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- Descartes':ﬁeditations have as their'explicitly stated goals'the Ve

~ -,;3 LT proofs of the existence of God and the proof of the distinction o

oetween mind ‘and body. A third goal implicit in this work, is the»7

‘ s_/ting of the. mathenatical sciences upon 2 finn foundation.. This —;

S :‘g'?'j‘ 3 study endeavours to provide an account of the. first of shose goals, '

~

5 A the proofs of God s existence. with a view to showdng their. h \sL_

. T

—

E e the Meditations and within the context of Descartes' ‘philosgphy as a
v v . e T : L
Lo whole. |

" 'ln the first chapter a general outline of Descartes method is.'®

significance both within the analytic framework Descartes adopts in " VT

presented.' Within the context of-this method, the particular method

enplbyed in the Meditations, i e, analysis, is then-discussed. , v

-

The proofs for God S existence in the third Medi{h:ion )

presuppose a level of abstraction from the world of se e.perception

Al

" that can only result from the doubt of'the first and second

i B ,': Meditations. Chapter Two traces the extent of this. doubt.

_ Sy ln order to properly understand the proofs for God S existence

e s s o A e P . e e e A & & o e &

P




» .‘ ; . ._ Ll V ’ .. . .
- : ! N L .;f .
e 4\.‘1, ! ) g “ ) o oy ‘ ' . ~
X N ¢ < . \_ . i/ -
v ,‘ -0 in Heditation Three. several important Cartesian doctrines nust be
i w ' - noted. Chapter Three dif sses. for example the doctrines of o
A0y representative perception of ob:jective reality in 1deas, and of T
B degrees of reality. S \\_ . e ':_"r- PR
A S - - . |' ’ U M
§ o ' , In the fourth chapter, the proofs of God's existence in, . )
\vL‘,,g ' g Meditation Three are treated. These pro(ofs are shown to follow A <
ot ‘. ‘_.. . B s .
2 directly from the process of doubt and the method of - ‘analysis, and i
- . .they are also showng”to reduce to the same fundamental intuition.,‘_l :
} exist therefore God exists'. -, B '\ Cor - - ' b
. 0'3 _ | The final chapter of ‘this study opens with the proof of. the Tl é
\ truth of clear and&ﬁistinct ideas, consequent upon God‘s veracity. It . | -
' is then argied that thi s proof underlies ‘the -a prior arguuent i'or , §
' ‘ , S .
" ;o Gu s existence in Heditation Five. Finaily, this proof of God s .- !
.[ R existence is shown to be. present in the Meditations in order to ' i ‘
Pos 'undermine the natural"doubt arising fron the mind's, reflection upon et i
e i ) :
:\ ; its -Qv_m:cjear_and di sti‘nct idea_s. iiith this proof a science of the ) !
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. . Descartes' Method .= ‘. T
: Vo e
‘ .1 This study of the proofs of God $ existence in Descartes . oo e
: ' tMeditations beginsr-appropriatelr 1 ﬁ a discussion of v(hat [ AR ' {
. t )
Descartes“deems to be essential to the un‘derstanding df any truth i
T T whatsoever, namel_y the method B“y which truth is to_be' attained. .‘.,,,;, E 3
. s . escartes ~aim is indeed trutlr- it 1s the aim of any exercise L :‘ _ ,. ' ' !
. uhdertaken by the mind in.theﬂstudr-@;—ftsel'rm “ll it thinks "The‘ SN ’ '
L o s,
b . a#m of our studies snould be that of so guidihg our mental powers ‘ .
B ] ! H
' K that they are made capable of passing sound and true Judgnents on all' . !
o thd‘t presents itself to us." 1 This statement begins what is ,
-%\, vconsidored to be Descartes earliest phisosophical endeavour 2, and ;
‘ it is 2 conviction he carried with him until his death in 1649. B gy
- o. L .
’ Truth is not an impossible ideal for Descartes.- Like Plato. SN ~ ;
|
Desc‘artes believes that truth corresponds ?«—\&a/t is ‘or. to : !
reality »-but, unlike Plato, he deems tr’hth to be in the grasp of - ) i

- + ) ye
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"'f of . philosophical history, a difference that can only be’ noted here.

X nevertheleSs conditioned by the requirements of subjective certainty,

=Y,

Lo I e - . P
e ! R '

the existing individual. The difference between these twp viewpoints' o
is ultinately explicable only An tenns of almost two thousand years
Y

Let it suffice to say that, for Descartes the huaan mind an possess- A e

truth truth which is known to be divinely sanctioned but '..'* o Dt

and it is the business of Descartes method to construct the o }-‘ . ;"f,i“

guidelioes or rules by whith‘such knowledge of what is can be 5124'3'“ o

. : I. N
Tl U

.'.‘

e

. P L LN . . . oLt
..,,u s . _ BT

. ~
S . . . . e s

EVen the casual reader of Descartes works cannot fail to be ,'

a

. \ i struck by tPe 1mportance,Descartes attaches to the method according,

to which ‘the mind is supposed to approach any subject. Indeed it is ? °

no exaggeration to say thSt for Descartes the methdd by which a
truth is attained and that truth itself are inseparable. Later in ‘l T
this chapter when 3 particular aspect of method. 1, e.‘#nalysis. Ais -
| examined it will ‘be seen how. for Descartes truths which are the )
result%ﬂ’a deductive proof cannot be considered apart from their
deductive framework. This is especially true of the arguments for

God s existence.- For now, however this general overview of .. ‘<

Descartes method will be aTded tnuthe following passage from the

Rules For the Direction of the Mind. ,» ~ - . Lo

. . . N
PO . - L R . . . s
. . . . ' ¢ L S

Mt et e e ee o = e e e ® e
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toe o -‘“So blind is the curiosity with. which mortals are’ possessed
.7« = - that they oftén copduct their mind% along unexpflared routes;
R having no reason- to hope for ' success, but merely being '
' " willing to risk the experiment of. finding whether the -truth .- -
- they seek 1ies there. As well might a man burning with an - -
unintelligent desire to find treasure, continuously roam the . .
- - streets, seeking.to find something that* a passer - "by might
. . have chanced to _drop. _ This is the  way in which. most :
Lhemists, many Géometricians, 'and Philosophers - not ‘a ‘few .
oprosecute’ thetr studies., | do not deny that sometimes 1in. -
-+ - -these: wanderin!s ‘they .are- lucky '.enough g find something . . - -
" < " true. But I do not alloWw that this argques greater Ondustry[, B
on their part, but only betteg luck. - But ' however -that -may
be, it were far-better never to think of investigating, truth.
‘at all, than to do so without a . method. For it s very . -
'ucertain that unregulated inquiries and confusgd reflections .
of this kind only confound the natural Tight .and blind ' our N
mental powers. Those who so become accustomed to walk fn. t
darkness weaken their eye-sight so.mu¢h that aferwards _they R,
. cannot ‘bear the l+ght - of day. This. is  confirmed . by -
. experience fog how often do we not see that those “who. have .
never taken to letters, give a-sounder .and clearer decision’
" about obvious matters than those:who have spent all their .
" time in the schools? "Moreover by a meth® 1 mean certain and
simple rules, such that, if a man observe them accurately. he -
shall ‘never assume what is’ false as- ‘true, and. will _never -, .
spend his mental efforts to' no purpose but will always.
‘gradually increase his knowledge and so.. arrive at true
undérstanding of all that does not surpass his powers. - oA

P al ... " . wo C
Several important issues are raised in’ this passage.- First the '
overall purpose of Descartes philosophy. and in particular of the :
That purpose i the setting of the ';ulist.fl; 1
i upon a finm ///._“=¥

-What. does the’ notion of a 'firm foundation imply? .I,'t; - -"""E

Meditations, 18 prefigured here.v

‘ sciences » the sum total of hunan uisdom or thought

. foundation.

{Iﬂpkies thé¥%there can be no question of risk' or: chance in '_15; ;:_: ;;:-
mankind’'s quest tg::}ruth. DeScartes does nqt denp “that sometimes {“:.:“

in-these uanderings [after truth]<the¥‘are,lucky enough tojfind N P

°’ . . ' . “ e ) L

u 3 o L _ R

e §

.

v ws amh oae .. .
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'f the end no guarantee.
'.the‘truth

1knpwledge.'

.- '.,‘Cért'a'in'framework'

"different context' when Desca?tes asserts thath though the

T atheist cannot knoy them to:be indubitably true.

is raised..

‘ foreign to or different from the. natural“ or'

sodething true. “The point ~.is‘ ‘howevér, that fn lyck there 15, fn|

Hhat the nind discovers in its aimless '

' yanderings may n ed be the tcuth but it could nﬂt be known to be

Only the guarantee of A valid method can provide‘this '*

I0ne might say that truth,

Essentially the ‘samé point is made, albeit in a

, mathematical reasomings of the atﬁeist night indeed be trJE, the

5 ’

ln the above-quoted passage, a second equallrwq&rtmissue ‘

In nOting “hqy often those who have never taken to
[

letters give a sounder and clearer decision about matters than thoSe ;}‘V

who have spent all their time in the schools". Descartes is’.

like meaning. requires a- : ‘r?:;'

»

R

juggesting not only that the mode -of . learning and thought expounded O N

Scholastic mode with the natural‘ process .of thought he is also

’ suggesting that the method by which truth is attained is by no means

- 1n the schools is’ both haphazard and bdind but, in contrasting this:_.4lf’

r

s-.l'

right'.use of reason. e

One of De!CZ;tes aims is to déro strate ‘how the- Scholastic view of 5

the prﬁper procedure of reason s fundamentally untenable in tenns of

the nature of the mind itself Throughout his works Descartes

" ?. and.win the

continually speaks of the right'nse of reason
passage imnediately sacceeding the above quotation "there is an

»
unequivocal identification "of- method. and thought itself s;lf ﬁan is

- ,‘ . . . .. ¢
_" . V’: " .
. E - - < L.
\‘ L * » - ' ' - .‘ -
- . . . ‘ - .
- . .
» . N )
( . - e
y - -
A .\ B . .
" . ' \ [4 .
: 1 c e )
K‘ i .
u . .
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to poss;Fs knovledge. writes Descartes then the mind s natural ;i . ;L ;{ :

" 'i abilities must be complemented by the appropriate method S Y

' "For if we erg Mithout the knowledge of any of "the things

RV -
\\ . which we ‘are capable of understapding, that is only betause - | - °
e never perceived any way to bring :
or because we have fallen

A we have
B ‘knouledge

us to this:
into the contrary

. o 'they were better called ‘precepts., as will be seen.

' S . RO N

e error.  But {f our method rightly explains flow our mental
« ?ﬁﬁ = *,visiomr should be used, 3o as not to fall into the -contrary .
L4 error, and fow deduction should be discovered in order that | .
_ we. may arrive at the knowledge of all things7 I do noc see. ' ‘
St g what else is nesqed to make it complete...“ : : N -

. e - . - . . - -

".,' . L. ) - II_. ’ . ..c

S e e e = el - wm o

.. , l ’ ’ -... . .
Descartes states that his method consists of certain and simple =~ -~ - i ¢

B . .

'j.-' rules”. . Hhat are these ruies? The practioner of this: method will

o s g 1§ Bis =

never assume ‘what is false is true"; how will this be insured?

* Finally,-a "gradua] increase“ in~knowledge is promised,'such that the

,};i" mind adhering to this method will “arrive at a true understanding of .‘__“A

- all that does not surpass [its] powers"; in: what manner does Jhe S |

method facilitate this result? : o B o

AR ' The answers Lo these questions'can only be obtained ater an - 'i : "3

e "‘nkz expiicit statement of those certiﬁn and simple rules" - actually, N ‘ ' 3
| _Descartes '

s . . . ER
=4 . . . e
. .-

- devotes two major works .to a treatment of his method, the Rules For .

the Direction of the ‘Mind and the’ Discourse on the Method 0f Rightly *

'A Conducting the Keason [henceforth referred to as Discourse]

. .

For ' .

’ ’
LN .

S

R S - ......—.....-.............P4 -

|
“ '. . . ., - | . . \ | | . i
!
?

--«-—-4.--_._ [ VRN




-, -
T

‘ .;j | Present purposes it w0uld be more expedient to confine the o C ‘ -

‘i'-.' discussion to the method as it is presented in the latter work..

'f"'f_loiscourse from the e fonna] approaches adODted by Scholastic

.. ! . S

: There, although Descartes takes pains to assure the reader that‘the
S method he prescribes i\Jpore his own approach than an objective )
" ' ..
method for the discovery of truth 8 it may be taken to. be the method T o=

by uhich.i.l.h which for Descartes is subjectively conditioned i

arrived at, precisely becadse it is an. account of his own personal
v

\
Journey to this goal. Indeed it is the subJective nature of

“'Descartes method and ius affinity to the natural and corresponding .

right use of rea%on that’ distinguishés the. method outlined by the - - o : .

1

.iphilosophers. The fol owing passaezyfcited here in’ fu++—and_to be T
,.taken as the summation of the Cartesian method. was originally

.written not in Lat{n but in" French ”the language of Descartes

B ;country", as if to illustrate this point..9 A o Do L

Y. #And as a multiplicity of .laws often furnlshes excuses for'

: evil-doing, and- as a State‘is hence much better ruled -when,
"~ having:put very ‘few laws, these are most §trictly observed;

S0, instead “of the great number of .precepts of * which Logic -

- :+ is composed, l.believed that I should find the four which I o

* shall state quite sufficient, provided that I adhered -to a . BERNEEN

‘firm-and constant res‘lve never'on any single occasjon to .

fail in their observance., . e

AN |

.

R ““The first of these was to accept nothing as, true which’ I % e
roo .~did ‘not cléearly recognise to.be so: that is to say, :
carefully to avoid precipitation ‘and prejudice in judgments, - -~ ..
and to-accept in them nothing more than what was presented = =
to my mind so clearly 7nd distinctly that I could have o . .-
" occasion to doubt it. | ' : - L Lo C o

" e . N
B . ' \ e

‘. ”The second was to divide up each of the difficulties which . E. ~§i o
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et et S

i fae fn teciad o

\,:'.- method both here in the Uiscourse and. elsewhere, has been strong]y

K than common sense seems necessary to construct such a method.. Aside o

) criticized by cuunentators-of his dhn and the present day

_f apparent indefiniteness is indicative of a point already noted- the o

] - .
. L4 -

' ' . : . - oo re
- 1. examined*into as many parts as: possible, and as. seemed . )
* requisite in order. that it might be resolved in the best .
-manner possible. ‘ Do e . -
. \ f \ . . . .
“The third was to carry “on my reflecions in’ due\\order.
: commencing with objects that were the most simple and easy-
o to understand, in order to rise -little by Tittle, or. by
e degrees, to knowledge of the most \complex,- assuming "an
order, even if a fictitious one, among\those which do not
follow a natural sequence relatively to\gne another. '
. o m— »
‘“The last was in_all cases to make_enumerations o .complete
. and reviews so denfﬁal that I. should be certain of _having
i Omittedvnothing.

Anyone expecting a strict set of guidelines constituting theilf e : T

right use of reason will clearly be disappointed by the rather

loosely constructed precepts presented by Descartes., Nothing ‘more Freten 1

from the fact that the paucity of Descartes formulation of the 't - Lot .

11 its .

correct methoa by wﬁich reason will come to'an understanding of all ”-'71 S

that is within its grasp is the method mostisuited to reason itself

nnSt conducive to the way in which reason resolves or 'discove?s the

>ty
el

solution of the problem that confrbnts it. The effective value of ! -
the method lies as Descartes states not in its complexity\- for, - ,:,‘ oo

%indeed..complexity wou]d only diminish its worth but, rather. in the ' '

. g
fstrict adherence to. simple precepts. Noredver. adherence tq these

:“guidelines must be observed in aﬂl ddsciplines for this method ::?‘ _Z;i; R

YRR U
-
hY
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R '.'lines prescrib!d above. can yield such intuition. In order to see

B e T -

‘ expresses the proper. ‘mode of reasoning ger se.

) . techne - for Descartes

The two principles that method and thinking are inseparable, and.
that method must be closely ohserved are held together by a simple

rationale, as old as philosophy itself Knowledge, or the active

.pursuit thereof can be. v/ewed as virtue - in the sense of art or

1‘2.. Knowl edge must be pursued as a craftsman

A

g 'approaches his craft that is s methodically, repetitively, unt il

1 &

: each step in 'che process of creating a product (or, Lir1 this case. of ‘\

~.reason appears at first sight to be ridiculously inadequate as a

.the result that the product truth is- known, as Descartes would say, .

. _.-of straightness' in Geometry. that comprises the starting point in K

- all knowl edge.

:"‘how the method accmplishes its goal

.reaching a lmow]edge of the truth) becomes almost second nature with' Vo

intuitively., In the philosophy of DesJes, At s this most basic L \

element of intuition, be it of t\le self and of God in Fbtaphysics or \
Yet only the practiced art of thinking along the

it is now necessary to examine '

each of the four steps of this ‘art of ‘thinking®. . - o o

~ The opening rule Descartes lays down for the right employnent of

'starting point. Descartes seems to say, rather trivially. accept

"+ nothing as true which’ one doesn’ t consider true .13 However, in

-'.

fthat first rule there are.at least four important and closely related

aspects of Descartes’ general epistemological doctrine which must be

mentiohed 1t Descartes point is to be properly un?ierstood. The '

)

. . .
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first aspect is’this-"it is nec'essary’ that the subject i e. the ",
"accept notiiing as true that isn't clearly recognised to be so". “In
’ o other words, in the philosoph_y of Pescartes there is a-df rect |

equat ion' of subJective certainty Jnd truth. However ‘another point is

'\\ A_ be an -acceptance by the will of ¢l ear and distinct ideas of the

\ "understanding for this reason Descartes ;uarns against precipitation
\\v" and pre,judice in Judgements“. which occur, as will later‘ be‘cofne 1_ ‘. .
evident, either when the intellect allows an admixture ‘of sensuously

based elements to enter Judgement aor, when the infinite will outruns T

r.-

the f1 nite understanding. lf l’he criterio» of the mind's persuasion
of & truth is the third point fp ied by this first rule of method. _
-that is that the idea presented to the ‘mind lust be clear and
. di.stinct". These qualities of clarity- and distinctness constitute
- the sub:iective‘c:riteria of ’certainty and therefore o*fitrut,h “in

Descartes epistenology. These terms are psychological pertaining

. .

' ,to the subject a point indi cative of/bescartes belief that the .
"~-~..Aunprejudiced mind which “will perceive clearly and distinctly, will |
at the sahe time also perceive what'is true. ’
“ The fact that the‘mind is unprejudiced will ensure that the
; _content of ideas is intellig’ible’to the understanding in a\ clear and:
distinct manner. lt is the fourth aspect of Descartes' first rule of
é“) l. . method which brings about this unpreJud/ iced state of mind. Through

douﬁt Descartes purges the mfnd of all its un&lear ideas. Particular

e

implicit here and that.is that the acceptance of anything as true /

e et .= . - e 0 10n e+ 2 o e —— v s
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evidence of doubt as a meanscof arriving at tlear and distinct ideas

' is of course, found 1n the Meditations. There. doubt, considered as

‘metaphysical considerations than, for example, in the mathematical ..

-‘fact'the term analysis , s’ Etienne Gilson states

‘applied correctly. to: the third precept. The analysis ’ in'the sense.

'distinct fron the method of analysis ployed in. the Meditations- .
and in this latter sense, the third precept of the Discourse may be

components.' For Descartes complex {deas admi’n;?\resolution into

'simple natures ’ qhich the:aﬂiggcan intiit clearly and distinctly. ' el

';.the mind are the-most elementary. primary components ,f knowledge.

L4 p PP S ) o M ot gt ot e o &+ ml e i emeemrakes w8 0 s = — ¢ e

N

an applicatidh of method, is regarded as more-essential for use in

disciplines; N -

. E ""\ ‘ e
The second precept of the Discourse requires the division of a

proolem into simpler elements which May'then-be'B ter understbdd by = .

‘theemind. lt has also been termed the rule of analysis s, though in

15. may also be

¢ -, —

of the ‘division of a problem into simpler components is quite

‘more aptly termed the rule of analysis . In any case, this second

rule of method advocates the division of a problem into its simpler

Analysis seeks to divide a problem up into simple natures, whose
mutual connection to one another and priority in knowledge are
rendered self-evident"and clear and distinct by this procass. ‘The.
doctrine of simple natures is an important aspect of De cartes . '
epistemology, and merits sanewhat closer attention her

e,
Since these. simple natures -which for Descartes arL innate'to ’

¥ \
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' ‘\ they also demarcate the limits of knowl edge in terms of the- reduction.

' '\I of- compl ex probl ems or ideas. Beyond these simple ideas which are .
\known & by an intuitive act of the mind, one cannot go. They

' are the simplest ideds of the mind and cannot be broken dovm further,'

Lo that even the most basic idea must be composed of at least one of

hese simple natures. 16 - Their essence is wi:zt is now visible to the

PEr I

scartes philosophy.~ ‘these essences are a'lso the ultimate R
< ponents of rea.lity.- 17 Furthennore. as these primary eleihents of |
thought and reality are of the simplest nature. so.§s the way in . :
e which they .are made present to the mind. _The mode of the mind' s - .. o
cognition of simple natures is intuitive. The mind ‘rests” upon.igs :

: object, as it were, and is illumined by the ~ ‘natura)l -light‘. o

o

“0r',. what comes to the " same thing, intuition is the . .
undoubting qonception of an unclouded and - attentive mind,
and ;springs from the light: of reason . alone; it 1is more
certain than deduction itself, fn.that it is.simpler, though - .
- deduction, as we havemnoted above, cannot ., by ‘us -be .
,erroneo_usly conducted." . "

To enumerate briefly the kinds of simple ideas possessed by the :
m‘ mind, one/need onlykhink of the modes of knowledge (and reali'ty)‘i"—\\,‘ ‘_' .
' ‘ that exist in the philosophy of Descartes. There are simple. jdeas of
an intellectual nature.—such as mind' ‘knowledge', and 'doubt'. -*
~'_There are simple ideas pertaining to corporeal substance, suchas . .. -~ -
‘ extension ,.'figure . and motion . There are, finally. simple |
: ,not_ions common to hoth. such as existence ' and ‘duration’ .

: Co i
.\ ) o 1

g C e nmemate cmpw a3 e veiemas s a -

) 3 tellect, and,. given that truth and being a/ in. the end the same in . - F
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Furthennore, there exists another variety of simple natures 19..J_'
equally important to Phe mind‘s knowledge of reality. ‘and - this group

includes such. ideas as unity . ,equality , 'cause’, and even the
l'\

{dea of Bod, which. in the epistemology of Descartes. takes absolute

' .priority among'these simple natures. Clearly. many of these tenns

are rather abstract in nature and can be rendcred comprehensible g

'only in a mind unfettered by the prejudices of the senses.’ -~ Such, for

examﬁle, is the idea of God. As Yo the accessibiiity of other of f_'~

then in union qjth each other than to separate one of them from the

'others.? A triangle is thus easier to grasp than the more abstract

_ _nnotion of the number three , containing as it doesethe simple

notions angle s 'line s and 'three 20 L w‘t-.. - )

{A& all knowledge is either of or composed of these simple

‘.notions it is’the case. that theyr combination or conposition

’ constitutes the limits to which knowledge may be extended. In theory

at least. all such constructive knowledge should be fatuitive in

nature- i his Rules For tﬁ_‘Direction of the Hind Uescartes even

. prescribes the constant repetition of the steps in the deduction to

- and from simples. in order'to maintain the mird's intuitive attitude.,

._Finally. as to the nature of this reconstruction of knowledge from .

the simple natures, Descartes isolates two ways in which they can be

' united. Their union can be either necessary or - contingent. lt is

necessary. writes Descartes,‘“when one is so implied in the concept

these simple notions, “it is often easier to. be aware of several of .

I T
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of another in a confused sort of way that we cannot conceive either

distinctly. if our thought assigns ‘to them separateness from each
Dot T

At first sight this statement appears to be a direct

+ —

. contradiction of the veny doctrine,of simple natures which doctrine

~ asserts precisely their independence and conceivability apart from '

*  ‘each. other._ The contradiction s resolved however, when ‘one '
considers thag the issu“here is- the'union of simple natures. T.e..
the mind s active combining. which is.the function of - the yill. as

. opposed to its passive conceiving, uhich f the donain of the E
understanding. Thus ‘while figure and extension can, in the most
abstract manner. be conceived apart from one another. i.e. they are -
ultimately two distinct notions. their union is nevertheless an ‘
inseparable.union. Figure. conceived-as_a‘general~abstraction. is a

- perfectly intelligible idea, abut'itJis'impossible to conceive of any ‘
particular existing figure lacking extensiom. While simple natures

‘ may be inseparably united such that this un\rn is necessary per. se.

| ¥

T

the-union is not always known as necessary quoa oad no . This second
kind of necessary union is what becomes apparent only in the context

. of the- Meditations. where, from the subject‘s particular existence.

’

-its’ necessary union with. an existing God is proven. This is -
demonstrated by the proof of the inpossibility of the subject s

conceiving or.distinguishing its finite nature apart_from the

conception of God's infimite -nature. As ?tated. the connection

-
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P contingent nature. in that the 'bond' iE‘not inseparable. I

SAE rev‘ealed by this proof .is not at all eLident guoad'nos, ano'f‘equires
©an extraordinary\attitude of mind, in i‘:,he order of a meditation, to.

/”. beknown.} I o \ BRI ! .
‘ . . BT N . v . “ 1

,"Likenise many things are often negessarily united with one
. another, thoughcvg:t people, not .naticing ‘what ' their - true '
~-relation is, réckens them among those  that are contingently
connected.. As example, 1 give the ?ollowing propositions: -

. .*1 eRist, therefore God exists': also 'l k”u, therefore .1
L ‘h,’av,e a mind distinct from my body,' \et_c-a" ' -

i

.The second manner in which these simple ideas are counbined is of

Descar.tes refers to the lexamples‘bf a “c1othed man". or - and this is:
1
perhaps a. better example, in that the tern\s are more easily grasped

g T as - simple - an "animate body . In the case of riecessary

connections it is the princ‘iple of contradiction that reigns, in the.
fonner case, this principle is’ -absent, andithere is no necessity L
'involved To sum 'up-' both" the necessary and the conttngent rel ations-'
between simple natures make up the bounds of Mman's knouledge. and, as
will be seen, ‘these bounds, which include a limited knowl edge of God
are what. are discovered by the Neditationsj )
Once a problem has been reduced to its\simple conponents, the:
‘ 'third rule of the Discourse. often referred tolas the !rule of |
,/ ‘,synthesis » May be applied. In essence, thjs rule calls for th?i
‘ ;/ -.' reconstruction of that vthich analysis divides up., Hloi'iever 'the - ¢
| all important issue here is how this reconstruction is to occur. |

‘-,," T ' According to what principle are the elements of gnx problem to- be

1
v . C ) . - .o . . . - e
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'reconstru;ted? . Descartes‘ ansvler to.this queStion is in facta

koncise sunmary of his procedure in the iieditations. The’order that
hetennines this reconstruction is the order naturel‘ to the nind . .

which order will proceed from what the mind deems simple to what the
1
- {illnd deems complex, even if this order among the various components

EY

{does not follow a natural [in the sense of . real' or actual']

- sequence relative to each component. Once again the subjective

i
| - nature of Descartes method becomes evident.

——

Later in this chapter. it will be seen how. in the presentati on .

of any body of knowledge the second and third preceptsso'i"'the

1 Discoursé are inseparable from one another. At ‘this po_int. however,

S ——

/ ~ the fourth rule of the Discourse may be dealt with. To note' briefly

the importance of ‘this last rule, it can be said that vithoui: '
sufficient enuneration of a problem' s elelents i e. if a probleo
were not- sufficiently divided up, the mind would be hindered in its
reconstruction of knovvledge._ ldeas would relnain obscure, in other
words, rendering it impossible for the mind to move “from simpler to
" more complex ideas. By a similiar token, the failure to provide a
thorough enumeration of a problem S components even if the few '
_components enumerated were clearly and distinctly known by the mind.
’ would result in inadequate ‘data’ for the construction of any -

- intelligible order. ' S

A more precise statement of the concepts. hithighted above in .

_ connection with Descartes nethod’ can be found in the R ules For th_e_

A
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"Di'ret':tion of 'the Mind. Tliere.i 'one is even pr:esented with speciff/

: exercises for practice in the right use of reason.,- lf ‘the objbct of

this study were the analysis and criticisn of Descal;tes nethod Le£

Se, this seminal text would feature more,promi nentl y in the

. 'dfscussion. HOWever. as the particular application of the method of '

. ,\\
anaiysis‘ in Descartes Heditations, and that method S bearing on

- e "-*

} his proofs for God"'s jstenc&, are the nore imediate concerns here, :
. ‘these reflections o'k“tﬁ“é generai purport of the Cartesian nét\hod wi'll
| :.sqffice., it remains to isolate and TUent-ify this gethod of -- ‘

- analysis' in- the context of the general method of the Discourse and

P

_'Rules for the D rection of the Hind. '

7

.

'i)escarte,s clains that the method he employs in all b'rgncile‘s of

int'eliectual"endeavour is the method best suited to-the constitntion -

of the undersyanding. It has also been noted that-Descartes held iii s
. position Targely in opposition to the ‘Scholastic and Sceptical’
.standnoimz's. ' The fnr-er standpoint 1s. what is of-interest here, in

that it 'is minly the Scholastic method of ! synthesis R uith its

. gorous adherence to the syllogisa. that Descartes’ method is neani:
-to replace, The principal reason. why Descurtes rejects the

.sy'llogistic/synthetic method is precisely because it ignores the

subjectiVe elenient in the nind sJourney to ‘the truth::one -of the N
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cardinal requirenents of the first precept*in Descartes method - s

~ clearness and di’stinctness is neglected. The synthetic method of
) ‘proof, with its initial statenent of definitions, postulates, axions: L
d «and syllogisms cmands merely the fomal assent of the reader. .. )
It doesnot insure that each sten of the denionst ation carries with L -
- It for the - reader\the i‘ntuitive certainty that ai:tends the knowl edge. L L
for example. of the simple natures uhich analysis uncovers. Thus, :

the knoviledge of the student who pqnders ovei' the fonnal proofsso } '

‘the schoolmen need not necessarily be a r'eal knowledge in uhich the

,knower actively participates, ﬁr. 8. Descartes puts it~ 'though we f._"'f-' ":"",:“; ot -
."have mastered all the arguments of Plato and Aristotle. if yet we ’ {

" hive not the capacity for passing a solid judgnent oh these na%tters, :-_ ARG w b

[ne“h"] shall e be“"‘é QD”OS hers ‘we: ﬂloﬂld have acquirea the * .
- knowledge not of a: science bl.ft of history-".- 24 Another problern with
 the S.Yﬂthetlc method is that' the very defi:iitions. postulates and B ‘. " o
axioms in which tlns method traffics may thaliseIVQs Nquire deduction :
or ‘““"‘15 9"“ in "“5 Same d'3Salf'ee they may lack clarity and' e "_. "
'.~-d'$“"°t"ess for the. mind. Rt AR S \c H
’ There remains another -objection to the synthetic method which. B o
‘in the .conte;t of Descartes philosophy as J nhole and its place in ‘ ’,
the history of philosophy, is of extraordinary consequence.: This - . l
ODJ?-CUOD can: only be understood in terms of Descartes L
perception of the coriiiition into which formal learning had ‘ ~ . 3 t..‘:‘i
..'dtqgnerate‘d.. Alexander KO.vre. in his book Descartes und die Z‘ _"}";' } L
‘\ " ' » ‘j"' o 'U ‘17 \ / ;
. \\t | ‘ u ;.:'.:‘ y :
’ . 3 - . .
; o T - ‘ . Ly \, o
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Schollastili 26. speaks of the syilogist’ic method as having been ."'}: Y ;' S

o reduced to. at best unfruchtbare Spaltereien" - the fruitless \3 o

Splitting of hairs. The reason for this 1ies in the fact that. as an "

i»nstrument for scientific and philosophical .,inquiry. Descartes

-t

considered the syllogism to be inadequate. and more appropriately S

confined 6 rhetdrft"a‘hd Scholastic polenlics. This general iy
unproductive character of the syllogistic method is what is alluded
: - " to in ,the follbwi ng passage. “where : Descartes informs the reader that
because the- syllogism contains both universal ‘and particular .f' o
knowl edge (Just .as species gre/subsumed under genera). .the :

'_ syliogism s conclusion offegs no new. knowl edge. i e. there is nothing

o e .in the conclusion of a. syllogism uhich is not‘ a\lready Mained 1,-. - "" .

its premises.. Like Kant one- -hyndted and fifty years later Descartes . ,‘

was keenly aware that philosophy. unlike nany other:s of the sciences : )

of h/sf'aay had failed miserably to resolve any of the quest’ions it _,‘.

had ‘set: for itself. Rep,lacing the syllogism with ‘the nethod outlined
in. thé’bisgourse was one of - Descartes 1501 utions' :
- But, to say g few words more, that it may appear still mqrej o
_ " evidend that this Lsyllogistic/synthetiqj style of - argument -
contritjutes nothing. at:-all to the discoyery of the” truth, we .

. myst ngtle that the Dialecticians aré unable’.to. devise “any = - .-
syllogism' which-has a true . conclusion. unless . they "have ’
first spcurgd the materfal out df which to construct it,

“1.e. unless: they have already - scertained the.- very truth S
<+ which is deddced -fn that syllogism. Whence idwis clear that o

T “. .- from.a formula of this kind they can gather nothing that' is -
A% " 'naw," and hence the ordinary Dialectic is quite valueless for W

. --those who desire to investigate the truth of things, Its

S - only possible uge is to serve..to explain at times more -

. easily to others the truths we have' already . ascertafned' o

‘u. . " ,.l-
[ .
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Hhat underlies this view of the syliogism is yet another asnect
of the sg\dective nature of - the Cartesian meth'd. Although the

naJor premise of the. syliogism purportediy &ontains' niversal

knowledge. e.g. Ail men are mortal, for Descartes man's mind “is so |

: constituted that general propositions are formed out of the knowledge

of particu]ars.“_28 For this reason, Descartes rebukes anyone who

' e?uld understand the statement "1 think therefore I am.“ as

.' ‘ syllogisticaiiy derived from the premise. PEverything that thinks ish'o

"1:. statement to be'khown. the thinking subject must have conscious ‘.,, L

N or exists.”.29 Descartes points out that, in order for the latter

experidnce of its own particular existence first.-':

t To say that the syntheticlgr syiiogfstic method is viewed by

Descartes as completely inadequate. s not entirely accurate. For
T

Descartes does admit that this method as a method of exposition of N

the naturai sequence or order of reaiity' 30. undoubtedly has its

. usefuiness. The synthetic method may - indeed be beneficial 1n the

exposition of the truths aiready discovered by the method of

anaiysis which analysis, in its procedure. advances according to the aE

order of the hind's own discoveryl of these truths. In other words.

uhat the synthetic method exposes is‘the iogicai and ontologicai

order of truth independent o? a\i consideratidns of how the subdect
> .

el comes ‘to discover that order. As a result of this the synthetic
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mode of exposition is inherentl_y mare di‘dactic than its anal,ytic .

- counterpart for 1t presents its material as ‘a finished product of

st

.knowledgi'undove,ré’ by the analytic procedure of reasoning in the :' e

i +° . to the wits of youths, and producing ‘emulation ' amony them,

v ! * 5
.-

the min,d s arduous labours in the actual discovery of t»ruth. The . = .

) editatjon is presented in the sjnthetically ordered Principles of

4,

i hilosgghl says Descartes, "in an order whtch will make it easy to P
,"teach.“.31 Finally, this pedagogic emplo)ment of bhe synthetic mode,_.’,..' g ;

\ . Vo e e
N . . DR A

oi’ reasoning is c0upled uith a practical use:-

Li . L, e .' ve e » li‘
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; "Yet- we | do mot~ ttherefore condemn that methdd 'pi"
philosophizing which othéts have - already -discovered . and
those. weapons of. the schoolmen..probablé .syllogisms,
are .so wel) _suited for polemics. They Andeed’ give practice

act as a stimulus; apdit. is much bettér for their minds to

appear, as ‘being.objects of controversy among - tgz learned'

than to be left entirely to-their own devices.-, RS SR

v . S

. . .
1‘. L . g LAl
- 4 . - N t

~ U‘ ';' s ; TR
.'At best. then. practice in the art of syllogizing acts as’ an'v' P

illplernent for sharpening the wits but the syl‘logistic/synthetic :
methodanust' be soundly rejected as the method by uhich mankind can .

increase its knowledge. The break Desc‘artes makes wi):h this ' ’:' ‘,- _, o

-Scholastic stock in trade 13§ sunlned up Jdn the partially biographical
conti'nuatmn of the 'above-cited passage "'7, R ‘) '

‘ . . °
l’ 1 ' [N - . 1

-'~-<" . N f

Ll -"He ourselves rerice that we 1h earlier, yedrs' experienced AR
*. this .scholasti¢ training; but "NOW, being released from that - “;, Y
‘and g P

- oath of .allegiance which bound us“to our -old Jmasters,
: since. as becomes our riper.years; we are-no longer subject. -
T to the feruld, if we. wish ™ in. earpedt *to- establish for. ;'
.- ourselves those rules which shal’
heights of hulian knowledge, we fust/. admit’ assuredly aliong

), - . -".20'. S

which ~ ...

".be moulded by opinions of .this sort; uncertain though they - Vo : :

1d- us  {n" scaling the, v
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' all order, even that expressed by ‘the synthetic method, proceeds from

the known to the unknown the criticism of ‘the- syl?ogism s .

infertillty arises not because it doesn t follow this order, but

' because it does ) only after the mind has already uncovered the

truths contained in {ts prenises.

‘.

The syllogism was found merely to

rearrange that which was already ascertained by the subJect.

Under the general category of ‘order', “the analytic and

’ synthetic methpds are to.gr.suDSumed. It.is. appropriate, as with

synthesis to consider analysis in its relation to the subject s
1nvolvement in the proof of the truths derived by that subJect.

Descartes contrasts 'analysts , the method of discovery, with the-}

,formal.-synthetic.mode-of eqposition. in the following manner.

N
PR

" “Analysis shows the jtrue way by which a thing, “was

. methodically discovered and derived, as it were effect | from
cause [tanquam a.-priori], so that; if the reader care to
follow 1t and give sufficient attention to everything, he
understands the matter no Tess perfectly and makes it as
much his own as .if he had himself discovered it. But it
contains nothing to incite belje in an 1inattentive or

. hostile reader;” for if the: very -leass.thing brought forward

N .‘:Eg%pes hsg notice, the necessity of the concluslons is
K Tl . o R L

2 , _ :
L 3 : T o . - .
- Several important pQJntslare given in this passage; First,

-

' sincd thislmethod3“shonslthe‘true way in which a thing was_

| methodically discovered“

in essence it charts the natural‘ course

- _taken by the mind inuits deliberations\on truth. Although all method

o~ .
proceeds from the “more known" , . that is, “putting forward those r,';

things that should be known without the. aid of what comes

v by ea
‘e .
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subseque ly ,-1in .analysis the mind moves solely on the basis of what
s already subjectively known, or, as the Scholastics would say. on
. the basis of what is known guoad nos rather than per se.

Another point concerning thé analytic method is-that' because it

B e e R S S S

. maintains a greater affinity to the natural. process of thought, the, i\'

C e
e e —— i 1 o o R o R PRI P T ..4.—--',7;«-—3.
'
3

person who pursues this method will arrive at:a knowledge “as if he

had himself discovered it." Such a knowledge will be - in the case -

\oLphilosophy, for example : a real  knowledge, and not silnply a
) _knowl edge of history. However, the practitioner of‘this method )
cannot be "inattentiv'e.or hosti.le"._ One must be willing and able to
dispense wit-h t'he sensuously grounded pre:judices that enter and cloud _
the mind. For this reason, while the—knowledge attained by this

- method may indeed be the most ‘real" in temsé' the subject s
experience - and in this sense analysis is "the best and truest

w 36 - it 1s certainly not the most easily acquired

method of teaching
knowledge. -as it is Just these preJudices of the senses that are so
' hard to shed. _

_ In the second. set of objectio&s to bescartes' Meditations, -
Mersenne representing a group of theologians and philosophers.
requesos that Descartes advance as premises certain definitions.

postulates and a;ioms » and thence draw the same conclusions present
in the Heditations,\\conducting the whole proof by the geometricaf

s n!ethod" '

P cTa,
. .

i‘.e', acco‘rding to the-method‘of :-synthesis. 37 ,This .
 Descartes does, somewhat: r_eluctantly‘. and he 1imits the subject

. . . - Lo, 5 . A
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matter to the proofs for God's exlstence.‘:ln the course of his

'lntroductory comments to this appendix j hls reply, Descartes .
_ not readily lend itself to synthetic exposit1on

to be comprehended requlre the hlghest level of abstraction from the

distinct, more 'lntelltgigle\, than any geometrlcal truth could be.

_fron joining me 1n giving the matter attentive care and-meditation.”

’

discusses the proper method of proof to be enployed in ‘metaphysics.

It is, he says, the method of analysis. In contrasting the two
methods, Descartes notes that the subject matﬂbr of metaphysics does

Geometrical truths

certalnly do, for "the primary notions that are the presuppositionse\

: 'of geuaetr1cal proofs harmonize with the use of our. senses, and are -

readily granted by all.“ 38 Metaphyslcal‘truths however, 1n order - .
senses, for, ultlmately. they are of a nature more clear and

In order to be grasped therefor“‘the complete attention of the o _ "1
\
reader {s. denanded. as is, correspondingly. the mindls complete

withdrawal from the sensuous realm. For Descartes, the attempt T~

establish the ‘truths of metaphysics “took the form of Méditations RV S

rather than that of Philosophical Dlsputatlons or the theorems and
problems of a geoneter; so that hence I might by this very fact’
testify that I had no dealings except with those who will not shrink
v

. Having considered the nature of analysis and synthesis, and why
Descartes said he used only analysis in the ﬂedltatlons; and having

, ‘ o
further noted Descartes' view of thetlmportance'ot method per se and

@
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1ts insepafability from truth, one question remains.' Given that

method is inseparable from truth and . given that Descartes

‘ deliberately and meticulously - or so ‘this study will attempt to show.

- enoloys a particular method in bresenting his proofs in the

Meditations:;is it possible to correctly understand and evaluate any ‘
~one of the proofs of the.Neditations - for example; the proofs of
God's existence in Meditation Thnee'or the proof in Meditation Five -

1ndbpendent of. these considerations of method?  In the light of what "

has already been said and on the strength of arguments in subsequent <

~chapters, this possibility must be denied

Much of what Descartes says 1n answering criticism of his ’

Heditations 1s found dn his Replies to the ObJections and throughout ,

- his many letters. Of those replies many take the form of rebuking

the objector for taking Descartes {5 task on issues no one would have:

raised_had account been taken of the order and position in which a

particular"reason‘ or argument appears in'the Meditations. This is

especially true in ‘the case of the proofs for God's' existence, and

“the ‘order in which they occur, Descartes himself attributes great

importance to understanding his proofs of God's existence in the

-

-'order tn which they are presented. Replying to the student Burman's

query as to why there is more than one argument for God‘s existence

" in the Meditations, Descartes says:

“By contrast, the other argument - in the Fifth “Meditation
. proceeds a riori and does not start from some effect. In
_the Heditafgons fhat arqument comes later than the one here;

2%
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the fact that it comes later, while the proof in this
Meditatfof [i.e. Meditation] Three] comes first, is the
. result of the order in which the .Authorydbscovered the. two
" proofs. In the Principles, however, he 'reverses the order;
for the method and oraer48f discoverv {s one thing, and ‘that
of exposition another.”

Further, in a letter to ‘Mersenne. Descartes/taiks more Qenerany.

about the significa‘nce of order i‘n his philosophy.

"It should be noted that in all my writing I do ."not follow 7
the order of topics [1'ordre des mati2res], but the order of
arguments (1'ordre. des raisons]. | mean that I do not
attempt to say in a single place everything about -a topjc, -
for in.that way I could not give proper proofs since some of = -
my arguments involve more distant researches than others.
But 1in orderly reasoning from edsier matters: to .more
“difficult matters I make wat uctions 1 can, Tirst on one
" topic, then on another." C o E

" In recent decades Descartes has found a sympathetic champion of

' his doctrine of the order of reasons' in the person of N, Gueroult,

who. in his many works devoted to the subject 42. attempts fronipg-e
: : -3

....

point of view of this doctrine of the order of reasons ’ -to defend .
many of the arguments of Descartes' philosophy. or at least render
'them more intelligible. Yet with respect to the position. function.
and ultimate validity of the arguments for God 5 existence in the
Meditations, even Gueroult' s account suffers some_ shortcomings.

Nowhere is this more ciearlykv@ ed than in his controversy .uitl\‘

Lotianiiatind
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} E | Henri Gounter. 43 . 1n this contraversy, one of the focal points of i
' .L '_ dispute deals with the position an.'d' function of the a griori proof of :5 '
| ' ) God"s existence, the so-ca]led ‘ontological. argunent'._i_n the fifth ;
; ' o . Meditation. 44 As one would expecss, Gueroult holds that this proof C ‘
- is really only inteiiigible and valid. within the context of the N
i ]

bt analytic cﬂer of/reasons of the Meditations while Gouhier adheres

to the independent validity of this’ argument, ‘Th% present study ‘is,

there are severa] other problems all interrelated. that wili have to

| . |
; in part at least, devoted to this question raised by the two
| - comentators. o . S . L
] - Besides the. dispute concerning the grior argument hdwever,
|
!

be dea'lt with if an adequate assessment of the- priority, functi on and

»
P T — A, o s e,

position not only of this proof of Meditation Fi ve but also of the

. v

K proofs for God H existence in Heditation Three {s to be undertaken.

: : Issues such as the’ vahdation of clear and distinct ideas and the ¥
: alleged circularity of the first prooi: of;God.'s existence, the extent
to which Deseartes' metaphysical doubt is employed in the

Meditations. and with this the nature of the ‘evil genius' , : B S

v m— e gt
e s LTI

hxpothesis- al: these issues figure prominently in the understanding . .
e .~ : ~ of the - arguments for God s existence. 'Each comprises a fundamentai _ ' i
Pt  and indispensable stepping stone -in the meditative exercise which o B

arries Descartes from the one indubitabie truth of his own existence !

to the truth of the existence of the external world and his knowledge : B P

i . “thereof. To concludeuith.a statement of the goals of this study of /

‘w\ L . L E 27
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the Heditations' above all. an interpretation is sought tb enders

' Descartes proofs of God's existence intelligible and consistent’with -

his own stated understanding of than. This will require that it be
demonstrated‘exactly how, according to the analytic order of reasons,

God's existence really is entailed by the existence of the thinking

subject. Such a demonstration demands that Oescartes be absolved

from the charge of elploying circular reasoning in the proof of God

¢ i e e e i e e e een e

“in Heditation Three. Furthermore, this study nust reveal uhy it is'

‘that the proofs in Meditation Three are there of necessity. and why

the-a priori argument could not have been’ validly stated in their

place. Finally, perhaps the most difficult task remains to show the

) necessity of the presence of the a prior proof of God in Hbditation

'F'IVB. ) ' . N
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 CHAPTER TWO

)

The Limit's of Doubt

In the first chapter of this thesis, mention was made of the - o

appropriateness of the method of analysis for the treatment of the
problems specifically raised by the Heditations. Having déolt.wfth
the. nature of thes analytic method it 1s now necessary to fnquire -,
first into the purpose and then into the subJect matter of that
treatise. The 1ntr1cate work of tracing the ltmits ‘of Cartesian

doubt from the 1n1t1al standpoint of the unreflectiop prejudiced'
.subject to the standpoint of the mind capable of assert1ng only the
truth of its own unextended _thinking esttence must be undertaken
here. .This discussion will, 4n its course, touch upon several points

- of nethodology as well .as several of the more general»ienets of -
;ortesian philosaphy, fop éXample the doctrine of the créat1oo;of’/
eternal truths, and Descartes’ conceptioh of_God‘s-creatjvg‘octivity..i
For Descartés,:the expreosjon "1 thiok" ﬁeceséarily-iﬁplies the:

. ) ‘ a

- 29
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expression “"God. exists", and in order .to help make this connection

clear, this chapter traces the process by which the'fonmer‘statement

is discovered The real significance of th:j{;tdtéﬁiﬁt-?;r the
epistemology and metaphysics of Descartes W thereby become -
: ) N

apparent. ] . ..
/ ) o ot

. N P _ )
o ..L . g
o v

Hhat can be said of the purpose of Descartes Heditations? From

De5cartes own words on the subJect and indeed from the general

tenets ‘of . his philosophy, several observations can be made. First of

Y.
all, if reference be made to Descartes own “Synppsis “of the Six

Following Meditations » It is euident that Descartes ‘begins his -ua

e

enterprise by doubting materdal things “at least so Jong as we have
no othe foundations for the sciences than those which we. have |

. hithert possessed « 1 He doubts the sensuously perceived uorld

Given that in the sixth and final Heditation it is both the.existence

-

and veracity of this world that is re-established _and this’on the

basis of the most profound metaphysical considerations one may

falrly conclude that it is the science of the external world that he -:

‘Indeed, Descartes himself admits that his entire

.".

' seeks Lo valldate.

} metaphySics‘is constructed precisely in order to grodnd his physics.‘

2 However. in the Meditations there are at least two other ains

_ explicitly and prominently stated by Descartes. 3

+

"

HiS primary - i: *-; e
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e - Both these p[oofs are in fact necessary fbr the estabiishment of the\\
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concerns he relates in the :}tie of that work, aréfthe proofs of the
distinction between mind and body (and” with that he sou * s,

'_<immortaiity). and God s existence. Both are desira e ends apart
_ from considerations of science. in that the proof of the soui S
'-4immprtaiity should “give men. the hope of another life. after death, 4

'uhiie the proof of,gpd's existence is a means for persuading 'the

!‘,,

'infidels bf any religion, we nay aimost Say, of any morai vtrtue.“ 57

Christian morai order and both are established phiiosophiCaliy\rather
4 '-:.than theologicaily, says Descartes in order that they may be: more
lkaccessible and canprehepsible to the nohvtaithfui; L
. ln ‘the Heditaviogg these two proofs constgtute the focal points ; s
of Descartes metaphysics,\Such that in order to arrive at their
conclusions there must be a treatment ”of ali the first things to be L

&
discovered by phiiosophizing.“ é These things are exattly‘what the '

N aqaiyticai order of reasoning. _.e. the method ofodiscovery. uncdvers ';‘ '
in the Meditations. n the previous chapter it was shoun ,,A' ' '_ . )
anaiysis requires that the reader be divested of all fonneriy held - L;r?"f‘lf‘xr
i Q;onceptions in order to enter the abstract reaim of metaphysics and o

the uethod which Descartes so purges himseif is of course, the

method of doubt. !“:~ e 1"= : '?4 ' B
I “"' . o ) N 7 ' v :‘ ' C . . - t':. ‘- e . ‘~ (S
* ¢ T : ,\72 w
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general can be doubted. However, as it would prove impossible to

"53 others may be rejected. Descartes rejects the uhole range of sense
'experience not because 2l sense experiences are false, but because

. the_y are dubitable. and’if dubitable. then perhaps fa]se_ R

‘ astonished to admit that the mind is deceived about it’ ,ovm waking

. a state. “And my. astonishment is such that it is a]most capable of

Sine:e the method of analysis seeks i rst to deliver the mind - =

from*the affnir,s"and preJudices of the senses Descartes first task .t

is to determine;the extent to which the opimons of the mind in "

examine fully the dubitability of all and every sense perception of 4
the mind Descartes detenmines that it will- suffice i,pstead to find

merely one example of. a deceptive senge perception, ip order that all
)

™' t

The main purpose of the first Hedi‘tation ds. to explore the
limits to which doubt rnay be extended. Doubt thus far encompasses the

‘ob.)ects of sense perception, -but there arises a question as to .

- whether or not it: is reasonable to douBt *th} existence of one S own -

body. ‘A moment s re_flection however. revealq thHat .in: dreams one s', :

physical existence is ofted assumed to be’ what and, where it is not.'i

~ Thus, as soon as there is the slightest possibility that extended

'reality is in fact only appearante as it is in dreams then that

_'reality must be doubted lt is:a logical pmibility. Descartes is |

persuading me that I now dream wl. . o g

At this point a critical stage in Descartes proced@e of do}ot B

' has been reached for. in one sense Descartes has accomplished the

S -
[
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. is nou the worfd of ideas.

'canhot further be employed to undermine other truths held by the

: ;,. existinq world is not immediately evident..

j:such a further'application of doubt however. it will first be 'l"

‘; three kinds of: simple natures those which pertain‘to the external

-reducible to this group of simple natures.

.. . -~ . . ‘ A

: task he hai_set for himself., The initial aim of his method was to

*abstract his Mind fron affairs of the senses from the external

\ . L

'world and insofar as he now admits the possibility that all he

thinks about this world need not be real but only a dream his world

Houever, uhile it is true that ih

Descartes seardh for the indubitable in knowledge he attempts to .

' ',abstract ﬁimself from the external worlg the questﬁon arises whether .

Hor not the already extreme douht directed at his sense experiences e

":mind, such “as mathemaéica] truths whose relation to the externally

‘'t
ln order to understand

S

: - necessary to discuss one of the most important and uniquely Cartesian

doctrines ‘namely‘the doctrine of the.creation of eternal truths.‘if F:
L

iThe reason why this discussion is needed will become apparent is soon

as the significance of Descartes doubt of these truths is reali!ed

/’ .
ln Chapter One- of this study. mention :as made of the Cartesian .
- <
etfiz:~of’/imple natures. These natures according to Descartes,

’ constitute ti e ultimate compbnents of iTT man 'S knowledge. and

Ci'correspondingly, they are*the ultimate componentsiof reality. Of the

extended world pertain to corporeal nature in general " Any truth .

"or 1dea predicated of cdrpoteal nature will thus be composed of or

Altheugh these simple

Lo
»

..'" -

. . .
.
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. .simple and ge‘neral natures as figure extension.aquantity and nufnber, v

" natures-are in themselves

- not

s 0estartes in the Heditations.

.o . T ] -
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poSse s of that world ex nihilo.

real and true. strictly speaking they are’

science' itself but only the simple elements or concepts of the

truths of which science s comprised The .term science\iere must .

'be taken in a very specific sense that is in the sense of the

. mathematical disciplines of "Arithmetic. Geomet‘ry and other sciences

oi’ that kind which only treat of things that are very simple and very

general uithout taking greatttrouble t0 asc’ertain whether they are

; ':actdally existeni: or not e ,8 Theie truths qf mathematics are of ' such

that they can be ¢onsidered apart from the existence of. any ‘<

L

‘ particulan (,‘and therefore dubitable) object. They a{e truths, but ,'- .

L need not refer to any specific existence, and they contain.ssays L '-\

some mea.sure of certainty ‘and an

‘ elanent of, the indubitabl,e."‘g_ ‘In fact, they’ are’ amonig what ' |

“a . : 1
Descartes elseuhere calls eternal‘ truths" e

WL t-‘,:-

I, -

The doctrine of the\::reation of eternal truths has particular
signiffcance in f)escartes philosophy Essentially. this doctrine

‘car\ be sumed up by saying that. for Descartes Just as’ God created
N

. mah and the world ex nihilo. s¢ did He create ‘the truths man might v

Furthermore. because Bod created ex:

'efther man nor the world nor the. truths of that wor'ld

’

.
- [y
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possess a necess]ty.of‘thense]ves. Ultimately, the truths of this

e

world: are true simnly because God, in creating them made them to be

,true. On the other hand; because it is God Who created them, they do

. - .
B b 2 B N PO g  faat Lc ag
" 1]
A

possess a necessity for thought, whfch.netessity, lt will be seen,

can only be questioned by means of 'hyperbolic' doubt. [f .God were

|

|

‘ 0

: constrained to act yithin,the confines of principles which He Himself
2 'could;not &eny, then this constraint would infringe upon His

; % , "~ all-powerful naturé, But God, properly speaking, 1s'omnipotent;

! _ therefore He HiﬁSelf and not any truth‘existing outside Him must in
o o 1 - ~the end determine what is to.be subject to the principle of

non- contradiction. And this is precisely what -He wills it to be.

5 - . ’ . . o
*“1 turn to the difficulty of conceiving how it was:free and
¢ : indiffere%t for God to make it not be true that the three
b : angles of )a triangle were kqual to two right angles, or in
_ general that .contradictories could not be true together. It
- : . is easy to dispel this difficulty by " considering that the
power of God'cannot have any 1imits, and that our mind f{s
oo ’ " finite and-.so created as to be able to concefve as possible
1 . things which God has wished td be in " fact possible, but
' ) .~ which he has in—fact wished to make possible.: The first
- .. - consideration shows us that God-cannot have been determined
: - ,\;to make it-.true -that contradictories - cannot be true
A : N together, "and therefore that .he could have done the.
: . - opposite. The second consideration.shows us that even. if-
thig be true, we.should not try to comprehend it since our .
-, ‘nature is. jncapable-of doing so. " And even if God has willed.
"+ that some truths ‘should be necessary, 'this ~does ndt mean
.that he willed -them necessarily; for it-1s one thing to will}
that they be necessary. and quite ,another to will them
e sy ot o - -+ pecessarily, or ta be” ‘necessitated to will them. "I agree
B e T . 'that there are contradict1ons which are so evident, that we
S R cannpt pug. them ' before our ‘minds without Judging them
U .. % entirely impossible, ke ‘the one which you _suggest: 'that
i . ' . +. God might -have made créaturtes -independent of Rim. But T we,
P -, .Y+ would knew the.immensity of his. power we should not put
R : ’,theSe thoughts before our minds. .got should we conceive any
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will; for the idea which we have of God teaches us that
there is in him QBU a single activity, entirely simple and
entirely pure." .

In this passage, it is clear that, underlying fhe doctrine of
the éreat_i on of the eternal truths is the conception of a God Whose ~
. A
will and intellect are one. To a large extent, this doctrine of

Descartes can be viewed as a reaction -against any doctrine - and in

L

that diminishes God's power by fbrcing His will and creative act to
.conform to a truth external to His own understandfng; Howéver, God's
omnipoi:enqe requ? res that there be no discrepancy. betﬁeen what'God
unde'rsltands and what God 'd.oes; In other words, God's ;m can‘lndt be’’
constrained by His understanding because God is all-powerfu\ » and,
accbrdingly. His will and intellect must be viewedbidentfcal

God's understanding 1s a creative undérstanding. of which some of the

effects are the eterna‘l truths: e

“As for the eternal truths, I say offce more that they. are
true or possible only because God knows .them as true ‘or
possible. They are not known as true by God in. any way
" which would imply that they are true independently of Him,’
If men really understood the sense of their words'they would
never say without blasphemy that the truth of anything s
prior to the knowledge which God has of.it. - In.God willing
.. and knowiqg are a single thing in such a "way that by the
« very fact 0f willing something he knows it and it is’ only
for this reason that such a thing is true. So we -must not
sdy that;if God did not exist nonetheless these truths would
be true; for the existence of God 1s the first and the ‘most
_eternal of all possllile truths and the one from which alone
all others derive,"

. . L ° . “ B

Liimen el s . . o * T

' 'part‘lcular against the position of the Spanish Schoolman Suarez - "’\
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With respect to Descartes' doctrime of the nature of eternal
truths, his objector Gassendf -noted that it is “a serious matter to
set up some immutable and eternal being in/addition to God." [s this
what Descartes has done“in saying that 6od created eternal truths? |
No; Descartes explicitly replies that God created eternal essences,
not existences. 12 Mathematical truths are true‘indepondent of the
ei(istence of any particular' body. The properties of a triangle, for
example, are trué. eternally, while.no one triangle/'_could ever A
actvally exist unless it existed in. a way which at the same time
expressed these eternal properties. hich, as Descartes says,
delineate “the boundaries W(i:h ‘[extended] s'ub'stance is

« 13

contained.’ In other words - corporeal substance. whose essence Is ¢ 3

extension. must exist within the boundaries expressed. and delineated {

by the eternal truths, which, like the substance 'oody' , are also

created. -
Befqre returning to the discussion of doubt in the Meditat{ons,

oneé further aspect of the doctrine of the creation of eternal trutns

remains for conside’ration. This aspect is central to an

understanding of Descartes' metaphysics and i‘t'is_a direct result of

the notion that eternal t\ruths are created. Because'these truths of

the world are created ex nihd]o they are radimlly distinct and

apart from God. There is. therefore no ultimate reason why the sum

of the three angles of a tt;}.angle equals 180 degrees; it stmply does;

and the mind cannot conceive it differentl_y. Just as it is

kY
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~can be absolutely no insight possible into God's motive for creation.

" towards a hidden end. Furthermore;lthe channel §lbng which a serfes -

1ncdmprehensible to the mind that this sum were otherwise, so is it‘ ‘
incomprehensible to the mind why God chose to create triangles in the
figst place. "At issue here is the notion of final causality. '

Because the création of the world and its truths 1is ex nihilo, there

e e ——— e O anss s

As a mode of explanation and understanding, final causality, and with

it thé scholastic notion that ‘substantial fomm (real qua11ty) is the

- essence by which something's naturé may be explained, is ékp11c1t1j

rejected by Descartes. 14 Abandoned is the notion that a thing's

essence can be recognized in terms oﬁ'h1§t6ry, or its development - .

of causes leading to.gffinal.causeApr reason is broken by the -
unbridgeable gulf between the infinitude of the creator, and the

finitude of creation. Man's knowledge is finite and of created ‘

truths; 1t is not a 'pafticipat1on‘ in the eternal prdths of the .
divine mind. Descartes view%'this.latter.conception of man's
knowledée as an unattainable ideal; almost in the way that Plato's . ;’
Forms are unknowable in this life. Such a knowledge of any one of
the eternal ideas, which arg'ad 1ﬁseparable part of the divine and,
would #n- essence presuppoée an aﬁguaintence wi;h the divine mind. ’
Fina]ly,.while it 1s the éase that Descartes' doctrine of the
creation of eternal truths is an unequ1voc$l reJect16n of the k\é

d of

doctrine of final causality, it is nevertheless a peculiar kin

reaffirmation of Scholastic Platonism and Aristotelianism. The ////////
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© snares for [the mind s] credulity

Cartesian scholar Alan Gewirth observes that, because the eternal
truths only exist in extended substance, yet are at the same time .

eternai; "Descartes’

doctrine combines the Aristotelian position that
mathematical entities are modes or attributes of 'physical substances
with.the Platonic ‘position that both mathematical entities and
physical Substances‘have.their own essenceS”even if they do not

exist." }5 '

S : . ~

[v. . !

Having now discussed Descartes’ doctr1ne of the creat1on of
eternal truths it 1s now necessary to examine their role 1n the -
procedure of -doubt Descartes has undertaken. LIt wil].become.clear
that’ even truths created by God admit of doubt. Doubt has already ‘
. reached an extreme limit with the 1ntroduction of the dleam |

hypothesis,.however.'it.attains metaphysical. or 'hyperbolic’
stature once tﬂe truths of uathematics.end corresponddngly; the
T

truths .of the simple notions of the external world have been doubted.

J.Hhat renders this doubt metaphysical is that Descartes allows for the

possib#lity of an all-powerful. deceiving genius or demon, who “lays
! 16, such that. even those truths | | .
that the m1nd cannot without contradiction deny at the mament of its
perception of them, may 19 fact be false. At the moment of its

comprehension, Descartes writes, the mind cannot doubt that, for

: v - - -a‘----;‘ .4.-‘- . : .tr,-.‘
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- merely one deceiving entity,.but two, to be distinguished by the kind

Atake 1ssue.

.of}deceptfon practiced in each case.

» [}

example, the sum of two and three is five. Upon reflection, however,:
it is admitted as possible that an extraordinary deception has taken/’
i

place.

«

"And, besides, as I sométimes imagine that others deceive
themselves in the things which they think they know best,
how do 1 know that -1 am not deceived every time that I add
+ two and three, or count the sides of a square, or judge ?’
;hings yet simpler, if anything simpler can be imagined?"

This account of what Descartes considers open to even the

s]tghtest doubt has thus far rema1ned relatively free of contention.

_ﬂ!bever. what has now been posited is an all powerful deceiving

.genfus or demon,, and with this interpretation the reader may perhaps

The question is: what exactly is the nature of the
decept[ye entity posited by Descartes? Basically, there are three
choices as to the source from which the deeeption of the mind's
grasping of truth can come. Either the evil genius is not all
powerful but simply "not less powerfu] than deceitful.* 18 on: this
interpretation, the existence of a veracious God 1$ merely
‘suspended', and not actually doubted. On another interpretation,
the evi] genfus is all powerful, and actually 'takes the place’ of

t;\s veracious God. Finally, the ewil genius may be ¢onsidered not
This.fihgl'eistinction 1s. made

by both Gouhiev, and Gueroult, and it, along with the first
interpretation, are rejected by this study.
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That there is room for debate,concerning the first two

. interpretations ogtihe nature\of the evil genius is evident upon

™ comparison between the French and Latin versions of the Meditations.

In both these texts,- it appears that,.initially at least, Descartes-

actually doubts or puts forward reasoq.for doubting a truthful God's
|

existence. The original French translation, which was approved by

Descartes, makes this point clear:

"Mais peut-estre que D1eu n a pas voulu que ie fusse deceu
de -1a sorte, car il est dit souuera1nement bon. Toutesfois,
si cela repugneroit § sa bont&, de m'auoir fait tel que fe
me trompasse tousiours, cela sembleroit ssi. luy estre
- aucunement contraire, de permettre quevie’ me trompe
quelquefoisrg& neantmoins 1e ne puis douter qu'il ne le
permette." ‘ B

The Latin version of this passage is 1ﬁ complete—aéreemenf_with

20 Descartes 1s positing a reason for

the sense of the above.
doubting God'y existence. Furthermore, 1ﬁ both versions Descartes
asks his readérs to "grant that all_that‘is here said of a Eod is a
fable.” However; at this point the issue becomes sunewhai confused.
After first allowing that the purpose of these metaphysical
reasonings s purely hypothetical and-not }1med'at practice or

actiqn, Descartes summarizes what he takes to be the source of his

metaphysical doubt. In the French tranélation Descartes writes:

5

"le supposeray donc qu'il y a, non point vn vray Dieu, qui
‘est la souueraine source de verit€, mais vn certain mauuais
genie, non moins rus® & trompeur quE puissant, qui a employ&
‘toute son industrie 3 me tromper.” 1

\
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'Descartes‘ first proof of God's existen
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If the above were mere quibbling over a poor translation of the
Latin text into i:rench, then perhaps a simple footnote would suffice.
Howev.—“ there appears to be a real discrepancy in the neaning of the

eni\t.exi:s here, which must be resolved, for at stake is the

[ 2 . [
extent to which deception occurs in the Meditations: the less |

oriéinal

powerful the deceiver 1s, the more 'autonomous‘' -is human thought.

The result of this ‘is that not only does ft become apparently easier

to prove God's existence, but the charge~ff circular argumentation in
] > . . * .

the Meditatiohs:’i.e. .

" the charge of proving the relidity of clear and distinct ideas by -

means of clear and distinct ideas, also seems to become more ;'
plausible. What must be clarified now are the immediate *.;; ﬁh
ramifications:of these two divergent accounts. Firstly. then, 1f all
that is posited as & deceiver is an evfl' genius- "not less powerful
than deceitful®, it is evident that neither the extent of this
spirit s. power, nor the extent of its deception is known.
Furthermore, there is always the posstbility that God, Hho is )
all- powerful - and therefore more powerful than “the evil genius - and
supremely good, might not permit the nind to be deceived. In other,
words, .the positing of sucﬁ"iﬁ*indeterminite entity does not reediiy

convince the mind that it might be deceived. In.fact, it would

--almost be contradictory or impossible.that.such deception occurs as

long as God is assumed to exist. Instead; if doubt is to be given
full reign,'then God Himself must.be dispensed with, end-in His place

1
.

- oL
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the evil genius must preside; and it is clear from both texts that

ti:is is precisely what 'Descartes has in rnind. God 1s actually
ldoubted, i.e. reasons are-forwarded for doubting God's existence) and
the -possibility of an all powerful deceiver is accordingly ;dnitted.
Thus the Latin version_ of the above-quoted passage may be accepted

here, and it ,is rendered ynto English as folldy‘vs’: )

’

God, the “source of truth; but that there is an evil spirit,
who is supremely powerf” and ‘intelligent, , and. does his -

1 will suppose, then, not that there is a supremely good y
utmost to .deceive me."

_ -.The confusion surrounding the nature of the evil demon cannot be
resolved until the third view. the view shar¥d by - Gouhier and B
Gueroult concerning the" grounds for hyperbolic doubt in Descartes
doctrine. is considered. This {s the position that makes out of- the
evil genius two distinct entitjes or ‘functions B each entail?ng a-
'different sort of deception., There is & deceiving god (le Dieu
trompeur). ‘who. being. ] god, is all-powerful and deceives the'mind in
its memory of truths perceived clearly and distinctly. On the ot"her
hand there is the so-called eifil genius (le malin génie, Te nauveis

géniey, who contorts the mind's intuition .of clear and distinct
Y

i ideas. One author puts the distinction in the follouing manner:

"L appel au hauvais g€nie, dit pius souvent malin génie L .

(supponam...genium aliquerl matignum. dit le latin). n'est pas une_

raison mais unm moyen de douter. ‘ M. Gouhier a, selon nous.

définitivement établ iﬂqu alors que la supposition du Dieu tronpeur
‘ - , , . ? v

33
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- which Descartes eventua]ly overcones the deception practiced by these_

" genius in the first place be entertained in any signéfixant depth.

., To the present

.distinction res

[}

est une. hypothése metaphysique. 1 artifice du malin gbnie est un
procéd€ méthodol ogique.” 2 The two deceiving entities posited here
are responsible for the two kinds of deception undoubtediy. practiced

in the Meditations.. There is dece’pti'on in mesmory, which has more to

‘1

do with deception in the knowledge of ’the continued ex:istence, j.e.
with the constancy of the truths of creation; and there is ’decgptidn

in the actual perception of a particular truth .of thé world. The.

'ontological’ _deception,‘the latter is .
‘episteMoiogical ', % - .. B : e : R

A

. i
In point of fact, Gouhier and Gueroult d{'sagree as to the way in

former-is, as it were,

two evﬂ entities, ‘but it is not the task of this study to enter into -

this particuiar~dispute. "Nof can the reasons for ‘dividing' the evil

E\{s not imediately evident from the

original _L‘atin t - t or its 'at’er French translation, that the | _
on anything other than 1nguistic. (or styl istic) o
considerations. In the Latin text of the Heditations the evii .

genius is accord/ed/‘ a divine. mlnipotent stature and if recourse be

taken i:o the. (ench version, then it is perhaps Descar es hims if who
3 4

wouid in the end undermine this distinction. by referring his two

’ conuentatqrs to the fol1owing:-

" *But how can I know there is not~ something different from
those things that I have Jjust considered, of  which' one
cannot havhthe slightest doubt? Is\‘here not some God, or

r *

.‘l‘

A

S
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sone other‘bein by whatever name we cal] it 'who'_ put: these
mm@'— /-- P
" From the above considerstions it is also unc‘l?ar how the h - .
' Gouhierleuemqlt distinction helps to render the a gunent of the
Thifs is kspeciéi y
" true when one considers that on Descartes own priinciples 26, the

=t

islcapabie, without contradicting 1t/s ‘own nature,

Meditations more intelligible and~ onsistent.
powerful - in fatt, ;he all- powerful - of the two é\vpl entities
of perKoming both
. acts of deception. This lal/er po/iht aliows the floll owi ng conclusion

. ~ to -emerge: what s most important is that:, an al‘l-powerful deteiver be
K ]
posited at this stage of the Heditationsm Descartis methodological
doubt. will pamit nothing less.

.' ._ \ v. B

V. , ‘

~ ®

elements Aof this world and its intuitively grasped tru
h_een di‘scarde'd. there seems little or no‘t'hing left that
.ooubt; Is. this really the case, however? Before Desc
indubitable truth can be discussed there relloins one
controversy that must be/ xaved, which again has dir

the ‘question of the validity'of Descartes’ procedure a

e N
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"of simple natures i} claimed to be indubitabie. Thus, writes one

cogito).

- © . 4 “
pchess of douS,t has taken its course. At issue here i}/ again, the

limits to which doubt can be extended. The position ‘thus far taken
here -is;that, with the admission of the possibility of a deceiving'
God, all things become 'suspect ‘f'or. Descartes’(except of course; the

27

There are some- however uho would. salvage a small

measure of certainty with respect to 5he things that can be known.

-and thereby restrict the 1imits of doubt.

.

-Generally speaking. these conmentators o\Descartes philosophy

leave “two ktnds of perceptions free from doubt.
e e .

i

' author, “The: ev1l gehius is.given power only over what is composite.

-What is genuinely simple is not

'veracity of. his perception of. that simple nature.

AN

28 Such a statement “however, does not account for De ertes'

'explicit denia] of the external world and the simple natures that \

comprise it. Certainiy. it is the case that Descartes does not doubt
that he perceives extension, nor in fact does he doubt the. eiistence
of any perception of’ the exterhal world. , "And not ev.en now do I deny
that these things are met with in me." 29 But D&scartes does doubt

the actuai existence -of extension itself and corresponding]y. the

e

Furthemore. )

XY !

Descartes' denial of extensi9n is not a resuit of metaphysical doubt

but simply df the dream hypothesis. Of the simple natures pertainihg

<
solely -to- thought these 9annot be doubted in any case. fo‘to do so

* would be to doubt: the existence of thinking itseif which is

First, the intuition 7

susceptible to metaphg:cal doubt." -

e o
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v The second way in which commentators on- Descartes

.i_ example. is an intuitive certainty.

impossible. 30 Finally. with respect to those simple-natures whtch
'pertain to both extension and ghought they are dubitable\:: so far
as they relate to the fonner category, but indubitable ih~so far as

-~ they relate.to thought for the reasons just stated. ’
philosophy

- ’
&

a genel'ally try to linit the extent of doubt 'ln the' Heditations has .

Q'

, “‘once again tor do with Jgtuitlve khowing. Simple mathematical truths

are now included among 1ndubitable intuitions. n Descartes does

s . 'A

indeed hold ttat the certainty\of the sum of two and three, for..:

However, aside from what certain

authors think Descartes means, it is quite obvious that, for

- Descartes even thbugh the mind*is psychologically compelled to . f-f;"-

assent to simple mathematical truths at the moment the mind

. apprehends them, they -are n!'brtheless at least slightly or s

. even in dts simplest intuiéions. ATl these points ‘are uell brought

. I . P .
out in the following passaae" A.'[v L '-»-} . .
- ' ‘-. . . ..b '; .

,; - "But: every- time that tﬂ’s preconceived dﬁinion Lof. . the
_ sovereign. power of a God presents ‘itself to my. 'thought, I am
" constrained to confess that it is easy to Him, {if He wishei

,it. to cause me to érr, even in matters’ in which I believe o
myself to have the best evidence: And, on the other hand,
"always when I direct my ‘attention to things which 1 believo

" myself to perceive very. clearly, I amso persuaded.of ' their
“truth that 1 let myself break out into wordsgsuch as -these:
- Let who will deceive mep,’He can never cause me td be nothipg
while 1 think that 1 am, or some ddy cause 1t to be true to
say that 1 have never been. it being true to say that [ am,

metaphysically dubitable,.because God cobld be deceiving the mind -

’ or that two and three make more or less than five, 95 any
: . such thing in which I see a manifest contradiction. .
coind RPN o
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Thus far pains have been taken to trace the extent of Cartesian'
doubt. The reader may well wonder why this topic merits 50 much
A-atténtion. An 1ntimation of: its importance is gained upon

cdnsideration of one of Descartes chief aims in the Meditations to
.‘l

put the sciences.on a finm foundation. Hhen one considers that at

the present stage of the Neditations. even the slightest mathematical

’truth is dubitable it is evident thdt right thinking' or reason

itself requires this” firm foundation. However. 1f a foundation is

. really a foundation. i.e. is really something that insures .the )
RN validity of its relation to what is-external to 1t and-given that

e such a foundation exie‘a then on Descartes account only the thought
. W Lo
. which is given up to doubt is ultidately grounded .on this
_foundation. In other words” only what is doubted is validated,.and

-those elements of thought which are simply assumed to possess

~independent validity. though they can in fact be rendered dubitable,‘

remain fh the end ungrounded assumptions. lt is precisely such -
:ungrounded assumptions that Descartes..through doubt. attempts to.

purge from his: mind- “3‘3; L _;1
o

Underlying this reason for extending doubt to its metaphysical

limits is another reason of central importance to the Cartesian

.
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metaphysical and.epistemological view of the world.

In this study,

: creation can be contrasted with another doctrine

‘Descartes' doctrine of the creatiof of eternal truths as well as his

doctrine that true,knohledge 1s possible for the human mind, have
been outTined. Both doctrines can be‘seen to adhere to the Christian

view of creation. that man and the world are produced ex nihi]o.

‘That creation occurs ex nihilo means that there 1s, 1n one sense, a

radical distinction between the being‘of God and the being of His

creatfon.” On this: account "the' being -and fntell1gibility of the:

Aworid of mind and body are cunpletely dependent Upon God s creative -

" act, and upon His continued conservation of that world. This view of

33. present in

ancient Greek cdsmology, in that it holds that matter. for example,

_ is ultimately deyoid of any soul' or principle of animation
f derived fromoan understanding of, God as. a parent‘ or ' father', frbm
~whom his offspring - in this case, matter ‘- is generated' This
_‘latter view underlies the position. specificaliy rejected by ‘ i
~Descartes, that 'substantial forms inhabit the world and 'move' or N
;'develop towards and are intelligible in terms of final cause. ln
"the foilowina\qassage, M. B. Foster sums. up the inplications that each ',
| of these d0ctrines of creation has for the intelligibiiity of the

world and the nind s abi!ity to grasp that world:

P
'“A natural dbject [on the Greek view] .comes into being “not
by manufacture but by igeneration. The latter method of
production, while. it .confers upon its product a share of- the
efficacy by which 1t was produced lacks the. characteristic:
essential to the former. that it i‘ governed .by cbngetous
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apprehen®on of its end. [t is true that *generation, like
manufacture, consists in the communication,of a form, and
that the form can be communicated only in so far as it has
been previously popssessed by the author of the act; but he

does not possess it in the' wiy of making it object of
conscious reason. He possesses it as 'phusis' or nature
is his nature), but not as ‘Yogos'. This is shown by
Tact that he cannot 'render' it as.'logos’': his failure
do this shows that it is not distinguished by his reason
_ form from the matter of its embodiment. This difference
the manner of production is the ground of the difference

his
(it
the

to-

as
in
in

the nature of the products; that cannot be distinguished by
the reasaon of the observer as the essence of the product
which was not3gistinguished by the .author as the end of the
production.* _ ,

. .
: What is clear fron this passage is that‘the world is
' intelligible in two different ways, -depending-on which view of
creation one assumes. The Christian and accordingly the Cartesian
doctrine of creation ex nihilo holds that the world's -
inte]ligibility, Just as W its being, depends on God's .
conscious creation of that world. This doctrine 1s manifested in
Descartes philosophy by the position that God's causality is
primarily to. be thought of as formal and efficient in nature.
Furthennore, Descartes also holds that the essence of body is. .

" 3?. which, aiong with the

extension,'or “continuous quantity
Seternal) truths of this extended world are what are doubted in the
keditations. Jt will now become apparent why Descartes must extend
his doubt to extension and its-truths.:and why it is contrary to the
. most fundamental principles of his Phiiosophy to permit the mind any
degree of autonomy in the thinking of these truths. On Descartesf
own principles the degree to which the mind can possess truth
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.frqn God i.e. either body. (matter) or essence (form), uouid'possess'

o~

independently of any divine vaiidation in the Cartesian sense (to the|

present exclusion of the truth of the mind's own existence), is the

it e e e — e e

same .degreé to which the object of that truth can be said to exis}
independently -of God's creat¥on of that object. But nothing exists

absolutely except God. If such an object were to exist, it would be |

accorded a divine status; for, first, insofar as the Platonic -

Oemiurge, for example, found matter and form already enJoying an

independent existence apart from his unification of them, to this

extent the divine omnipotence would be diminished. The reason for

this 1ies in the fact that, in such a case, some other entity aside

an existence independent of God' s existence. If it were corporeai ! ;
substance that possessed this being independent of God, then God S,
being couid not be said to be absolute, which it clearly is fon—

Oescartes. On the other hand, if it_were,essences that existed apart}

from God‘s intellect, then clearly God's power woyld again be

. dininished, in that He would not be omniscient. ' In each of these
cases, the admission of the possibiiity of an existence independent

- of God runs . counter to the Christian iconcept of God as «the omnipoten;7

creaton of the substances 'body"* and 'mind'. What is Qssential to '

note here is that to assert that the mind possesses an indubitable
“truth in, for example. the equation 2+3-5, is, effectively, to -

as:ribe'to that induoitable truth an autono;j and necessity which
runs.counter to_ the Christian concept of God. If this truthAwere

N .
PO : ,

.

- SR ONrE RN :

e iy i v =

vy

© e r——

S VN

— e




- e

————

)

L e e -

A g L. Bt e e, mmes sAma Lot S embese oo
IR Ras ATTR

reall]y indubitable then God wodld be constrained to hold it; and
this conclusion Descartes absolutely refuses to accept.

The above can be briefly summarized: any interpretation of

Descartes' doctrine that denies the dubitabiiit,y of even the simplest "
truth’ of extended body leads to the contrad'i'ction of';escartes'_
doctrine of the creation of etetnaLtruths, which doctrine is
inseparable from Descartes' view of God as amnipotent. In thivs ;
discussion the Greek v,ieiv of creation was cited in order to clari fy

. the conseqoences ) contrary to the fendamental tenets of Dartesien
metaphysics - of ascribing to anything. be it matter or truths t
pertaining to natter, an existence independent of God. It should now
'be evidnnt that, in the Meditations, Descartes really dqes intend
doubt to cover the whole range of creation. For whatever purposes a
commentator may want to limit the range of Cartesian doubt, such

limitation, on the basis Bi’ the above, appears iil-conceived.

VII.

Lo
o —————a

- ’ »

The limits of doubt have now been traced and Descartes must

——— A e e

hve in continual fear that there mignt be divine deception afoot.
) l‘s“the only certainty, he asks. despairingly. the certainty that there o kN
is no certainty? Dddiy enough, not even that Academic standpoint is .

certain. *for Oescartes’ doubt is ultimately oniy hypothetical in

.
e ——y i e

natur/e.' whare is that one "fixéd and umovable" point -of. Archinedes.
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which will arrest this dowmward spiral into complete scepticism? -The

answer returns to Descartes in the echo of his own voice:

: : . “1 mysel'f, am [ not at least something? But I have. already
' "~ dented that I had sepses and body. Yet I hesitate, for what
follows from that? Am 1 so dependent on body and senses
.o that' [ cannot exist without these? But I was persuaded that
1 : ) there was nothing in all the world, that there 'was no
‘5 heaven, no earth, that there were no minds. nor any 'bodies:
\ : was [ not then erwise persuaded that I did not exist? Not
c ’ - at all; of a surety I myself did exist since I pemsuaded -
s 5 myself of something Lor merely because: I thought of
P something). But there 1is some decefver or . other, : very
powerful and very cunning, who ever employs his ingenuity in
deceiving me. Then without doubt I exist also if he
deceives me,” and let him deceive me as much as he will, he.
can never cause me to be nothing so long as I think I am
. something. So that after having - reflected -well and
carefully examined all things, we must come to the definite
. conclusion that ‘this proposition: I am,. I exist, . is
A ¢ A necessarjly true each tige that | prono-.\nce it, or that I
| ! . mentally conceive it.* '
] ~ T

Descartes's method of doubt has taken hiiﬁ_to the absolute

et v 4

o | certainty of his own éxfstencg, Just as his method of énalysis must
now - painstakingly and under the watchful eye of '~the. 'evil genius -
. draw out the impli;ations of»thi's primary subjective certainty. .
h -Tt;e knowledge the 'mind,'ha.is of its Bm-'existénce 13_ for Descartes
aﬁ indubitable truth: the proposition ‘I think’ 1_s‘1ndubi£ible.éach
time it is thmfght. for fhé .béi‘ng' of the thinker and of that th(;ught
| _are 1n~sep&rable from the essence or meaning of tha’;‘thought. There
is simply no room for deception to occur betheen'fhe subject” s |

- —m— : . . . »

thought and the object of that ‘thought . -

Just as the ‘;tatemeﬁt ‘1 fhink, therefore I amf {s indubitable

B ety P $ p———
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for Descartes every time 1t.1s-thought. so also is ft held to be
neces‘sarily true eac’h time it is stated. In what does this necessity
consist? _It resides precisely in the fact that this statement, when
affimed, cannot be anythmg but true, lt is 1mpossible in other
words, that any condition could exist under which this statement
would be untrue. The very possibility of such a condition is out of

the question, for any attempt to deny this truth, even by means of

“the evil genius hypothesis, ends in its unayoidable affifmation.

VIII.
AN
N
Before proqeeding further to drau out the implications df\

_Descartes 'first truth', the necessity,of the cogito must 1n some *

sense be q_uaHfieJ. ‘Descartes has written that “I am, l~exist,=-1s/,-

necessarily true each time that ‘I’ pronounce it", and the
qualification lies in the 'ub?a? “each time I pronounce 1t*. This
issue of the absolute necessity of the cogito is -brought more sharp'ly

into focus by the following passage°

"1 am, I exist, that 1s certain. But how often? Just when
I think; for 1t might possibly be the case {if | ceased
entirely to think, that I should 1ikewise cease altogether
.- toexist. I do not now admit anything which 1is' not
necessarily true: to speak accurately .l am not more than- a
thing which thinks, that is to say a mind or a soul, or an
understanding, or a reason, which a57 tems whose .
.significance was fomerly unknown to me." '

‘The r':ature" of ‘tt_le necessity ﬁwo]ved in the cogito is. now clear:

... . ) . a
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Descartes, knowing full well the restrictions his method has placed

38, refuses to admit -that he exists even when he does not

upon him
think. In other words, his essence is not exis;ence, but, ra;her; .
thought, and he therefore only knows himself to exist when he thinks.
The point taoitly.recognizeq here is that, of itself, his existence

~

possesses no absolute necessity ‘- at least, he cannot know it to be

_ absolutely necessary - but,’ in 0 far as he thinks, his existence is

necessarily inseparable from. his self—consciousness. Simply put, - —
Descartes does "“not now admit any;hing which is not necessarily true"

of or. identical to the consciousness he has of himself, and for .

- Descartes' argument in the succeedinﬁ Heqitattons'to be valid, he .

must adhere to this procedure. Otherwise, he will fall viétim to the

possibility of divine deception. :* LY

Now that ft has been established that Deéscartes has in fact

arrfved at a single, indubitable truth, it might‘uell be asked what
" the nature of the mind's cognition of this truth is. Surely it must
.differ‘fndn'alj other modes of -knowing in- some e;traordinary way that

~ enables it to_escape hyperbolic doub;.' It is to be afgued in this

study that the mode of cognition by which the sybjecf perceives 1ts r~

own existence is indeed a very speciai mode, one which in fact ocours

only twice in the entire Meditations' here, and in the apprehension

of. God S existence\in Maditation Threa. Looking at the f“st =
instance of this kind of cognition. then. one noticeg that the '

standard rendering ‘of this primary truih is soqeunat misleading, for

0‘ .
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Meditations. 'For one_thing, the mgthod.which employs'the syllogism.

it has the appearance of being the minor premise and.conclusion-of a

syllogism: 'l think, therefore [ am'. In this syllogism, the first

premise would be, ‘'everything that thinks is, or exists’ 39, and from

this premise the conclusion 'I exist‘ can be derived via the minor
premise. -However, a moment's reflection reveals that this is not at
all the method by whichfpescartes derives this conclusion in the

is the synthetic method, whereas it'is analysis that is used here. i
Descartes consciousness of his own thought and existence is gained
not by prior consideration of all other thinking beings who are in -

any case assumed not to exist, but solely by'reflection ‘upon his own

particular being, by reflection upon . -his own thouoht. It is not the -

case thit in order to derive the conclusion "1 exist" it is first
necessary to know that * everything that thinks is, or exists . 40
Rather, thelgggitg must be viewed as an intuition in which the
subject s thought and existence are {ndistinguisable. On the other
hand, this is not to deny that the. cogito can be construed as a

syLlogism. 4

However, if it were only a syllogistic deduction, and
not primarily an intuition of the simplest kind then, in a sense, it
would be dubitable. tor the hypothesis of" the evil demon extends to

any piece of syllogistic reasoning. More - importantly, it N‘the very

. method by which Oescertes has chosen to arrive at the truth of his

‘own existence and which employs the hypothesis of deception - to the

resulting exclusion of all other being but qﬂs owm - that insures

56
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© follows in the Meditations, First, it renders the subject, i.e. the

that the codito is "a simple act of mental vision",

~— e e— _
e —
—~ e—
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“But the gredter error here is our critic's assumption that 3
the knowledge of particular truths is always deduced from
universal propositions in consonance with the order of the
*  sequence observed in the syllogi f dialectic. This shows
that he is but little acquainted withythe method by which
truth should be investigated. For it certain that 1in .
order to discover the truth we should always start with |
particular notions,” in order to Larrtvs_ at . general_ 3
sconceptions subsequently, though we may also™in the .reverse !

way, after having'di;covsfed the universals, deduce other
particulars from them." . 4 o

The deceitfulness of the evil genius,cas the above denohsth:;;!.
is checked pyf;hé absoluta'ceftaiﬁty Descartes has of his own
existence. Thi's victory over the evil genius 1$'only momentary,
however, for no sodnér'dﬁeé‘nescarte; uncover the jndubitabra.truth, - .
of the'sgglgg. than dbesjthis‘genius cause him to doubt not that he
"is, but what he isf He 15, but what is he? His dilennf i$ summed up

in the folﬁou‘ng passage:

"What then did I formerly believe myself to-be? Undoubtedly,

" 1 .believed myself to be a man, -But what {s a man? Shall 'I
say ¥ reasonable animal? Certainly not; for then . I should
have to inquire what an—animal is, and what is reas.hable;
and thus from a single question. 1 should insensibly fall.

~into an infinitude of others more difficult; and. I 3hould

. not wish'to waste the 1ittle time and leisure rggain1ng to
me in trying t& unravel subtleties 1ike these;”

* The astounding feature of. this passage is that Descartes
.‘ﬁﬂestions hfs;okd.{atipnaiity, He cannot define the nature of the

--reasonable, and this inabtlity has profound implications for what

57
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‘very general definition of his own nature. He is a 'thinking thing',
.definition is realized however, with Descartes admission of the

'possible. just as he,could possess the'hody of a man; byt, because of

- "the nature of divine deéeptionz the body he possesses might equally

admit that he .knows what ‘reasonable’ ‘is. His world is'the world of - . = .

“the.possibility or meaning possessed by hisjideas

. . . ' . '
‘are not "delineated by truth and falsity, by being 3nd non-being'\they

NP

doubting self, 'incomplete’, for.unless it cari be detémnined exactly

2

what the nature of this self's thought or “reason” is; then the

complete truth of the cogito remains unknown. The remaining
: ) . ! -
arguments of the~Heditations‘may be viewed, in part at least, as -~

Descartes' attempt to render his existence as a titinking subject

intelligible to himself, to validate reason.

M,

As.  can be gleaneq from the ¢ ogito, Descartes in fact possesses a

for‘as an existing'entity_he is definable solely in terms'of.the
thought of which he is‘cdnscious. 'Jhe'padcity of this-general

_possibility that‘hg/eould be any particular one of the thoughts that
ccmprise the rés cogitans. He could,be'a rational animal it is

well be.fhe body of an elephant. Such a proposition.in no. way

breaches the dictates of reason, says Descartes, for he does not now

C o s
44, and s not : . — T

~ actual in the sense of 'what is' and 'what is not'. Its boundaries’ . Y .
. .. - . . . 1
4

are not determined by 'the power of forming a good Judgment and of
distinguishing the true from the false, which is properly speaking 1

°

what s called Good sense or Reason.“ 43 All that is true and known .

RN
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is that "I am, however, a real thing, and really exist; but what
thing? 1 have answered: a thing which thinks." %6

From the truth of the Eggltg'bescartes now possesses a certain
knowledge of himself. He is"thinhing thing'./ And what does -
thinking comprise? “What 1®a thing which think§? It is a thing’
which doubts understands [conceives], affirms, denies, wills, .
refuses which also imagines and feels." 47 The thought of the

thinking thing s defined by any conscious activity of the mind.

" Doubt, imagination etc. are all activities of which the mind is

‘ conscious thought even includes walking or swimmihg, at least in $0.

far as it is the mind's consciousness of these activitles that is

being referred to. That thought is his primary attribute is a result. .
- of Descartes' investigation into those things which admit of doubt‘

only his thinking and existence remain inmune to that doubt.. Even

. extension itself as existing substance apart from me and in

[itself]“ is dubitable. Thought and thinker'are known to exist,

: that is certain and true. and for this reason. alone the only other

conclusion’ one can draw here is not that thought and quantitatively

.

determined extension can exist apart from'one andther but that the "
mind is more easily known than body. In body, nothing but .
extension can ultimately be clearly and distinctly perceived. s

However, it is not even known to exist, whereas»thought is.

-

" “But in. proportion as we. perceive more 1in’_anything, the
~  better do we say we knoW it; thus we have more knowledge of .
*~ those men with whom w! have lived for a long time, 'than of .

s - 59
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those whose face merely have seen or whose name ‘we have
heard, even though they too are not said to be absolutely
unknown . It is 1in this sense that thi:k{(r—'ﬁave '
" demonstrated that the mind, considered apart fr what is
customarily attributed to the body, 1s better known than the-

- body viewed as separate from tus mind and this "alone was
what' | 1ntended to maintain." -

»

N4

In this di scussion of the nature and extent of Cartesian doubt

7 . .
.r « ~

one pr'imary. fundamental truth has been’ uncovered° “l think.

: therefore I am*. That the mind is more easi]y‘known than the body ‘

is, in a sense. to say the same thing, for all that is now known is

that the m1nd thinks and- exists. Everything e]se 1is held suspect e

.accordingoto Descartes., In order to arr1ve at this one simple truth

however many obstacles had te be overcome. The form which doubt may oo

take 1s one of the (ey 1ssues accounted for in thi§' second chapter, o

as it makes no small, difference if metaptT‘s'tcaLder.eptjon—eome from a

divine or a less pqcerful source. Consequeﬁt]y, "the true extent of

Descartes doubt had to be escertained for 1t was discovered that .
e — L]

I

.asching even the smallest measure of autonomy in thought to the

’ -mind runs counter to the fundanental tenets of. Descartes phﬂosophy

4

This chapter concl udes with a remark on the 1nseparab1]1ty ‘of
Descartes method of doubt with the truths uncovered by . that method. -
Descartes himself sumarize\theﬂmpoﬂtance_oL_ubt as a purging

device' in the. following manner: v
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“For although many have matntained . that,

understand the facts

.of metaphysics,

im

‘order. to
the mind -nfist be

abstracted from the senses, no one hitherto,

so far as.

I

\ e

*. - . .know, has shown how this is to be done. The true, and 1in my
Jjudgment , the only way to do'this™ is _found - in my Second
Heditation. but such is its nature that' it is not enough to

have once seep how.it goes; much time and many .

repetitions

are required if we would,-by forming the contrary habit oi‘\
g distinguishing intellectual from corporeal mattegs,
1ife-long custom of

- i © - - least a few days49 obliterate ‘the
. S confounding Lhem," .

for at

L]

! ' ln the philosophy\pf Descartes doubt renders the mind free of
an prejudices and facilitates its clear and drs.t\hct understanding
- of the truths of metaphysics. This method is /v/no means easy. and
oy
M hence its steps llust be repeate%ly imp?essed _upon the mind. As yet
: } - -no *facts of metaphysics" have been discovered though it should now'
o : be, | evident that such discovery is in pripciple impossible until the
;_ :_ A nind be methodically "and completely freed from al preJudice. . e
-‘ .'- R il . ’ ) . p ‘: . '. - . "
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t: no sense khowledge whatsoever.- Descartes eyes,are shut,xhis eirs

o~
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o ‘. The world into which Descartes has been immersed by his co

meditations is - purely mental world.

' are closed his senses have been'called away, and all images of

I

corporeal things have been esteemed vain and false.. 1 Yet

Descartes aim is knowledge, both of the truths of metaphysics and

the truths of physics. _Ihe latter kind”of knouledge remains

‘ unattainable until the former has been gained. Such is the -~

y predicament metaphysical doubt has effected '\If any progress is to

J be made. it must take place on the basis of an examination of. the
! .thinking thing and its ideas1|bEven this examinab\on is extremely
limited in scope, however. as there 1s no criterion“o?‘truth not

ﬂ even the clarity and distinctness of ideas by which an ' -

extra stbjective existence might be deriVed. The most primary

lt s uorld which admits df

e




1ntuitions (excluding the cogit o) have been shown to be\dubitable,

hence their employment ln the proof of an extra-subjective existence

B ‘
4

-t S , would clearly be an 1nvalid emp;:ifent. In. fact the very notion
that a 'proof' 1A any usual sense of the worqa‘ls possible from this
I S . ;, standpoint of doubt seems questjonable. What obJective or valid
{- '. i fonm could such’ a proof assume? The following chapters will argue -
-'é - o . that the only valid form-it could take is the form presented in the e
;' o - . third Heditation; The proof'of God's existence will be seen to be
3 less a proof than an ‘'intuition’ as primary'as and actually implicit

l : "-' . . . .., . . ‘ N
' ' in the intuition of the self's thought and exi