and thereby as belonging
to an indefinite number of genera.

Note therefore that each finite genus in a substance can be conceived as infinitely
divisible like any mode in the substance (2.0C2). For we have seen that, for example,
the finite genus ‘terrestrial’ can be conceived as belonging to the infinite genus ‘indi-
vidual thing’, and we can see likewise that ‘animal’ can be conceived as belonging to
‘terrestrial’, and ‘human’ can be conceived as belonging to ‘animal’, and ‘Gary Sugar’
can be conceived as belonging to ‘human’; and in the same way, we can likewise see
that I can be conceived as the genus of any of my parts, which in turn can be conceived
as the genera of their parts, and so on. I will explain this further in the next chapter,
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and I'll explain more particularly how we conceive finite general ideas, and their ade-
quacy or inadequacy, in Chapter Six.10

Note 3, Proposition 2.3

In the second axiom following Lemma 3 of his “brief preface concerning the nature of
bodies” (E2), Spinoza explains,

So far we have been discussing only the simplest bodies... We will now turn to
composite bodies.

This should not be taken as asserting the existence of atoms, or indivisible finite modes,
but only as acknowledging that, so far, Spinoza had been considering finite modes in
abstraction, as though they were simple, to simplify his illustrations, but that now he
would explain these modes more adequately, insofar as they are divisible, or “compo-
site” (see 5.2N4).11

For a mode can be conceived in abstraction as one, insofar as it is in itself and is
conceived distinctly from the other modes; and it can also be conceived somewhat less
inadequately as both one, insofar as it is in itself, and many, insofar as it is composed
of, or can be divided into, its modifications, or parts, as for example I can conceive my
body as a whole and simultaneously as divisible into parts.

Note that not only bodies, but ideas as well can be conceived as infinitely divisible;
for we have seen how they are divisible into infinite principles of reason and their
genera and into finite ideas and their genera. Descartes perhaps didn’t consider this or,

10 “An impression is of a thing which is both a universal and a particular, but it is determined mainly by the
particular aspect ... Even where one wishes only to determine a universal, whether for instance this is a cow
or a horse, inasmuch as one alternative is discarded and the other is settled on, the main thing is determi-
nation of which particular universal it is. In this way, everything is both a universal and a particular in
relation to other things.” Shankara, Commentary on the Yoga Scriptures, 1.7.
11 “The existence of atoms, or parts of matter which have extension and yet are indivisible, involves a con-
tradiction, because it is impossible to have the idea of an extended thing without also having the idea of
half of it, or a third of it, and so conceiving it as being divisible by two or three.” Descartes, Letter to Gibieuf,
January 1642.

“All composition arises from these three kinds of distinction ... real, modal, and rational.” Metaphysical
Thoughts, 1.5.
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more likely, didn’t consider his mind an idea or his ideas parts of his mind; for he says
in Meditation Six,

There is a great difference between the mind and the body, inasmuch as the
body is by its very nature always divisible, while the mind is utterly indivisible.
For when I consider the mind, or myself insofar as I am merely a thinking thing,
I am unable to distinguish any parts within myself; I understand myself to be
something quite single and complete.

But he did note in Meditation Three, “I have various thoughts which I can count”, and
in Principles he explains the division of ideas into genera and species. It’s hard to be
sure why he didn’t consider the multiplicity and divisibility of the ideas in his mind as
demonstrating its divisibility; but I think he was likely considering his mind as only
the simple power of conception, or his inmost awareness. I will explain more particu-
larly throughout the rest of this book how we conceive our minds inadequately in
abstraction as divisible into parts, but also adequately and concretely as simple and
indivisible awareness.

Note 4, Proposition 2.3

In E1P21-22 Spinoza demonstrates that every mode that follows “from the absolute
nature” of a substance or an infinite mode must in turn “exist necessarily and as infi-
nite”. Yet this should not be understood as showing that nothing finite can follow, but
only as showing that no particular finite thing can follow from an infinite thing by
itself, that is, that an infinity of finite things must instead follow together as “one
infinite individual” (E2L7S). For the properties of a thing are modes of the thing, that
is, they are in it (E1D5); and therefore, to say that nothing finite can follow from a
thing that is infinite would be to say that an infinite thing contained nothing finite,
which is absurd (E1D2, 1.2-3). Therefore, an infinity of finite modes, together with
their order and connection, follow necessarily from the essence of substance inasmuch
as that which is not impossible is necessary, or in other words, inasmuch as no other
order can be conceived in reality (1.2C3D2, E1P33). For each finite mode follows
from an indefinite number of greater modes; that is, it is a part, or property, of a greater
mode, and a part of a part of a still greater mode, and so on. Conversely, each mode
generates, or causes and determines, an indefinite number of lesser modes, or parts of
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itself; and each of these natural parts, or properties, both partly causes and partly de-
termines or limits each of the other parts, inasmuch as its own essence is a part of their
adequate cause which expresses and thereby determines that which none of them can
be (see 6.2N3) and, also, that which none of them can either absolutely exclude or
exclude in that particular mode (E3P5, 2.0N4). Furthermore, each mode also partly
causes and partly determines its accidents, or accidental parts, and thereby partly causes
and determines its world’s accidental parts (1.3C); and each mode also partly causes
and determines the essence of its world and, thereby, the properties of its world, insofar
as it is a part of their cause which determines that which none of them can either be
or exclude.

Therefore it follows that each body [each thing], insofar as it exists as modified
in a definite way, must be considered as a part of the whole universe, which
therefore must agree with the whole and cohere with the other parts. (Ep32)

For we have seen that,

A particular finite mode cannot exist or be determined to act unless it is deter-
mined to exist and act by a cause which is likewise finite and determinate, and
this cause cannot exist or be determined to act unless it is determined by another
cause which is also finite and determinate, and so on to infinity. (E1P28)

For example, it is a property of reality, or an essential part of the whole of nature, that
I am sitting here now writing this book. However, it is not a property of my own
individual essence that I am writing this book, because writing this book does not
follow solely from my own essence, but follows instead from my essence in conjunc-
tion with the essences of, for example, the editions of Spinoza’s Ethics and the criticism
of his Ethics 1 have read, and the leisure I've found for reading and writing, and the
schooling and guidance I received as a child, and so on. Therefore, though my writing
this book is a property of reality, it is nevertheless an accident of my own individual
essence on the one hand and, likewise, an accident of my world’s essence on the other
hand, since my writing this book is part of the intersection of me and my world
(1.3N2). In other words, it is a property of my essence that if everything else in nature
was as it is, I would be writing this book, but that if certain things were different, I
would not be writing this book; and conversely, it is a property of my world that it
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could not exist as it is if I were not writing this book or if I were in any other way
different than I am. So in this way, I and my modifications are partly determined,
through the infinite series of finite causes, by everything else in reality; and likewise,
each other finite thing in reality is partly determined by me and also by everything else
in reality, to infinity.

Finally, to say that a mode is conceived, not in relation to its substance, but in
relation to another mode, is not to say that conception of the modes does not involve
conception of the substance, but rather, that insofar as the modes are conceived dis-
tinctly in relation to one another, the substance in which they exist is not conceived
adequately insofar as it is infinite, indivisible, simple, and perfect, but only inade-
quately, insofar as its essence can be explained by the modes in question (E2P11C).
Yet, as I'll explain further throughout this treatise, it is impossible to conceive these
modes as existing in only this way, because existence itself is the essence of God; and
therefore, in that respect, “Every idea of a body or any particular thing actually existing
necessarily involves the eternal and infinite essence of God” (E2P45); and hence we
necessarily conceive particular things “as actually existing in two ways”, both insofar
as we conceive them inadequately as they are in themselves and insofar as we conceive
them adequately as they are in God (E5P29S). For God, or reality, is not an external
cause of its modes, but their substance (E1P18); and the modes of substance are not
really distinct one from the other, but are instead distinct properties, or modally dis-
tinct explanations, of that which is conceived truly and adequately as absolutely infi-
nite and absolutely simple being.12

12“This one is Brahmana, it is Indra, it is Prajapati; it is all these gods. It is the five great elements, the earth,
wind, ether, water, and light. It is both these great things and those small things intricately mixed from
origins of various kinds, those born from an egg, those born from a womb, those born from excretions,
those born from a sprout; horses, cows, humans, and elephants, and everything else there is, both every-
thing that breathes and moves or flies and everything that does not move.” Aitareya Upanishad, 3.5.3.

“Combine things whole and not whole, what is drawn together and drawn apart, in harmony and discord,
the one, the all, all from the one.” Heraclitus, frag. 10.
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Chapter I1I: Mind and Body

In E1P17S, Spinoza explains his understanding of God’s power of intellect, but ten-
tatively.

If intellect pertains to the divine nature, it cannot ... be posterior to or simulta-
neous with the objects of its understanding, since God is intellectually prior to
all things. On the contrary, the truth and essence of things is what it is because
it exists as such in the intellect of God as an object of his understanding. There-
fore God’s intellect, insofar as it is conceived as constituting his essence, is in
fact the prior cause of all things, both of their essence and of their existence.
This seems to have been recognized by those who asserted that God’s intellect
and God’s power are one and the same.!

In this chapter I will develop this view and show that it is correct; and from this I will
deduce the nature and origin of the conception of ideas in minds and perception of
quantity, or dimensions, in bodies, so that we can better understand “the union of a
man’s mind and body” (E2P13S) and “the union of the mind with the whole of na-
ture” (TIE13).

Note first, however, that the “intellect of God” that Spinoza explains in this quo-
tation from E1P17S is not the “infinite intellect” he considers later in E1P31, which
explains, not an absolutely independent and active, “creating” intellect, but a depend-
ent, or passive, “created” intellect, namely an infinite “mode of thought” (see 3.2). For
as we have seen, and as Spinoza emphasizes (E2P5-7), although each mode of thought
is the cause of other modes of thought, there cannot be a mode of thought that is “the
prior cause of all things”; not only because a mode cannot be the cause of itself
(E1P24), but moreover because a mode of thought cannot be the cause of any mode
of extension, or body (1.2C2):

1T acknowledge that this quotation seems more ambiguous in its context, which is confused (see 5.0N2 and
5.2N4). Note that Spinoza wrote similarly but unambiguously in Metaphysical Thoughts: “We clearly and
distinctly perceive that God’s intellect, and his power and will, by which he has created, understands, and
preserves, or loves, created things, are not distinguished from one another in any way, except in regard to
our thought.” CM 2.8.
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The actual being of things, which are not modes of thought, does not follow
from the nature of God by reason of his having prior knowledge of them [in
thought]. Rather, the things that are the objects of ideas follow from their own
attributes in the same way, and by the same necessity, as ideas follow from

thought. (E2P6C)

Therefore, the divine intellect, or intellect of God, that Spinoza explains in E1P17S
cannot be a mode of thought, or even thought in itself. And indeed, as I will demon-
strate in this chapter, an intellect that “is in fact the cause of all things, both of their
essence and of their existence”, can only be, as Spinoza says, an intellect that is identical
with the essence, or power (E1P34), of God, or reality. In other words, just as God “is
the cause of things as they are in themselves insofar as he consists in infinite attributes”
(E2P7S), God’s intellect likewise conceives things as they are in themselves insofar as
it consists in infinite attributes. Therefore, I will demonstrate in this chapter that just
as “God’s intellect and God’s power are one and the same”, God’s conception of things
and God’s creation of things are also one and the same.

Definitions

1. By activity I mean expression of power. By passivity I mean privation, or negation,
of power.

Explanation: By power I mean that through which a cause produces its effect
(E1Ax3). But God is the sole cause and the effect. Therefore, the power of God, by
which God exists and acts, “is his essence” (E1P34), which as we have seen, is existence
(1.0D4); and hence, the cause, the power, and the effect are the same thing. Therefore
nothing exists in nature, or reality, except absolutely infinite activity (E1P30), or in
other words, absolutely infinite and active power.

2. By the essence of a thing, or that which explains the thing, I understand its activity
or power, or in other words, that which is positive in a certain relation, whether simple,
compound, or complex, of activity to passivity, which if given or affirmed the thing is
given or affirmed, and which if negated or denied the thing is negated or denied (KV
A2).
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Explanation: Nothing exists except activity, and passivity is really nothing. There-
fore a thing’s activity is what the thing is, and its passivity is what it’s not. Therefore a
thing’s activity is that which if given or affirmed, the thing is given or affirmed, and
which if negated or denied the thing is negated or denied. Therefore (1Defl) a thing’s
activity and its essence are the same thing.2

3. By conception I mean the activity of explaining a thing (E1Ax4, E2D3).
Explanation: By conception of a thing I mean the activity of creating an explana-

tion of it, or in other words, the activity of causing an adequate or inadequate expla-
nation of the thing’s essence to exist (KV1.1Adn, CM2.12).

4. By perception I mean conception insofar as it involves absolute passivity in relation
to a thing that is perceived (E2D3Ex).

Explanation: For example, as I'll show in this chapter, we conceive ideas and per-
ceive bodies.

But by perception I do not mean passivity itself in respect to causing an explanation
to exist, because passivity, or privation of power, “is in itself nothing” (Ep21), whereas
perception is something positive, which clearly affirms the existence of something,
such as a body (E2Ax4, AT VII 80). Therefore by perception I understand conception
insofar as it involves absolute passivity in relation to a thing that is perceived (E1P2-
3, E3P2). I will explain conception and perception much further with many examples
throughout this chapter and throughout the rest of this book.

Note: I have defined these terms ‘conception’ and ‘perception’ in agreement with
Spinoza’s definitions in E2D3, “By an idea I understand a conception of the mind
which the mind forms because it is a thinking thing”, and, “The term ‘perception’
seems to imply that the mind is passive in relation to its object; whereas ‘conception’
seems to express an activity of the mind”. But Spinoza’s usage is inconsistent. In
E2P12-13, for example, he follows his definition correctly: “The mind perceives what-
ever happens in the object of its perception ... which is the human body, or a particular
mode of extension, and nothing else.” But in E2P20-23 he contradicts this explana-
tion, now claiming that the mind also perceives itself, that is, that the object of a mind’s
perception might also be the mind itself, or “one and the same thing, conceived

2 “Whatever exists expresses the nature, or essence, of God in a definite and determinate way; that is, what-

ever exists expresses the power of God in a definite and determinate way.” Spinoza, E1P36D.
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through one and the same attribute, namely, through thought” (E2P21C). But by the
definitions in E2D3, a mind, or idea, that is the object of its own perception would
be “a conception of the mind which the mind forms ... by an activity of the mind ...
in relation to which the mind is passive”, which is absurd. Therefore I do not claim
consistency with Spinoza’s usage throughout Etbics but only with the definitions he
gives.

5. By an intellect I mean anything that has the power of conception. By a thing I mean
whatever can be conceived.

6. By a mind I mean an intellect conceived in thought (E2D3).

Explanation: I do not call God’s absolutely infinite intellect a mind, nor do I call
thought in itself a mind; for by a mind I mean a mode of thought, or mode of thinking
substance.

Spinoza makes no distinction between an intellect and soul or spirit, or in respect
to modes of thought, between a mind and soul.? Yet he often does distinguish “be-
tween the intellect and the imagination” (E1P15S); but as we will see, by these terms
he distinguishes the understanding, or intellect in itself, from the intellect considered
insofar as it is affected, or modified, by external causes. I will explain that distinction
in Chapters Five and Six.

7. By an object I mean a thing that is related to an intellect, whether by conception or
by perception, considered insofar as it can be conceived as passive in relation to the
intellect.

Explanation: Using the same word for objects of conception, such as ideas, and
objects of perception, such as bodies, can be confusing; but Spinoza and other philos-
ophers use this term both ways so frequently, I don’t think there’s an alternative to
retaining this usage.

8. By an idea I mean that which is conceived in thought, that is, a mind, or anything
conceived by a mind, or an object conceived by thinking (E2D3).

3 “For I consider the mind not as a part of the soul, but as the thinking soul in its entirety.” Descartes,
Fifth Set of Replies.
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Explanation: Therefore, by our ideas, or “thoughts”, I mean not only our reasoning
or opinions, nor only “a dialogue of the soul with itself”,4 as popular usage often seems
to imply, but as Descartes explains, “everything that is in our mind when we conceive
something” (AT III 392), “so that we are immediately aware of it ... including, for

. . . . . . »
example, all the operations of the will, the intellect, the imagination, and the senses

(AT VII 160).

9. By a body I mean that which is perceived by a mind, or the object of a mind’s
perception (E2P13).

Explanation: By a body I do not mean extension, but a mode of extension or ex-
tended substance (E1P15S).

We often distinguish mind from body as we distinguish the activity in one’s head,
which seems to contain most of the imagination, from the activity in one’s trunk and
limbs, or in other words, as we distinguish the activity of a scholar from the activity of
an athlete. Similarly, we sometimes distinguish mind from body as we distinguish the
activity of the brain, nerves, and so forth from the activity of the bones, flesh, and so
forth. And as I showed with the examples from Plato and Aristotle in 1.1N3, we often
distinguish mind from body as we distinguish the activity of the intellect, or under-
standing, from the activity of the imagination, or senses and feelings.

Yet these various modal distinctions are not the same as Spinoza’s and Descartes’
“real distinction” between the mind and body (2Def1-2). For Spinoza and Descartes
distinguish mind from body as they distinguish thought from extension; and hence,
by the human mind they mean something that cannot be explained as a thing ex-
tended, but only as a thing conceived, that is to say, a thinking, non-extended thing;
whereas by a body they mean something perceived as extended, or having dimensions,

such as length, width, and depth (AT VII 78).

10. By quantity I mean that which an intellect conceives as constituting the essence of
an object of perception; and by a dimension I mean a measure or determination of

quantity (TTE108, Ep12).5

4 Plato, Theaetetus, 189e.

> “By a dimension I mean simply a mode in respect of which some object is considered to be measurable,
[such as] length, width, and depth.” Rules for Direction of the Mind, Rule 14.
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Explanation: As I'll explain in this chapter, an intellect is absolutely passive in rela-
tion to an object of its perception and cannot conceive it except as an absolute limit to
its conception, which we call quantity, or size. I will also explain in Chapter Six how
we perceive quantity and dimensions in distinct individual finite bodies, in agreement
with Descartes” explanation of matter as quantity.6

11. By motion I mean the activity of a body, and by rest, the passivity of a body.

Explanation: As I explained in Definition 2, by the essence of a thing I understand
its activity, or that which is positive in a certain relation of activity to passivity, which
if given the thing is given, and which if negated the thing is negated. For as we have
seen, nothing really exists in nature except absolutely infinite activity.

Therefore, the human body is nothing else than a particular proportion of mo-
tion and rest; and the objective essence [idea] of this existing proportion, which
is in the thinking attribute, this I say is the soul of the body. (KV A2)

Furthermore, we have also seen that “division never takes place in substance, but al-
ways in the modes of substance” (KV1.2.21); and therefore, we can see that “bodies
are distinguished from one another, not in respect to substance, but in respect to mo-
tion and rest, or quickness and slowness” (E2L1).7

Note: Descartes and Spinoza often use the terms ‘motion’ and ‘rest’ in a different
way (KV 2.19Adn). By motion they mean not the essence or activity of a body, but
the “local motion” (PPC2D8) or change of place of a body in relation to another
body (1.3N3); and by rest they mean the local motion of a body “regarded as at rest”
in relation to another body.

If we wished to characterize motion strictly in terms of its own nature, without
reference to anything else, then in the case of two contiguous bodies being

6 “I recognize no matter in corporeal things apart from that which the geometers call quantity and take as
the object of their demonstrations, i.e. that to which every kind of shape and motion is applicable.” Des-
cartes, Principles, 2.64.
7 “Parmenides posits two principles, calling them the hot and the cold, and of these he relates the hot with
being, and the cold with non-being.” Aristotle, Metaphysics, 1, 5.

“If the rest increases and the motion decreases, the pain or sorrow we call cold is thereby produced; and
conversely, if motion increases, then the pain we call heat is produced.” Spinoza, KV A2.
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transferred in opposite directions, and thus separated, we should say there was
just as much motion in the one body as in the other. But this would clash too
much with our ordinary way of speaking. For we are used to standing on the

earth and regarding it as at rest. (AT VIII 54)

But in this book I mean by the term ‘motion’ the activity of a body, and by ‘rest’
absolute passivity, or negation of motion.

12. By space I mean that which a mind conceives as dividing bodies.

Explanation: That which is conceived as dividing bodies is really nothing (2.0N4)
considered as dividing the quantities, or sizes, of particular modes, or properties, of
extension from one another. Therefore space and the things that are conceived in
space, such as points, lines, and surfaces, as well as spaces defined by three or more
dimensions, are not real, concrete things, but merely distinctions, or “entities of the
imagination” and “entities of reason”, expressing no essence or reality in themselves,

but only division, or negation, of essence (Ep12, E1A, AT VII 381).8

It is plain that the whole of matter considered without limitation can have no
shape and, therefore, that shapes can exist only in finite, determinate bodies; for
he who says that he perceives a shape merely indicates thereby that he conceives
a determinate thing and how it is determinate... As shape, then, is nothing but
determination, and determination is negation, a shape therefore can also be
nothing but negation. (Ep50)

And so, for example, “a circle is the space described by a line one end of which is fixed
and the other moving” (Ep60), which constitutes a distinction, or limitation, or de-
termination, of the quantity of a circular thing.

I acknowledge that for the purpose of this book I have defined the terms ‘space’
and ‘quantity’ somewhat differently from Descartes’ definitions, which make space,
quantity, and extended substance all the same thing (AT VIIIA 40, 45-46, PPC2Dl1,
Do6).

8 “It is not that there are substances [bodies] in the world which have length but no width or width but no
depth; it is rather that the geometrical figures are considered not as substances but as boundaries within
which a substance is contained.” Descartes, Fifth Set of Replies.
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Propositions

Proposition 3.0
God, or being, is the absolutely infinite divine intellect (E1P17S).

Demonstration 1: Absolutely infinite being can be conceived (1.0C3); and nothing
exists except being (1.0C1). Therefore, nothing exists that cannot be conceived; and
therefore, absolutely infinite conception is possible. But God, or absolutely infinite
being, is the cause of everything possible (1.0C4). Therefore, God is the cause of ab-
solutely infinite conception and is an absolutely infinite intellect.

To say it another way, nothing exists that cannot be conceived, but nothing can be
conceived except conceiving. Therefore, nothing exists except conceiving, and being
and conceiving are the same thing. Therefore, absolutely infinite being, or God, is an
absolutely infinite intellect.?

Note 1, Proposition 3.0

It may seem hard to understand that nothing can be conceived except conceiving,
though it is self-evident, both rationally and immediately. I'll explain this further to
clarify the apparent difficulty under Propositions 3.1 to 3.3, where I will demonstrate
that the bodies and motions of bodies which we perceive insofar as we conceive our
minds and ideas are really also modes of conceiving.

Demonstration 2: Absolutely infinite and indivisible being can be conceived; but it
cannot be conceived by another, because there is no other. Therefore, being must be
conceived by itself or by a part of itself; but being does not have parts (2.0). Therefore,
being conceives itself, and is an absolutely infinite intellect.

Demonstration 3: By an intellect I mean anything that has the power of conception;
and by conception I mean the activity of explaining a thing, or in other words, the
activity of creating an explanation of the thing. But God is the sole cause of the essence

? “Conceiving and being are the same thing.” Parmenides, frag. 3.
“The absolute is being, knowledge, and infinity.” Taittiriya Upanishad, 2.1.1.
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and the existence of all things; that is, God’s power, or activity, creates and explains all
things; and hence, God conceives all things. Therefore, God, or being, is the absolutely
infinite divine intellect; and God’s conception of things is identical with God’s causa-
tion of things, or creation of their essence and existence.10

Corollary 1, Proposition 3.0
God, or being, is not an object of conception, but the absolute subject of conception.

Demonstration 1: By an object I mean a thing that is conceived as passive in relation
to another (3Def8); but there can be no other. Therefore, the divine intellect cannot
be an object, but must be a subject. Furthermore, there can be no other subject, be-
cause again, there is no other. Therefore, the divine intellect is the absolute subject of
conception.

Demonstration 2: Being cannot be passive in any way, but must be absolutely active

(3Def1Ex). Therefore, being cannot be a passive object of conception, but must be the
absolutely active subject of conception. “For God is intellectually prior to all things”

(E1P17S).11
Corollary 2, Proposition 3.0
Being conceives itself.

Demonstration 1: We saw this in 3.0D2; for we saw that being cannot be conceived
by another and must be conceived by itself.

10 “In God, willing, understanding, and creating are all the same thing without one being prior to the other
even rationally.” Descartes, Letter to Mersenne, May 1630.

“To create a thing is to posit both its essence and its existence... So when God creates he creates at once
both the nature of a thing and the thing itself.” Spinoza, KV1.2Adn.
11 “He is never thought, but is the thinker. He is never known, but is the knower. He is the witness, and
there is no other witness.” Yajnavalkya, Brihadaranyaka Upanishad, 3.7.23.

“The scriptures deny that the absolute is an object of the act of knowing. But this does not mean the
absolute cannot be explained; for what the scriptures mean to explain is that in the absolute there are no
distinctions between the subject of knowing, object of knowing, or act of knowing.” Shankara, Commentary

on the Brabhma Scriptures, 1.1.4.
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Demonstration 2: By conception I mean the activity of explaining a thing. But being
is the sole cause of its own essence and existence (E1P3, 1.0D2-4); that is, it creates
and explains its own essence and existence. Therefore, being conceives itself; and the
nature of its conception is self-conception.2

Corollary 3, Proposition 3.0

The divine intellect has an absolute power of conception; that is, it is absolutely free
of perception.

Demonstration 1: By perception I mean conception insofar as it involves absolute
passivity in relation to another. But there can be no other. Therefore, being conceives
itself; and it neither conceives nor perceives any other.

Demonstration 2: Conception is an expression of power, or activity; whereas percep-
tion involves privation of power, or passivity. But being is absolutely infinite, and
moreover it is the sole cause of itself. Therefore, the power of being is absolutely infi-
nite, or in other words, cannot involve privation, or in any way be conceived as passive.
That is, the divine intellect is absolutely active. Therefore, the divine intellect has an
absolutely infinite power of conception and is absolutely free of perception.

Corollary 4, Proposition 3.0
Being, or substance, cannot be perceived.

Demonstration: Perception is conception insofar as it involves absolute passivity in
relation to another. But there can be no essence, or thing, the conception of which is
distinct from conception of being (2.1-2.3); and hence, there can be no conception
that involves absolute passivity in relation to being or in respect to explaining the es-
sence of being (E1P15). Therefore, being cannot be perceived.

12 “Conceiving is the same as conceiving that being is; for nothing can be conceived without being, in re-
spect to which there is any expression. For nothing else is or can be except being.” Parmenides, frag. 8.
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To say it another way, being, or substance, cannot be conceived as an object, but
must be conceived as a subject (3.0C1). Therefore, being cannot be an object of either
conception or perception and therefore cannot be perceived.

Corollary 5, Proposition 3.0

The object conceived by the divine intellect is the whole of creation, or in other words,
the divisible universe.

Demonstration: The whole creation, or universe, or “Nature natured” (E1P29S), is
the infinity of modes considered as conceived and existing in substance, or being, that
is, all that is conceived by substance that can be conceived as dependent, or passive,
inasmuch as it is not caused by itself but caused by substance, or “Nature naturing”.
Therefore the created universe is the object conceived by the divine intellect, or that
which “is what it is because it exists as such in the intellect of God as an object of his
understanding” (E1P17S); for by an object of conception I mean a thing that is con-
ceived by an intellect, considered insofar as it can be conceived as passive in relation
to the intellect.

Note 2, Proposition 3.0

We have seen that whereas being in itself, or substance, must be conceived as absolutely
simple (2.0), the created universe, or modes of substance, can be conceived as infinitely
divisible (2.0C2), or in other words, that being in itself is nature conceived adequately
as simple and indivisible, whereas the universe is nature conceived inadequately as di-
visible and complex. So the divisible universe is the whole of created nature, of which
a particular man and all other created things are parts; whereas God, or being, cannot
be conceived as a whole consisting of parts, but must instead be conceived as absolutely
infinite, simple, and active power.!3

13 “He is the uncreated creator of all, and knows all. He is all-powerful and all-knowing consciousness.”
Svetasvatara Upanishad, 6.15.

“The scriptural doctrine of creation does not refer to the highest reality, but to the world of appearances
as it is characterized by names and forms. Moreover, this doctrine is meant primarily to show that the ab-
solute is the self of everything.” Shankara, Commentary on the Brahma Scriptures, 2.1.33.
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Note that since God, or being, is in itself absolutely simple and indivisible, its con-
ception of itself must also be simple and indivisible (CM2.7, E2P4). This recalls Des-
cartes’ explanation of intuition: “T'wo things are required for intuition; namely, that
the proposition be understood both clearly and distinctly and also all at once” (1.1N3).
So we can see how intuitive knowledge has its origin and foundation in God’s self-
conception, because it involves conception of all things all at once, “since all things are
in God and are conceived through God” (E2P47S). I will demonstrate and explain
this more adequately in the sixth chapter of this treatise, concerning the three kinds of
knowledge.

Note 3, Proposition 3.0

In Definition 7, I defined an idea as an object conceived in thought; but we have seen
that God, or being, cannot be conceived as an object and is not conceived solely
through thought, but must be conceived through itself. Therefore, I acknowledge that,
because Descartes, Spinoza, and many others frequently refer to an adequate concep-
tion of God as “the idea of God”, I have generally followed that usage, though it strictly
speaking disagrees with the way I've defined ‘idea’. This seems to involve little risk of
confusion, but it’s worth noting,.

Note 4, Proposition 3.0

So we have seen in Proposition 3.0 and its corollaries that God, or being, or absolutely
infinite substance, cannot be perceived, but must be conceived as absolutely intellec-
tual; and therefore, we can see that God cannot in any way be adequately conceived
through quantity, motion, or space. This truth seems to have been recognized by al-
most all monist philosophers, and likewise by almost all dualist philosophers, who
describe God as a transcendent intellect or spirit, existing separately from or beyond
the material universe, which God created. However, these latter have failed to recog-
nize that the objects of God’s conception are not external to God but in God (E1P15),
or in other words, that the essence of nature, or the divine intellect or thing, inasmuch
as it is the generating cause of the things that follow from it and, moreover, inasmuch
as there can be nothing external to it, must necessarily comprehend, or explain in itself,
the infinity of essences, or things, in the whole of nature, not only insofar as nature is
conceived adequately as absolutely active, creating nature, but also insofar as it can be
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conceived inadequately as passive, created nature. It is thus that Spinoza writes, not of
“God and nature”, but of “God, or nature”.

But now someone who is familiar with Spinoza’s text might object that, whereas
I've said that God is absolutely intellectual, Spinoza explicitly states that “God is an
extended thing” (E2P2); and though he “denies that God is corporeal”, this denial
seems to mean only that “extended substance”, or “infinite quantity”, cannot be con-
ceived as “limited by any definite shape” (E1P15S). For as Spinoza explains, he could
not understand how extended substance, which we clearly perceive as external to
thought (E1P10S), could be created by God unless God were extended, since “one
substance cannot be created by another substance” (E1P6), with which it has “nothing
in common” (E1P3). Therefore he asks, if “extended substance is not one of God’s
infinite attributes”, then “by what divine power could it be created”? (E1P15S). I will
answer this question in the corollaries and notes to the next proposition; but first, let
us examine Spinoza’s demonstration of E2P2, where he claims to show positively that
God is an extended thing.

The demonstration reads as follows: “The demonstration of this proposition pro-
ceeds in the same way as that of the preceding proposition.” Therefore let us compare
E2P2, “Extension is an attribute of God; that is, God is an extended thing”, with
E2P1, “Thought is an attribute of God; that is, God is a thinking thing.” Note that if
the demonstrations proceed “in the same way”, as Spinoza says, then strictly speaking,
one of the two propositions must contain an error; for the first proposes an active,
“thinking” God, whereas the second proposes a passive, “extended” God. But since
Spinoza has already demonstrated abundantly that God must necessarily be conceived
as absolutely active, or creating (E1P17, E1P29S, E1P34), it is obvious that it is E2P2
that contains the error. Therefore, we can see that God, or substance in itself, cannot
be extended, but must be extending, insofar as extension can be attributed to God.!4
Again, I will clarify how God creates extension in the corollaries to the following prop-
osition.

14 Cf. Spinoza’s comment on Descartes: “[By his definition] extension is that which consists of three di-
mensions; but by this he does not mean the activity of extending, nor anything distinct from quantity.”
PPC2D1.
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Proposition 3.1

An attribute conceived as a distinct entity is necessarily conceived as an infinite divine
intellect.

Demonstration 1: God, or the absolutely infinite divine intellect, exists in itself and
is conceived through itself. Therefore insofar as an attribute of God exists in itself and
is conceived through itself, or in other words insofar as it is a substance, its essence and
activity are identical with the essence and activity of the absolutely infinite divine in-
tellect, or God. Furthermore, each attribute is infinite in its substance; and therefore,
its essence expresses infinite activity in its substance. Therefore, an attribute has an
infinite power of conception within its own substance and is hence an infinite divine
intellect.

Demonstration 2: An attribute must be conceived through itself and is the cause of
itself (1.1D2). Therefore an attribute conceived as a distinct entity must be conceived
as creating and explaining its own essence and existence. Therefore the attribute con-
ceives its essence and existence; for as I have said, by conception of a thing I mean the
activity of creating an explanation of the thing. Furthermore, the essence of an attrib-
ute is infinite, and therefore its power of conception is infinite. Therefore, an attribute

conceived as a distinct entity is necessarily conceived as an infinite intellect.
Corollary 1, Proposition 3.1

An attribute conceived as a distinct entity is necessarily conceived as conceiving itself.
Demonstration: This was shown in the preceding demonstration; for an attribute
must be conceived through itself, and therefore it conceives its own essence. Therefore,
the activity of an attribute, and the nature of its conception, is self-conception.

Corollary 2, Proposition 3.1

An attribute conceived as a distinct entity is necessarily conceived as perceiving the
other attributes.
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Demonstration: The conception of an attribute as distinct must be in relation to the
other attributes (2.1C). But each of the other attributes must be conceived through
itself, and therefore, cannot be conceived through another, that is, not through the
attribute in question. Therefore, insofar as the attribute is conceived as distinct, it must
be conceived as conceiving itself in relation to the other attributes, with which it has
nothing in common; and hence, its conception, or self-conception, necessarily involves
absolute passivity in respect to explaining the essence and existence of the other attrib-
utes; that is (3Def4), it perceives the other attributes.

Note 1, Proposition 3.1

Therefore, an attribute’s power of conception and its power of perception are not dis-
tinct modes of intellectual activity, but are instead the same activity, considered on the
one hand in relation to the attribute, or intellect, in question and on the other hand
in relation to its object, the other attributes (E2P7S, E2P20). In other words, perceiv-
ing the other attributes is not a mode of an attribute, but the attribute itself; for con-
ception of itself in relation to the other attributes, or perception of the other attributes,
is the essence, or definition, of the attribute.

This use of the term ‘perception’ may seem confusing, because many philosophers
have used this term for something similar to what Descartes and Spinoza call sense
perception, which is a kind of imagination, or perception of distinct finite objects (see
6.1). Similarly, many philosophers have used the words ‘conception’ or ‘concept’ for
various kinds of distinct finite or general ideas and sometimes distinct principles of
reason. But in this book I mean by these terms the power of conception, which in a
substance is simple, perfect, and undivided.

Furthermore, I also distinguish the way I've defined perception from Descartes’
broader definition of it as “the operation of the intellect” (AT VIII 17), by which he
means both what I call perception of extension and what I call conception of thought
(AT XI 343). Spinoza sometimes uses this term the way I have defined it, and some-
times the way Descartes defined it (3Def4N).
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Corollary 3, Proposition 3.1

An attribute conceived as a distinct entity must be conceived as conceiving quantity as
constituting the essence of the other attributes.

Demonstration: Quantity is that which an intellect conceives as constituting the es-
sence of an object of its perception; and as the preceding corollary shows, the object
of perception of an attribute that is conceived as distinct is the totality of other attrib-
utes. For insofar as an attribute perceives the other attributes, it is active, not in respect
to explaining the object of its perception, or the essence of the other attributes, but
only in respect to explaining another, which it conceives in relation to the other attrib-
utes, namely itself. Therefore, insofar as the attribute conceives itself, it perceives the
totality of other attributes as an external object infinitely limiting its own conception;
and therefore the attribute conceives the infinite activity of extending an absolute limit
to its conception, or in other words quantity, as constituting the essence of the other
attributes. Therefore, an attribute conceived as a distinct intellect is necessarily con-
ceived as conceiving quantity as constituting the essence of the other attributes.

Note 2, Proposition 3.1

These relations of conception and perception, or conception of quantity, may seem
hard to understand, because we cannot picture or imagine them. One might picture
an attribute’s conception metaphorically as light radiating from within itself, thereby
revealing itself to itself, and perception as the same light illuminating the totality of
other attributes, thereby revealing, or perceiving, it as an external object. Or one might
picture conception as light and perception as a reflection of the light, or conception as
light and perception as a shadow. But it is important to recognize that such images,
and such analogies, are inadequate and partly false.

I will explain perception more particularly, and give some examples of conception
of quantity and dimensions in bodies, and space dividing bodies, throughout the rest
of this treatise, and especially in Chapter Six, where I will demonstrate why we imagine
bodies in three-dimensional places and how we imagine material qualities such as
shapes and colors, in order to explain more particularly how I am perceiving my body
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as an object limiting my conception, and how I am thereby conceiving quantity as
constituting its essence.!?

Note 3, Proposition 3.1

In a letter dated August 1675, Spinoza’s “acute correspondent”, Walter Tschirnhaus,
requests an explanation of why the human intellect does not perceive an infinity of
distinct attributes:

Though I gather that the universe is one, it is clear that by your thesis it is
expressed in an infinity of modes [through the infinity of attributes], and there-
fore that each individual thing is also expressed in an infinity of modes. Hence
it seems to follow that the mode constituting my mind and the mode constitut-
ing my body, though one and the same mode, are yet expressed in infinite
modes: first, through thought; second, through extension; third, through some
attribute of God unknown to me; and so on to infinity, since there are in God
an infinity of attributes, and the order and connection of modes seems to be the
same in all. Hence arises the question: Why does the mind, which represents a
certain mode, which is expressed not only in extension but in infinite other
ways, perceive that mode only as expressed through extension, that is, as the
human body, but not as expressed through any other attribute? (Ep65)

Spinoza answers,

Although each particular thing is expressed in infinite modes in the infinite in-
tellect of God, yet those infinitely many ideas, by which it is expressed, cannot
constitute one and the same mind of a particular thing, but infinitely many
minds, since each of these infinitely many ideas has no connection with the

others. (Ep66)

15 “Mortals in their minds assign two forms, of which they should not assign one, and in this they stray from
the truth. They distinguish these forms as opposites and therefore mark them with opposite signs. To one,
they assign the blazing fire of heaven, gentle, very light, everywhere the same, but not the same as the other.
And to the other, its opposite in form, they assign unknowing night, a dense and heavy body.” Parmenides,
frag. 8.
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But to this Tschirnhaus objects that if there are modes of thought, or ideas, paired, or
“connected”, with the modes of every attribute, whereas the modes of extension, or
bodies, are connected only with their own ideas, namely their minds, is “the attribute
of thought not then pronounced to extend much more widely than the other attrib-
utes? But since each of the attributes constitutes the essence of God, I cannot see how
the one thing does not contradict the other” (Ep70). To say it another way, does Spi-
noza’s reply not contradict propositions E2P7 and E5P1, which state that the order
and connection of ideas is the same as the order and connection of bodies? Are there
not by Spinoza’s reply more ideas than there are bodies, and more connections of ideas
with other things than connections of bodies with other things? Is this not a contra-
diction? But if there are not more ideas than there are bodies, must we then conclude
that each particular thing is expressed in an infinity of unconnected bodies? If so, how
could we understand such a conclusion?

But as I have shown in Proposition 3.1 and its corollaries, each attribute, if con-
ceived as distinct, must be conceived as conceiving itself and perceiving the other at-
tributes. In other words, an attribute, insofar as it conceives itself as constituting the
essence of substance, must thereby perceive the other attributes as also constituting the
essence of substance (E1D4). Moreover, the attribute conceives its own essence, that
is (E1D1), it conceives it as conception itself, and it conceives quantity as constituting
the essence of the other attributes.

There are thus an infinity of pairs of attributes and objects of their perception con-
stituted by the other attributes, and therefore, an infinity of “worlds constituted by
different attributes” (Ep63), each having “no connection with the others” (Ep66), but
each having the same order and connection of modes. Yet it is not thought or a mode
of thought that conceives and comprehends every attribute, but rather, the absolutely
infinite intellect of God, or being. Therefore, recalling that the modes of an attribute
must be conceived through the attribute and that the order and connection of modes
is the same in every attribute, we can now understand without difficulty that,

Although each particular thing is expressed in infinite modes in the [absolutely]
infinite intellect of God, yet those infinitely many ideas [conceptions], by which
it is expressed, cannot constitute one and the same mind [intellect] of a partic-
ular thing, but infinitely many minds, since each of these infinitely many ideas
has no connection with the others. (Ep66)

74



Chapter I1I: Mind and Body

Furthermore, note also that we can now understand without difficulty another ob-
jection Tschirnhaus could have raised, namely that, because the order and connection
of modes is the same in every attribute, when I conceive and use the words ‘body’,
‘extended’, and ‘three-dimensional’ to describe the mode I'm perceiving insofar as I
conceive my mind, the infinitely many other “minds” that correspond to me in the
other attributes are all simultaneously modified in the same ways as I am and, there-
fore, are all conceiving and using the same words ‘body’, ‘extended’, and ‘three-dimen-
sional” to describe the modes they’re perceiving in the other, “unknown attributes”;
and likewise, just as I do, they all call their own substance or attribute ‘thought’.

Lastly, note that Spinoza’s reluctance to speak of “beings possessing three, four, or
more attributes” (Ep63-64) is therefore explained by his having no intuition that there
are such beings, which in fact cannot exist.

Note 4, Proposition 3.1
In another letter, dated June 1676, Tschirnhaus requests of Spinoza,

Since you have mentioned Descartes’ opinion, that he cannot deduce the variety
of things from extension except by supposing that it was brought about in ex-
tension by a motion initiated by God, I should like you to do me the kindness
of showing how, from extension as conceived in your philosophy, the variety of
things can be demonstrated a priori... For you have not shown how this must
necessarily follow a priori from the essence of God, a point whose demonstra-
tion Descartes believed to surpass human understanding. (Ep82)

Tschirnhaus had previously asked Spinoza in January 1675,
Since extension when conceived through itself is indivisible, immutable, etc.,
how can we deduce a priori the many and various forms that it can assume, and

consequently the existence of shapes in the particles of a body? (Ep66)

In reply to Letter 66, Spinoza had said he needed more time to consider the question,
but he replies to Letter 82,
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In regard to your question as to whether the variety of things can be demon-
strated a priori solely from the conception of extension, I think I have already
shown clearly enough that this is impossible. That is why Descartes is wrong in
defining matter through extension; it must necessarily be explained through an
attribute that expresses eternal and infinite essence. But perhaps I shall some-
time discuss this with you more clearly; for as yet I have not been able to arrange
anything in an orderly way on this subject. (Ep83)

This was not the first time Spinoza noted this difficulty. As early as 1661, in his Short
Treatise Concerning God, Man, and His Well-Being, Spinoza or an editor wrote in a
footnote, “What is said here about motion in matter is not said seriously. For the
author still intends to discover its cause, as he has already done, to some extent, a
posteriori” (KV1.9Adn); and in Metaphysical Thoughts, he wrote, “There are many
things that exceed our grasp but which we nevertheless know to have been brought
about by God, for example, the ... division of matter into indefinite particles, which
I have clearly demonstrated, although we do not know how that division occurs”
(CM1.3); and in Emendation of the Intellect, he wrote, “In the idea of quantity, per-
ceived by means of a cause, the quantity is determined, as when a body is perceived to
be formed by the motion of a plane, a plane by the motion of a line, or a line by the
motion of a point. All these are perceptions which do not serve toward understanding
quantity, but only toward determining it” (TIE108).

In my opinion, it’s hard to be sure what Spinoza meant in these quotations; but it
seems that, like Descartes, he too could not understand in what exactly the power or
activity of extending and moving bodies consists and, moreover, that he couldn’t un-
derstand what in extension could correspond to the “entities of imagination” (E1A)
we conceive in thought as dividing bodies. For if the distinctions between bodies are
imaginary or products of sense perception, it would seem they can only be conceived
as divided in our minds.

But furthermore, interpreting the same Letter 83, Gottfried Leibniz wrote in his
Refutation of Spinoza,

Spinoza believed that matter, as commonly understood, did not exist. Hence he

often warns us that matter is badly defined by Descartes as extension, and ex-
tension is poorly explained as a very vile thing which must be divisible in place,
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since he says “matter should be explained as an attribute expressing eternal and
infinite essence”.

Here too I think it’s hard to be sure what Spinoza meant by “it must necessarily be
explained through an attribute that expresses eternal and infinite essence”; but my
guess, since it agrees with my own understanding of our perception of extension, is
that he probably did mean that matter is in some way ideal or only apparent. But in
any case, | have demonstrated in the preceding propositions and their corollaries how
each attribute of God expresses infinite and eternal essence, or intellectual activity, and
how each attribute conceives infinitely active quantity as constituting the essence of
the other attributes, and how nature and its attributes can be conceived inadequately
as divisible. I will explain this further in the following propositions and their corollar-
ies; and in Chapter Six I will explain in agreement with Descartes how the material
qualities we perceive in bodies are actually modes of quantity.

Proposition 3.2

The object conceived by an attribute is the divisible universe, or whole creation, con-
ceived through the attribute, which Spinoza calls the immediate infinite mode of the
attribute (E1P28S, E1P31, E2P4).

Demonstration 1: The modes of an attribute are not external to the attribute but in
the attribute and conceived through the attribute. Therefore, insofar as the attribute
conceives itself (3.1C2) it necessarily conceives its modes. Furthermore, insofar as an
attribute is conceived through itself, it is identical with absolutely infinite substance
insofar as it is conceived through itself, and to the same extent its modes are identical
with the modes of substance. Therefore, in the same way that the object conceived by
substance, or God, is the whole divisible universe of modes (3.0C5), the object con-
ceived by an attribute of substance is the whole universe of its modes.

Spinoza calls this mode the immediate infinite mode of the attribute (Ep64), be-
cause all the other modes of the attribute necessarily follow from it as its properties or
parts, and therefore no other, more particular mode of the attribute can be conceived
as prior to it (1.3).
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Demonstration 2: Insofar as an attribute conceives itself, it necessarily conceives its
infinity of modes. Furthermore, its infinity of modes considered as a whole is that
which can be conceived as passive in relation to the attribute, inasmuch as it is deter-
mined and caused by the attribute (1.2). Therefore, the object conceived by the attrib-
ute, or that which is conceived by the attribute insofar as it can be conceived as passive
in relation to the attribute, is its infinity of modes, or the whole universe of its modes.

Note 1, Proposition 3.2

The essence and activity of an attribute is self-conception (3.1C1); and the activity of
a mode of the attribute is therefore a property, or modally distinct explanation, of the
attribute’s self-conception. Therefore, the infinity of modes, or whole universe gener-
ated in the attribute, is that which explains the activity of the attribute insofar as it can
be explained by an infinitely divisible mode of self-conception, which must be con-
ceived as distinctly conceiving both itself and all the other modes of the attribute, or
every conceivable particular thing, both infinite and finite, in every conceivable genus
of things in the attribute (2.2N2, 2.3N2). So in this way, even though the immediate
infinite mode of an attribute must be conceived as an object in relation to the attribute,
it must also be conceived as an intellect, or subject of conception, in relation to itself
and the other modes.

Note 2, Proposition 3.2

In Letter 64, Spinoza identifies the immediate infinite modes of thought and extension
thus: “In thought, absolutely infinite intellect; in extension, infinite motion and rest”
(3Def11N). Spinoza’s reference to the immediate infinite mode of thought as the “ab-
solutely infinite intellect” points out the disagreement between on the one hand his
accurate but tentative explanation of the divine intellect in E1P17S, where he correctly
identifies God’s intellect with God’s essence and power (3Pref), and on the other hand
his error in making thought “extend much more widely than the other attributes” in
his reply to Tschirnhaus about the “unknown attributes” (Ep66, 3.1N3). Spinoza rec-
ognized that God’s intellect must necessarily be absolutely infinite, but he apparently
mistook our attribution of conception to the essence of thought as showing clearly and
distinctly that the power of conception belonged uniquely to thought (E2D3), as he
also apparently mistook our attribution of quantity to extension as showing that
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quantity belonged uniquely to extension. But the immediate infinite mode of thought
cannot be an absolutely infinite intellect; for “an absolutely infinite being must neces-
sarily be defined as consisting in infinite attributes” (E1P10S). Therefore I call this
mode of thought, not the absolutely infinite intellect of God, but the infinite “mind
of God” (TTP1), or the mind of the universe; for by a mind I mean an intellect in
thought, or in other words, a mode of thinking. Therefore, by the mind of God I mean
God, or substance, conceived insofar as it can be conceived as an infinite mind think-
ing every conceivable idea in every conceivable genus of ideas, both infinite and finite.
For the mind of God distinctly conceives every conceivable relation of activity to pas-
sivity in thought; and in this way, it thinks every conceivable idea and every conceiva-
ble relation among its ideas, both infinite and finite.

Corollary 1, Proposition 3.2

Insofar as an attribute conceives its immediate infinite mode, it necessarily perceives
the corresponding modes in the other attributes.

Demonstration: Insofar as an attribute conceives itself, it necessarily perceives the
other attributes (3.1C2). Therefore, insofar as an attribute can be explained by its im-
mediate infinite mode, its conception of this mode necessarily involves perception of
the corresponding modes in the other attributes.

Note 3, Proposition 3.2

Therefore, insofar as thought conceives its immediate infinite mode, it thereby per-
ceives the immediate infinite mode of extension; and in the same way that the imme-
diate infinite mode of thought, or mind of God, consists of infinite intellectual activity
and passivity, generating an infinity of minds and ideas, both infinite and finite, the
immediate infinite mode of extension likewise consists of “infinite motion and rest”
(Ep64, 3Def11N) generating an infinity of extended bodies and motions of bodies,
both infinite and finite, or in other words, the physical universe.

Furthermore, insofar as thought conceives itself, it conceives infinite quantity as
constituting the essence of extension; and therefore, insofar as thought conceives an
infinity of ideas divided into various genera, it thereby perceives the corresponding
bodies, and it conceives, as constituting their essence, an infinity of dimensions, or
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modes of quantity, divided into various places. I will explain this further, especially in
Chapters Four and Six.16

Corollary 2, Proposition 3.2

The immediate infinite mode of an attribute conceives in itself indefinitely many me-
diate infinite modes, to infinity.

Demonstration: The immediate infinite mode of an attribute is conceived as an infi-
nite thing or intellect. That is, it has an infinite power of conception. Therefore
(E1P22), the objects of its conception must be conceived as both infinite and indefi-
nitely many, to infinity (1.3, 2.0N5). Spinoza calls the infinite objects conceived by
the immediate infinite mode of an attribute “mediate” infinite modes of the attribute
(E1P23D).

Note 4, Proposition 3.2

The objects conceived by the immediate infinite mode of thought explain the essence
of thought insofar as it can be explained by modally distinct objects of a created mind,
namely the infinite mind of God. Therefore, the indefinitely many mediate infinite
modes of thought constitute indefinitely many distinct infinite ideas, through which
God knows and understands all things, clearly and distinctly (E1P21D). For indefi-
nitely many distinct mediate infinite modes follow in the mind of God, each following
necessarily from that which is prior to it in the order of nature, as for example, the
infinite idea, ‘that substance exists always’, follows from the prior infinite idea, ‘that
substance exists necessarily’. Note therefore that each mediate infinite mode is a prop-
erty, or modally distinct explanation, of those from which it follows; whereas each is
also a thing, or essence, in itself which explains in itself those that follow from it as its
properties. Therefore “that effect is the most perfect [explains reality the most ade-
quately] which is produced immediately by God [or an attribute]; whereas each effect
is less perfect in proportion to the number of its intermediary causes” in the order of
nature (E1A). In other words, the mind of God conceives indefinitely many distinct

16 “So all things are named light and night, and names are given to each class of things according to the
power of one or the other. Yet everything is equally full of light and night, as both are equal, since to neither
belongs any of the other.” Parmenides, frag. 9.
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infinite ideas, which I have called the principles of reason, and it conceives them in
what I have called the order of reason.

Note that the infinity of finite modes, together with their order and connection,
also constitutes a mediate infinite mode, or infinite idea, which follows necessarily
from the essence of substance as one infinite and infinitely divisible, or “composite”,
“individual” (E2L7S, 2.3N4), which the immediate infinite mode of thought, or mind
of God, also generates. So the mind of God conceives this infinite individual and
thereby conceives, clearly and distinctly, not only every infinite idea, but also every
particular finite idea.

Corollary 3, Proposition 3.2

Insofar as the immediate infinite mode of an attribute conceives its mediate infinite
modes, it necessarily perceives the corresponding modes in the other attributes.

Demonstration: Insofar as an attribute conceives itself, it necessarily perceives the
other attributes. Therefore, insofar as an attribute can be explained by its immediate
infinite mode, its conception, or generation, of indefinitely many mediate infinite
modes necessarily involves perception of the corresponding modes in the other attrib-
utes.

Note 5, Proposition 3.2

Therefore, insofar as the immediate infinite mode of thought, or mind of God, con-
ceives its mediate infinite modes as infinite objects or knowledge it perceives the cor-
responding modes in the other attributes as indefinitely many infinite modes of ex-
tended substance constituting infinite laws of motion, which are present in, or modify,
every body of motion, both infinite and finite. Some examples of infinite modes of
motion are, ‘that motion is infinitely active’; ‘that motion is infinitely divisible’; that
“a [mediate or finite] body in motion or at rest must be determined to motion or rest
by another body, which is likewise determined to motion or rest by another body, and
that body by another, and so on to infinity” (E2L3); and that “if certain bodies com-
posing an individual finite thing are made to change the existing direction of their
motion, but in such a way that they can continue their motion and keep the same
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mutual relation as before, the individual thing will likewise preserve its own nature
without any change of form” (E2L6).

Proposition 3.3

Each finite mode of a substance must be conceived as constituting a mode of intellec-
tual activity, or self-conception.

Demonstration: The activity, or essence, of a substance is self-conception. That is, the
activity of a substance explains and affirms in itself its own essence and existence, and
it thereby explains and affirms the essence and existence of its properties, or modes.
Furthermore, the modes of a substance are not in any way really distinct from the
substance, but are instead properties, or modal explanations, of the substance; and
hence, the essence, or activity, of a mode is likewise not in any way really distinct from
the activity of the substance, but is instead a determinate expression of its activity of
self-conception. Therefore, insofar as each mode of a substance is conceived, its activ-
ity, or essence, must be conceived as constituting in itself a mode of intellectual activ-
ity, or self-conception.

Note 1, Proposition 3.3

Each finite mode of a substance is also a mode of the immediate infinite mode of the
substance (3.2). That is, each finite mode is a finite but essential part of the immediate
infinite mode, which can be distinguished from it only in relation to the other finite
parts, or the other finite modes in the substance (2.3C). Moreover, each finite mode
is also an essential part of a greater finite mode, which is in turn an essential part of a
still greater finite mode, and so on to infinity. And conversely, each finite mode con-
tains in itself an indefinite number of lesser modes, or its parts and their parts and so
on. But as we have now seen, all these modes must be conceived as constituting modes
of intellectual activity, or conception. Note therefore that each finite mode of thought
constitutes, on the one hand, an idea conceived in the minds of an indefinite number
of greater, prior modes of thought, and on the other hand, a mind in itself, conceiving
an indefinite number of its ideas, which constitute lesser, posterior modes of thought.
Yet it is obvious that we do not distinctly conceive our ideas as constituting minds in
themselves conceiving their own ideas; and likewise, it’s also obvious that we do not

82



Chapter I1I: Mind and Body

distinctly conceive the indefinite number of greater finite minds in which our minds
are conceived as their ideas. I will demonstrate the reason for this in Chapters Five and
Six of this treatise, namely that we conceive ourselves as distinct things, or distinct
individual minds and bodies, only insofar as we conceive our own individual imagina-
tions, or in other words, only insofar as we are individually affected by accidental mod-
ifications (E2P23-24).

Note 2, Proposition 3.3

As we have seen in the preceding propositions, the nature of conception is self-con-
ception. Therefore the “ideate”, or “objective essence”, of an idea, or in other words,
“that of which it is the idea” (E1Ax0), is nothing but the “formal essence” of the idea,
or in other words, nothing but the idea itself (TIE33-34). This may seem hard to
understand, but I will explain in Chapter Six how, by conceiving ourselves and our
ideas, we imagine ideas of things outside our minds and bodies insofar as they affect
us, as well as fictitious and false ideas.

But further, this distinction between the formal essence and objective essence of an
idea seems to explain Spinoza’s meaning when he says correctly that the mind “per-
ceives [conceives] itself”, through an “idea of the mind”, which is the “same thing” as
the mind, or “one and the same thing, conceived under one and the same attribute”,
but also says incorrectly, “the idea of the mind is united to the mind in the same way
as the mind is united to the body” (E2P20-23). For this merely verbal distinction
between “the idea of an idea” (E2P29) and the idea itself, or between an idea consid-
ered as conceiving itself and the same idea considered as conceived by itself, is easily
confused with the real distinction between an idea the mind conceives and the corre-
sponding body, or motion of a body, which it thereby perceives.!”

17 “There is no distinction between the soul and consciousness of it.” Shankara, Commentary on the Brahma
Scriptures, 2.3.29.

“Because knowledge is its very nature, it does not need any other knowledge for knowledge of itself, in
the same way as a light does not need another light.” Self-Knowledge, 29.

83



Chapter I1I: Mind and Body
Corollary, Proposition 3.3

Each finite mode of an attribute must be conceived as perceiving the corresponding
modes in the other attributes.

Demonstration: Insofar as an attribute conceives itself, it necessarily perceives the
other attributes (3.1C2). Therefore, insofar as an attribute can be explained by any of
its finite modes, conception of the mode necessarily involves perception of the corre-
sponding modes in the other attributes.

Note 3, Proposition 3.3

Therefore, insofar as a finite mode of an attribute is conceived as conceiving itself, it
must be conceived as perceiving the corresponding modes in the other attributes. So
we can understand from this that insofar as a man conceives the particular finite mode
of thought that is his mind, he perceives as an extended object that which corresponds
to him in the other attributes, namely his body (E2P13). Furthermore, in the same
way, insofar as the man conceives his ideas, he necessarily perceives the corresponding
motions of his body. For as we have seen, conception and perception are not distinct
activities, but the same activity considered on the one hand in relation to the attribute
or intellect in question and on the other hand in relation to the object of its perception.
So in this way, “The human mind is the idea of the human body” (E2P15D), and
thought is “that which the intellect [conceives] as constituting the essence of sub-
stance”, whereas extension is “that which the intellect perceives as constituting the
essence of substance” (E1D4).

Note 4, Proposition 3.3

Therefore we have seen in this chapter that the activity of a substance is self-concep-
tion, and that the activity of a mode is a modally distinct explanation, or property, of
self-conception, and therefore, that all things have the power of conception in propor-
tion to their power of activity. Therefore, we can see that since the order and connec-
tion of modes is the same in every attribute, a mode of thought, such as a man, has the
power of conception in the same proportion as his body has its power of activity, or
power of motion (E2P13S, 1.2C3). And hence we often imagine our brain as the seat
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of the intellect (AT VIII 315), since it seems by far the most active part of our bodies;
and we often imagine our eyes as windows to the soul, since they seem by far the most
active exposed parts of our bodies. And conversely, we can hardly imagine any intel-
lectual activity in such comparatively inactive objects as trees and rocks and even hu-
mans when they sleep; for we can hardly discern any physical activity, or power of
motion, in their bodies, as seems to consist in rocks of nothing greater than molecular
motion.

I acknowledge that there are likely many who will deny or doubt this explanation.
They will object, variously, that only man has the power of conception, or only ani-
mals, or only plants and animals, or only some higher animals, and so forth. But note
that those who say beasts have minds also say their minds are active only insofar as
their brains and so forth are active, and that those who say plants feel also say their
minds are active only insofar as their bodies are active, or in other words, that the
power of conception is in these things in the same proportion as they express power,
or reality, or in other words, insofar as they act. Note also that those who assert which
things have minds and which things do not can offer neither adequate reasons nor any
direct evidence for their opinions, which they consider common sense. For they cannot
explain why anything has the power of conception or what the power of conception
is; and they have never observed any individual mind except their own nor observed
anything external to their mind which they did not perceive as a corporeal image or
body. So it is only by analogy that they conjecture that any external things that do not
speak and say they have minds do have minds; and therefore, they conjecture that only
humans have minds or only the things that seem most similar to humans have minds.
So for these reasons it’s natural that we have this prejudice; but I have shown, in agree-
ment with Spinoza, Parmenides, Shankara, and many others, that nothing exists ex-
cept being, that being conceives itself, and that being and conceiving are the same
thing, both in God and in the whole of nature and all its parts.!8

18 “His self dwells in all things. He is within all things.” Yajnavalkya, Bribhadaranyaka Upanishad, 3.7.1.

“As the mixture is in the wanderings of the body at any time, so it is in the man’s mind. For it is the same
thing that thinks, in each and all. For what is, is all full with thinking.” Parmenides, frag. 16.

“Burman: ‘But in that case even stones and suchlike are going to be in God’s image.’

“Descartes: ‘Even these things do have the image and likeness of God, but it is very remote, minute, and
indistinct.” Conversation with Burman.
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Chapter IV: Eternity, Duration, and Time

Plato exclaims in 7heaetetus,

This doctrine is remarkable. It declares that all the things we like to say ‘are’
really are in process of becoming... We are wrong to speak of them as ‘being’,
for none of them ever is; they are always becoming. On this matter, with only

the exception of Parmenides, the whole series of philosophers can be seen to
agree. (152¢)

Yet, although Parmenides does demonstrate that what is exists “all at once” and cannot
really change (Fragment 8), he also says about particular things,

According to the way of seeming, these things have come into what is, and thus
they now exist; and in time, having been born and grown, they will likewise
pass from what is. And men assign fixed names to these things by which to call
them. (Fragment 19)

In this chapter and the next, I will explain how the existence of God, or what is, must
be conceived as eternal and unchanging, but also how the existence of the particular
things in God can be conceived in various ways. That is, I will explain how eternity
differs from even infinite duration, or sempiternity, and which things are eternal and
which things are sempiternal, and what time and change are, and which things are
temporal and changing, so that I'll then be able to explain throughout the rest of this
book how we conceive things adequately as being, but also conceive some things in-
adequately as always becoming.

Definitions

1. By eternity I mean necessary existence, or existence itself insofar as it cannot be
conceived except as existing (E1D8).

2. By duration I mean continuance of existence (E2D5); and by time I mean a measure
or determination of duration (CM1.4, Ep12).

86



Chapter IV: Eternity, Duration, and Time

3. By change I mean any difference in a thing or its modifications between one time
and another time (CM2.4); and by becoming I mean the existence of a thing that is
changing.

Propositions

Proposition 4.0
God, or being, is eternal; or rather, God is eternity.

Demonstration: Eternity is “existence itself insofar as existence is conceived as neces-
sarily following solely from a thing’s definition” (E1D8); that is, eternity is necessary
existence. But necessary existence is the essence, or definition, of being (1.0D4).
Therefore, being and eternity are the same thing.

Corollary, Proposition 4.0

Being belongs to no genus; its essence and existence must be conceived as absolutely
infinite and self-generating.

Demonstration: A thing belongs to a particular genus insofar as it can be defined in
relation to another thing in the genus (1Def4Ex). But being is defined in relation to
no other. Therefore, being belongs to no genus (KV1.7).

But furthermore, God, or being, is the generating cause of its attributes; that is, it
generates them all at once in itself insofar as it is the cause of itself. Therefore, inas-
much as being is identical with its attributes, or in other words, inasmuch as substance
is absolutely infinite, it is in that respect its own generating cause.

Note, Proposition 4.0
Note therefore that God is, strictly speaking, not eternal but eternity. I acknowledge,

though, that I frequently do refer to God as eternal, because the usage is familiar and
seems to involve little risk of confusion.
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But on the other hand, Spinoza explains in E4, Preface, “we are accustomed to refer
all the individual things in nature to one genus which is called the most general, namely
the notion of being, which pertains absolutely to all individuals”. Note that this general
idea of being is abstracted from the ideas of many dependent beings, and is therefore
not an adequate idea of being, since it is not the cause of itself, and its essence is there-
fore dependent or contingent being, not absolute, necessary being, or eternity. More-
over, this inadequate idea of being cannot be conceived distinctly in relation to an
adequate idea of being (2.2-2.3, 3.0N2). I will explain this further throughout this
chapter and the next; and I will explain general ideas further and how we conceive
them in Chapter Six.

Proposition 4.1

Each attribute, insofar as it is conceived as distinct, must necessarily be conceived as
eternal.

Demonstration: Each attribute, if conceived as distinct, must necessarily be conceived
as explaining its own existence, that is, as identical with its existence, or in other words,
as self-caused, or necessarily existing (1.1D2); that is, it must be conceived as eternal.
In other words, the essence of an attribute explains necessary existence insofar as a
thing that is in itself must necessarily exist (E1P20D); for an attribute is being, or
eternity, insofar as a substance can be conceived in relation to another in eternity
(1.1N1). So in this way the attribute and the other attributes are conceived as belong-
ing to the genus ‘eternal’ (1Def4Ex).

Corollary, Proposition 4.1

Neither eternity nor any eternal thing is in duration or time; instead, the duration of
each particular mode in each substance is in eternity.

Demonstration: Whatever exists, exists in reality, or eternity (4.0). Therefore
(E1Ax1), duration, or “continuance of existence” (E2D5), must be either a mode of
eternity or eternity itself. But by continuance of existence I understand existence that
might be limited or unlimited, whereas by eternity I understand necessary existence.
That is, I understand that eternity and duration are not identical and that the duration
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of a thing must therefore exist in eternity as a mode of existence, which can be con-
ceived as a distinct thing only in relation to another mode (2.2-2.3). Therefore, “Du-
ration is a mode of existence ... which we attribute to things only insofar as their
essence can be distinguished from their existence” (CM2.1), or in other words, insofar
as their existence is conceived as determined and caused, not by their own essence, but
by the essence of another, or insofar as they are conceived inadequately as distinct,
dependent beings.!

Note 1, Proposition 4.1

Therefore eternity, or in other words the existence of God and God’s eternal attributes,
“cannot be explained by duration or time, even if that duration is conceived as without
beginning or end” (E1D8Ex). For insofar as an eternal thing is conceived adequately
as simple and perfect (2.0), its eternal existence must also be conceived as simple and
perfect; and therefore, “in eternity there is no when, or before or after, or any [distinct]
mode of duration or time” (CM1.2). So even sempiternity, or infinite duration, can-
not be conceived as a part or partial explanation of eternity, except inadequately. For
eternity is God, and as we have seen, God cannot be conceived as divided into parts;
that is, if anything is conceived in relation to God, God alone, or eternity alone, is
conceived simply and all at once. Therefore, “Eternity can be defined neither in terms
of time nor in any way related to time” (ESP23S).

There is thus no real difficulty in the seeming paradox, ‘Does God endure, or grow
older with the passage of time?” For God, or eternity, is conceived as neither in dura-
tion nor in time, but instead, duration and time are conceived in God. Therefore, to
conceive God as enduring or growing older would be to conceive the existence of God
at one time, such as today, as constituting a greater part of eternity than it constituted
at another time, such as yesterday; but this is absurd, because the existence of God is
the same thing as eternity, and it cannot be conceived as divided or having parts. In
other words, the existence of God today and the existence of God yesterday must be

1 “We should regard the duration of a thing simply as a mode under which we conceive the thing insofar as
it continues to exist.” Descartes, Principles, 1.55.
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conceived as one and the same eternity (CM2.1).2 Furthermore, for the same reason,
Spinoza explains that, “God’s activity is the same in creating the world as in preserving
it” (CM2.10). For God’s eternal act of creation is likewise the same today as yesterday.3

Note 2, Proposition 4.1

Therefore God, or absolutely infinite substance, generates itself, and thereby generates
everything conceivable (1.0C4), in the only possible order (1.2C3D2), all at once in
eternity. Therefore, Spinoza explains that it cannot be said truly that God acts for an
end, or a final or future purpose; and furthermore,

This doctrine concerning the end inverts nature. What is really a cause it con-
siders as an effect; and conversely, what is an effect it considers as a cause. What

is prior in nature, it makes posterior; and what is supreme and perfect, it makes
imperfect. (E1A)

I will explain this further throughout the rest of this treatise and, in particular, how
we imagine time and change, and how we imagine our desires, hopes, and fears, and
how they are determined by the necessity of all things (E4Praef, AT VIII 15).

Note 3, Proposition 4.1

A thing is called alive if it has the power of conception, or awareness, or if it has the
power of determining its own motion. But as we have seen, the essence, or activity, of
a substance is self-conception, and the activity of a mode is therefore a modally distinct
explanation of self-conception and, thereby, of perception of its body’s power of de-
termining its motion (3.3N3). Therefore, in that sense, all things are alive, or “ani-
mate”, insofar as they express reality and power (E2P13S), or in other words in

2 “Neither has it been, nor shall it be; because it is, all alike, all at once, one. What birth for it would you
seek? What means and what source would you find for it to grow? Neither can you say nor can you conceive
that it came from what is not; for it can neither be said nor be conceived that what is, is what is not.” Par-
menides, frag. 8.

“Hesiod spoke of days. He did not understand, the nature of days is one.” Heraclitus, frag. 106.
3 “Nothing remains to be done by him; for he is already perfect.” Svetasvatara Upanishad, 6.8.

“If we consider the infinite power of God, we must think that everything he created was perfect in every
way.” Descartes, Principles, 3.45.
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proportion to their activity (3.3N4). Therefore, by the life of a thing I understand its
existence; and hence, by the life of God I understand eternity, and by the life of a mode
I understand its duration (CM2.6) .4

Proposition 4.2

Each infinite mode, insofar as it is considered as following from the existence of a
substance, that is, from God or from an attribute, whether immediately or mediately,
must necessarily be conceived as eternal (E1P21-22, Ep10).

Demonstration 1: Each infinite mode, insofar as it is conceived as following, either
immediately or mediately, from the existence of God or an attribute, is thereby con-
ceived as following necessarily from that which exists necessarily. Therefore, consid-
ered this way, the existence of the mode is conceived as necessary, or eternal.

Demonstration 2: Insofar as an infinite mode is conceived in relation to its substance
it cannot be distinguished from the substance (2.2); and as we have seen, the substance
must be conceived as eternal (4.0-4.1). Therefore, considered this way, the mode must
be conceived as eternal.

Corollary, Proposition 4.2

Each infinite mode, insofar as it is considered as existing, not as it follows from a sub-

stance, but through its essence alone, is understood not as eternal but as sempiternal,
or always existing (E1P21, E2P11D).

Demonstration: The essence of a mode does not adequately explain necessary exist-
ence (E1P24); that is, its existence depends on the existence of another prior to it in
the order of nature; and therefore, if considered through its essence alone, it cannot be
conceived as eternal. But we are considering the mode as existing, and we have said
that it is infinite, that is (E1D2), that it is a modally distinct explanation of every other

4 “This whole world, whatever there is, is created of and moves in life.” Katha Upanishad, 6.2.

“Itis perhaps for this reason that Thales thought all things are full of gods.” Aristotle, On the Soul, 41.1.a8.
“Anaximander said the principle and element of all things is one infinite and animate substance, from
which arise all the heavens and the worlds within them.” Simplicius, On Aristotle’s Physics, 24.33.
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mode in its substance, and is therefore present in every mode in the substance. There-
fore, there can be nothing in the substance that excludes the existence of the mode;
that is, there can be nothing “by which it could be destroyed” (E4Ax1) or by which its
existence could be limited. For each infinite mode partly explains, and is present in,
every part and, therefore, every temporal part, of the infinity of modes in the substance.

Therefore its duration, or continuance, must be “conceived as without beginning or
end” (E1D8EXx).5

Note, Proposition 4.2

Therefore, insofar as an infinite mode of a substance, such as the created universe
(3.0C5), or the mind of God (3.2), or the physical universe (3.2C), is conceived
through the essence of its substance, or insofar as it follows necessarily from the essence
of its substance, it must be conceived as existing and present infinitely and eternally;
whereas insofar as it is conceived through itself, or only insofar as it is in itself, it must
be conceived as existing and present “infinitely and always”, or sempiternally with an
infinite continuance (E1P21). And likewise, each particular infinite mode of thought
or extension, such as the particular infinite idea, ‘that God is the cause of all things’,
and the particular infinite mode of extension, ‘that motion is infinitely active’, is also
conceived both adequately through its substance as eternal and inadequately through
itself as sempiternal.

Furthermore, we have seen that the infinite created universe can be conceived as
divisible not only into an infinity of infinite parts, but also into an infinity of finite
parts. Therefore, insofar as we conceive, for example, the infinite and sempiternal
physical universe insofar as it can be conceived as divisible into finite parts,

We conceive the whole of nature as one infinite individual whose parts, or con-
stituent bodies, vary in infinite ways without any change in the individual as a
whole. (E2L7S)

Note therefore that whether an infinite mode is conceived as following necessarily
from its substance and therefore existing eternally, or is conceived in abstraction as

5> “That which is infinite is immortal.” Chandogya Upanishad, 7.14.1.
“The infinite is immortal and indestructible.” Anaximander, frag. 3.
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existing infinitely and always, it cannot be conceived as changing or even growing
older with the passage of time. For if the duration of an infinite mode is conceived as
divided into temporal parts, such as days or years, the temporal parts must still be
conceived as parts of its whole infinite duration. So to say the mode grows older would
be to conclude that an infinity of parts grows larger from the argument that as one
counts it the count grows larger, which is absurd.

Proposition 4.3

The duration of a finite mode depends on the order and connection of modes in eter-

nity.

Demonstration: The duration of a finite mode does not follow from its essence, but
must instead follow from the existence of another (E1P24), as a determinate, or “con-

ditioned” (E1P21D), existence.

A body [finite mode] is determined to exist and to act by causes, which in turn
are determined to exist and to act, in a fixed and determinate way, by other
causes, and these last are also determined by others, and so on to infinity. There-
fore, the duration of a body depends on the common order of nature, that is,
on the constitution of things, or structure of the universe. (E2P30D)

So when we say that God has decided a triangle shall exist, we are saying nothing
but that God has so arranged the order of nature and of causes that the triangle
shall necessarily exist at such a time. (CM1.3)

As we saw in 2.3N4, the external causes, or conditions, for the existence or non-exist-
ence of a finite mode are the other finite modes, or the parts of its world, in their
necessary order. For example, the existence of a finite mode such as a man depends on
the existence and presence of some external modes such as foods, and the absence of
others such as poisons; and as Spinoza shows, the interdependence of these conditions
must be conceived to infinity (E1P28). Therefore, the duration of a finite mode de-
pends not only on its own nature, or essence, but also on the order and connection of
modes in its world; that is, it depends on the order and connection of finite modes in
its substance. So in this way the duration of a finite mode is a property, not of the
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mode’s essence considered in itself, but of something greater; for all things are proper-
ties of substance, or eternity.

Note 1, Proposition 4.3

Therefore, the finite duration, or continuance, of a finite mode is in eternity and can
be conceived distinctly only in abstraction, in relation to the durations of other finite

modes (2.3C); and hence,

To determine this duration, we compare it with the durations of other things
... This comparison is called time. And therefore, time is not a mode of things
but merely a mode of thinking which serves to explain duration. (CM1.4)

That is, the existence in time of a finite thing is its duration, or continuance of exist-
ence, conceived in relation to the durations of other finite things, as the duration of a
man’s body or any of his motions can be conceived in relation to the durations of
other, external bodies or motions of bodies, and likewise, as the duration of his mind
or ideas can be conceived in relation to the durations of other, external ideas (Ep12,
CM1.1).

Note therefore that there is not one, absolute or universal time in which all finite
things exist; there are instead an infinity of distinct times and an infinity of distinct
temporal relations existing among the infinity of finite modes in the infinite and sem-
piternal divisible universe, all of which exist all at once but indistinctly in eternity. For
an example,

Let us suppose a very long train traveling along the rails with a constant velocity
... and two events (e.g. two strokes of lightning A and B) which are simultaneous
with reference to the railway embankment... An observer sitting in the train is
hastening toward the beam of light coming from B, whilst he is riding on ahead
of the beam of light coming from A. Hence the observer will see the beam of
light emitted from B earlier than he will see that emitted from A.

We thus arrive at the important result: Events which are simultaneous with ref-

erence to the embankment are not simultaneous with respect to the train, and
vice versa. Hence every reference-body has its own particular time; so unless we
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are told the reference-body to which the statement of time refers, there is no
meaning in a statement of the time of an event.6

This is only one kind of example, which involves the speed of visible light, but we can
understand from it that the actual time, or present, of one thing is in the past for
another thing and in the future for a third thing, or in other words, that the time of
each thing is actually different from the time of each other thing.

Yet we measure the durations of things conventionally, but in part falsely, in rela-
tion to “the durations of things that [seem to] have a fixed and determinate motion”
(CM1.4), such as clocks, planetary orbits, and so forth. And so, as Descartes explains

1t,

To measure the duration of all things, we compare their duration with the du-
ration of the greatest and most regular motions which give rise to years and
days, and we call this duration ‘time’. Yet nothing is thereby added to the du-
ration, taken in its general sense, except for a mode of thought. (AT VIII 27)

Note the similarity to how we determine and measure places and distances between
places. For by a distance, or a measure of extended substance, | mean any mode of
imagination through which the quantity of a modification, or dimension (3Def10), of
a body can be imagined in abstraction and compared with the dimensions of other
bodies as a part might be compared with the whole or with other parts of the whole;
and therefore, by a place I mean the quantity of a body, imagined in abstraction and
considered insofar as it is a part of a greater body, that is (2.3C1), insofar as it might
be conceived in relation to another part of a greater body.

For example, when a ship is under way, a man sitting on the stern remains in
one place relative to the other parts of the ship with respect to which his position
is unchanged; but he is constantly changing his place relative to the neighboring
shores, since he is constantly receding from one shore and approaching another.
Then again, if we believe the earth moves, and suppose that it advances the same
distance from west to east as the ship travels from east to west in the correspond-
ing period of time, we shall again say that the man sitting on the stern is not

6 Albert Einstein, Relativity: The Special and General Theory, Chapter 9.
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changing his place; for we are now determining the place by means of certain
fixed points in the heavens. Finally, if we suppose that there are no such genu-
inely fixed points to be found in the universe ... we shall conclude that nothing
has a permanent place, except as determined by our thought. (AT VIII 47)

So in this way the idea of a place is abstracted from the idea of a body, or mode of
extension, whereas an idea of time is abstracted from an idea of the duration, or con-
tinuance of existence, of the body. Therefore, insofar as a body is conceived in relation
to a particular place, or in other words, insofar as it is conceived in relation to the other
parts of a particular whole, the duration of the body is thereby conceived in relation
to the durations of the other parts; and thus a particular mode of time is necessarily
conceived insofar as a particular place is conceived. That is, the time and place of a
particular body or mode of motion can be distinguished “only insofar as the existence
of the mode can be distinguished from its essence” (CM2.1).

Lastly, note that, just as we can imagine fictitious indivisible finite modes of sub-
stance, or atoms, we can likewise imagine fictitious indivisible modes of time, or ‘mo-
ments’; but note also that, as every mode of a substance can be conceived as actually
infinitely divisible, so too, a moment can be conceived as infinitely divisible. Note
therefore that, in the same way that we can imagine finite modes as divided, as we
imagine bodies for example divided by points in space, we can also imagine the dura-
tions of the modes as divided by points in time, or ‘instants’, and hence that, just as
points in space are really nothing in themselves, since bodies are not really divided,
instants too are really nothing, since the durations of the bodies are also not really
divided. Therefore instants, or the modes of division in time, are actually nothing but
distinctions, or “entities of the imagination... For if anyone looks outside his intellect
for what is meant by these words, he will find nothing” (CM1.1).

Note 2, Proposition 4.3

Spinoza defines change as “whatever variation there can be in a subject [thing] while
the very essence of the subject remains intact” (CM2.4). Therefore, by change I un-
derstand any variation, or difference, that can be conceived in a finite thing or its
modifications between one time and place and another time and place, or in other
words, any difference that can be abstracted from the order and connections of finite
modes in eternity insofar as other things accidentally modify the thing in question in

96



Chapter IV: Eternity, Duration, and Time

indefinitely many different ways. For insofar as a finite thing is conceived as distin-
guished from other finite things by time and space, and thereby as temporally endur-
ing, it must be conceived as always or “constantly changing” (AT VIII 47) in relation
to them, since each relation is different from the other relations, and each accidental
modification of the thing caused through these relations is a different modification
(1.30).

Therefore, conceived in this way, in relation to any particular time and place,

Terrestrial vapors constantly rise to the clouds and descend from them; the air
is forever agitated by winds; the sea is never at rest; springs and rivers flow cease-
lessly; the strongest buildings eventually fall into decay; and plants and animals
are always growing or decaying. In short, there is nothing anywhere that is not

changing. (AT XI 10-11)

But since the order and connection of finite modes can be distinctly conceived only if
the modes in question are conceived as distinct entities, change cannot be conceived
in relation to eternity or any eternal thing, because the eternal things must be con-
ceived as simple and indivisible (4.0-1), and therefore nothing finite can be conceived
distinctly in relation to them (2.3); whereas conception of time, which compares finite
modes and their durations, necessarily involves conception of change. Therefore, by
the changing things I understand finite modes considered temporally in relation to
one another; and by the unchanging things I understand the infinite things, namely
God and the attributes of God, together with their eternal properties considered inso-
far as they are eternal (4.1N1), as well as the infinite modes of God and God’s attrib-
utes, considered insofar as they are in themselves sempiternal, or always existing

(4.2N).
Note 3, Proposition 4.3

The idea of eternity is hard for many people to understand for the same reason the
idea of God, or reality, is hard to understand. For it is really the same idea as the idea
of God, inasmuch as the existence of God and essence of God are the same thing; and
therefore, in the same way it can seem hard to understand that reality, or being, exists
in itself, and is the cause of itself, and is infinite, indivisible, simple, and perfect, it can
likewise seem hard to understand that the existence of being, or eternity, is also in
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itself, the cause of itself, and infinite, indivisible, simple, and perfect. So for this reason,
there have been many philosophers who instead of eternity have imagined a fictitious
idea of universal time as fundamental or prior to everything, or prior to anything really
or actually existing; and they have thereby imagined that the being of time or the being
of becoming is prior to the being of being or the being of beings, which is a contradic-
tion (E1P1), from which indefinitely many errors and further contradictions neces-
sarily follow (CM2.10); and in similar ways, some philosophers have imagined that
being is the same thing as time or the same thing as becoming, which too involve
contradictions, from which indefinitely many other errors follow. They err in these
ways because the idea of absolute being is obscured in their minds by the force of their
senses, memories, fantasies, and feelings, all of which involve ideas of time and change.

Furthermore, for the same reason, we often see eternal or sempiternal metaphysical
principles explained as temporal stories in myths, philosophies, and interpretations of
rationalist philosophies, so that metaphysical priority, such as the absolute priority of
God’s eternal act of creation, is imagined in creation myths as temporal priority in a
narrative story that happened in a fictitious universal past.

Therefore, when Shankara explains the conditions for a student of a rationalist and
monist philosophy, he specifies an ability to understand the difference between the
eternal and the temporal as the first condition, followed by an ability to inquire with-
out personal emotion, an ability to attain certainty and tranquility, and a desire for
liberation.” Spinoza similarly emphasizes the importance of understanding the differ-
ence between conceiving things adequately as eternal in God and conceiving them
inadequately in relation to time and change (E2P44C2, E5SP29). I will demonstrate
and explain in the following chapters and Appendix 1 how our ability to understand
eternity and discriminate the eternal from the temporal in our experience is the foun-
dation and means of our ability to inquire dispassionately and attain certainty, tran-
quility, and freedom.

7 Commentary on the Brahma Scriptures, 1.1.1, A Thousand Teachings, Prose, 1.2.
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Chapter V: The Real Self, Rational Self, and Actual Self

In Lives and Opinions of Eminent Philosophers, Diogenes Laertius attributes the Delphic
maxim, “Know yourself”, to the founder of Hellenic philosophy, Thales of Miletus.
Yet Diogenes also attributes to Thales the saying, “The most difficult of all things is
to know yourself.”

I will explain how we can understand and know ourselves and benefit from this
knowledge throughout the rest of this book; but first, in this chapter, I will demon-
strate the relations of a finite intellect with reality and the various things in reality; and
[ will thereby explain what a man’s real self is, and how it is eternal in God; and how
the rational part of his self participates in sempiternity; and how his actual or individ-
ual self, or the changing part of him, suffers mortality.

Definitions

1. By the real order of nature I mean nature, or being, as it is in itself in eternity
(E1P33S82, E5P29S); and by the formal order of nature I mean the same eternal order,
but as it is in a distinct attribute of being (E2P5-7).

2. By the rational order of nature I mean the order and connection of the infinite
modes of nature, which are equally present in all things, always and everywhere

(E1P21, E3Praef, TIE76).

3. By the actual order of nature I mean the order and connection of the finite modes
of nature, each of which is present in its own time and place (E2P9, E5P29S).

Propositions

Proposition 5.0

The activity of a finite mode of being, conceived in relation to being, is the real essence,
or real self, of the mode, as it exists in eternity (E5P23).
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Demonstration 1: Being is the cause of everything conceivable (1.0C4), which it gen-
erates all at once in itself, or eternity (4.0C). Therefore, a finite mode conceived in
relation to being must be conceived as existing in eternity (E2P45S).

Furthermore, we have seen that the activity of a thing is its essence (3Def2); and
we have seen that the activity of a substance is self-conception (3.0C2, 3.1C1) and
that the activity of a mode is therefore a mode of self-conception (3.3). Therefore, the
essence, activity, and self of the mode are the same thing. Therefore, I call the activity
of a mode conceived in the real order of nature, in relation to being, or eternity, its
real essence, or real self.

Demonstration 2: Insofar as a finite mode is conceived in relation to God, or being,
in the real order of nature, it cannot be distinguished from being, and its existence
likewise cannot be distinguished from eternity (2.3). Therefore, insofar as the mode is
conceived this way, its real essence, or real self, must be conceived as involved in and
indistinguishable from absolutely infinite being, or eternity, and its activity is indistin-
guishable from the activity of absolute being conceiving itself (3.0C1).

Corollary, Proposition 5.0

Conception of the real essence, or real self, of a finite mode does not in any way involve
perception.

Demonstration: The real essence of a finite mode cannot be conceived as a distinct
entity; that is, insofar as the real essence is conceived, being alone is conceived (2.3);
and we saw in 3.0C3—4 that being can neither perceive any other nor be perceived by
any other, because there is no other. Therefore, conception of the real essence, or real
self, of a finite mode of being does not in any way involve perception.

Note 1, Proposition 5.0

Therefore, conception of the real essence, or real self, of a man’s mind, or in other
words, conception of the real essence of the mode of thought that is a particular man,
does not involve perception of extension, that is, neither insofar as extension is con-
sidered as infinite, nor insofar as it can be explained by the man’s body. For as we have
seen, conception of the real essence of the man’s mind is indistinguishable from
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conception of its substance, or in other words conception of absolutely infinite and
simple being conceiving itself as the absolute subject of conception (3.0C1-2).1

Note 2, Proposition 5.0

In E1P17S, where Spinoza explains, at least tentatively, that “God’s intellect, insofar
as it is conceived as constituting his essence, is in fact the prior cause of all things, both
of their essence and of their existence” (3Pref), he cautions,

Since therefore God’s intellect is the one and only cause of things, both of their
essence and of their existence, as we have shown, it must necessarily be different
from them in respect to both essence and existence. For that which is caused
differs from its cause precisely in what it has from its cause... Therefore, God’s
intellect, insofar as it is conceived as constituting the divine essence, differs from
a man’s intellect in respect to both essence and existence, and cannot agree with
it in any respect other than the name.

But to this argument, Spinoza’s friend Tschirnhaus objects that, “since God’s intellect
differs from our intellect both in essence and existence, it will therefore have nothing
in common with our intellect, and therefore (Book 1, Proposition 3) God’s intellect
cannot be the cause of our intellect” (Ep63). That is, Spinoza’s argument for his claim
that God’s intellect differs from a man’s intellect in both essence and existence contra-
dicts E1P3, “If things have nothing in common, one cannot be the cause of the other,”

1 “That which is the subtlest essence, this whole world has that as its soul. That is reality. That is the self.
That is you.” Chandogya Upanishad, 6.9.4.

“This all-knowing self is never born and never dies. It has not come from anywhere; nor has it become
anything. Unborn, constant, and eternal, beyond past or future, it cannot be harmed.” Katha Upanishad,
2.18.

"This universe of plurality is really an illusion. The reality is the undifferentiated absolute; and I am that."
Yoga Vasistha, 3.21.35.

“In the supreme self, there are no distinctions between the subject of knowing, object of knowing, and act
of knowing. It is absolute being, consciousness, and bliss, and shines by itself alone.” Shankara, Self-
Knowledge, 41.

“The shining sun in the center of your soul cannot lose its beauty and splendor. It is always present, and
nothing can take away its loveliness.” Teresa of Avila, The Interior Castle, 1.2.3.

“This proposition, ‘T am’, ‘T exist’, is necessarily true whenever it is conceived in my mind.” Descartes,
Second Meditation.
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as well as E1Ax4, “The knowledge of an effect depends on, and involves, the
knowledge of its cause.” Moreover, as Spinoza explains many times, “God is the cause
of himself”, yet it is self-evident that God does not differ from himself. But Spinoza
replies to Tschirnhaus merely by repeating the argument (see also 5.2N4). In my opin-
ion, his argument, that “what is caused differs from its cause precisely in what it has
from its cause”, is so obviously false, and so obviously contradicts nearly all of his
metaphysics, I can hardly believe it was the actual reason for his assertion that God’s
intellect differs from man’s intellect in all but the name.2

But I think it’s also obvious that Spinoza had another, more compelling reason to
say a man’s intellect has nothing in common with God’s intellect, namely, that his
theory of the attributes could not explain the relation, since it assumed that the power
of conception as we know it belonged uniquely to the essence of thought, as it also
seems to have assumed that quantity in some way belonged uniquely to the essence of
extension. Of the many contradictions that follow from Spinoza’s inadequate expla-
nation of the attributes and extension, I consider this one the most important, because
it prevented him from giving a simple and clear explanation of the union of a man’s
mind with God and eternity.

Proposition 5.1

The activity of a finite mode of an attribute, conceived in relation to the attribute, is
the formal essence of the mode, which is eternal in the attribute (E2P8, E5P22).

Demonstration: An attribute is necessarily conceived as generating every conceivable
mode of itself in eternity (1.2, 4.0C). Therefore, a finite mode conceived in relation
to its attribute in the formal order of nature (5Def1) must be conceived as eternal; for
insofar as the mode is conceived this way, it is conceived as a necessary property of that
which exists necessarily.

Moreover, the activity, or self-conception (3.3), of the mode, conceived in relation
to its attribute, cannot be conceived as distinct from the activity of the attribute (2.3);
that is, the mode is conceived insofar as it explains the attribute, whereas the attribute
is conceived simply and perfectly, and its eternal existence is also conceived simply and

2 “It is a common axiom and a true one that the effect is like the cause. Now God is the cause of me, and I
am an effect of him, so it follows that I am like him.” Descartes, Conversation with Burman.
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perfectly. Therefore, the formal essence of a finite mode must be conceived as eternal
in its attribute (E1D1, E1P7).3

Corollary, Proposition 5.1

Conception of the formal essence of a finite mode does not involve distinct perception
of the formal essence of the corresponding mode in any other attribute; that is, it in-
volves perception of such modes only insofar as it involves perception of the other
attributes as an infinite and indivisible object.

Demonstration: A finite mode cannot be conceived as distinct in relation to its attrib-
ute (2.3). Therefore, the formal essence of a finite mode, that is, a finite mode con-
ceived in relation to its attribute, can neither be conceived nor be perceived as a distinct
finite thing, either by itself or by any other. Therefore, conception of the formal es-
sence of the mode in question does not involve distinct perception of the formal es-
sence of the corresponding mode in any other attribute, except insofar as conception
of the mode’s attribute as infinite and indivisible necessarily involves perception of the
other attributes as infinite and indivisible.

Note 1, Proposition 5.1

Therefore, conception of a man’s eternal self, that is, conception of the formal essence
of the mode of thought that is a particular man, does not involve perception of the
man’s body as a modally distinct object. That is, conception of the formal essence of
the man’s mind is indistinguishable from conception of thought as an infinite, indi-
visible, concrete, and eternal subject of conception and, thereby, perception of exten-
sion as an infinite, indivisible, concrete, and eternal object. And thus, whatever we
“understand under the form of eternity” (E2P44C2), or as it is in eternity, we under-
stand, “not by conceiving the present actual existence of the body, but by conceiving
the essence of the body under the form of eternity” (E5P22), or insofar as it cannot be
distinguished from the essence of extension in eternity.

3 “I am thinking; therefore I am.” Descartes, Discourse on Method, 4.
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Note 2, Proposition 5.1

Since the formal essence of the mind is conceived distinctly from the formal essence
of the body insofar as thought is conceived distinctly from extension, whereas the real
essence of the mind and body are conceived as the same thing in relation to absolutely
infinite reality, it might be more accurate to call the distinction between the mind and
body a ‘formal’ distinction rather than a real distinction, and then say there are no real
distinctions (2.1). But because in that sense there are no real distinctions, I think there
may be little need to have a separate word for it; and because others have used the term
“formal distinction” differently (AT VII 120), and because Descartes and Spinoza both
do call the distinction between mind and body a real distinction (PPC1P8, E2P10S),
I think it’s probably less confusing to retain their use of the term than to change it.

Note 3, Proposition 5.1

In Letter 10, in reply to a question from “the learned young man Simon de Vries”,
Spinoza wrote,

To the question whether individual things or their affections are eternal truths,
[ say certainly. I did not call them eternal truths only to distinguish them from
those which do not explain an individual thing or affection of a thing, such as
‘nothing comes from nothing’. This and similar propositions I call absolutely
eternal truths, by which I mean simply that they do not have any place outside
the mind, etc.

[ think it’s likely that in the last sentence Spinoza was following Descartes’ description
of common notions like ‘nothing comes from nothing’ as “eternal truths which have
no existence outside our thought” (AT VIII 22-23). But Spinoza understood correctly
that thinking and reason are present not only in human minds as Descartes supposed,
but infinitely (Ep2); and in Ethics he explains common notions correctly as ideas of
“those things which are common to all and equally in the part as in the whole”
(E2P37), or in other words, infinite ideas of things that exist infinitely in nature. Fur-
thermore, his description of common notions in this letter as “absolutely eternal” re-
calls E1P21, “All things that follow from the absolute nature of any attribute of God
must have existed always and as infinite; [and] through the attribute they are eternal
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and infinite.” Therefore, I interpret “eternal in an absolute sense” as meaning that an
infinite mode of thought like ‘nothing comes from nothing’ is both eternally true in
God and thought (4.2) and sempiternally, or always, true in itself (4.2C); and I inter-
pret “it does not have any place outside the mind” as meaning that it’s likewise true
both in God and not in any particular place but everywhere in the divisible universe
(E2P37). Whereas an individual finite thing, like the mode of thought, ‘I am writing
this book’, is also eternally true in God and thought, but in itself is only true in some
particular times and places in the universe (4.3N1). I will explain these points further
under Propositions 5.2 and 5.3.

Proposition 5.2

The activity of a finite mode, conceived in relation to the infinite modes in its sub-
stance, is that which I call the rational essence, or rational self, of the mode, which
participates in infinite, or sempiternal, existence.

Demonstration: A substance generates in itself an infinity of infinite modes, each of
which is present in and partly explains each of the infinity of finite modes and is the
same in every part as in the whole. Therefore, each finite mode of a substance can be
explained as a part of the infinity of infinite modes in the substance. Therefore, insofar
as the activity, or self-conception (3.3), of a finite mode is conceived in relation to the
infinite modes in its substance it must be conceived as identical, insofar as it expresses
reality, with the activity of the infinite modes, which as we have seen exist sempiter-
nally, or always (4.2C). Therefore, insofar as the activity of a finite mode is conceived
in relation to the infinite modes of its substance, that is, insofar as its rational essence
is conceived, it is conceived as a part of those things that exist infinitely, or sempiter-
nally, or always.

Note 1, Proposition 5.2
Therefore, the human mind is conceived as participating in infinite, or sempiternal,

existence insofar as it is conceived as an idea in the infinite mind of God, or in other
words, as a finite but essential part of the mind of God (3.2N4, E2P11C), or “insofar

105



Chapter V: The Real Self, Rational Self, and Actual Self

as it is a part of the whole of nature” (E4AG6), which “varies in infinite ways without
any change in the whole” (E2L7S).

Corollary 1, Proposition 5.2

Insofar as a finite mode of a substance is conceived in relation to the infinite modes in
the substance, that is, as a part of the infinite modes, it must be conceived as having
an infinity of properties in common with the other modes in the substance.

Demonstration: The essence of each of the infinity of infinite modes in a substance
modifies, or is present in, every mode in the substance and, therefore, every finite mode
in the substance. Therefore, each finite mode, insofar as it expresses reality, is modified
by the infinity of infinite modes, or infinite properties, in the substance; and therefore,
it has all these properties in common with the other modes in the substance.

Note 2, Proposition 5.2

Therefore the infinity of infinite ideas, or principles of reason, in the infinite and sem-
piternal mind of God are present and true in a man’s mind and in every idea in his
mind. For example, it must necessarily be true in every mode of thought, as in all
substance, that, “A substance is by nature prior to its modifications” (E1P1). Note
how from this infinite mode other infinite modes (E1P22), or “common properties”
(E2P40S81), or “common laws of nature” (E3Praef), follow in the rational order, as the
sequence of these examples illustrates: “that a substance is the adequate cause of its
modifications” (E1P16C1), “that a substance determines each of its modes to exist and
act in a definite way” (E1P26), “that each mode that has been determined in a definite
way by its substance cannot render itself undetermined” (E1P27), and so on. There-
fore, note again that, “that effect is the most perfect which is produced immediately
by God, whereas each effect is less perfect in proportion to the number of its interme-
diary causes” (E1A) in the timeless, or sempiternal, rational order of nature.

Corollary 2, Proposition 5.2

Insofar as a finite mode of an attribute is conceived in relation to the infinite modes
in the attribute, or insofar as its rational essence is conceived, that which corresponds
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to the mode in the other attributes must thereby be perceived insofar as it is modified
by the infinite modes in those attributes.

Demonstration: An attribute must be conceived through itself in relation to the other
attributes; and insofar as the attribute is conceived, the other attributes must thereby
be perceived (3.1C2). Furthermore, the modes of an attribute are conceived through
the attribute; and therefore, insofar as the modes of the attribute are conceived, the
corresponding modes in the other attributes must likewise be perceived (3.2C3, 3.3C).
Therefore, insofar as the rational essence of a finite mode of an attribute is conceived
as modified by the infinite modes in its attribute, that which corresponds to it in the
other attributes must be perceived insofar as it is modified by the infinite modes in
those attributes.

Note 3, Proposition 5.2

Therefore, conception of a man’s rational essence, or rational self, necessarily involves
perception of the essence of his body in relation to the infinite modes of extension,
that is, in relation to the whole physical universe, or infinite and infinitely active mo-
tion and the infinite properties, or parts, thereof, “which must be the same always and
everywhere” (T'TP4). For insofar as the infinite modes of thought, or common no-
tions, are conceived as modifying the man’s mind, the infinite modes, or common
properties, of extension are thereby perceived as modifying his body; and this percep-
tion consists in conception of an infinite and infinitely active quantity of motion and
the infinity of infinite properties of motion, which are the same in all bodies and de-
termine them to exist and move in the ways they do (TIE101, 2.3N4, 3.2N3).

Note 4, Proposition 5.2
I showed in 5.0N2 how it appears that Spinoza argued that “God’s intellect and a

man’s intellect agree in nothing but the name” only because his theory of the attributes
could not explain the relation. He argued that an effect “differs from its cause precisely
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in what it has from its cause”, which Tschirnhaus correctly called false. As part of this
argument, Spinoza gave as an example of this alleged principle,

A man is the cause of the existence of another man, but not of the other’s es-
sence; for the essence is an eternal truth. So with regard to their essence the two
men can be in full agreement, but they must differ with regard to existence; and
for that reason if the existence of the one should cease, the existence of the other
would not thereby cease. But if the essence of the one could be destroyed and
rendered false, so too would the essence of the other. Therefore, a thing which
is the cause of the essence and existence of some effect must differ from that
effect in respect to both essence and existence. (E1P17S)

What this example, or alleged analogy, actually illustrates is, mainly (see also 6.2N3),
that we cannot adequately explain the cause of a thing in a temporal order, but can
only imagine and describe some parts of its cause; whereas we can explain it adequately
in the simple and indivisible eternal order or in the divisible rational, or sempiternal,
order (TTE101). For a man is not the adequate cause of another man, but only a prop-
erty or part of the adequate cause. Considered in the rational order, the adequate cause
of the man must be conceived as the whole infinite and sempiternal universe, inasmuch
as the order and connections of finite causes are infinite and infinitely interrelated
(2.3N4, 4.3, E1P28, E4A); whereas considered in the eternal order, in the same way
that, as Spinoza says, the formal essence of the man must be conceived as “an eternal
truth”, the existence of his formal essence must also be conceived as an eternal truth
(5.1). So neither the essence nor the existence of either man can be conceived as ren-
dered false, or absolutely ceasing to exist. And just as this explanation of the existence
of a real finite thing by a finite, or temporal, ‘efficient’ cause is partial and inadequate,
so is any other explanation of its existence by a finite, temporal cause, whether efficient,
‘material’, ‘formal’, or ‘final’, or any finite combination of them (E1A, E4Praef, AT
VIII 15), since as we have seen, the thing is “a part of nature, which cannot be con-
ceived adequately through itself alone independently of the other individual parts”
(E3P3S, E4P2); and therefore an adequate explanation of its existence must be infinite
and timeless.

This kind of error might also explain Spinoza’s claim in Descartes’ Principles of Phi-
losophy that “it is self-evident that the component parts are prior at least by nature to
a composite whole” (PPC1P19, CM2.5), which Descartes does not claim in the
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corresponding section of Principles, and which Spinoza does not repeat in Ethics when
he demonstrates the same proposition, i.e. that God is not composed of parts. For even
though almost all the traditional philosophies also claimed that the parts of a thing
must be prior to the whole, we know it is false because we know the whole infinite and
infinitely divisible universe is distinctly and adequately conceived as prior in nature to
its infinity of distinct properties, or parts, which it generates (E2P4, 3.2). Yet it’s ob-
vious that someone imagining transformations of bodies in an inadequate temporal
order might imagine the parts of a particular finite body as necessarily existing prior
to the whole. But these temporal material causes likewise cannot adequately explain
the effect, either by themselves or in combination with any finite number of finite
causes, because the effect can only be explained adequately in the infinite and eternal
real order or the infinite and timeless rational order.

Proposition 5.3

The activity of a finite mode, conceived as a distinct thing in relation to its world, or
the other finite modes, is the actual essence, or individual self, of the mode, which has
a finite, or limited, duration (E2D7, E3P6-8).

Demonstration: The activity, or essence (3Def2), of a finite mode is a mode of self-
conception (3.3); but conceived through itself alone it does not adequately explain
necessary existence (E1P24). That is, its existence is not self-caused but depends on
the existence of another; and therefore, if considered through its essence alone, it can-
not be conceived as necessary, or eternal. But the mode is conceived distinctly in the
actual order of nature (5Def3) not only through its essence but also in relation to its
world (2.3C), that is, in relation to the external causes of its existence in some times
and places and its non-existence in other times and places (4.3N1). Therefore, insofar
as the actual essence of the mode is considered as existing, its existence must be con-
ceived as a limited continuance of existence, or finite duration.

Note 1, Proposition 5.3
We saw in 4.3N 1 that insofar as a finite mode is conceived in relation to another finite

mode, its duration is likewise conceived in relation to the other mode’s duration, and
that this comparison forms a mode of time; and we saw in 4.3N2 that insofar as the
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modes are conceived this way they are thereby conceived as always changing in relation
to each other. Therefore, insofar as the mode is conceived as a distinct individual thing
in relation to its world, both it and its world must be conceived as temporally enduring
and always changing.

Note therefore that each actual modification of the mode must likewise be con-
ceived as having a limited duration and as always changing in relation to the mode
itself, as for example, a man’s opinions and passions, or those of his ideas that arise
partly from external causes (see 6.1N1, 7.1N1), must each be conceived as having a
limited duration in his mind and always changing, insofar as the accidental modifica-
tions of his mind are conceived as coming into existence and passing out of existence
in relation to his own continuance of existence.

Corollary 1, Proposition 5.3

Conception of a finite mode of an attribute as a distinct entity, that is, conception of
it in relation to its world, necessarily involves modally distinct perception of that which
corresponds to it in the other attributes (E5P23S).

Demonstration: Insofar as the modes of an attribute are conceived, the corresponding
modes in the other attributes must thereby be perceived (3.3C). Therefore, insofar as
a finite mode of the attribute is conceived as a distinct entity, that which corresponds
to it in the other attributes must be perceived as a modally distinct, or individual,
thing, or object.

Note 2, Proposition 5.3

Therefore, conception of a man’s individual self, that is, distinct conception of the
mode of thought that is a particular man, necessarily involves perception of the man’s
body as a distinct physical object enduring in time.

Thus our mind can be said to endure, and its existence can be defined by a
period of time, only insofar as it involves the actual existence of the body, and
thus far only can it have the power of determining the existence of things in
time and conceiving their existence in terms of duration. (E5P23S5)
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Furthermore, we saw in 4.3N1 that perception of the duration, or existence, of a body
as constituting a particular mode of time necessarily involves perception of the essence
of the body as constituting a particular place. Therefore, by the individual self, or ac-
tual essence, of the mode I mean the mode “conceived in relation to a particular time
and place” (E5P29S), which constitutes the mode’s own actual present. Note also that
each time and place must be conceived as affected, or partly determined, by particular
‘past’ causes, and as partly causing or determining particular ‘future’ effects, since the
actual order of finite causes and effects follows necessarily (E2P48). Therefore, by the
actual present, or rather, by my actual present, as I sit here now writing this, I under-
stand my mind and perception of my body as they are actually modified in this par-
ticular time and place; and by the past I understand an inadequate idea of the acci-
dental, finite causes of the present; and by the future, an inadequate idea of the acci-
dental effects of the present.

Note 3, Proposition 5.3

I explained in 4.1N3 that by the life of a finite mode I understand its duration; and
therefore, by its death I understand the limit of its duration. But we have seen that the
durations of things are not really distinct, and so I also explained that the limit of a
mode’s duration is therefore really nothing; for the mode really exists eternally and
actually continues to exist indefinitely. But we have also seen that each accidental mod-
ification of the mode, or each part of its intersection with its world, might either partly
cause, or determine, some property essential in the mode, thereby partly causing or
aiding its continuance in existence (E2Post4), or partly exclude some property essential
in the mode, thereby weakening the mode and partly causing its destruction, or death
(E3P4), or in other words, decomposition of its properties, or parts. Taking bodies as
an example,

Whatever causes a change in the proportion of motion and rest among the parts

of a body thereby causes the body to assume a different form; that is, it causes
its destruction. (E4P39D)

And since for each mode of extension there corresponds a mode of thought, partial
destruction of the body is accompanied by partial “destruction of the soul, since this
is only an idea of the body having this proportion of motion and rest” (KV2Praef).
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Therefore, although the mode is really eternal, insofar as it is conceived as a distinct
individual in relation to its world it is thereby conceived as a whole in some times and
places but not as a whole in other times and places. Therefore, a man for example is
called alive in those finite modes, or times and places, in which he is thought to exist
as a whole, and he is called dead in those times and places in which parts of him, such
as memories of his name or deeds, are thought to exist though the whole is thought
not to exist. Therefore Spinoza says,

I have no reason to maintain that a body does not die unless it turns into a
corpse; and indeed, experience seems to teach otherwise. It sometimes happens
that a man undergoes such changes that I would hardly say he is the same man.

(E4P39S)

For if a man has changed in such a way that what had seemed essential parts of him
no longer seem to exist, he can be conceived as in one way the same man, but in
another way a different man. And likewise, I can conceive myself as the same person I
was when I was a child, yet in another way as a different person than I was yesterday.
For we have seen that a particular thing, like ‘Gary Sugar’, can be conceived as an
infinitely divisible genus of particulars (2.3N2), and we have seen that each particular
in the genus actually exists in its own time and place. For there is not one, absolute or
universal time, in which all finite things come into existence and pass out of existence;
there are instead an infinity of modally distinct times, each abstracted from the infinity
of finite things and relations among finite things existing in eternity; and hence all
things are actually alive in their own times and places, and death is really nothing.
Therefore Spinoza says, “insofar as a man lives according to the guidance of reason ...
he thinks of nothing less than death, and his wisdom is instead a meditation on life”

(E4P67).4

4 “Nothing is born, and nothing dies. This is the absolute truth.” Mandukya Upanishad, 3.48.
“Thus birth is extinguished, and perishing unheard of.” Parmenides, frag. 8.
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Corollary 2, Proposition 5.3

Insofar as a finite mode of a substance is conceived as a distinct thing in relation to its
world, its activity must be conceived as constituting an endeavor to continue in exist-

ence (E3P6).

Demonstration: Insofar as a finite mode is conceived as a distinct thing, its activity is
thereby conceived as expressing the power of the mode in a changing, temporal rela-
tion to the power of its world (4.3N1-2, 5.3N1), that is, in a changing, temporal rela-
tion to the power of external causes, by which it can be partly caused or destroyed
(E3Postl, E4Ax1), and each of which conversely might be partly caused or destroyed
by the power of the mode (2.3N4). Therefore, insofar as the actual essence of the mode
expresses power, or posits and affirms its own being (E3P4D, 3.3), it must be con-
ceived as temporally “endeavoring to continue in existence” (E3P6), by affirming eve-
rything that can cause or determine its existence and thereby “opposing everything
that can exclude its existence” (E3P6D). Therefore, “the endeavor of each thing to
continue in existence is nothing but the actual essence of the thing” (E3P7), or the
essence, or activity, of the mode considered insofar as it is determined in a particular
way in a particular time and place.’

Note 4, Proposition 5.3

Therefore by volition, or power of the will, or “the faculty of aftirming and denying”
(E2P48S), I understand the actual essence, or endeavor, of a finite mode, such as a
man, or in other words, the power of his intellect, or his power of conception, consid-
ered as a distinct, changing mode of actuality; and so in this way, his “will and intellect
are the same thing” (E2P49C), and “affirming and denying is what thinking is”
(CM2.12). Furthermore, by appetite, or desire, I understand the mode’s endeavor
considered insofar as it involves perception of the corresponding endeavor of the object
of its perception, or in this case, the endeavor of the man’s body. Spinoza says, “be-
tween appetite and desire there is no difference, except that desire is usually related to
men insofar as they are conscious of their appetite” (E3P9S), or more generally, “by

5 “To make this clear, let us consider a very simple kind of example. A motion has a force of continuing in
its state. This force is really nothing but the motion itself.” Spinoza, CM1.6.
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desire I mean any of a man’s endeavors, urges, appetites, and volitions”, or “the man’s
essence insofar as it is determined in a particular way to do something” (E3AD1).
Therefore, by the actual essence of a man I understand his endeavor, or desire, to
conceive and affirm ideas of the properties of his own mind and body and, thereby,
his endeavor to conceive whatever things external to him might determine the prop-
erties of his mind and body to continue in existence (E3P12).6

Note therefore that our desires, or appetites, are strictly speaking not determined
by ‘final causes’, or ends that we seek, but instead determine the ends we imagine we
seek.

What is called a ‘final c