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1. Introduction
In Spinoza’s philosophy, understanding the relationship between the attributes and Nature (substance) is crucial to understanding his entire philosophical system. It seems to me that Spinoza’s system has not been properly understood with respect to this point, as is the case with his critique of the philosophy of Descartes (and other philosophers who preceded him). According to my understanding, the philosophy of Spinoza provides a plausible solution for understanding the connection between body and mind that stands in contrast to alternative philosophical solutions to that problem. In this essay, I propose that we should see in Spinoza’s philosophy a radical alternative to the philosophy of Descartes and a fitting solution to the problem of the relationship between extension and thought, serving as a metaphysical basis for epistemology, philosophy of mind, philosophy of language, theory of action, and, in truth, all aspects of philosophical inquiry.
My goal in these remarks is to propose an interpretation of the problem of substance and its attributes, to explain the evolutionary nature of Spinozian epistemology, and to bring to light a certain problem of Spinoza’s in the development of his philosophy as an alternative to the Cartesian method. In a certain sense, one can consider Peirce to be a continuation of Spinoza’s critique of Cartesian metaphysics and epistemology (Peirce 5:312-317). Peirce himself viewed Spinoza’s philosophy as one of the essential sources of his Pragmatism. I suggest that the two of them outline a direction in the development of evolutionary-pragmatic philosophy that can serve as an alternative to modern “positivist” or “analytical” philosophy which grew out of the Cartesian conceptual framework. In this essay, I intend to interpret Spinoza’s philosophy in this spirit, as a proposed alternative to Cartesian philosophy. I believe that this accords with the spirit of Spinoza, which Lodewijk Meyer aimed to describe in his preface to Spinoza’s The Principles of Cartesian Philosophy, according to which philosophical principles different from those of Descartes are required if we want our intellects to progress to the summit of knowledge (see letter 13).
I do not propose to enter into a historical-critical discussion; rather, I propose a methodological reconstruction of parts of Spinoza’s philosophy, presenting the claims of various commentators primarily as a means of clarifying and refining the matters at hand. The discussion in this essay is intended to solve the problem of Proposition XXI in Part II of the Ethics, regarding the relationship between the attributes of extension and thought, on the one hand, and the relations between the ideas in the attribute of thought itself, on the other. In order to solve this problem, one must examine Spinoza’s theory of representation, the problem of “the idea of the idea,” and what is “knowing of knowing.” From an analysis of these problems, I arrive at the conclusion that the only means to achieve a coherent reconstruction of Spinoza’s philosophy is to understand it as an evolutionary philosophy.
2. On the Problem of the Connection Between Nature and Its Attributes in Spinoza
In his essay on Spinoza’s philosophy of mind, Parkinson places the problem of understanding the attributes at the center of his discussion:
It might be thought that a discussion of the philosophy of mind that is expended in Spinoza’s Ethics would omit the metaphysical doctrines that are connected with Part I… In fact, however, Part I is very relevant to Spinoza’s philosophy of mind, for it is here that he lays the foundations of his theory of substance and its attributes, which is central to his account of the relations between mind and body. (Parkinson 1983:106)
It seems impossible to engage with the philosophy of mind (and, in essence, with anything in the bounds of philosophy) without first taking up the metaphysics of nature and the human as part and parcel of it. The accepted disagreements in interpreting the connection between attributes and substance (Nature) are between a subjectivistic approach articulated, in Ethics Part 1 Def. 4, as a subjective, personal perception of the essence of Nature; and an objectivistic approach, claiming that the attributes express the essence of Nature, and thus possess existence independent of any connection to the human mind (Ethics 1 P10 Schol., P19, P20 Cor. 2; 2 P7 Schol., P45, P47). Within the objectivistic approach, there are different interpretations regarding the connection between attributes and substance: On the one hand, a dualism which argues for a real distinction between thought and extension (Gueroult); and on the other hand, a theory of identity which argues for a real identity between them (Curley; and see Parkinson 1983:109ff.). One can find an abundance of debates in this regard in the contemporary literature on Spinoza (e.g. Aquila 1983). It seems to me that Wolf is exceptional in his consistent interpretation of the problem of attributes, claiming,
… that each attribute can be thought of separately, whereas in reality, all the attributes are inseparably together in substance.” (Wolf 1927:26, cf. Hallett, 1957)
[bookmark: _gjdgxs]To my mind, the mistake made by some commentators in understanding the connection between the attributes in Spinoza, inheres in their misunderstanding of the concept of discernment of the attributes by the intellect, that is, by rational distinction.
First, Spinoza does not claim that only the human intellect discerns between attributes, but that this distinction exists as well in the infinite intellect (E I Def. 4, 30; 2 n. 7, etc.). If we understand the human intellect (intellectus) as a framework of intentional and true intelligibles then, from the definition of the attribute and intellect, it emerges that the distinction of the intellect in the attribute is true (2 P43, addenda; XXXXX). It follows that such a distinction is established in substance itself, in Nature. What is rational distinction? In his work Metaphysical Thoughts (1663), Spinoza presents a theory of three distinctions in Nature: real, modal, and rational (of the intellect) (see M.M. 1, 3; 2, 5; Descartes 1984 2: 213).	Comment by .: היתה כאן הערה אודות השימוש במושגים עבריים שמחקתי

Real distinction does not occur, in fact, in Spinoza’s philosophy. In Descartes, this distinction is made between two substances, extension and the ratio, and Spinoza’s analysis comes to show that this is a vacuous concept and that such a distinction is impossible in Nature (Ethics 1 n.15). Any characteristic or component of Nature that is rendered distinct from it cannot subsist. Only Nature in its completion can exist in its own right, as its own cause. Substantive distinction renders a distinct component lacking in existence, like a void in Nature that cannot subsist or be conceived of by us. Nothing can come into being or exist in Nature except through the exchange of energy (material and mental). But even if we allow for the existence of a thing essentially separated from Nature, we would not be able to recognize it, since we could have no “contact” with this thing, neither directly nor indirectly. Spinoza rejects the concept of “real distinction,” and this analysis of it provides an opportunity to develop his concept of Nature’s inclusive “essence,” that there is no essence beyond it that can preclude it from existing or acting according to its own internal laws (Ethics 1, Def. 7, 17, and Corollaria 1, 2): “By substance, I understand what is in itself and is conceived through itself, i.e., that whose concept does not require the concept of another thing, from which it must be formed” (Spinoza, Ethics 1 Def. 3).[footnoteRef:1] [1:  [Translator’s note: All direct citations of Spinoza are taken from Benedictus de Spinoza, The Collected Works of Spinoza, ed. and trans. Edwin Curley (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1985).]] 

Modal distinction is the relational differentiation of natural conditions, various energetic structures (physical and mental) within the continuum of nature, only some of which are grasped as distinct phenomena. These modifications of continuous Nature are only relatively distinct and discernible from other manifestations, and do not have any real, independent existence:
This will be sufficiently plain to everyone who knows how to distinguish between the intellect and the imagination – particularly if it is also noted that matter is everywhere the same, and that parts are distinguished in it only insofar as we conceive matter to be affected in different ways, so that its parts are distinguished only modally, but not really. (Spinoza, Ethics 1 P15 Schol.; and see 1 P25 Cor.)
Rational distinction differs from modal distinction and is certainly not a form of real distinction. This is a distinction of things that are not distinct modally, but which are also not identical like the substance of Nature, which is entirely identical with itself. Rational distinction distinguishes between things that can be recognized and cognized separately, but which are not even modally distinct. In this way, rational distinction distinguishes itself from the other two categories of distinction discussed above:
Finally, a rational distinction is that arising between substance and its attribute,... We recognize this distinction because substance cannot be understood without that attribute. (Spinoza, CM II:5)
One can contemplate these characteristics as if they are independent in a real fashion, for example, by means of an analogy, thought experiments in science, or when one implements a scientific experiment, in which one establishes ideal conditions, isolating the system from all external influence in order to allow for a more simplified explanation of the subject (ibid).[footnoteRef:2] Accordingly, we can think of an ostensibly real distinction between the attributes of Nature, allowing us to distinguish between a physical account and a mental account of things and phenomena, and to avoid completely conflating the two explanations (Ethics 2 P7 Schol.). In all these cases, such distinctions are strictly imaginative simplifications, while the only true distinction between attributes is the rational distinction between things not liable to be separated. Distinctions of this kind can assist us only if we understand that they are strictly simplifications: [2:  It is possible to distinguish between two of Spinoza’s uses of the term “characteristic”: at times, it applies to particular things in Nature which themselves possess attributive aspects, for example, thought and extension (see Ethics Part 1, Def. 5); and other times it refers to modifications of attributive aspects (see 2 P7 Schol.). One can accept this dual meaning, which lessens verbal awkwardness, as long as we attend to it.] 

From these propositions, it is evident that although two attributes may be conceived to be really distinct (i.e., one may be conceived without the aid of the other), we still can not infer from that that they constitute two beings, or two different substances. (Ethics 1 P10 Schol., italics in original)
Why can the attributes not be divided truly, one from another? The attributes constitute the essence of Nature, in which there is no substantive distinction (1 P12, P13). Regarding this, Wolfson errs in his explication of Spinoza’s claim in the phrase [periscope] cited above (1934 2:22-23). Spinoza speaks of the attributes as seeming like or being thought of as separate, but not as being separate in actu. Such an understanding is erroneous, though it points out a substantial fact: the impossibility of showing a modal connection between the attributes. According to Spinoza’s theory of metaphysics, one errs whether one claims real distinction between the attributes, or one attempts to show the causal-modal connections between them. Descartes and his followers today commit both of these errors (Ethics Pt. 5, Introduction). Can it be the case that the cognitive processes for apprehending various attributes have no connection between them? It is clear that all cognitive processes belong to the attribute of thought, and accordingly, that the processes for recognizing the different attributes are mutually inter-connected in a modal manner. These processes are not distinguished from each other as cognitive processes, in the sense that all of them “include” within them the structural regularity of the attribute of thought, but the “inclusion” of the attribute of thought’s regularity differs from the “expression” of the structural regularity of physical processes in the attribute of extension (Letter 64; Ethics 1 P10, 2 P45). The conceptualizations of the different regularity of the attributes are distinct from one another as ideas, because the regularity of the attributes’ processes differs; and because these processes are not mutually transformable, regarding their differentiation we infer that they are as two distinct forms of action in Nature (Letter 10). Because Nature’s existence is real and necessary, we infer its apprehension from its substance, but it is because the attributes are apprehended as themselves that one cannot ascribe any real distinction between them (this is the error of Descartes [1984 2:86] and Donagan [1973], and see Ethics 1 P10). In this way, one ought to understand the rational distinction that results when the intellect comprehends the difference between Nature’s essential characteristics. It is possible, of course, to ask: why can one not describe the attributes as modally distinct from one another, like other characteristics of Nature? It is clear that the attributes cannot be finite aspects of Nature, because finite aspects arise and perish, but these attributes are the fixed characteristics of Nature. But why is it impossible to see the attributes as infinite and eternal characteristics, and thus, though fixed, still modally distinct from each other? Regarding this question, one can reply that things that differ modally maintain, at the same time, a causal connection, whether proximate or distant; between the attributes such a connection cannot be maintained or even comprehended. Without entering into a detailed explanation of this matter, one can offer a kind of “dogmatic” depiction: “Infinite, immediate characteristics” are the structure of comprehensive laws of the attributes: the laws of “motion and rest” in the attribute of extension, and the laws of “intellect and will” (or “the infinite intellect”) in the attribute of thought, and these “infinite, immediate characteristics” are the realizations of the activity of these laws in Nature, that is to say, “the face of the entire cosmos” in its two intelligible aspects.[footnoteRef:3] Herein I have shown the nature of the relation between the attributes and Nature: they are two, or infinite, aspects of Nature, its different forms of action, which are perceived and discerned by the intellect. [3: Letter 64; Ethics 1 P16, P30, P31, P32 Cor. 2. Regarding the “infinite idea,” as an infinite, immediate characteristic in the attribute of thought, see Ethics 2 P3-5, P8, as well as Joachim 1901:94-95; Wolfson 1934 1:239-242; Pollock 1880 187-188.] 

3. What Is the Connection Between Nature’s Attributes?
The question of the connection between Nature’s attributes is crucial to understanding Spinoza’s philosophy and, practically speaking, all philosophy that assumes a certain relationship between body and mind. The accepted classification in the exegesis of Spinoza’s philosophy, and in the philosophy of mind as it has developed is that there are three essential possibilities regarding the relation between body and mind: 1) absolute separation (two different things), 2) complete identification between them, 3) interactivity between these two components, which cannot be reduced. A physicalist approach adopts the second position, by situating the mind in the material body, perceived as a mode of extension; at best, the mind is understood as a function of the body (functionalism). Within that same position of identification, the idealist (and phenomenological) approach conversely maintains to locate the body in mental processes. The third position, the interactivist, comes to the fore in the neo-Cartesianism of Popper and Eccles (1977; Searle, 1984, ch. 1), and similarly in cybernetics and informational science. But what is the position of Spinoza in the question of the relation between Nature’s attributes? Per my understanding, Spinoza claims that the relation between the body and mind (extension and thought) does not fit any one of these three possibilities. Complete separation is not possible because such a real differentiation is not possible within Nature. Complete identification is not possible because there is no way to locate thought in extension or vice versa. Even interaction is not possible because interaction can only obtain between two modes proper to the same attribute, and the modes of the mind and the modes of the body are proper to different attributes. Thus, any attempt to explain Nature’s manifestations can only be expressed within the schema of one of its attributes, and hence there is no possibility to explain the modes of thought by means of the modes of extension, or the opposite. According to Spinoza, the question of the relation between the modes of the mind in the attribute of thought and the modes of the body in the attribute of extension cannot even arise, since it is a question of two attributive aspects, qualities, of a singular individuum. Since it seems that such a particular can only relate to itself through a relation of identity (A = A), thus many claim the consequent identity of the attributes that are united in said particular. However, the attributes are aspects of the particular, which differ from each other, and since they are not component modes of this particular, there cannot be a relation of active causality between them (Metaphysical Thoughts [CM] II:5). Each particular is thought of as an existent that is apperceived by the intellect, at times in thought and at times in extension.
[W]hatever can be perceived by an infinite intellect as constituting an essence of substance pertains to one substance only, and consequently that the thinking substance and the extended substance are one and the same substance, which is now comprehended under this attribute, now under that. So also a mode of extension and the idea of that mode are one and the same thing, but expressed in two ways. (Ethics II:7 Schol.)
4. Why Is the Replacement of One Attribute with Another Impossible?
Leibniz (Monadology §17) intuitively grasped Spinoza’s position, but it was not possible to develop a basic theory on the difference between mental and bodily processes until the emergence of Peirce’s idea regarding the unique logical character of mental processes as constructions of three-dimensional relations, which differs from the dualistic structure of physical processes. Putnam (1983: 290ff), has a similar idea with in his distinction between epistemic predicates, which are intentional and apply to the mental domain, and non-epistemic predicates, which are non-intentional and apply to the physical domain. To my mind, Putnam errs in his identifying syntactical-semantical predicates as non-epistemic predicates. Such a matter is incorrect, from the vantage point, neither of Spinoza nor of Peirce. Predicates which apply to mental processes are intentional, and language, upon which syntactical-semantical predicates apply, is a mental process. However, it may be that Putnam did not mean predicates that describe language as a mental-intentional phenomenon, but rather predicates that describe it as a physical phenomenon. There is clear room to make such a distinction, if one assumes that language is a physical phenomenon, or that it possesses a physical aspect, but then the distinction between epistemic predicates and syntactical-semantical predicates, as made by Putnam, must be replaced with a distinction between predicates that describe mental phenomena and predicates that describe physical phenomena. Putnam justly identifies epistemic predicates with the structure or quality of intentionality. There are philosophers who identify “intentionality,” as such, with intention, and thus with self-consciousness and spontaneity, but within the stance outlined here, it refers to a logical structure inhering within all mental processes which relate, according to Spinoza, to the attribute of thought, and according to Peirce, to consciousness, understood broadly. In order to make this distinction between mental processes in general and cognitive processes, that is self-consciousness, we will call the quality of all mental processes “intensionality” and that of the cognitivist sub-group “intentionality” (Nesher 1984 §2). Putnam’s error can be understood against the background of the positivist preoccupation with language as a non-mental phenomenon, which Putnam criticizes, but it appears he ends up inheriting a portion of its assumptions. The error of the positivists was that they attempted to substitute predicates that apply to the epistemic realm with predicates that apply to the physical realm. The source of this error (as well as the treatment of Hintikka on this problem, 1962 ch. 5) is in the lack of distinguishing the difference existing between structures of mental-cognitive phenomena, which are triadically relational, and structures of physical phenomena, which are dyadically relational. This error stems, first and foremost, from the use of bi-local logic to describe linguistic structures which are not apt to be used for such a description without damaging their epistemological-intentional nature (see Nesher 1983:208-209, 1984 §2; Peirce 1890 1:363, 1905 8:331).
Hence, physical structures will be described by means of structures featuring a bi-local logical format:
[1]	LpP (a, b)
When LpP (Leading Principle) is the operator of a structure apposite a physical rule that connects two bodies a and b; for example, a description of the attraction between the masses of two bodies would be put thusly:
[2]	Force = K/R2(Ma * Mb)
or by substituting the force K/R2(Mx * My) that acts between two bodies with a law, we get the following structure:
[3] Force (a, b)		(Peirce, 1:345; Ms. 939 28-29)
A complex physical process can be expressed by means of multi-local relations of different orders of magnitude but in principle can be placed in basic, bi-local relations. With this, one can show that within the mental domain, in the attribute of thought, the processes’ structures are tri-local, and at the cognitive level they express the intentional nature of meaning-oriented processes, characterized by the teleological connection between their components (Peirce 2:86). Here I do not mean a teleological description as understood by Aristotle, which is opposed to Spinoza’s outlook, but rather as he explicates it in the preface to the fourth part of the Ethics:
What is called a final cause is nothing but a human appetite insofar as it is considered as a principle, or primary cause, of some thing. For example, when we say that habitation was the final cause of this or that house, surely we understand nothing but that a man, because he imagined the conveniences of domestic life, had an appetite to build a house. So habitation, insofar as it is considered as a final cause, is nothing more than this singular appetite. It is really an efficient cause, which is considered as a first cause, because men are commonly ignorant of the causes of their appetites. (Italics in original, p. 544. Compare Ethics 1, Appendix and 4, Def. 7)
If we assume that the singular appetite is an efficient cause for the entire process, it will be Lpm(S…), when the operator Lpm is the rule of mental habit, which together with the argument S, the unique idea-sign, represents the specific “singular appetite;” this concept would be identified with one of the following understandings, with the “schema” of Piaget, with the “plan” of Miller (1960), or with the “intention” of Peirce (2:86). Such mental, “teleological” structures, in which there is a sensical connection between the motivation, the object affected by the action, and its effect, which can be expressed by means of the following schema:
[4]	Lpm(S, O, I)
which is explained by the example of the giving of a particular object, from one person to another. This is not a physical relation of the passing of energy from one body to a second, but rather a relation of meaning. In our case, Lpm is the mental-intentional operator which activates the mental-cognitive relation in which the subject, signified by S, gives the real, particular object, represented in the mental realm by means of the immediate object O, to another person, signified by I. This intentional relation cannot be located within these two distinct, bi-local, non-intentional structures, as, for example:
[5]	R1(S, O)
[6]	R2(O, I)
in which S is able to let go of O without intending for I to pick it up. If the comprehensive structure is only multiplying the dualistic structures above, [5] and [6], that is, if R1 * R2 = R3, then the new structure would be:
[7]	R3((S, O) * (O, I))
and within this entire complex structure, the requirement of intent, in which there would be a direct connection between S and I through a mental operator that establishes a triadic relation, would not be fulfilled. However, structures [5] and [6] can accomplish, through [7], such that ultimately thing O can pass from S to I in a physical mode, but without the performance of an intentional process of “giving” and without the particular object truly being given from a decision or subject to a particular foundational social law.
Take for example, the relation of giving. A gives B to C. This does not consist in A’s throwing B away and its accidentally hitting C, like the date stone, which hit the Jinnee in the eye. If that were all, it would not be a genuine triadic relation, but merely only dyadic relation followed by another. There need be no motion of the thing given. Giving is a transfer of the right property. Now right is a matter of law, and law is a matter of thought and meaning. (Peirce, 1:345, italics in the original. Cf. 1:343-349, 1:363-365; 2:86; 8:331)
One must distinguish between the lawfulness of the attribute of extension (the laws of movement and rest), which has the dualistic logical form of [1], and the lawfulness of the attribute of thought (the laws of will and intellect), which has the logical form of [2] (Ethics 1, Post. 32, Cor. 2; Post. 17, Schol.; 2, Post. 7, Cor. and Schol.; Letters 64, 66). Cognitive lawfulness is intensionalist, including processes built on connections of meaning by means of similarity, by means of continuity, and by means of rational convention. Mental processes characterized accordingly can represent physical objects but not the opposite. From this it is clear that if the elements of cognitive processes are units of meaning, there is simply no possibility to translate mental processes to physical processes, and it is impossible to reduce epistemic predicates to non-epistemic predicates (Putnam 1983: 290ff.).
Common to all processes of the attribute of thought is a triadic logical structure, with which they “express” the physical bodies united with them; however, only at a certain stage of development, at the level of self-consciousness, do these processes become semiotic processes (language, understood broadly), consciously interpreted as such when their function is to “represent” the physical environment. Hence, if there is an overall mental lawfulness, then it is possible to learn from the structures of the mental processes with which we are familiar (natural language, scientific inquiry, logical and mathematical inferences) regarding the basic structures of the mental processes that are not self-consciousness. (I identify consciousness with Idea, in the Spinozan sense, that is as any mode or process within the attribute of thought.)
5. The Compatibility of Order and the Connection Between the Modes (Modal Aspects) Within Different Attributes
The question is does the distinction between the different logical structures in the attributes of extension and thought contravene the well-known postulate, found in Ethics 2:7, which states:
The order and connection of ideas is the same as the order and connection of things… Therefore, whether we conceive nature under the attribute of Extension, or under the attribute of Thought, or under any other attribute, we shall find one and the same order, or one and the same connection of causes. (Italics in the original. Compare with the concept of “order” in Peirce, 6:542; and the “order of nature” in Harris 1974)
It should be noted that the different structures are properties of mental or physical events and not their order. Spinoza did not claim in this postulate that one can substitute or translate the structure of a mental mode to that of a physical mode, or vice versa, since then there would be no need to assume two distinct attributes, and perhaps, it would even be impossible to distinguish between them, as Spinoza maintains (Tractatus de Intellectus Emendatione [TIE] §33; Ethics 2 P7 Schol.). In such a case, Nature could be described as possessing one attribute alone, either that of extension, as the physicalists propose (see Putnam’s commentary and its problematization, 1981:77ff.), or that of thought, as the idealists and phenomenologists propose (for example, Berkeley). But Spinoza reasons otherwise, as he argues
Hence, so long as things are considered as modes of thinking, we must explain the order of the whole of nature, or the connection of causes, through the attribute of Thought alone. And insofar as they are considered as modes of Extension, the order of the whole of nature must be explained through the attribute of Extension alone. I understand the same concerning the other attributes. (Ethics 2 P7 Schol., italics in the original. Cf. 3 P2 Schol.)
The impossibility of substituting the attributive aspects of things for each other is not non-Spinozistic; indeed, the opposite is true! One must understand the phrase “one and the same order or one and the same connection” accordingly, that without the difference between the structures of events in the two attributes, R(S, O, I) R(a, b), nevertheless, if we look at the event as a singular instance, there will be the same relation of order and connection in each attribute, such that for each event of the first kind (for example, a neural event), an event of the second kind “will agree” (a mental event), and for each derivation of the first kind, there will be a matching derivation of the second. This is explained by the individuum's requirement for unity, such that these two events are, in fact, the same particular event possessing different attributive forms, but in principle, it is not possible to substitute, one for another, the modal structures of different attributes, or to synthesize them in a third conjunction. In all this, a question arises: Is this a limitation of the human explanatory capacity or is this limitation a quality that inheres within nature itself? Since Spinoza holds that rational human discernment of the attributes expresses the essence, the basic structure, of nature (Ethics 1 Def. 4, P10 Schol., P19, P20; 2 P7 Schol.; Letter 9), thus, in his opinion, it is not a human limitation but rather a matter germane to the inner configuration of nature. The configuration of an idea, a mental event, differs from that of a body, a physical event, but for each and every idea there is an apposite, discrete bodily mode, and vice versa; accordingly, if any idea is deconstructed into component ideas, or if ideas are synthesized to become a more comprehensive idea, still, for each idea, in any instance, there will always be a parallel bodily mode, which is accordingly composite or one of its components. In this way, the consistent and identical order and connection of the modes in the two attributes (in all attributes) will always be maintained without requiring that the configuration of the idea will be the same as that of a bodily process or body. How exactly such an apposite parallelism can be maintained despite the difference between the physical and mental configurations must be explained in more detail. It seems that. according to Peirce, there is a solution to this connected to a differing inner valency, expressed by “external structures” (1:289) that reflect the difference between the natures of mental and physical events. For example, the valency of any physical object is two and thus can only enter bi-local structures, while, simultaneously, any mental event possesses a valency of three and therefore can only be a component of tri-local structures (1:288-292, 343-349; cf. 6:3 Cummins 1984).
6. On the Kinds of Connections in Nature
From this, it is clear that there is a basic connection of agreement (convenire) between the different attributes in nature, as a whole, between the attribute of extension and the attribute of thought, and from this, we can infer a similar apposition between the attributive aspects of all of nature’s modes. This connection is not one that needs, or is possible, to be comprehended through the received concepts of causal relations, which exist, both in mental and physical modes, which we use in daily life or science. One can infer the connection between the body and mind from one’s experiences and from scientific inquiry (TIE §12 n. 7; Ethics 2 P13, Cor. and Schol.; P16ff; P44; 5 P1; Joachim 1901: 177-180). This is the fixed connection belonging to nature’s basic structure and the concept by means of the intellect alone, which Spinoza terms “union” (Ethics 2 P13, P21), which is an ontic connection or unity. However, this ontic, metaphysical unity, which exists in the entirety of nature, in all of its modification (mode, affection, activation; Ethics 1 P25 Dem.; 2 P10 Dem.), is not a cognitive relation, just as it is not a physical relation (Joachim 1940:55); it is not in any way the result of a process, and particularly not that of a cognitive process, but rather if we think of nature as “knowing” itself by means of this union (Ethics 2 Ps. 1, 3, 9, 12, 20); but this is only a metaphorical figure of speech, which is basically opposed to the scientific philosophy of Spinoza (Ethics 1 P17 Dem., Schol. 2; 2 P3 Schol.). The intellect comprehends the ontic connection as different than modal-causal relations. From this, one is able to distinguish between different kinds of connections within nature, as detailed in the schema below [8]:
[8]	1	Ontic unity: thought, extension; mind, body (idea, ideatum)
[object]; connection of “explication” [explicatio] or “adequate expression” [adequata exprimatio] (Ethics 1 P8 Schol.; 2 P17 Schol., P18 Schol., P29; 5 Props. 11-13; Letters 64); “total agreement” (Ethics 2 P32).
	2. Causal-Modal Relations
		2.1 Physical (object to object [referre])
		2.2 Mental:
			2.2.1	Non-Cognitive (idea to idea [referre])
			2.2.2	Cognitive:
				2.2.2.1 Relation of explication [scientire, explicatio]
(idea to idea; TIE §34; Ethics 2 P17 Schol., P21 Schol.)
				2.2.2.2 Relation of presentation [presentatio]
(objective existence, the idea of intelligibility, formally presenting the existence of another idea; Ethics 2 P17 Dem. & Schol., P44 Schol.)
	3	Composite connections made of 1 and 2: Connection of representation [referre or praesenatio]
(idea to object; Ethics 1 Appendix; 2 P17 Schol., P40 Schol. 2; 3 P27 Schol.; TIE 78)
The above categorization, regarding whose details and justification I will return below, is intended, on one hand, to explain the “essence” of nature and the structure of consciousness (principally of the human being, cf. Ethics 2 P13 Dem. & Schol.), and on the other hand, to show that the connection between the body and mind is proper to category 1, while the mental (and cognitive) processes are proper to category 2.2. Immediately, at first glance, one can identify a problem, that the idea-object relation appears in two categories: 1 and 3! However, despite the literal identity of the phrase in these two relations, in category 1, it is described by “explication” [explicatio], while in category 3 it is described by “representation” [referre]. So, there is a difference between the union of the idea of person X’s mind with person X’s body (ontic union) and the relation of an idea in person Y’s mind with the body of person X, which is a representation of person X’s body in the mind of person Y (a cognitive relation). The former relation is a direct explication (directe explicat) of the essence of person X’s body (Ethics 2 P17 Schol.; cf. 2 P13), while the second relation “represents” person X’s body with varying mechanisms of recognition: imagination, reason, or intellect). Thus, the place of truth or falsehood is solely found in cognitive (epistemic) relations, which do not affect the ontic union, which is substantive or complete, but only in a metaphorical sense, in the phraseology of truth and falsehood (Ethics 1 P11 Schol.; 2 Def. 6, Ps. 34, 36; 4 Preface). Physical relations (2.1) maintain the causality proper to the attribute of extension (as distinct from the causality proper to the attribute of thought) and are the conditions for the representation of physical objects, though in the attribute of extension there is no ontic union between its components and no representational relation inhering between them.
7.	The Difference Between an Ontic Connection and Causal-Mental/Physical Relations, and a Connection of Representation
If the description above is an apt description of nature’s ontic structure and the psychical nature of the mind, the question arises how to understand Proposition XXI in the second part of Ethics, which states: “This idea of the mind is united to the mind in the same way as the mind is united to the body.” In the scholium to this proposition, Spinoza explicates:
This proposition is understood far more clearly from what is said in P7S; for there we have shown that the idea of the body and the body, i.e. (by P13), the mind and the body, are one and the same Individual, which is conceived now under the attribute of Thought, now under the attribute of Extension. So the idea of the mind and the mind itself are one and the same thing, which is conceived under one and the same attribute, viz. Thought.
I do not see how the conclusion (“So…”) is drawn from the premises demonstrated in postulates 7 and 13, in the second part of Ethics. The possibility of proving the premise requires an additional premise that is an extension of P7 by means of an analogy, an extension according to which “the order of the ideas of the ideas and their connections is the same as the order of the ideas and their connections,” that is to say, that each idea of the idea, as an objective entity, has united with it an idea as a formal entity, and so on ad infinitum, as many commentators have demonstrated. If so, it is not clear if the continuation of proposition 21 in its scholium can be accepted as is:
The idea of the mind, I say, and the mind itself follow in God from the same power of thinking and by the same necessity. For the idea of the mind, i.e., the idea of the idea (idea ideae), is nothing but the form of the idea (forma ideae) insofar as this is considered as a mode of thinking without relation to the object.
What is the meaning of the phrase “from the same power of thinking and by the same necessity?” If the intent is that the idea of the mind and the mind itself are connected by means of “the laws of intellect and will,” then their connections will be the mental relations of cause and effect not those of an ontic union. This argument is strengthened if one accepts the causal relations between bodies, also explained by the term “union”: “…those bodies are united with one another and that they all together compose one body or Individual, which is distinguished from the others by this union of bodies.” (Ethics 2 P13 A2" Def.) The understanding of “union” as a modal relation between the modes of one attribute can also explain the conclusion to the scholium of proposition 21: “For as soon as someone knows something, he thereby knows that the knows it, and at the same time knows that he knows that he knows, and so on, to infinity.” Thus all these ideas are united through a connection of conversion and explication which make an idea complex, and this complexity develops as a cognitive-semiotic process without limit. It is clear that the concept of “mental-causal unity” of ideas (or the physical unity of bodies) is a complex unity, composed of modes of the same attribute (M”M 2:5, Letters 17; TIE §13, §99; Ethics 2 P15; 4 P18), which differs from the concept of “ontic unity” that is simple without any grounding in causation (e.g., Ethics 1 P15). This means that before us there are two distinct concepts of “union”, and the question is which of the two did Spinoza mean in the scholium to proposition 21: is the connection between idea and idea an ontic union, or a cognitive representation, or a causal-mental relation?
I have already explained how the ontic union of the body with the mind is like a connection between the two aspects of that “individual” (individuum) that can only be discerned rationally (Ethics 2 P13 Schol.). According to Spinoza, this connection is phrased as a state of expression in which the mind “conveys intention” or “intentionally expresses” the body, that is, the “predicate” of the mind (Ethics 2 P12, P13, P17 Cor. Schol., P18 Schol., P20, P29; 5 P 12, P13). Mapping to the categorical distinction between the idea and the ideatum (the object) in nature are the kinds of connection described in categories 1 and 3, the ontic union between the mind and the body, or alternatively between the idea of the body’s modification and the modification itself, and the cognitive representation between the idea of the idea of the body’s modification and the modification itself (Ethics 2 P19, P23; cf. Halt 1950), or alternatively the representation of an object that affects the body through the connection between the idea of the idea of the body’s modification and the modification that comprises the influence of the external object that caused it (Ethics 2 P14-P18, et al.). The question is which of the two connections between the idea and the object does Spinoza suggest to translate to the relation between the mind and its idea, or between idea and idea. In general, the tendency has been to understand these relations as representational, in which the one idea is the object of the second. But according to the “proof” in proposition 21 of part 2, in speaking of the connection between the idea of the mind and the mind, Spinoza claims that the first connection, the ontic connection of simple unity, exists. To my understanding (according to proposition 7 and the categorical schema [8]) particular ideas in the mind are processes between which causal-mental relations exist, and therefore the unity of the mind with its idea must be a complex unity, and thus it is difficult to receive the wording of proposition 21 according to its plain meaning. In section 4 of this essay, I distinguished between the system of intentional processes, which constitute the attribute of thought and the mind separately, and the cognitive field of intentional processes, which are self-aware, that is to say, consciousness (Ethics 2 P21 Schol., P29 Cor., P43 Schol.; 5 P1; TIE §34, §48). We will examine first the cognitive relations that exist between particular ideas in order to see if the connection between the mind and its idea is a representational relation.
We will endeavor to examine these relations through Spinoza’s philosophy, with the help of Peirce’s cognitive theory, which deals with cognitive processes as an evolutionary system of signs (semiotics) when the schema of the structure of mental-cognitive processes possesses the general character of the schema [4]. The question is raised: what is the character of the representational relation? If one considers the schema of cognitive structure, one discerns within it at least three relations: (1) the mode of presentation, in which the sign-concept (representamen) S represents its real object. This mode of representation is the “objective entity” O (Peirce: “the immediate object”); (2) interpretation, in which the interpretant-sign I interprets the sign-concept S; and (3) the mode in which the interpretant I represents the immediate object O following the interpretation of S and the representing of the real object. One can formulate the cognitive-semiotic process schematically as follows:
[9]	Cognitive-Semiotic Process
Interpretation
		<--------------------------------
Lpm		(S,		O,		I)
		————>		<————
		Representation1 	Representation2
The upper arrow shows the relation of interpretation, while the lower arrows 1 and 2 are the relations of representation. The relation between idea and idea can be a relation between idea S and its interpretation I or between idea S (or I) and idea O (the immediate object) that it represents. Prima facie, it seems that representational relations are bi-local relations, and, if so, they are thus not mental relations. However, it is reasonable that sign-concept S can only exist as a sign if it receives its interpretation through I, and thus it can only represent O within the framing of the tri-local relation Lp(S, O, I), in which the operator Lp, which operates on S so that it is interpreted through I as a representation of O, possesses a complex structure that determines the relations of interpretation and representation. Regarding these two kinds of functional relations, it is clear that they are tertiary mental-cognitive relations and that the operators that activate them are mental rules (or habits) that double as laws for the attribute of thought, “the laws of the infinite intellect” (Ethics 1 P16; see P32 Cor. 2; 2 P4, P5, P11 Cor.; Letters 64, 66). Hence, in any case, relations between ideas cannot be ontic connections but rather internal relations within the attribute of thought, and unlike the ontic connection that can only be discerned rationally, for them it is possible to provide a causal-mental explanation, as relations between discrete modes which differ from each other in modal terms. From the above discussion, it emerges that the representational relation which we wanted to explain by means of cognitive process [9] cannot exist between the ideas of the Mind. Where, thence, did the representational relation disappear? It is clear that the representational relation cannot be an ontic connection because then it would not be able to be true or false, which would be adjusted to meet the requirement of ontic unity in any condition. It appears that the representational relation can exist within the following possibilities: (1) between an idea and another body, or (2) between an idea and the idea of another body, or (3) between an idea and the modification of its body, with which it is not united, or (4) between an idea and an idea of the modification of its body. In order to understand these possibilities, let us depict via schematic the interaction between two individuals and the possible relations involved between them (see schema [10] below).
Let us assume that I1 and I2 are two individuals possessing body B and mind M, in which I1 is the knowing person, their intersection is a zone of interaction between them, and the immediate modifications that obtain in each of the following: in their attribute of extension E1, E2 (Ethics 1 P21) and in their attribute of thought, the ideas T1, T2 (Ethics 2 P12). T' of I1 is the idea of the idea T1 in his mind M1. E1 is the modification in B1 caused by B2 and thus can be used as a basis for the representation of B2 in M1. When modification E1 takes effect, modification T1 corresponds to it thanks to the ontic union between B1 and M1 (Ethics 2 P7; 5 P1), and this is interpreted by M1’s mental cause T'. In this way, T' becomes the effect of T1 and the representation of B2 via E1 (or also the modification E2 of B2), that is to say, possibility (1). Hence, it is clear that this representation of B2 (or E2) by T' cannot be a causal relation, even when bounded by two causal relations: (1) B2 causes the modification E1 of B1, this being a causal relation in the attribute of extension, and (2) T1 causes modification T' in mind M1, this being a causal relation in the attribute of thought; however, these relations are inter-connected thanks to the ontic union between body and mind: UN(B1, M1).
[10]	The cause and representation =[image: ]
The state of representation is given in the following schema:
[11]	State of representation = Lpp(B2 —> E1) + UN(B1, M1) + Lpm(T1 —> T')
However, the connection of representation (REP) itself only exists between the boundaries of the state of representation:
[12]	Representation = REP(T’, B2)
Similarly, one can formulate the state of representation for possibility (3) between an idea and the modification of its body, which is also based in the union UN(B1, M1) and allows for the representation REP(T’, E1). Therefrom, representation, as we have formulated it, is not a causal relation and therefore cannot receive any scientific explanation, not through physical or mental science. This result appears to be a serious problem in the Spinozist system as I have explained it till now, and if we do not want to abandon it as a metaphysics of nature, or give up on science as a mere representational description of nature, we must propose an alternative theory of representation, which I term “representational realism” (Nesher 1986). This theory of representation seems similar to the account of representation found in “internal realism” (Putnam 1978, 1981), in that its explanations are also mental-cognitive, but my account differs in its being grounded in Spinoza’s metaphysical premises. Representation will not be replaced by a relation of presentation, as a phenomenological model would suggest, but rather each cognitive idea (knowing) represents a particular physical object, but since we have no direct access to this object save through our ideas, the nature of representational knowing will be a particular relation between different presentations. This is a pragmatic formulation, a Spinoza-Peirce formula, which is based on the “dynamic model” (Hertz 1900) of cognitive processes. This theory of representation is connected to the theory of doubt, truth, and falsehood found in Spinoza and Peirce in which the correspondence of ideas to objects is obtained from the coherence between the ideas themselves. So, we return to the problem of representation as we have presented it in the meeting of the knowing subject and the known object. The four possibilities for the connections mentioned above, which can exist in the situation under analysis are:
(1)	Idea T' of I1 represents another body B2 (or its modification E2).
(2)	Idea T' represents idea M2, the mind of I2 (or its modification T”). (Ethics 2 P17 Schol.)
(3)	Idea T' represents modification E1 of body B1, united with mind M1.
(4)	Idea T' represents the idea T1 of the modification E1 of body B1. (Ethics 2 P22, P23)
From these possibilities of presentation, we have determined, for the time being, that (1) and (3) are connections of representation between idea and object. Let us now examine the two remaining possibilities (2) and (4) in which an idea representing another idea is discussed.
8.	On the Relations Between Ideas in the Attribute of Thought
In Spinoza’s philosophy, one finds that the relations between ideas are described with the phrase “idea of the idea” (idea ideae, see Ethics 2 P2 Schol., P21, P22, P29, P43 Schol.; 3 P11 Schol.; TIE §34, §38; Letter 64). The relation between ideas is causal, as one idea in the attribute of thought causes a second idea, which then causes a third, and so on ad infinitum, since all explication of the relations between ideas must occur in the attribute of thought alone (Ethics 2 P5, P7 Schol., P21 Schol.). One can call such a relation an “evolutionary hierarchy,” especially if one thinks of it as a process of the development of the human being’s natural mental faculties (or that of all the other entities, to varying degrees. See Ethics 2 P13), particularly as it appears in Treatise on the Emendation of the Intellect, sections 31 and 32. From the causality in the attribute of thought, it must be inferred that relations between the minds of particular entities in nature are causal relations, as well. For example, one can refer to the sensical relations between cognitive-linguistic ideas that transmit conveyances of meaning from one to another and enable human communication. Physicalists, behaviorists, cybernetics, informational scientists, even linguists and traditional philosophers of language, would prefer to describe communication differently. To them, one can describe the phenomenon of communication as a process in which the speaker “translates” the meaning found in their consciousness into component-units of a physical process that transmit to the body of the hearer, who then, in turn, “translates them” into quanta of meaning in their mind (cf. Russell 1948:51ff.). However, according to Spinoza, there is no causal transference from physical processes to cognitive signs, and vice versa. Of course, one can describe the phenomenon thus, that thanks to the union between the mental and the physical, any physical process for the speaker or hearer correspond to mental semiotic processes without needing to insist on their “translating” between the processes proper to the two attributes since there is no common denominator between them. So, for every linguistic idea, there corresponds a physical correlate that affects the hearing body, and an idea in the understanding of the hearer corresponds to this effect. However, if we adopt this mode of explication, not only will we be unable to explain the hearer’s idea utilizing the speaker’s idea and be unable to explain misunderstandings in communication, but we will in effect dismantle the attribute of thought so that it is discontinuous, possessing real differentiations, and in effect rule out the existence of the “line of force” particular to infinite nature (Joachim 1901: 65ff.; Ethics 2 P19). For the science of today and for philosophy of language, considering how it shares the former’s assumptions, it is quite difficult to think of the effect of one idea upon another beyond that particular mind (telepathy?), just as it is, at times, difficult for psychologists to think of souls but also regard psychology as a science researching mental and cognitive processes. It is correct that we do not and cannot possess physical instruments for the detection of “mental radiation waves” or “mental [force]fields” which facilitate the influence of one mind on another, similar to our detection and measuring the intensity of sound waves or electro-magnetic waves. Perhaps someday we will be able to measure the physical correlates of mental fields that transmit waves of psychic energy, but until then, it is only feasible to frame the influence from one mind to another in terms of the communication of meaning. We are aware that meanings pass from one person to another, but it remains difficult for us to explain those transferences, as well as mental influences below the threshold of consciousness, though we do presume such affections for the sake of explanation (Letter 17). Relations between ideas, whether within a single mind or between minds, are relations of conversion (TIE §41 and schol. 15), and in cognitive degrees, they are the conversion of meaning. However, the “transference” of meaning is, in essence, a process of interpretation, since one idea differs from a second (Ethics 1 P17 Schol.; TIE §33-34). One idea is formed by means of a prior idea but then interprets that prior idea and thus differs from it. If we describe the entire process according to [4], the schema would be:
							Interpretation
			 			<——————————————
[13]	 Relations of ideas = 	Lpm	(S,		O,		I)
						——————————————>
							Conversion
Hence, the notion “idea of idea” is a relation of interpretation, and such a relation between ideas is not in any way a representational connection, nor is it mediated, as in formula [11], through an ontic union, but rather it is a relation that changes to be one of conversion between one idea and another. Since there are simple ideas, just as there are simple bodies, so there are also composite ideas, just as there are composite bodies (Ethics 2 P13 A2 and Def., P15). All of the ideas in the mind of “Peter” are connected through the causal relations of the laws of the intellect and desire, realizing a unique construction that serves as the foundational essence of his mind, called “the idea of Peter” (Ethics 2 P17 Schol.). One can even speak of the idea of the human community being connected “ideologically,” “that their minds… all together will become like one mind” (Ethics 4 P18 Schol.); Spinoza speaks explicitly of the infinite idea of God, the consolidation of all ideas in the attribute of thought. The conclusion of this deliberation is that the relation between “the idea of the mind and the mind itself” is not a relation of ontic unity but rather of a composite unity within the attribute of thought. The question was posed if ideas could be represented within the framework of Spinoza’s philosophy, and if so, what then would such a representational schema entail? Can one person represent in their mind the mind of another, to describe it? Can the relation between idea and idea (idea ideae) also be a relation of representation?
9. Do Relations Between Ideas Constitute a Logical Hierarchy or Evolutionary Hierarchy?
Within the tradition of modern, analytical philosophy, it is common to think of linguistic entities in terms of levels (or orders) or types, such that the given empirical objects, level O, constitute the range of references for the object language, which is level 1 of language. Language used to refer to the language of level 1 is the meta-language of level 2, which is then treated by the meta-meta-language of level 3, and so on ad infinitum. The precise nature of the relation between levels is not always clear, but one can discern through the “use” of the expressions of level n “to mention” the expressions of level n-1 or of the levels below it.[footnoteRef:4] In Spinoza as well, one finds relations between ideas that remind us of such a hierarchy, which can be termed a “logical hierarchy,” for example: [4:  Similarly, metalogic also mentions logic, when engaged in proving the validity or truth of its sentences. Viz. Hunter 1971, chs. 5-6; Tarski 1944; Carnap 1954:78ff.; cf. Nesher 1987; Ishiguro 1981; Wittgenstein in Waismann 1979: 133f.] 

A true idea (for we have a true idea) is something different from its object. For a circle is one thing and an idea of the circle another — the idea of the circle is not something which has a circum­ference and a center, as the circle does. Nor is an idea of the body the body itself. And since it is something different from its object, it will also be something intelligible through itself; that is, the idea, as far as its formal essence is concerned, can be the object of another objective essence, and this other objective essence, in turn, will also be, considered in itself, something real and intelligible, and so on, indefinitely. (TIE §33, see also §34; Ethics 2 P11 Schol.)
One can ask: is what is described here truly a relation of logical hierarchy, in which the higher level applies to the level below it, which differs from the causal relation found in an evolutionary hierarchy, as one can discern from the description of relations between ideas found in proposition 7, part 2 of Ethics? (Bennett 1984 §44). The explanation provided by Wolfson (1934) for the relation between an idea and its idea (or also for the relation between an idea of the mind and the mind itself, Ethics 2 P20) is that its source can be found in the Aristotelian expression for the relation between form and matter.
Then this idea of Peter becomes the object of another idea which Spinoza calls the “idea of the idea” (idea ideae), corresponding to Aristotle’s εἰδος εἰδῶν. (1934 2:93)
Wolfson, in his discussion of the twenty-first proposition of Ethics part 2, continues in that same line of interpretation:
Coming even closer to the historical use of the Aristotelian idea ideae, he [Spinoza] says again, in the same scholium, that the idea of the idea means “the form of the idea” [forma ideae]. This use of the term “form” as designation of a higher idea in its relation to a lower idea which is the former’s object of knowledge suggests at once[!] that the higher ideas are related to the lower ideas as forms in any successive series of forms are generally conceived by Aristotle to be related to one another, that is to say, the relation of the higher form to the lower form is analogous to the relation of form to matter or mind to body. Spinoza thus says in Proposition XXI: “This idea of the mind is united to the mind in the same way as the mind itself is united to the body.” (1934 2:96)
From this discussion, and others like it within the same context, one can gain the impression that Spinoza accepts the Aristotelian model for the relation between form and matter (see Principles of Cartesian Philosophy [PCP] 3, CM 2:5), that save for the pure hylic matter at at bottom of the hierarchical ladder, all matter receives form, and that the union of matter and form in a low level (e.g. a tree), when it receives a new form (e.g. that of a table), it (the tree) is regarded as the most recent form (a table) and united with it. So, in terms of the evolution of things, even in terms of intelligibility, any form-possessing matter can be an object (matter) of intelligibility such that the form of the intelligible object becomes a knowing subject, but this form itself (the idea) has matter, and this matter and its form can be an object (matter) for new knowledge, even higher, and so on ad infinitum (Ross 1924:76).
If it is correct that interpret proposition 21, its scholium, and other related propositions (e.g. Ethics 4 P8), in such a manner, it would seem that Spinoza, in his philosophy, is employing two oppositional models, the evolutionary and the logical, which simply cannot reside beside one another. The crucial point in contrasting the two models is the difference between terms related to form and matter, which for Aristotle are relational terms, and the “absolute” (not actual) discernment of Spinoza which distinguishes between the attributes of thought and extension (Short Treatise on God, Man, and His Well-Being [ST]***; Ethics 1 P2-P4). One should pay attention to the fact that, in Spinoza’s philosophy, the term “form” appears in most cases as identical with the nature or lawfulness of a particular thing, for example: “the form of man,” “the form of the body,” “the form of thought,” “the form of the idea,” “the form of truth,” “the form of falsehood,” “the form of evil,” “the form of activation/operation,” and so on, which all come close to the Bacon’s usage of the term, form as the quality or internal law of a thing, when it is considered unto itself, differing from the Aristotelian terminology of form as the telos imposed on matter.[footnoteRef:5]	Comment by Joshua Schwartz: Prof. Nesher,
I am not sure how to cite what you cited here, since it does not map to how the Short Treatise is laid out.
Here is his citation:
׳מאמר קצר׳ 1 ב הע׳ ה
There is no scholium in the Short Treatise on G-d, Man, and His Well-Being, at least in the second chapter of the first part. I am not sure what the ה refers to. [5:  Bacon 1620 1:51; 2:1-4; Mure 1932:10f. Compare with Oldenberg, as found in Spinoza’s Letters 3, 16. And see TIE §33-42, 69-70; Ethics 2 L4-L6, P21 Schol.; and similarly in Bennett 1980:64.] 

Let us turn our attention to a discussion of what I have termed a “logical hierarchy” in order to understand the relations between the idea and its idea within Spinoza’s philosophy, as they come to be expressed in his Treatise on the Emendation of the Intellect, sections 33-42 and 99; Ethics part 2 proposition 7 & corollary, proposition 21 and scholium, and proposition 43 and scholium. The question is posed: what is the nature of the “mentioning” relation that inheres between the various levels of the logical hierarchy? Is the relation between one level of language and the level beneath it identical with the relation between the object language (1) and the object itself (0)? (See Tarski 1994 §9.) Wittgenstein’s answer, in the Tractatus, is in the negative. The first level of language receives its meaning through the rules of thought-projection, which connect linguistic facts to other facts of the same logical form, which is how language describes these facts. But language itself is like the combination of linguistic facts, while meaning itself is not a fact at all, and thus it cannot be an object for description. Therefore, its meta-language cannot receive meaning from its connection to the object language, and thus all levels of language from 2 and upwards lack factual meaning. Hence, Wittgenstein concludes that meta-language is, in truth, impossible (Nesher 1979b, 1987 §3). But in order to describe empirical facts, one must compare their logical form to the logical form of language-phrases, and to that end, the level of object-facts, as they are provided to us in the language of signs of comprehension, must also be meaningful. However, if the facts do possess meaning, then according to Wittgenstein’s principle, any language dealing with them cannot be meaningful in its own right, and thus there is no extant possible explanation for language’s meaning. The way out of this difficulty is to assume that all relations in language, including the language of comprehension and imagination, are relations of meaning and interpretability, such that when a linguistic expression interprets its causal-expression, it receives its meaning. There are two basic linguistic functions: a relation of representation (or description) and a relation of interpretation. Physical objects are represented and described by means of ideas, but these idea-meanings cannot be described, but rather interpreted. Since the relation between expressions of linguistic meaning cannot be a relation of representation but rather solely one of interpretation, the logical hierarchy is negated and an evolutionary hierarchy takes its place, in which one idea interprets the other idea that had caused it. Why is it not possible to use one language to describe another and accordingly represent it? What would such a representation describe? A description of language is possible only if it is given as a physical object, and its linguistic expressions are similarly represented as physical objects and not as mental expressions of meaning relevant to the attribute of thought. Language, like every other mode in nature, can be described physically or mentally. But any time one engages in a physical description of language, one has no concern with the relation between ideas but rather with that between its tokens, words and imaginal constructs, which, according to Spinoza, are proper to the attribute of extension (Ethics 2 P49 Schol.; see Spinoza’s examples, PCP 1 Axiom 9). Hence, what had appeared at first glance to be the use of meta-language in fact turned out to be a use of language for a description of its physical components. However, when one explicates language in the sphere of the attribute of thought, one interprets one idea by means of another within an evolutionary hierarchy. In this way, the concept of a “logical hierarchy” of ideas is negated and an “evolutionary hierarchy” for them solely remains (Nesher 1987).	Comment by Joshua Schwartz: Prof. Nesher,
Does משפטי–הלשון here mean phrases/sentences or rules of language?	Comment by Joshua Schwartz: Also, Professor, to what are you referring with your use of לשון התפיסה? Is it ok to translate it generically as comprehension, or is there a technical sense I'm missing?
10. Relations Between Ideas in Spinoza, Within an Evolutionary Hierarchy
In light of the above analysis, it is worth examining how one can understand the formulations of Spinoza in the places mentioned by Wolfson, along with other similar cases. Our starting point for understanding is to inquire as to the meaning of the expressions, “objective essence” (essentia objectiva), “formal essence” (essentia formalis), and the connections between them. To my mind, one can understand the terminus technicus “objective essence” as identical to a cognitive idea, while the term “formal essence” is identical with a body or with a mode of extension united with it that is the ideatum, and from this it is possible also to infer regarding their inter-connections.[footnoteRef:6] If this proposal is correct, then it is clear that before the principle of ontic union for each objective essence in the attribute of thought matches (convenit) or has (habet) a particular formal essence. One can find support for this proposal, for example, in the Treatise on the Emendation of the Intellect, in which Spinoza deals extensively with these concepts: “the objective essences of things, or the ideas (all those signify the same)” (section 36). This definition returns twice in this section and identifies its components also with truth (or certainty, in section 35) and its meaning, the objective essences of things are the ideas (see ST Appendix 2; Ethics 2 P8 Cor.). In the Treatise on the Emendation of the Intellect section 38, it says, “the relation between the two ideas is the same as the relation between the formal essences of those ideas,” and in section 41, it speaks on “an objective essence of that thing which would have to agree completely with its formal essence”, just like the connection of agreement described in Ethics 2 P7; and in section 42 of the Treatise, more extensively: [6:  TIE §41; ST 1:1, 2 Appendix 2(3); PCP 1, Definitions 3-4; Ethics 1 P17 Cor. 2; Letter 64; Compare Wolfson 1934 2:21; Ethics 2 P40 Schol. 2: “an adequate idea of the formal essence.”] 

Next, from what we have just said, that an idea must agree completely with its formal essence [cum sua essentia formalis], it is evident that for our mind to reproduce [referat] completely the likeness of Nature, it must bring all of its ideas forth from that idea which represents the source and origin of the whole of Nature, so that that idea is also the source of the other ideas.
In this formulation, one can clearly see the principle of unity and the order thereof explicated in Ethics 2, proposition 7. The question thus arises, how is it possible to understand sections 33-34 in the Treatise in light of my proposed interpretation:
[T]he idea, as far as its formal essence is concerned [quoad suam essentiam formalem], can be the object of another objective essence, and this other objective essence, in turn, will also be, considered in itself, something real and intelligible [quid reale et intelligible], and so on, indefinitely. [Section 33]
Peter, for example, is something real; but a true idea of Peter is an objective essence of Peter, and something real in itself, and a­ltogether different from Peter himself. So since an idea of Peter is something real, having its own particular essence [habens suam essentiam peculiarum], it will also be something intelligible, i.e., the object of a second idea, which will have in itself [habebit], objectively, whatever the idea of Peter has formally; and in turn, the idea which is [the idea] of the idea of Peter has again its essence, which can also be the object of another idea, and so on in­definitely. [Section 34]
The received interpretation of these sections is that apposite each idea there are an objective aspect and a formal aspect, and one commonly identifies the formal aspect with “its essence” [suam essentiam] of the idea, or with being a “real thing” [quid reale] (see e.g. Strauss 1977; compare with Kenny 1969:131-132). It is clear that the idea is also something real, since it in itself is an existent mode, possessing its own particular attributes. But these attributes, related to its unique reality, specifically constitute its “objective” nature as an expression or presentation, in a particular form, of the object it represents, and in its relation to it, it distinguishes itself from other ideas (PCP 1 Axiom 9; Descartes 1984 2:27-29, 113-114). It seems that the other connections also support the interpretation I have proposed, to understand the “objective essence”: “From this it is clear that certainty is nothing but the objective essence itself, i.e., the mode by which we are aware [sentimus] of the formal essence is certainty itself” (TIE §35).[footnoteRef:7] And similarly, [7:  It is worth comparing this notion to what is discussed in the concluding sentence of Ethics 2 P13 and its use there, and here, of the term “sentimus”, since in both places it seems to be in a cognitive relation of sense or feeling, based in the union of the idea with a bodily mode (cf. Ethics 2 P12).] 

[S]ince there can be nothing in nature that is contrary to its laws, but since all things happen accord­ing to certain laws of nature, so that they produce their certain effects, by certain laws, in an unbreakable connection, it follows from this that when the soul conceives a thing truly, it proceeds to form the same effects objectively. (TIE §61 n. 24 [n. “a” in Curley trans.])
I conclude from this that the reality of the idea itself is not its formal essence but rather precisely its objective essence (the idea itself), and it itself can be an object (referential “subject”, per Elwes’ English translation) for another idea: “[A]nd this other objective essence in turn will also be, considered in itself, something real and intelligible…” (section 33) One can discern a number of aspects in an idea, according to the degree of abstraction or detail one executes in terms of the mental processes in which it operates. ​​One can analyze an idea when it is (1) on its own (S2), (2) in relation to an “objective” mode (O) in which it represents the real object (OR), (3) in connection to said object (OR) which it represents, (4) in connection to the “formal essence” (EF) with which it is united, (5) in relation to another idea (S1) which it interprets, (6) in relation to an additional idea (S3) that interprets it. One can express these connections and relations schematically as a combination of a number of early schemas: [4], [9], [13], in addition to the real object of the idea (OR), when idea S2 is the subject of our interest:
[14] Aspects of the Idea’s Action
[image: ]





In this respect, there is a difference between the idea “in itself,” i.e. as a mental process, bracketing the union with its object, and between an idea as the representation of an object, that is, as an objective essence that represents a real object, and also between an idea in relation to an idea that interprets it (cf. TIE §69-71; Peirce 2:243-253). Accordingly, I propose a discussion of the scholium to the twenty-first proposition in the second part of Ethics: “[T]he idea of the idea is nothing but the form of the idea insofar as this is considered as a mode of thinking without relation to the object.” The question hence arises, what is the “form of the idea” and what is the “object”? One must distinguish between Spinoza’s use of the term “formal essence,” as inherited from Descartes, and his use of the term “form.” In this context, as well as in similar places, Spinoza follows in the footsteps of Bacon in understanding form as the laws of action, or the thing’s nature. In this same manner, Spinoza also discusses the “form of truth” or “the form of the truth of thought” in The Treatise on the Emendation of the Intellect, sections 69-71. Hence, any identification of “formal essence” with “form” is built on the false and confused association of entirely different technical terms, within Spinoza’s system. According to this, one can interpret the above citation from proposition 21 (and similarly proposition 20 and the scholium to proposition 23) accordingly, that the idea of the idea interprets the nature of the idea. From these analyses, it emerges that the idea of the mind is the effect of the mind in accordance with the laws of thought, and in this manner, the idea and the idea of the idea become a composite unity, and hence there is no need to inquire as to its fitness with its object in order to see the causal-semiotic connection between them.
In his book on the philosophy of Descartes, Spinoza engages with the technical terms “objective”, “formal”, and “immanent” (1 Axiom 9; cf. Descartes 1984 2:52). He defines “objective reality” 	as the mode in which the object is represented by means of an idea (Def. 3); the “formal reality” of the object of the idea he defines as the qualities or properties of the real object, as they are conceived by the idea (Def. 4), that is, what is found in the object as it is “expressed” by the idea (Ethics 2 P8 Schol., P18 Schol.); and he defines the “immanent essence” as a real object possessing more qualities than could ever be conceived or expressed by an idea representing it. The last term in his intent has an important role within Descartes’ theory of deductive inference, used to explain the existence of god. Since Spinoza has no need for this theory within his philosophy, he does not utilize the concept of “the immanent essence” but continues to use the two other concepts. Still, in the Ethics, Spinoza seems to be in need of an additional concept for object, not as united with its idea but rather as an object that the idea represents in a cognitive process, which seems to require him to use the terms “object” and “formal essence” equivocally (cf. Parkinson 1978).
In Axiom 9 (Ethics 4 P1), Spinoza takes up the problem of the causal relation between the ideas and states:
The objective reality of our ideas requires a cause in which this same reality is not only objectively contained [continentur], but one in which it is found formally or eminently [formale vel eminenter].
The question is if it is possible that the cause of the idea will be not just an objective essence but also an essence that is formal or immanent? Within Spinoza’s theory, the answer is that since every idea has an apposite formal essence, so the causative idea also must have an appurtenant formal essence, though this is not the cause of the idea (cf. DPP 1; Descartes 1984 1:198 §17). One can assume that from this ambiguous wording arose misunderstandings which appear as well in Spinoza’s discussion with his peers of the meaning of the fifth proposition of the second part of the Ethics (see below).
And so, why did the interpreters err in their thinking that the formal essence is a component or specific aspect of the idea itself? The reason for this seems to lie in the equivocality in the surface structure of the phrase “the idea, in terms of its formal essence” (idea, quod suam essentiam formalem), as one can understand “its” (suam) either as “its element” or as “its object.” My argument is that the second interpretation accords with Spinoza’s method, as a whole, and with the Treatise on the Emendation of the Intellect, in particular. The problem that remains is in the following connections within which the error of choosing the first interpretation was most likely created:
[T]he idea, as far as its formal essence is concerned, can be the object of another objective essence… (TIE §33)
[I]t [the idea as particular essence] will also be something intelligible, i.e., the object of a second idea, which will have in itself, objectively, whatever the idea of Peter has formally… (TIE §34)
According to section 33, the difficulty is: what is “the idea, as far as its formal essence is concerned,” and what is meant by “will also be… the object of a second idea”? This difficulty can be explained in two different ways: (1) One can presume that those who brought this essay to print made a mistake in understanding the wording, when in the original it was written “form” or “quality,” and since they did not discern the distinction between “form” (or “quality”) and “formal essence,” they corrected the wording accordingly, believing it was fit to substitute a Cartesian concept in place of a Baconian concept. This explanation receives support by dint of the parallel phrase in section 34 “the idea as particular essence”, that is to say, the essence or form belonging to it (Ethics 2 P10; 4 Preface). So, the idea as “objective essence” can be an object for the interpretation of another objective essence. (The discussion of Ethics 2 P5 below further supports the feasibility of this textual correction.) (2) If we accept the existing wording of section 33, then it is possible to look at the idea either in a way that abstracts it from “its object”, or in its connection to it as its formal essence that is “expressed” objectively. In consequence, when it comes to the connection between ideas in the attribute of thought, it is a connection of the meanings (or, at least quasi-meanings) of objective essences. But these essences exist only as connections to their objects, the formal essences or the real objects, not abstracted from them. Consequently, “the idea, as far as its formal essence is concerned,” represents a particular object and can be interpreted by a different idea connected to that selfsame object. (In this context, one can understand the concept of “connectedness” as comprising two different kinds of connection: for one, the union of the idea with its object; and for another, the representation in which the idea is related to an object with which it is not united [cf. Hallett 1950; Strauss 1979].)
Regarding section 34, the question is: what does Peter’s idea possess, formally? Or, put in a different way, what does Peter’s idea have in relation to Peter’s body? One can explicate this difficulty within the evolutionary hierarchy and according to Peirce’s schemas of relations between ideas and between them and the objects (schema [14] above). The idea S2 possesses, in a formal mode, the object united with it, that is to say, the body of Peter (EF). This is no cognitive relation, and thus this connection is not mediated by a relation in which the idea (S2) represents the objective essence that is in it (OI), nor is it a connection of representation between the idea (S2) to the real object (OR). The idea that interprets (S3) the original idea (S2) as the idea of the body of Peter also represents the body of Peter as a real object (OR). In this case, the real object (OR) of S3 and the formal essence (EF) of S2 are the same object, and if the interpreting idea (S3) is true, then through its objective essence, it agrees with the real object (OR), and therefore also with formal essence of the mind of Peter (EF). But the idea S3 is not united with them (EF, OR), and hence it is — say, the idea of the body of Peter in the mind of Paul — here a real idea of the body of Peter. In this context, one can summarize that the interpreting idea (S3), in representing OI, possesses, in an objective mode, all that object EF of the original idea (S2) has in a formal mode. Of course, these two ideas (S2 and S3) are related in a different manner to the same object, to the body of Peter (OR = EF), one is united with it and the other represents it in the mind of Peter; and they are also different, one from another, in this understanding, that one is the cause of the other, which in turn represents the first. This description would be less complex if it was dealing with a simple process of intelligibility:
[15] Relations between Ideas in Intelligibility
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Let us propose the sentence “This oven is black”, in which the subject “this oven” is S2, and the predicate “black” is S3. S3 cannot interpret the idea-sign S2 unless that same idea presents the oven OR as black in an objective mode, by means of OI2, and causes S3 to be interpreted accordingly. So, the idea S3 interprets the idea S2 as the representation of the oven (OR) as black, and so the objective essence (OI3) of the interpreting idea (S3) will have all that the original idea (S2) has formally: the object OR of the idea S2. That is to say, the idea S3 will present, in its objective essence (OI3), all the qualities possessed by the real object (OR), as they are presented by the objective essence OI2 when between them there is a great resemblance due to their representing the selfsame real object. But this is about the second meaning of the phrase “formal essence”, as an object of intelligible representation (schema [8]3 above), not one of union ([8]1).
11. The Evolutionary Hierarchy of Spinoza Versus the Logical Hierarchy of Aristotle and Descartes: Ethics II, Proposition 5
The explanation provided above for the relations between ideas, and for the technical term “idea of the idea”, can only be accepted within the framework of Spinoza’s philosophy, which is built on an evolutionary hierarchy, in contrast with the logical hierarchy of Aristotle and Descartes. Still, there remains a serious difficulty in the understanding of the wording relevant to our matter, found in Ethics II, proposition 5, in that it appears to contradict the interpretation offered above:
The formal being of ideas [esse formale idearum] admits God as a cause only insofar as he is considered as a thinking thing, and not insofar as he is explained by any other attribute.
The wording of proposition 5 is particularly problematic. My opinion is that there was a textual error, and the wording originally should have read “The quality or form of the ideas,” in the Baconian understanding of form, that is, the objective essence of the ideas (viz. TIE §93, §96[II]; Ethics 1 P16, 2 P10, 4 Pref.). In Spinoza’s exchange of letters, there can be found an expansive discussion between him, Tshcirnhaus, and Schuller regarding this proposition, its meaning, and its connection to Ethics part 2 proposition 7, as well as to the 4th axiom of the first part (Letters 63, 64, 65, 66, and especially 70 (14.11.1675) and 72 (18.11.1675)). In letter 72, Spinoza summarizes the discussion:
But I do not see what he finds in I A4 which seems to contradict II P5. For in this proposition it is affirmed that the essence [essentia] of each idea has God for a cause insofar as he is considered as a thinking thing; but in that axiom it is affirmed that the knowledge or idea of an effect depends on the knowledge or idea of its cause. To confess the truth, I do not sufficiently follow the meaning of your letter in this matter, and I believe that there is a slip of the pen, due to haste, either in your letter or in his copy [of the Ethics]. For you write that in P5 it is affirmed that objects [ideata] are the efficient cause of ideas, although this is expressly denied in the same proposition. And it is from this, I now think, that all the confusion arises.
From this passage’s context within Spinoza’s letter, it seems clear that his disciple-companions understood the concept of “formal being of the ideas” as “the ideas’ objects” (ideata) and therefore, per proposition 5, they also attributed ideas’ causality to ideational things, the objects (cf. the similarly misleading wording: ST 1:1 and Appendix 2; Ethics 2 P9, P20; Descartes 1984 2:29). Similarly, Spinoza, presents their interpretation in Letter 72: “For you write that in P5 it is affirmed that objects [ideata] are the efficient cause of ideas”. Of course, this interpretation contradicts Spinoza’s position that causality exists only within a particular attribute, as is explicitly written in the continuation of proposition 5. When he represents in the letter what was expressed in proposition 5, Spinoza speaks of “the essence of ideas” (which may have originally been written “the quality or form of the ideas” - see Ethics 2 P10; 4 Pref.: “quality or form”), not of their “formal being.” The idea’s quality is the objective essence, whereas what is united with it in the attribute of extension is the formal essence. From this, it is clear that in proposition 5, the objective essence is identified with the idea, and with regard to the ideas being objective essences, they differ from one another. (In the same manner, compare the disagreement between “the idea that constitutes the formal being [esse] of the human mind” (Ethics 2 P15) and “the idea of… Peter, which constitutes the essence [essentiam] of Peter’s mind” (Ethics 2 P17 Schol., my emphases).) Consequently, I propose to emend the “spelling error” within proposition 5, in the spirit of Letter 72. This emendation is clearly supported by the concluding sentence of Ethics 2 P7, which summarizes propositions 5 and 6.	Comment by Joshua Schwartz: Prof. Nesher, when you use the word מהות in regard to Bacon's philosophy, I have been translating it as quality. Is there a different translation you prefer? I thought "nature" would conflict and confuse from Spinoza's own use of the term, and of course it's being used to contrast with "essence" (ישות).	Comment by Joshua Schwartz: Prof Nesher, you use the word מהות here, which you have been distinguishing from ישות. It is the latter that has correlated with Curley's translation of essence, which I have followed. However, here יסוד מהותה של נפש ראובן correlates with 'essentiam' in the original Latin. And: ישות correlates with 'esse.' I am not sure how to square this circle.
 In accordance with what was said in these propositions, it is only within the framework of a theory of attributes as the various realms of legality within nature that one can offer an explanation for the development of ideas in nature from prior ideas, just as bodies develop from other bodies. One might think that Spinoza, in this context, utilizes the terms “objective” and “formal” in three realms, distinct from one another: (1) The ontic unity between the idea as “objective essence” in the attribute of thought and the body as “formal essence” in the attribute of extension. (2) Intelligible relations in which the “objective essence” is the perception of the “formal essence.” (3) Causal relations in which the “formal or immanent essence” determines its outcome, “the objective essence.”
Regarding (1), Spinoza’s position differs from the dualism of Descartes. In connection to (2) and (3), it would seem that Descartes “unites” them (1984 2:28-29, 32-33, 55, 74-77, 97), and similarly one can also explain Spinoza’s ambivalent/amphibolous wording in axiom 9 above (DPP 1) as well as in several places in Ethics (e.g. 2 P5, P7 Schol., P9, P20, et al.). For Descartes, it is clear that he depends on a deductive model of causal explication, in which the entirety of the outcome must already be included in the cause, which is needed to explain the existence of God.[footnoteRef:8] [8:  1984 2:28-29, 55. For Decartes, the proof of the existence of God is not an original element in his system but rather a didactic addition. Originally, the argument regarding the existence of God was axiomatic, not requiring proof (2:117-118).] 

Spinoza does not need a deductive model in order to explain the existence of God, since for him it is a prior assumption: one who believes in God has no doubt at all about his existence (TIE §52-55; Ethics 1 P8 Schol. 2, P11 Schol.). More precisely, believing in the existence and complexion of nature is the necessary conclusion of the development of our knowledge of the environs of our existence; if some particular thing is said to exist, then general existence is nature. In Spinoza, one finds two kinds of principles of causality: internal causality (interna) and external causality (externa). Each individuum has internal causality, which is its form, its internal law, the conatus, its quality or drive; only for nature, in its generality, is the internality of its causation absolute, with no externality therein (Ethics 1 P8 Schol. 2(4), P10 Schol., P18). External causality exists between particular things. In the first type, Descartes’ version of deductive causation exists between the whole of nature and its modes, when the result is included in its cause, in a limited way in all of nature’s modes (cf. Bacon 1620 2:4); in the second type, that of causation between particular modes, the cause (or its components) is included in its effect, and so it is possible that the essence of the effect is more “complete” than its cause (CM 2:7; Ethics 1 P1, P8 Schol. 2, P15, P19; 4 P18). Regarding the ideas, Spinoza needs to explain how an intended idea is decided or determined from the previous intended idea. When Spinoza says that “The knowledge of an effect depends on, and involves, the knowledge of its cause” (1 A4), he utilizes the term involvere, the meaning of which is that there is, in the effect, the basic qualities of the cause (2 P18 Schol.; Letter 64). For the purpose of explaining the relations between cause and effect, Spinoza uses the phrase “intended cause”, and the question is if that same deductive model of Descartes is not preserved here (Ethics 5 P31). We are dealing here with the difference between the philosophy of Spinoza, which represents, according to my understanding, an evolutionary system, and the philosophy of Descartes, which represents a static position built on a deductive account which has no place for a developmental explanation. Thus, the Cartesian position needs the “endowment of God”, a “biological endowment” (Chomsky 1980:28ff.), an “innate endowment” (Fodor 1975:65), or a “miracle” (Popper 1972:204). Chomsky, Fodor, and Popper, within cognitive science, represent Cartesian deductivism: the conclusions of cognitive deduction (linguistic behavior, natural language, theoretical inferences) cannot contain more than the givens (biological endowment, the language of thought, the axioms): nothing comes from nothing. Therefore, the first idea (the axiom), which is the cause of all ideas that stem from it, must be at least as capacious (substantive) as that which stems from it (Descartes 1984 2:28, 118; Fodor 1975:86, 1980). If Spinoza accepts Descartes’ deductivist position, he cannot explain the development of knowledge. In his Treatise on the Emendation of the Intellect, sections 30 and 31, Spinoza explains the development of knowledge, comparing it to the development of tools (Bacon 1620 1:2). At the beginning of the discussion, he is concerned with the growth of thought, exactly how Fodor deals with the formation of natural language from a different meta-language, the both of them endeavoring to close off the possibility of infinite regression, which, if accepted, would allow us to have neither thought nor language.
To that end, they must presume “innate intellectual abilities” or “the innate language of thought”, though the difference between them in solving the problem is crucial. To Descartes and Fodor, the “innate ideas” are the clearest and most distinct (Descartes 1984 2:47; Fodor: “a full-fledged language of thought”), while according to Spinoza, human beings begin forming tools from other, more primitive tools imprinted in them innately, that is, from primary ideas which lack completion (see TIE §31 Schol. 10), and in the same way:
… the intellect, by its inborn power [vis sua nativa], makes intellectual tools for itself, by which it acquires other powers for other intellectual works, and from these works still other tools, or the power of searching further, and so pro­ceeds by stages, until it reaches the pinnacle of wisdom (31).
It is understood that such development cannot be explained by inferences of deductive logic, in which no conclusion can be more “substantive” than its premises. Therefore, for the sake of explaining development, one needs ampliative logics, whose conclusions will be more developed than its premises. From this arise new questions: In what ways does Spinoza differ from Descartes in his understanding of the logic of mind, knowledge, and science? Does Spinoza accept a more expansive inferential logic, in the style of Bacon’s inductive ladder? Can intentional knowledge develop from non-intentional knowledge? Can Spinoza maintain the principle of the existence of a series of causes intended toward the development of the intellect? In the first scholium found in Ethics 2, proposition 13, Spinoza refers to two stages of the process of knowledge:
[I]n proportion as a Body is more capable than others of doing many things at once, or being acted on in many ways at once, so its Mind is more capable than others of perceiving [percipiendum] many things at once. And in proportion as the actions of a body depend more on itself alone, and as other bodies concur with it less in acting, so its mind is more capable of under­standing [intelligendum] distinctly.
Accordingly, knowledge cannot develop without perceiving existent things outside the mind and cannot become adequate without intellection that detaches itself from external causes. Hence, it seems as if adequate knowledge is identical with analytical-deductive reasoning, while the account is built on expansive-abductive logic (abduction, in the language of Peirce). However, the task of philosophy of knowledge is to explain knowledge’s growth, the development of intentional knowledge out of perception, and this explanation is simply not possible if one assumes deductive logic as the exclusive mechanism for this development.
The first question is: how are the intentions of the intellect’s ideas grasped if they are dependent on ideas of perception, if perception’s ideas themselves belong to the first kind of knowledge, and are thus inadequate? (Ethics 2 P14, P25-P31). Indeed, how can the intellect function if the conditions of its intellection are ideas generated in a human being by dint of external influences by means of sensory perception? (Ethics 2 P38-P42; 5 P22 Schol.). Spinoza had to find a solution to these questions to explain the development of knowledge out of its primary beginnings in perception, that is, if he wanted to depart from the Cartesian framework. But it turns out that not all of perception’s ideas are inadequate (TIE §50, §66) and hence that perception’s adequate ideas belong to the second, and perhaps third, kind of thought. Thus, Spinoza can posit that what is perceived by the senses, if in agreement with the internal quality and comprehension of that which is perceived, is adequately perceived (TIE §31 and n. 11 [m in Curley], §34 and n. 13 [n in Curley]; Ethics 2 P40 Schol. 2:III). So, the adequate ideas of perception are organized by the innate intellective faculty, or by a faculty acquired with the help of an innate faculty. If we assume the abductive logic as Peirce understood it (see Nesher 1983:226ff.; Hanson 1965), its schema would be:
[16]	Abductive logic of perception = Ab((C, (A → C)) => A)
When Ab is the function of expansive-abductive logical inference, C is the idea received by perception, A is the adequate idea formed in the process of knowledge as a new composition comprised of earlier adequate ideas {A1, A2, A3… An}, and from this composite (A) the idea of perception (C) is inferred by means of the inference (A → C). The new composition A of the mind’s ideas seems adequate because it includes prior adequate ideas, innate and acquired. If A, as a new adequate idea, can explain C when C is inferred deductively from A (A → C), then A is “posited” as a new idea in the process of perception (=> A). So, the composite idea (A → C), which includes C, can be accepted as an adequate idea of the intellect in through abductive inference, since if A is adequate and includes the inference that establishes that C is adequate, then the inference (A → C), too, must be adequate. Later on in the process of knowledge, in the deductive process, idea C will be separated from A and then accepted as an adequate idea of knowledge from which other ideas can later be inferred adequately:
[17]	Deductive logic of deliberation = Dd((A, (A → C)) → C)
And thus idea C, which is derived from A and from (A → C), must be adequate since “[w]hatever ideas follow in the Mind from ideas that are adequate in the mind are also adequate” (Ethics 2 P40). However, another question arises, how can one know that idea A is adequate? Its process of formation from previous ideas, or from their composites (which are also ideas), is not a formal process that can be directly inspected. Thus, abductive inference itself does not have the certainty of deductive inference, and in some studies may even be erroneous. To perform abduction rigorously, one should check the validity of (A → C) through an inductive experiment, which will test if the relation (A → C) passes an empirical test and thus the adequacy of A and C, which were accepted through abductive and deductive processes, will appear accordingly:
[18]	The experiment’s inductive logic = In((A, C) ⤳ (A → C))
This is, in essence, the developmental perception of knowledge, as phrased in Peirce’s philosophy, who saw Spinoza as one of his philosophical sources, according to which the development of adequate ideas is conditioned on the process of scientific research (see Nesher 1983). Assuming that the development of human knowledge is the adaptation of more primitive processes of development (Ethics 2 P13 Schol.), then those same basic structures are common in every level of knowledge, and hence one can learn from the character of the scientific inquiry regarding the more primitive processes of knowledge and vice versa, and to show, as well, that the development of knowledge is similar to “biological behavior,” which assimilates into it substances from the external environment in an abductive process, digesting these substances in a deductive process, and inspecting how they accommodate to its needs in an inductive process (cf. Ethics 4 P4 Cor.; Flanagan 1984:133ff.; Piaget 1967 chs. 1, 5; 1975 ch. 1; Nesher 1984). If my analysis of Spinoza’s theory of knowledge is correct, then already within perception are formed adequate ideas of the properties of modes of extension, which constitute the beginning of scientific inquiry.[footnoteRef:9] Indeed, one finds that Spinoza discusses the formation of adequate ideas through experimentation within the very concepts themselves, through which he treated perception in the scholium to Ethics 2, proposition 13: “From this it follows that the Mind is the more capable of perceiving many things adequately as its Body has many things in common with other bodies” (Ethics 2 P39 Cor.). However, these ideas are only made adequate to the extent that they are correctly interpreted in the process of comprehension (Ethics 2 P13, P37-39, P43; 5 P3-4). Even perception’s false ideas possess a favourable component, such that when it is perceived by means of adequate concepts, it is interpreted as adequate and true (Ethics 4 P1; see also 2 P32, P49 Schol.). According to Spinoza, the adequate ideas of perception are those that are explained by “common concepts,” which a person forms in their intellect, and which constitute the foundations of science.[footnoteRef:10] [9:  Ethics 2 P38, P39, P40 Schol. 2; TIE §50. For Whewell, observational facts become proven truths in the process of scientific knowledge. See: Whewell 1848, cf. Butts 1968:5-29.]  [10:  Ethics 2 P40 Schol. 2(3), P44 Cor. 2; Nesher 1979a; on the role of the first kind of knowledge in the process of development, see Degud 1966:150-157; Joachim 1901:172. Today, I see the identification of perception with the first kind of knowledge as erroneous (see TIE §19(3)).] 

The second question related to explaining the development of adequate knowledge, the “perfection of the mind,” as termed in Spinoza’s philosophy, is connected to the metaphysics and logic of science: how are adequate ideas and more comprehensive theories derived from less adequate ideas? How does knowledge of nature develop? If we assume the evolutionary character of Spinozist philosophy, it seems we are compelled to apply expansive logics to nature, as well. The logics of scientific discovery and theoretical investigation are those very logics, and the processes of the development of science will be similar to the development of knowledge in perception, but I cannot expand on this topic further in this context.
Thus, it can be summarized that Spinoza does not need the concept of “immanent essence” in order to explain the knowledge of nature, and he substitutes for it in his theory of adequate causation (Ethics 3 Defs. 1-2; P1-P3; 5 P30, P31). If there remain any places in his writings in which are found such nigh-Cartesian terms or formulations, one should examine them and test to understand them through the new concepts he introduced. Let us now examine if the concept “the knowledge of knowledge” can be explained within the framework of the processes of evolutionary hierarchy.
12. What Is Self-Consciousness According to Spinoza? (“The Idea of the Idea”, “Reflexive Knowledge”, and “Knowledge of Knowledge”)
The question is if one can understand self-consciousness according to Spinoza within his theory of cognitive evolution, with the help of which I have endeavored to understand his philosophy as a whole?
In the twenty-second proposition of the second part of Ethics, Spinoza claims that the human mind perceives (percipit) not only the affections of the body (corporis effectiones) but also the ideas of those affections. If perfection of the body’s affections is consciousness, then perception of this consciousness is self-consciousness. In the nineteenth proposition of the same part, Spinoza distinguishes between consciousness as “perception” (percipio) and self-consciousness as “knowledge” (cognitio, cognoscere). From the twenty-third proposition, we can understand that knowledge of the ideas of the body’s affections, ideas that include within them the nature of the mind, is the mode through which it knows the mind itself. This is not adequate knowledge of the mind, but rather only of part of its affections, but within this knowledge, there is already contained the character of the mind as mental affections. In distinction from Wolfson (1934 2:58-61), I interpret Spinoza accordingly, that the uniqueness of self-consciousness in a human being is not in that the mind “knows” or “perceives” its body, since other animals also perceive their body when they mentally react to their situation; rather that its uniqueness for a human is the lofty grade of consciousness where, through the perception of its body, it also knows its mind (Ethics 2 P13 Schol., P22, P23). The question is: what is the connection between the idea of the body’s affection and the idea of this idea? According to propositions 7, 19, 20, 21, and 26 of the second part, it is clear that all of the ideas in nature are connected to each other in the attribute of thought, according to its laws. From the twenty-second proposition, it is clear that “their ideas of the ideas of the affections” are accordantly connected with the “ideas of the affections” themselves, but that this relation, with particular conditions, includes within it human self-consciousness as consciousness of consciousness of the body’s affections (P23). At the first level of knowledge, that of sensation and immediate experience, the human mind knows itself (the human being knows its mind), only through the knowledge of the ideas of the body’s affections. The ideas of these affections articulate body-parts’ affections as well as the influence external bodies have on them, without it being possible to distinguish clearly between them. Thus, neither the body’s affections nor the external bodies have adequate knowledge of these ideas of the ideas, which is therefore also not in the body of a human being, nor their mind (P24, P28). Is it possible to describe the relational connection between the ideas as an idea’s “reflection” or “contemplation” of another idea, and if so, what is the meaning of this relation? Since we have ruled out the possibility of an hierarchical logical relation between ideas, it seems that there, too, exists a causal and interpretive relation, such that idea A of the affection of body A' brings about its idea B, and idea B of idea A circularly (reflecere) interprets the idea of the cause as a sensation or perception of the body’s affection together with the perception of the external body that caused this bodily affection. It is clear that in the process of perception, in which, by chance, we encounter things “according to the common order of nature” (P29, final sentence), we cannot adequately know the ideas of the affections of the things that have acted upon us, nor can we adequately know the affections of our body, and so we cannot know the adequate causes of the ideas of the affections of our body. So, we either speculate or imagine for ourselves causes for our body’s affections, or it appears to us that they are effects without a cause, like “conclusions without premises” (P28, P35 Schol.). In this case, we are speaking of a particular pain without knowing its cause, or of our decisions as “free” while stating that they have no previous causes (cf. Peirce 1:302).
I have tried here to show that self-consciousness is an “idea of an idea”. If for every idea there is an idea that interprets it, it follows that self-consciousness always exists at every level of mental process. But when one does not know the cause of ideas, then even when one idea causes a second idea, the second idea cannot interpret the first as its cause, and thus, in this case, there is no process of interpretation nor self-consciousness of the first idea. Thus, it follows that not every idea of an idea is self-consciousness, but rather only the ideas through which we interpret the other ideas which brought them about and which are intelligible (quid intelligible). The conclusion is that the causation of ideas still does not necessarily include interpretation, which is itself a process in the inverse direction than that of causation, that is to say, it is a circular process: reflection. This is Spinoza’s meaning for the term reflection, “reflexive knowledge”, which is a component of the evolutionary process, not that of logical-hierarchical (TIE §38, §69-70, §90, §105; ST Appendix 2(17); Ethics 2 P17 Cor.; 4 P1 Schol.). The question is whether interpretation is necessarily connected with adequate knowledge of the causes, or is inadequate knowledge of the causes also possible, which is still nevertheless self-consciousness? An affirmative answer for the second possibility would imply that the level of first knowledge also possess self-consciousness, and that this is practically what is described in the the propositions mentioned above. Such consciousness is inadequate knowledge of the causes, an interpretation-explanation of the idea by means of another idea which is not its adequate cause but rather merely its partial cause.
For us to think that a particular idea is the cause of another idea, we need to have at least some knowledge of the connection between them. But within processes of emotion, we often interpret them as feelings of sorrow, pain, frustration or happiness, pleasure or satisfaction, but we do not always know their adequate causes. Hence, the hierarchical-evolutionary relation can exist in nature,
[19]	Evolutionary Hierarchy = Lp(I1, I2, I3 … In-1, In)
and accordingly, we can know idea In without knowing In-1 to be its adequate cause (Ethics 2 P35 Schol.). If so, what are the necessary conditions such that consciousness will develop into self-consciousness? It appears that the process of interpretation requires a certain degree of intensity of consciousness, which is a precondition for the possibility of interpretation. The interpretation of an idea by another idea is the same cause accompanied by its reflexive consciousness. It seems that such self-consciousness can exist to the extent that it knows it is the core (adequate) cause of this mental process, even if its knowledge is not adequate. The development of the body, the mind and their complexity are the conditions for the existence of these processes of self-consciousness (Ethics 2 P13 Schol.). In processes featuring high self-awareness, the knowing subject constitutes their adequate cause and determines them consciously, on a rational level; an example of such a process of self-consciousness and self-awareness is logical reasoning (cf. TIE §85-86; Ethics 2 P29 Schol.). It seems that the level of intensity of consciousness is a necessary condition for clarity in the knowledge of causation, but it is not sufficient for the sake of adequacy in knowledge. It is possible to show that Spinoza defines knowledge’s “adequacy” as the synthesis of “clarity” and “distinction” (e.g., TIE §62, §64; Ethics 2 P25 Schol., P29 Schol., P36, P38 Cor.; cf. Peirce 5:388-393). Clarity is the understanding of the idea’s meaning, and distinction is its reasoning; therefore, the addition of reasoning is the catalyst that transforms a clear idea into an adequate one (cf. TIE §21 n.7 [h in Curley]; §63; Letter 6).	Comment by Joshua Schwartz: Prof. Nesher,
Prop. 25 does not have a Scholium
So what is knowledge? First, there seems to be a distinction between knowledge and adequate knowledge (Ethics 2 P25). Knowledge is self-consciousness, and adequate knowledge is also reasoning or inference. Hence, adequate knowledge is not available for a human being in every level of knowledge. Second, all knowledge is dependent on its cause and includes its (Ethics 1 A4). Meaning, while natural determinism exists in every place and in the human mind as well, adequate knowledge is inferred from the idea that is its adequate cause (2 P33). We adequately know a particular idea if we know its adequate cause. But if the idea of the adequate cause is located in the human mind, and this idea is adequate, then the knowing human being is the adequate cause of the ideas they derive from it. Consequently, the human being is active to the extent that incidental external causes do not influence the inferences the human makes out of adequate ideas they possess, and to this extent, they are the adequate cause of the inferred ideas (TIE §42, §60 n.24***; Ethics 2 P13; 3 Def. 2; 4 Def. 8). We know a particular idea if we at least know its partial cause (3 Def. 2). Knowledge of a partial cause is inadequate knowledge, that is, fictive knowledge, imaginary, doubtful or speculative, not the adequate knowledge of the adequate cause (TIE §50-65; in particular §57 n.22 [x in Curley]).	Comment by Joshua Schwartz: Prof. Nesher,
There is no note in section 60 in TIE.
It is worth clarifying what is the relation between an “adequate idea” and an “adequate cause.” An adequate cause is the determining cause behind a particular effect (Ethics 1 Defs. 3-4; 3 Defs. 1-2; 4 P1). An adequate idea is the reasoning through which the idea is interpreted-explained from its adequate cause (Letter 60; cf. TIE §68). One can discern between (1) knowledge of a phenomenon through its imagined or partial cause, which is imagined, in doubt, or entirely erroneous (TIE §50-65; CM 1, 1); (2) inadequate knowledge of the adequate cause, which is speculation (TIE §69); (3) adequate knowledge of the adequate cause, which is the demonstration of the speculation. The adequate cause of the adequate idea by means of deductive reasoning is the grouping of its axioms or propositions that were derived from it or from the previous proofs that were derived from it (Ethics 1 Appendix). In contradistinction to Parkinson (1978), I understand the adequate idea as reasoning or argumentation, not as a singular proposition or claim, for it may be the case that it agrees with the facts, but if there is no reasoning, it is not true: a correct intuition is not true. Experimental-inductive examination is a part of the reasoning (cf. TIE §49, §69, §78-79; Ethics 2 P43 Schol.). Knowledge proven deductively, when it is also proven inductively, is “knowing a thing perfectly, or in the best way” (2 P43 Schol.). “Perfect knowledge,” this Parkinson is not successful in explaining. But, if we assume that this is reasoning (formal and experimental), then it is clear why Spinoza argues that one who has an adequate (and true) idea knows they have such an idea by dint of having the reasoning itself within, which differs from an inadequate claim (TIE §69; Ethics 2 P43 Schol., P49 Schol.). Therefore, the method will be a reflection of the reasoning, the understanding of the pattern (the standard) of the valid argumentation:
[The m]ethod… is understanding what a true idea is by distinguishing it from the rest of the perceptions; by investigating its nature, so that from that we may come to know our power of understanding and so restrain the mind that it understands, according to that standard, everything that is to be understood. (TIE §37; cf. §69)
Reflection or such understanding is an interpretation of the reasoning, and from this discernment is an idea of an idea adequate. But not every idea of an idea is methodical, like, for example, unknown ideas or ideas of ideas in the first kind of knowing. Thus, the method is only a partial set of a group of ideas of ideas, and one cannot identify it with the entire set.
So, what is the knowledge of knowledge? It seems that the first condition is that there be knowledge, such that the continuous process of knowledge can develop from it: “For as soon as someone knows something, he thereby knows that he knows it, and at the same time knows that he knows that he knows, and so on, to infinity (Ethics 2 P21 Schol.; cf. P43). The question is whether this is an immediate condition in which all knowledges exist in one time all at once, or whether there is a temporal process of knowledge’s development? In the forty-third proposition of the second part of Ethics, Spinoza continues his discussion in proposition twenty-one, but now he does not treat knowledge in general, but rather adequate knowledge. Here Spinoza underscores that these are adequate ideas, to the extent that they are revealed by the human mind. But such disclosure is nothing other than a process of intellection, the demonstration of the ideas carried out in time. Hence, each time the process of rational inquiry continues to make progress according to the correct method, then knowledge of knowledge will continue “without bound” (TIE §34; Ethics 2 Def. 5; 3 P8; Letter 12). If knowledge is reasoning, then knowledge of knowledge is reasoning that accepts the previous reasoning as the premise from which it was derived. In this way, knowledge progresses toward the complex union of adequate ideas, and this advancement is unlimited whenever scientists (and philosophers) possess the correct methodological appraisal of the development of knowledge. The Treatise on the Emendation of the Intellect deals with the same matter, from which it is reasoned that particular knowledge is conditioned on prior knowledge and not the other way around: “[I]n order for me to know, it is not necessary to know that I know, much less necessary to know that I know that I know… Indeed, in these ideas the opposite is the case. For to know that I know, I must first know” (TIE §34; cf. Ethics 2 P40).	Comment by Joshua Schwartz: Prof. Nesher,
What do you mean by פיקוח in this context? I understand that knowledge's progress correlates with the developmental mechanism, which is facilitated by the correct method. But what are the scientist-philosophers "appraising?"
The question is if, according to Spinoza, the concept of knowledge includes the ideas of ideas found in the lowest grades of perception and sensation. If not, a problem may burst forth for Spinoza, regarding first knowledge. It would seem that the first ideas are innate, the dispositions of mental behavior whose development through evolutionary discernment, which allows us, at least in the first stage of our lives, to monitor ourselves to a limited extent within the environment in which we are situated (see TIE §34 n.13 [n in Curley]). But first knowledge, too, must be reasoning, and since the knowledge prior to it is not like an axiom, it seems that first knowledge is proven from itself (Ethics 1 A2; TIE §35, §44-47, §70-73).
Descartes solved the problem of first knowledge by means of intuition, which is the adequate knowledge (clear and distinct) of the axiom that no knowledge has preceded it (cf. Peirce 5:231-317). This is a solution that lays the foundation for revelation, but I do not think that it accords with the scientific and evolutionary system of Spinoza, who saw intuition as the highest stage of the development of knowledge (TIE §43; DPP 2 P13 Schol.). In the tenth note[footnoteRef:11] to section 31 in the Treatise, Spinoza writes: “By inborn power I understand what is not caused in us by external causes”. One can be confident that he means ideas or innate principles that comprise the nature of the particular, by dint of which one absorbs external influences and fashions them toward the needs of one’s existence and activity. [11:  In Curley’s edition, the note is marked as k.] 

If the concept of reasoning is so expansive as to include broad inferences, that is, quasi-inferences carried out in the lowest level of consciousness, as I explained above the process of perception, then Spinoza’s account differs from that of Descartes (cf. Peirce 1900). Consequently, the method is not first intuition which is the condition for all further knowledge but rather the opposite, it is a particular kind of interpretation of reasoning (TIE §43). All reasonings derived from reasonings are knowledges of knowledges (TIE §61 n.24 [a in Curley]). And the question is if the method is this reasoning, or if it is only an understanding of reasoning? It seems that not all knowledge of reasoning is reasoning itself, but rather there is knowledge that is an understanding of reasoning, which comes together with the reasoning and is united with it, for without the understanding of the reasoning, the reasoning is nothing more than a mechanism of manipulation. Nevertheless, no infinite regression results from this for the sake of understanding this knowledge, as it is possible to infer from the scholium to the twenty-first proposition of the second part of Ethics. In this respect, the wording of the Treatise’s thirty-fourth section is more exact, arguing that the reasoning itself and its understanding are sufficient, and there is no need for a chain of ideas for the sake of knowledge. Further, Spinoza argues that the method differs from intellection and reasoning (TIE §37). So, what is the understanding of reasoning? It is inquiry and the logical phraseology of reasoning, and after having interpreted and understood the pattern of the reasoning, the method cannot be anything other than the attendant sensation that accompanies reasoning and tends to it. This sensation is not itself reasoning, but rather reflection that oversees it. In this, I have endeavored to show that the concepts of the idea of the idea, reflexive knowledge, and knowledge of knowledge are all intelligible concepts within the framework of an evolutionary interpretation of Spinoza’s philosophy.
13. Spinoza’s Philosophical Revolution: Why Does Spinoza “Err” in Proposition XXI?
In the relatively narrow period of about twenty years, Spinoza fomented a conceptual-philosophical revolution and created a system that encompasses all realms of human behavior: metaphysical, epistemological, physical, social, moral. One should recall that Spinoza needed to instigate a double revolution in philosophy: to complete the Cartesian revolution against classical and scholastic philosophy, and to implement a “pragmatic” revolution, per my coinage, against Cartesianism (a revolution within a revolution). Spinoza’s revolution was not, and was not able to be, complete because any change in image, thought-model or concept must entail a change in a whole system of concepts, and such a change must be examined in its application to the various realms of philosophy and science, as well as to normal human behavior. Such an implementation always brings after it additional changes, and so on and so forth. Therefore, it is possible to find in Spinoza different models of understanding and new philosophical foundations mixed up with older remainders. Hence, when I aver that Spinoza “erred” or “errs” in proposition 21 of Ethics part 2, and even perhaps in other places as well, I only mean that a portion of Spinoza’s concepts and theories most likely did not undergo the shift and transformation that the principles of his system underwent. One must remember that Spinoza’s revolution was and is the greatest, and perhaps sole, naturalistic revolution in the entire history of philosophy. Spinoza was the first to propose an explanation of nature and human behavior utilizing nature alone, that is, utilizing physical and mental natural sciences and scientific philosophy.
However, it is possible that Spinoza was more consistent in his system and accordingly fomented a more complete revolution than that which appears to us in his writings, but due to the difficulty of his thought and how challenging it was for his students to adapt to his revolution, they did not understand him properly and emended a number of his propositions while preparing the manuscripts for publication, in order to bring them closer to their understanding and in accordance with earlier formulations of Spinoza himself (cf. ST 1 1 [4], Appendix 2 [3]). To our dismay, there remains no extant, original manuscript of the Ethics, and thus any attempt at understanding Spinoza’s philosophical system is conditioned on its reconstruction on the basis of its central principles. This is what I have tried to accomplish in this essay.
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