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DISC 1

i) 
Descartes it is famous for advancing the concept of dualism: that is the existence of separate mental and physical realms. In 17th century framework, Descartes’ dualism, made sense for most traditional religious people (due to parallelism between mental realm and divine soul and physical realm and sinful body) and many spiritual (non-materialists) freethinkers ( due to lack of evidence for plausible alternatives as for ignorance of role of brain for framing personality). 


Spinoza disagreed with widely accepted views of Descartes and argued that there is one single substance which form both the physical and mental/spiritual realms. Apparently, Spinoza's idea bares strong resemblance with ancient Greek and Roman materialists. However, while that will be the case, had Spinoza just lump together the physical and mental realms, it is not the case, though since Spinoza's monism encompasses a third element - God, which was by the way is reserved in Descartes’ dualism, at least in some versions of it ( “triality” might then be a more precise term.)


While, if I'd to be argue for monism, and against dualism, I'd rely mostly on observational data: a human's/monkey's/bird's personality changes if accidentally or surgically certain parts of the brain are altered. Obviously, Spinoza can't conceive that in 17th century, when even the experimental method wasn't invented, however he was able to argue well from logic, that there could not be 2 different substance as the affect and attributes between substance are the same. He argued well through falsification in (ii) bellow.


Whether an object is regarded through different light or through different emotions, its state remain the same. 

ii)
If Descartes dualism would’ve be right and there would be one or more distinct substance (or realms as I called them,  Spinoza’s means by “substance”  TRUE  essence of things ) they would have to be distinguished from one another either by a difference in their attributes (by attribute Spinoza means what the intellect perceives of a substance as continuing its PERCEIVED essence of things) or by a difference in their affections (or emotions). 


Mental and Physical are the same substance as we can perceive them through as the same attribute. For example we can see a chair when we are awake, or we can a see a chair when we are dreaming. The attribute of a chair is the same, either when it is mental or physical 


Now affections, or our emotions, are irrelevant as our intellect in determining the validity of dualism, as for example whether a man is angry because his stomach is upset or his stomach is upset because he is angry, the affect (or emotion) is the same, angriness, even though the causes of affect can be either physical or mental.

iii) 
While some substances are not distinguishable either buy the difference of the attribute or difference in their affection, most do. For example the essence of a face can produce different attributes (a face might be seen as angry or joyful) and affections (an angry face produce fear and joyful peace).

iv) Spinoza believes that God is a part of one substance. That humans share goodness and worldliness at the same time. That we are a mode of the divine substance
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DISC. #2

In the argument 15 of part I of Ethics, Spinoza declares that whatever is, s in God, and nothing can be or be conceived without God. Now, this remarks strongly suggest that Spinoza encompasses ALL into god, if not equates ALL with god. 

While it is conceivable for Spinoza’s friends to attribute the mental attributes, and its modes to the infinity of god, there is a strong resistance to attribute physical attributes as the integral part of god. The arguments against attribution of physical realm to divine was, assuming that divine is infinite, inconceivability of infinite matter. As friends did argument based on geometrical analogies (presumably favored by Spinoza), if from a infinite line is divided into two, there will be twice as more infinites, and furthermore the distance between two line will also represent infinite. Although modern mathematicians are fairly confident with arithmetic computations of infinites, at times, the analogy proved absurd the assumption that matter is infinite and is an integral part of god.  


While that will be the case based on Carthesian metaphysics, in which there multiple substances each containing physical and mental attributes, which in turn contain modes. It passes the validity test if Spinosian metaphysics is utilized, in which there are no but one substance, subdivided in infinite physical and mental attributes, which in turn differentiate itself via infinite modes. Hence while Carthesian metaphysics will be descredited by “geometrical line” example, Spinosian wouldn’t. Based on spinozians metaphysics line is just a mode of bodily attribute, which is infinite. Thus 2, 2, 4 …n lines are just modes, just “drawings on the infinite sheet of paper.”


Well Spinoza argues, similarly, in E1p15s that water, although perceived to be divisible infinitely, and never thus forming a body, it is divisible only as a product of our imagination. In reality if perceived by our intellect water constitute the same attribute. Our imagination, thus spots modes and regards them as attributes, while only our intellect can differentiate.
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DISC TOPIC #3

Spinoza does say in E1P33 that “Things could have been produced by God in no other way, and in no other order that they have been produced.” And he justifies his statement by relying on previous proposition (in particular on proposition 29, where he states that “in nature there is nothing contingent, but all thing have been determined from the necessity of the divine nature to exist and produce an effect in a certain way.) Basically Spinoza things s that if “things could have been of another nature, or could have been determined to produce an effect in another way, so that the order of Nature was different, then God’s nature could also have been other than is now and it should have been also existed and that’s absurd”. 


Well the objections, to these propositions are that if things could have not been other ways, and things are imperfect, god is imperfect. However Spinoza thinks that god is perfect and any imperfections that appear to us are illusory, and if god have been of different composure, other imperfections would appear to us. In short, any possible variation of god’s substance bring its “perfections” and “imperfections”, but saying that god is either perfect or imperfect is like saying that a equation 10/5=2 is “perfect” and 10/3=3.3333333 is “imperfect” The equation just IS, and god with its “perfect” and “Imperfect” modes also just IS.

Of course there could be some superficial resemblance with Calvinism in Spinoza predestination convictions, however in reality while Calvinist extended the role of life to some “Spectacle” in which the role of some is to “be damned” and other to “Be blessed”, in Spinoza’s convictions there is no “play” everything exists “purposelessly”
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DISC 4

How does Spinoza solve the problem of mind-body interaction?  The secondary questions you may consider are:  How does Spinoza’s theory avoid the problems in Descartes’ theory?  What new problems does it pose?

While Descartes recourses to some occult ideas, as pineal gland, Spinoza recourses to the idea that our mind thoughts are independent of our body actions. While this ideas seems not less occult, it does make a perfect sense in the light of modern psychology. As any behaviorists would admit, if a theft is caught and punished, he may not still anymore, but that’s not because he thought “Stealing is wrong”, but because he was punished. That is not to say that theft will think that “Stealing is wrong”, but his thoughts are irrelevant for his actions, that is they are epiphenomenal. 

Figure 1: According to Descartes 


[image: image1]
Figure 2: According to Spinoza 
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Naturally, new problems that arise are of determinism, if are actions are parallel with our thoughts, than we do not have a free will, that is a will to modify our actions through thoughts. Our actions are governed and thoughts thus are governed by laws of nature (physiology, psychology). And these are immutable.
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DISC 5

In E2p35s Spinoza gives two examples of error: i) “men are deceived in that they think themselves free, i.e., they think that, of their own free will, they can either do a thing or forbear doing it”; and ii) “when we look at the sun, we imagine it as about two hundred feet away from us.”  Choose one of these examples and, in terms of Spinoza’s theory, explain: a) what kind of idea it is; b) how it is that we come to have this idea; c) in what sense it is in error (i.e., a false idea); and d) how we go about correcting the idea, i.e., arriving at a true idea.   Do you see any problems in Spinoza’s account?

In the light of Spinoza’s theory the idea that we have a free will is an “imaginative idea”. And we do have this idea only because of our inability to separate our imagination of ourselves from ourselves. Most “imaginative ideas” are artifacts, and false, and “idea of free will” is not an exception. And to arrive to correct, true idea we need to intellectualize the idea. One way of intellectualizing the idea is in comparing us with ants. Ants of course don’t have a free will, and we are just like ants, only quite a bit more complex. While an ant subordinates chiefly to the laws of physics and physiology, Homo sapiens also subordinate to the laws of psychology. That is, as we don’t really have a choice, but get physically hurt, when we got smashed by a car,  we should inevitably get hurt if our boss smashes our “Personal folder” against the table and cries “You are fired!” Of course no ants, even fire ants can get upset because of this, but that’s because of their rudimentary mode of thinking. Our mode of thinking is much more complex and we are not only governed by laws of physics, but also laws of psychology, which requires great affinity of thought. 


To arrive to a true conclusion is difficult, as even when we know that “Big moon at horizon- small moon at the zenith” is nothing but an illusion still we can’t get rid of it, but as we know about “moon illusion” we can know about “will illusion”. Both of them are just illusion, and nothing more. And we arrived to this by using our intellect: logic.

Well here’s the problem, the logic is inductive, when we generalize ant’s absence of free will to humans, but on the other hand, the belief that there is only one substance capable of will, god, is deductive.
DISC 7
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Spinoza defines pity as a “sadness” and “evil” and “useless’. According to him pity cannot be perceived by reason alone, but involves the involvement of affect. As Hobbes describes the inner motive of the person who helped a poor to help him ease his emotional affect of “[psychological] pain”, Spinoza suggests that “a man who lives according to the dictate of reason cannot be touched by pity (and vice versa).

Spinoza’s ethics would allow altruism , but not in traditional sense. Spinoza’s altruism results from self interest of our modes. As we are just modes of ONE substance, favors to ourselves or favors to others, make little difference in distinction, and they both can be accounted as manifisations of altruism or egoism. The fact that I am saving money to buy myselves a house, but not donate that to a charity, can imply that I’m altruistic, as reason dictates that  my modes has priority over other modes; conversely the fact that I clean the table after I eat in a public place can imply egoistic, as the reason dictates that my mode will benefit if I clean after myself, as by that my mode adopts virtues of cleanliness and responsibility, and virtues are good for my mode.

I happen to agree with Spinoza, as self-interst dervies from reason.
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PHIL 422

Disc. 9

Love is an ambiguous word. Loving a kind of bread is not the same affect as loving ones bride. Loving country music is not the same affect as loving one’s country. It is as well possible to love without liking and vice versa. A parent can love his child without liking him as a person, for example if the child is a murderous gangster. Or en employee can like a reasonable boss without loving him.

What is then intellectual love of god? Does this imply that Spinoza’s god is worth loving despite that he is impersonal, uncaring, does not give more a thought if thousands of people died in 9/11 than to the fact that a flock of ants was squashed by truck. In fact Spinoza’s god is incapable of giving a finite thought, he is infinite thought. (As though implies time, and Spinoza’s god is beyond time). All this just imply that we should not like Spinoza’s god, we can possibly like him, nor dislike him, as likeness implies favors, which god cannot possibly perfors, as he constitute the laws of nature, which are immutable. On the other hand if we intelcutally reason about Spinoza’s god, and understand its metaphysical structure, we’ll be inevitably amazed, as he is the one substance of whom we are modes. As we are modes of god-substance, we inevitably should love him. The concept of conatus , or self-preservation, implies that we love anything that preserve ourselves. God-substance preserve ourselves, therefore we necessarily need to love god-substance. On the same moment, table, people around me, are modes of god-substance and they are not necessarily directly for preservation for ourselves, hence according to the principle of conatus, it is irrational to love anything that doesn’t contribute for our self-preservation. And if one loves some modes, like one’s spouse,  they do that not based on intellect, on contatus, but because of passions. 


As an analogy, for a drop of water that forms an ocean it is rational to love the ocean, but irrational to love another drop of water, even though drops of water form an ocean, as without the ocean the drop of water can exist while without a drop of water another drop of water can exist. 


It is understandable why we passion about singular things, as we associate that with the whole, which is a fallacy of division and irrational.
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