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Neither convinced me, but Descartes seemed... nicer.
	René Descartes, in his Meditations on First Philosophy, proved the separation of mind and body. Reacting to this in his Ethics, Baruch Spinoza proved the identity of mind and body. Spinoza's largest problem with Descartes' view likely lay in the irreconcilability of his fifth Axiom and the entirety of Descartes' Sixth Meditation, and, while he solved this problem by putting forth a new relation between mind and body that followed all his axioms, his conclusion was just as unsatisfactory to me as Descartes'—so I look to the method in order to evaluate the two accounts, and I find that I prefer Descartes'.
	Spinoza probably took the most issue with Descartes' view of mind-body dualism on account of Axiom 5 of his Ethics I. Descartes argues twice in the Sixth Meditation that mind and body are distinct, first saying that he has clear and distinct ideas of the mind and body as thinking, non-extended and extended, non-thinking things, respectively, and later that the mind is indivisible while the body is divisible. Both of these distinctions, for Descartes, show that the mind and body are completely separate entities. Descartes goes on to explain later in the Sixth Meditation that the mind and the brain (a part of the body) interact: the mind can send orders to the brain for the body to execute, or the body, reacting to something, can send information to the brain which is then passed onto the mind. Spinoza's fifth Axiom states that things with nothing in common cannot be understood through each other, and given this he made his third Proposition: "when things have nothing in common, one cannot be the cause of the other." Clearly, the idea of the mind and body as distinct things causing the ideas in each other would be seen by Spinoza as absurd—Descartes is depicting a causal chain linking two things that have nothing in common.
	There is one more issue in Descartes' account of mind and body, given Spinoza's fifth Axiom, that is simple yet major: Descartes, throughout the Sixth Meditation, is attempting to understand his body... with his mind. If mind and body were indeed distinct, as Descartes claims, and if Spinoza truly believed in his fifth Axiom, then Spinoza would be forced to disregard everything in the Sixth Meditation as it is all, given Axiom 5, meaningless. Descartes' entire account falls apart here, according to Spinoza. That mind-body distinction is irreconcilable with Axiom 5 is likely what Spinoza found most problematic about Descartes' view.
	Spinoza's solution is simple: he decides to show that mind and body are one and the same thing. In doing so, he would fix both issues highlighted above—because there is no passage of information between the mind and body, as they are one and the same, and because the mind is understanding itself through itself when it understands the body, as they are one and the same. Spinoza arrives at this view of mind-body identity after proving in Ethics I that there is only one substance (God) and that everything in the world we perceive (humans, plants, animals, minds, rocks, and so on) are merely modes of that one substance. He posits that every time we perceive a body, we are merely perceiving a mode of God understood under God's attribute of extension, and later in Ethics II he proposes that "the human mind is part of God's infinite intellect"—essentially, that when we perceive a mind, we are merely perceiving that same mode of God understood under God's attribute of thought. Just as we can see the same God as an extended thing or a thinking thing, we can see the same mode of God under either attribute, and, just as God as an extended thing or a thinking thing aren't distinct things, so too are the mind and body of a human being one and the same, according to Spinoza. Having proven that mind and body aren't distinct, Spinoza has avoided the pitfalls present in Descartes' account—at least, those present according to Spinoza's own axioms.
	While I agree with Spinoza regarding the flaws in Descartes' view of mind-body dualism, and while I think that Spinoza's view is free of those specific flaws, I feel that Descartes' account was the more successful of the two. I don't agree with his conclusion, but neither do I agree with Spinoza's, as it is predicated upon the existence of God, which Spinoza does a poor job of proving, playing such cards as "to be able to exist is power, as is self-evident... [God is powerful, therefore he exists]." As I cannot agree with either destination, I must instead examine the two journeys, and I find Descartes' much more palatable—he simply assumes less than Spinoza does ("to be able to not exist is weakness," what?). Furthermore, Descartes says many general things about humans upon which further philosophy might be based. On the other hand, Spinoza makes narrow, specific claims, always going back to his previous narrow, specific claims, which cannot be used outside the context of his set of definitions, axioms, and prior propositions; Spinoza's work is very take-it-or-leave-it. Because Descartes assumes less and provides more, I would contend that his account is the more successful, despite the flaws present.
	After evaluating the accounts of both Descartes and Spinoza, I have found both conclusions to be shaky—Descartes', mostly for the flaws illuminated by Spinoza's fifth axiom, and Spinoza's, mostly because he failed to convince me of God's existence. I do believe Spinoza successfully avoided the flaws to which he was reacting, but I do not believe that this makes his account inherently better than the other. Given that neither philosopher convinced me, and given that Descartes' method seemed less assuming and more useful for the future, Descartes' account wins the 'successful' round in my ring.
