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attribute: what the
intellect perceives to be

constituting the essence
of a substance [i.e., that

which makes it what it is].

mode: quality/property of a substance
(expressed in the manner of some
attribute), on which they depend bot
ontologically (as their cause) and
conceptually/explanatorily.

God: an absolutely infinite
substance that consists of an
infinity of attributes, each of
which expresses an eternal
and infinite essence.

substance: what is in
itself and such that its
concept doesn’t re-
quire any other concept
from which it is formed.

P1: God, a substance consisting of
infinite attributes, each expressing
eternal and infinite essence, exists
necessarily.

P2: In nature, there cannot be two
or more substances of the same
nature or attribute (since they’d be
indistinguishable).

Crucial: Extension is one of God’s infinite attributes. The infinite individual--the thing composed of all finite bodies—is an infinite mode pervading C1: Any second substance would
God & expressing God’s power. So are motion-and-rest, and the laws of nature that govern the evolution of all modes (including particular things). have to share (impossibly) an
attribute with God (against P2).

CT1

God has an infinity of attributes and is
infinite with respect to all of them. Also:
each of God’s modes exists in every
attribute.

The two known divine
attributes are
Thought & Extension =
1‘..

Al: Denying existence to God is absurd. Any possible substance’s
essence (& that of a being having all attributes) involves existence.

A3: Ability to exist is power, which correlates w/ degrees of reality. A2: Every (non-) existence needs a cause. As nothing could
God must have maximum reality; no other substance is possible. possibly cause God’s non-existence, God exists necessarily.
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short (pp. 44-5) tensions in Descartes’ mechanistic physics.
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