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ABS"I‘ RACT
Prior to propbsing a solution, it is necessary to first under-
stand the problem which one is attempting té""re.sénlve. Many have
wrestled to overcome the mind-body dualism of Rene’ Descartes b-ut
| few‘.have made the effort to compreher;d the factors which neces -
sitated the Cartesian divorce between mind and body. To }:his latter
tgsk will 1 apply myself and this I propose to achieve by conducting
,am investigation for the main-spring v;'hich gets the Cartesian clock-
- work in motion.
If there is one central fact in the g'eflesis of Descartes' thought,
it must be his rationélism, his inherent trust in the process of reason

as’'the guiding light in the search after truth. "1 will here conduct an_

examination of "reason' as it is unfolded in the Rules, whichas a’
B *

.

doctrine expounds Descartes’ methodological apprdach to knowledge.
1 will then expand on the centrality of the Method and of reason, for
Method is but an illustration of reason at work, by designating its im =

portance as the foundation upon which Descartes’ philosophﬁr, is built.

Having secured this general conglusion, 1 will then turn, in

iv
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my final chapter, to my main theme: the mind—body\proble;m, and
here argue that Cartesian dualism, like the philosoph&\r in general,o
is grounded in Dégcartes' rational attempt to gain kno;vledge. Fi-
naliy, it will be concluded that Descartes' concept of ratter, of
"body" as extension, a conéept grounded in_feason itself, is the

very feature which leads to the formulation of the dualism of ’mi’nd

and body. -

P
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. : INTRODUCTION

There are many perplexing questions in the discipline which has
’ -

as is goal pqrfect knoxqudge Q‘r_.wisdox:n, pha; is in philosophy. Thgre
are complex difficultics which center around the knowable. its nature,
structure, limwations, and acquisition. There are perennial concerns
such as what constitutes the ethical and (or) social good. B‘ﬁt one prob-

lem which is of particular concern not only to philosophers but to all men

v

is that of our nature as men, as living individual persons. For this,
above all, is what all of us as living functioning ide;atities, whether con-
ceiveci of as spiritually animated bodies or as biological mechanisms,
reduce fo. We are all, from a comimon sense point of view, individual |
persons. But yet, curiously enough, a problem which constantly confronts
us is our inability to adequately explain our very nature as persons, ’I:his
is a problem whic¢h necessarily concerns all of us and which I will here
attempt to understand. It is not my purpose in this thesis to present or
defend a theory, but rather to try to understand why it is that when phil-
osophers:, or for that matter, when anyon’é speaks of pexfsons’the cate-

gories "mind and body" almost always are granted the central position

in ensuing discussions. : g



That I, a person, am an individual thing is beyond doubt. And

-

vet, when I endeavor to understand what kind of thing it 1s [-ha[ [ am.
almost without exception the terms "mind-_Qody“ are employed in the

" expressing of this thing [he;[ I am., Thus, though I am one, this "one-
ness' is comprehended within tﬁe scope of dual terms, or, if thfase
terms are to be understood as representing two distinct subStances, this
. “onc-ness" must be comprehended within the scope of two distinct na -
tures. Some philosophers, namely the dualists, have thought the per-
son to be a unity of two such natures. Others have attempted to reduce
the individual into either one or the other catégory. Idealists or men-
talists have hoped to express the thingness of ;iperso;x as "mind?' only,
while materialists or philosophic behaviorists try to formulate an ex-
"planation sol‘ély in terms of "body", It is this la‘tjer view which is
currently prevalent both in philosophy and in psychology. However, to
‘adequately judge the validity of this or any,other theory. it is important
to first understand what factors make this distinc{io'q necessary, then ’
with these as a criterion one can judge any ‘theory on the basis of how

adequately it accounts for these factors along with the apparent unity of

the person. e .

.- ” . RS o n
Formulated in terms of a question, the object of this inquiry

then is: what factors lie at the basis of our dualist terminology, or

P

. - 9. . .
what presuppositions led to the formulation of dual categories? In un-.

covering these one will at once comprehend what must be accounted for

o

&
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" in order to.adequately explain the nature of persons. But where does

- »

one begin? It was in the philosophy of Rene’ Descartes that the dualism

" of Thind and matter was expounded, in Quinton's words, "with a clarity

and definiteness that has never been improved on. ol Thus although

Descartes may not have been the first to propose a dualist theory,

- Plato and Augustine before him emphasized the distinction between the

sdul and the body, the very clarity of his expression leads one to be-

L3

lieve that if anywhere, it may be here that our inquiry must begih. But

perhaps a more important reason for beginning here would be that the

mind-body problem, as it is known today, is itself a result of Descartes’

. [}
unsatisfactory attempt to reconcile his dualism of mind and body with @

'the unity of the individual. Thus beyond any clarity of expression it

would be this root in Cartesianism which requires that my inquiry be

directed. towards the philosophy of Desacartes.

Y

The main body of this work will consist then in an investigation

of Descartes’ philosophy, the purpose of which is not only to illuminate

: \ ‘
- the nature of mind and rnatter but also to determine what factors led to

the formulation o# Cartesianism and the mind-body problem. It is my

~
.

beliéf that the oi)’ject of our search will be brohght within our reach
g_hrou‘gh an answer to the féllo;ving question. Any Ks.tudent of Descartes
should be well aware that the corpus of his“"théught extﬁig'nds over a
variety of subjects; for instance, philqs_Ophy, science (phySiés),'

imathematics, and geometry. Now, I ask, what is the connection

Ll
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between Lhc;se various disciplines? Tha} Descartes conceived of these
as connected, of ail kngwledge as being connected, lel be made abun-
dantly clear. And yet, what is important is why Descartes conceives
these z{s conjoined, as parts of one sy‘stem.'n

Where does one begin to look for the yoke that binds these shafts
together? Let us accept, for the present, Descartes’ staten;ents that
Method* is at Ehe basis of his search for truth, of his theory of know~
ledge. And with this lead let us look at Descartes' Method for that fac- .
tor which will explain his unified concept of knowledge, And this, it
will be discovered, is n‘othing other than hu,Gan reason itself. But for
reason 1o acquire knowlédge, what\fg\feqt}f{?_g is a subject which knows
and an object which is known., Thus Descartes' concepﬁ{o\f knowledge

-

leads to an account of reason, and to mind (the subject) and hence to

7 .

mind and body.

*Here and throughout this paper, "method" refers to\Descartes'
particular methodolélogy as presented in the Rules.



.Chapter U
THE HISTORICAL INFLUENCES | .

1. Background

Of primary importance when conducting a detailed investigation
of a pkulosophy, and in particular that of one who has had such a pro-
found influence as Rene Descartes is the uncovermg of the intellectual
trends which mark the period into which the philosopher is born. For
no man transcends the bounds’/of hiétory and no thought is radically
ahistorical. And although some, like, bescartes'himself may have
turned their backs upon dommant historical modes of thought, thelr re-

jections have their historical reasons. -

’

Born in Touraine, at La Hayé, in March 1596 to Joachim Des-
cartes, was a weak sickly child named René. This disposi'tign accom-
panied fﬁe young Descartes fhroughom his first twenty years of life.

At the age 'Qf,eight (1604) René was sent to t”h;e college of La Fllé‘che and

_ there until 1612* he studiéd and received his formal academic education.

s

*There is some question as to the certainty of these dares The *
above is supphed without reference by Copleston, A History of Philos-
ophy, Vol. 4, (New York: 1963), 74. Caton, The Origins of Subjectivity,
(New Haven 1973) xv outlines a c:hronology of Descartes' life adapted
“from Sirven, l926 and Alquie, 1930 And here the dates are 1606-1614.
2. .

£
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According to college manuals, the curriculum was eseentially constituted
by "sound Aristotelianism' and in particular the central theses of Thomas

Aquinas. "- These teachings comprised the ""Scholasticism" upon which the

mature Descartews, furned his back. This though is not to claim that as

a pupil Descartes had once accepted this doctrine, for it is evident that

- even as a student Descartes was unsatisfied with these teachings (HRI,
83-86). | | |

Tt

As with all"general terms.or "ism's", the term ''Scholasticism"

is difficult ro define. 2 Roughly, this philosophy forms one group among

the many which existed in the Middle Ages and is characterized by "sucl‘x.

noted ph11050phers as Anselm, Alexander of Hales, Bonaventure Thomas

Aquinas and Duns Scotus. What tied these phlloscphers together was a
basic -and shared Aristetehan metaphysxcs Though perhaps not pure,

th1s metaphys1cal framework was to dominate the Middle Ages.

This, in general, was the tradition upon which Descartes turned is

-back. Two developménts which may ﬁave .influenced Descartes in thié
will be here e'xamined - the revival of scept.icism and the rise of the
"new .s‘cience”, both occurring in the cenmi:y prece'ding'D.esca.rtes' own
-lifetime. - |

Beside Ehe dominant Aristoteiienis;rl, the Chu‘rch also had a
_ powerful influence on the development of thought in At‘he Middle Ages.
;I’ogether t.hesé t_v;'o ferces shaped the thought of ‘this"period. It was not

that-the Church's teaching were'imrinsicaliy compatible with

—

1
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Aristotelianism, rather the Middle Ages was characterized by incessant

attempts to reconcile their differences. And although there were always

.
>

dissenting philosophies, none succeeded in“c}nlallenging the authority of
these poxvers. |

| I[' wasn't until the Reformer's challenge of the early 16th century
that the dogmauc teachmgs of the Church were openly and se rlously
questioned. Martm Luther was the first to break with the Churuh and
to establish an independent standgrd of rehglgus knowledge. This break,
according to Popkin, in challenging the ac’ceiated c,riter;a, that is the
aulzhority of the Church, had the effect of raising the fundamental ques-
tion of how éne justif{es the basis of Q‘[’Ie'S knov&ledée and lecil to a
:;ceptical crisis not c;nly in ther}logy but in 'otluer areas of human know-
iedge as well. 3 The rediscé)very of the writings of the Pyrrhonian
sceptic Sextus Empiricus, the first moderh Latin editionqéf the Hypo-
Lyposes appearmg in 1512 and pubhshed by Henri Estienne, 4 déepened

f

ﬁhe need for an acceptable criterion and sumulated a quegt for certamry
"that’ gave rise to the new rationalism of Rene Descartes. ' S Thus Popkin
views the writings of Descartes as an answer (though un;:icceptéble) to

the rise of the "nouveaux Pyrrhoniens ‘

The most. sngmflcant fIgUre in the revwal of ancient scept1c1srﬁ,
accarding to Popkm was Michel de Monrengne (1533 1592). In the Pre-
face to his work, Popkin contrasts Academic and Pyrrhonian scepticism.
THe former cla_irlns" that no knowledge is possible, while the létter |

¥
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declares that the evidence to determine if any knowledge is possible
K] .
is itself insufficient and inadequate; thus, the only possible recourse

is to suspend judgement on all questions, concerning knowledg It is

A S

this latter form of scepticism to which Montaigne adheres. .
Montaxgne conceives man as a '"miserable and wretched crea-

ture' whose understanding, that is the fazlculty of understanding, is no

more fit than t.hé.t of ‘animals; that is that man in nature is no different

than the animals around him - he possesses no special faculty with

6

which to comprehend the 'truth’. Knowledge for Montazgne, is a .

" product of custom, not of reason, and beliefs an 1mpress1on of the

mind. And because custom qhanges, the epinions of man likewise

"have their revolutions, their seasons, their birth, and their death'. 7

In the light of this constant fluctuation, Montaigne ‘asks what\powerful

and permanent authority can be described for man's beliefs. ‘Ih his

search for.a criterion of truth, after dismissing custom and culture

&

as a valid criterion, Montaigne approaches the heart of the matter

Now all knowledge is addressed unto us by the
senses, thev are our maisters ... The'85enses are the
beginning and end of human knowledge. ~

All knowledge comes to us through our senses, this is the source

-

"and extent of our knowledge. With regard to the power of human reason,

Montaigne obviously believes it to be insufficient, for the expressed .
- ° ‘ . . v
purpose of his work An Apologie of Raymond Sebond is to vindicate




Sebond from the charge of weak reasoning by showing that all reasoning

*

is weak and that no certainty can be achieved by rational means. It

would be too great a task within the scope of introductory material to

detail Montaigne's argument against rationality, or man's ability to
¥
4

obtain knowledge through the use of reason. However, his general de-
sign is to proceed by comparisons. His method throughout is 'simiilar,
if not an imitation of Sextus' method of "setting things in opposition™, 9
Man is compared to animals, opinion to opinion, unul finally a shadow
is cast on all man's ablhtles and beliefs. The overdll effect of this is
| to belittle man, to r'r}ake him appear small and insignificant, ever;
foolish.- In this way, which perha,ps may not bé the most sound philos-
ophical approach possible, Mc-)ntaigne shows that man's claims to wisdom

are mere pretensions and that no criterion can be secured on which to

: anchqr the ‘truth'. Thus, Montalgne casts a long sceptical doubt over

-

the ability of gnankmd to discover absolute knowledge. Y

»

Not reason, nor eterhal essences provide the foundations of our

knowledge, but Sensagion alone. However, after elaborating this posi-
tion Montaigne declares that the senses themselves are uncertain and
falsmf;able 10 Hence Montalgne concludes that both the "'inward and -

outward parts of man Eus ranonaI ablhty and sense expenences] are

full of weakness and falsehood" 11 Tﬁus no certainty can be establlshed

e

-

no cnterion of truth can be secured.’

But all of this is restricted to a specific situation, that is it

[
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~ applies onlv when man acts by his "owne weapons" and without the
grace and knowledge of God. All is open to doubt, no standard of
truth ean be affirmed, what remains then is tgo accept #radition, to
accept the "Catholic rule ef faith'. " In Eﬁis way Montaigne's Pyrrho-
nism becomes a "Catholic Pyrrhonism". Since no standard of truth
is d1ecoverab1e faith in God and His word is the only recourse open
to us. In Popkin's words, Montaigne ' offers a total scepticism-as a
'defense’ of the Catholic rule of fajth'. 12 Without faith man is lost
in a sea of uncertainty, with faith he is given a divine foundation, a
source and path t:> guide his hfe .

Thus the spread of Pyrrhonism through Montaigme and his fol—

lowers: Plerre Charron, Leonard Marandi, Francois de la Mothe Le
13

Vayer, among ethers had the effect of discrediting all rational
grounds for certainty. Man, without t\he'divine graée of God, cannot
on his own obtain true knowledge. Reasc}n, sense experience, neither
h of these _“c_ah ascertain the truth.- Without God, who is revealed only -
By faith, no criterion of truth can be established. Man‘operating on
hlS own powers alone cannot come to know the truth. These are the
conclusmns that are 1o be reached by the scept1cs arguments And it
. can be seen at once the d1ff1cu1t1es that one (hke Descartes) would .
have  if he indeed’ ar.tempted to challenge the sceptics as Popkm

clatms and- assert that man by his .own powers is capable of dlscovermg

-
“
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the t;‘uth.. We shall view Descartes' criterion of truth at a later time,
for now it is sufficient to state that for bescartes man can arrive at
true knowledge through his own power of reasoning. Of c'qurse, God
does play a role in Descartes' thedry of knowledge, but Gocl himself
“is ﬁot accepted on faith by Descartes but is es‘tablis}{eqluas certain by
man's own rationel ability. |

In spite of the aboye sceptical claims with regard to man:s
ability to discover knowledge, a new light was at the same ritme begin-
ning to dawn, that of the "new science", that of experimental science in
Wthh man rhrough cbservation and investigation was able to claim

knowledge and truth. The experimental sciences have their origin in

the writings of the ancient Greeks, ‘Aristotle wrote on physics, biology,

- and astronomy. * Archemides developed the lever, Ptolemy, \the geo-

E cehtr,ie theory in estrondmy ; Democrltus, a theoi‘y of ‘atdme. But with
the fall of Greece experiment in ecieﬁce also declined. The Ronians
were content with the collecl:i'oh of the researches of thei;r Greek pijede-

cessors. And in the Middle Ages, the statements of the ancients, in
; e

particular Aristotle, ‘were granted an authority that none could success-

1'__’,.—

fully challenge. Peter Ramus wils “forbidden "on the pain of corporeal .

punishment’' to teach against the doétrine-of Aristotle. Bruno, Vanini,

-

*To begin with Aristotle is not.to claim:that he was the first to-
investigate nature and develop the scientific perspective, for the Pre-
socratics also engaged in sc1ent1flc -enquiries.

o
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and Fontanier all came to "tragic ¢nds". And Roger Bacon, who advo-
cated an experimental basis for science was charged with heresy and
imprisoned. L4 ' .

And yet this wave of resistence to blind authority copld not.be .
contained, for the new ciiscoveries and theories, which ia many cases
directly contradicteafstablished belief (i, e., the C-ope'rnican system in
astronomy) were extending the limits of tnan's knowlédge of nature, For
thi‘s reason the 'mew science' succeeded but in its very proceés, with
rheageneration of knov 1edge, a r&definition of the nature of truth and
knowledge evolved. ,T h, for sciené“ists such as da Vinc{ and later,
Galileo, was not conceived of as in nature beionging to a trffmscendent
reality and thus dltimately out of man’s grasp but v\(a._;‘. itself discoverable
in the empirical world around us. 15 In other words, man by his own com-

. e . =
petence, it was believed, could uncover the truth about man and nature

for the new truth was no longer to be found in the transcendent realm of

universals or eternal essences but was open to man through observation

-

and investigation of the empirical world.
I}‘ is E. A. Burtt‘516 céfnviétion that what leci to ihts shift in thought,

to a néw conc_eptilo’n of knowledge and nati’ure; was the growing belief in

the mathematical sti‘ucture of the universe. In asking what reasons

- Coperhiéus had for advocating his heliocentric hypothesis, Burtt answers

Eﬁat Qoper’nicus. in the _face"of ma‘ny pbjections could only i)lead "that his

conception threw thé facts of astronomy into a simpler and more
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harmonious.mathematical order". 17 Copernicus’ system was simpler

than the Ptolemeic system, in replacing its eighty epicyclés wit'h only
thirty -four, and more harmoniox.ls in that the planets coyld be repre-

sented by a fairly regular se}*ies of concentric circles around the sun.
This new system enabled Copernicus by using simple trigonOrr;etry {0
calculate with great accuracy pianetary d;stances. 18

Thus for Copernicus mathematics was the key to knowledge, in

that truths could be discovered by mathematical calculations. But this

<

basic assumption not only guided Cdpernicus, but as well Kepler and

Galileo; the latter of which is quoted by Burtt. . -
Philosophy is written in that great book which

ever lies before our eyes - 1 mean the universe - but

we cannot understand it if we do not first learn the

language and grasp the symbols, in which it is written.

This book is written in the mathematical language, and

the symbols are triangles, circles, and other geomet-

rical figures, without whose help it is.impossible to

“comprehend a single word of it; withoxig which one wan-

ders in vain through a dark labyrinth. :

. ) _ ,

Galileo's belief in the validity of a mathematically ordered uni-
verse is clearly represented in this passage. The implications of this
view, for philosophy, are two. First, the nature of knowledge becomes
mathematical and thus obtainable by anyone who is capable of understand-

- ing the simplest mathematical demonstration. And secondly, to interpret
the world mathematically is to give unto the world a mathematical nature,
or structure, And in doing this one necessarily rejects the old view of

’ * - . - *
knowledge as transcendent in nature. Thus acceptance of this new order
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necessarily entails erC‘C<NOﬂ of the old.

The consequences of the rise of the 'new science’ then, of a
science mathematically structured in its interpretation of the empirical
world, were not only to make knowledge humanly possible through
mathematical investigation and thus redefine knowledge as mathemat-

‘1cal, but also, and most crucially, to redefine the nature of the uni-
verse itself. And vet, as this new approach to knowledge plunged forth
leaving in its wake new discoveries, new facts, upon its coat-tail the
r.uaw sceptics decried all claims to knowledge. But the sea, it must be
remembered, upon which the scientists were navigating, and whose
opposition strongly impeded their progress towards the new land, the

new order, was the weight, and dominance of Scholasticism.

2. The P'hilosoplg\,_r of Descartes

What remains to be done, for the balance of this chapter, is to
determine Descartes' position with respect to the above picture. With-
out question, on the testimony of his scientific works, Descartes must
be placed on the same side as the scientists fighting against the waves
of Scholasticism and tht? resistance of the new sceptics. Popkin, hox;vever,
characterizes Descartes as one of the many Saint Georges who rose (in
vain) to slay the s;:eptical dragon and concemtrates on the method of
doubt as the key to an answer to the new pyrrhonism. This is t:{igge.

Descartes through his method of doubt, by pushing doubt to its extreme,
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does in effect overcome the doubts of the sceptics when after this he
establishes his one truth as knowledge beyond all doubt. But the scep-

tics are not Descartes' main opponent. In the Search after Truth. it is

Epistemon, the 'Schoolman’ and not Ipistemon, the sceptic, which
Descartes fashions as the opposition to his spokesman [Fudoxus.

With regard to Descartes’ own doubts, in the Discourse he
writes:

But because in this case I wished to give myself

entirely to the search after Truth, I thought that it was

necessary for me to take an apparently opposite course,

and to reject as absolutely false everything as to which

I could imagine the least ground of doubt, in order to

see if afterwards there remained anything in my belief

that was entirely certain (HRI, 101). -

The doubt with which Descartes begins his quest for certafnty is
but a method for arriving at the Truth. It is not the possibility of know-
ledge per se which is doubted, but rather the doubt consists of weeding
out all probable knowledge and leaving intact only what is absolutely
certain. The doubt then is but a means toward the end of absolute know-
ledge. And yet, in effect, it is a method of destruction, in one fast,
hard stroke Descartes cripples both his enemies - the sceptics and the
'schoolmen’. Thus clearing the way for foundations of his own making. 1

Popkin sees these foundations originating from Descartes’ struggle
with scepticism, for he claims that Descartes was not only acquainted

with the sceptical literature of the time but that "he was also deeply

aware of the crise pyrrhonienne as a living issue”” and furthermore,
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that Descartes left Paris for llollang to work out in isolation his own
L. 21 )
solution to the pyvrrhoman crisis, It was in lolland that Descartes
A
N,
worked out his foundations for knowledge, or metaphysics: thus, Pop-

kin's argument is this - that Descartes’ metaphysics were written as

a solutton to a sceptical crisis which deeply affected Descartes.

But this suggestion about what led to the writing of the Meditations
neglects an important development which greatly influenced Descartes;
and that was the rise of the 'new science'. Descartes, like Galileo,
Copernicus, and Kepler before him, shared the same conviction with
regard to mathematical truthé. In the autobiographical section of thé
Discourse, Descartes informs us that as a student he was "delighted"”
with Mathemartics because of the "cerca;nty of its demonstrations and
the evidence of its reasoning'’. But yet he confesses that at that time hé
did not understand its true use (HRI, 85). We shall see a little later in’
this chapter the "true use" of mathematics, what con;:érns us here, is

his "delight' for mathematics. It is highly improbable that Descartes

ever became disillusioned with, or doubtful of the certainty of mathe-

matica monstration, ~Lven in the radical doubt of the Meditations
-

wherein appears to question the validity of mathematics (HR1, 147),

-

it is not mathematical certainty vhich is in question, two and three al--

‘ways make five. What is in question is whether a deceptive God exists

1

and allows us to think these truths as firm when they are not. Popkin,

himself, admits that Descartes never doubted the certainty of
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. n
mathematical knowledge. With regard to the same passage in the

Meditations, Popkin writes;

L]

[t 1s not that Descartes was denying or doubting
the self-evidence of our mathematical or most certain
knowledge, but rather he was showing that as long as
we might be demonically infeé:éed, what appeared self- .
evident to us might be false.

w

Thus Descartes never came to a ''crise pyrrhonienne' with re-

gard to mathematical certainty, nor did he ever come to doubt the na-
|

ture of truth. In a lettex to Mersenne, 16, October, 1639, Descartes

» -

writes with regardT6 Lord Herbert's De Veritate: .

In the general plan of the book the author takes
a route very different from the one I have followed.
He examines what truth is, I have never thought of
doing so, because it seems a notion so transcenden-
tally clear-that nobody can be ignorant of it. There
are many wayvs of examining a balance before using
it, but there 1s no way to learn what truth is, if one
does not know its nature. - BN

-

It can be seen here that not only the certainty of mathematical
demonstration but the very nature of truth itself were beyond suspicion
for Desgartes. Thus his metaphysics cannot be the result of a search
for truth, of an attempt {o discover its nature, but rather, 1 Sl"l;tll
suggest, Descaries’ metaphysical foundations for knowledge were
necéssary as ‘a justification for the knowiedge‘Descar‘tes thained ofice
he had discovercd the "true {Jse” of the mathematical mode of investiga-

tion. Of course, Descartes does formulate his philosophy within the

context of a ""'search for truth" but this search is not conducted without-

' 1
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an a priori method. In the Discourse. Part 1, after presenting the four
" e
rules of his method, Descartes states:

Those long chains of reasoning, simple and casy
as they are, of which gecometricians make use in order
to arrive at the most difficult demonstrations, had caused
me to imagine that all those things which fell under the
cognizance of man might very likely be mutually related
in the same fashion; and that, provided only that we
abstain from receiving anything as true which is not so,
and alwavs retain the order which is necessary in order
to deduce the one conclusion from the other, there can
be nothing so remote that we cannot reach to it; nor so
recondite that we cannot discover it (HRI, 92).

- @

As long as his methdd is adhered to, Descartes feels that all

things which man is capable of knowing, that uall knowledge can be dis-
covered by the stmet use of his ﬁxethod. And this is the true use of the
mathematical mode of reasoning, for it is the essence of Descartes'
method, and as such it is exu?nded not simply to mathematical problems,
but to Geometry, Algebra, Physics, to all that man ca~n know. Thus all
knowledge has as its foundaiiéns one and the same mvethod. .Copernicus
and Kepler had madé use of the mathematical method in astronomy,
Galileo marvelled at Lhc;mannei‘ in which natural happenings followed
the principles of geometry. But Descartes' objective.' was to take the
mathematical method, modify it (HRI, 91-92), and apply it to all éhe

sciences, to all knowledge.

- ° * N

But one may wonder why, if Descartes was so certain of his
method, he felt it necessary to ground his theory of knowledge in

a metaphysics. He explains:
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But what pleased me most in this method was
that | was certain by its means of exercising mv
rcason in all things, if not perfectly, at least as well
as was in my power ... and not having restricted
this method to any particular matter, 1 promised my -
* self to apply it as usefully to the difficulties of other
sciences as 1 had.done to those of Algebra ... But
having noticed that the knowledge of these difficulties -
must be dependent on principles derived from Phil-
osophy in whith I yet found nothing to be certain, 1
thought that it was requisite above all to try to es-
tablish certainty in it {HRI, 94).

The explanation which Descartes provides in this passage from
the D'iscourse\ is vague and it must remain so for a little while longer.
What is important at this point is the belief that order must‘ be restored
to the disc@pliné of Pllilosopfly before knowledge in the sciences can pro-
ceed. Thué, the motivation for Descartes' metaphysical foundations of
knowledge is not found in a reaction to the "'crise pyrrhonienne" but in
a perceived connection between gnowledge,in science and in philosophy,
The question of what this connection is is thé stimulus for the material
presented in the coming chapter. |

3. ° Concluding Argument

E]

In light of the intellectual atmosphere which surrounded Descartes,

I have proposed. although the details of the connection have yet to be pre-

£

sented, that it was science and mathematical order which most influenced

v

the thought of Descartes, in particular his metaphysical principles, and
not scepticism. Thus the question which still remains is why Descartes

felt it nécessary to ground certainty in the sciences on principies of .

9
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philosophy. llowever, before an answer can be proposed. a number of
concepts must be fully analvzed. These are "knowledge”, since we are
dealing with a connection betwe—en twoémodes of knowing, "Method", the
means of acquiring knowledge,” and "reason",‘ the heart of the Method.
Once these concepts are fully grasped, the question of the relationship
between metaphysics and physics can be intelligently discussedf Let

*

us begin with "knowledge". -

~

"’



Chapter 11

THE RATIONAL FOUNDATIONS OF DESCARTES' THOUGHT

1. Knowledge
There is only one kind of knowledge that Descartes seeks and
‘that is "perfect knowledge'. Probable knowledge or knowledge which
is suspect must be rejected. We must "trust only what is completely
known and incapable of being doubted"” (HRI, 3) But how is it that we
come to doubt what we know? Do I nc.)t'know that there is a book in
front of me, that 1 am sitting in a room, at a desk-, etc. -‘? " A student

of the Meditations, in answer will quickly produce such statements as:

At the same time I must remember that [ am

a man, and that consequently I am in the habit of n

sleeping ... How often has it happened to me that in

the night I dreamt that I found myself in this parti-

cular place, that I was dressed and seated near the

fire, whilst in reality I was lying undressed in bedl

(HRI, 145-146)

Thus, while I may be aware of something, it seems that unless
I am aware of the basis or cause of my awareness, what | believe to
know may in fact be -false. Unless I can show that I am not dreaming
that what I am aware of is not internally caused and thus not an illusion .

I cannot c1a1m to have "knowledge , in Descartes sense of the term,

21
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for knowlédgc, or perfect knowledge, the only kind permissible accord-
ing to Descartes, requires awareness of, in the language of the
Principles, its "first causes or Principles" (HRI, 204). 1;'sl“f I émvaware
of the principles upon which my knowledge rests, if I know t1he cause of
my awareness, then such knowledge is perfect for no doubt can be
raised with regard to it.

Let us expand on this. If my intez;es,t is in scientific knowledge
then to be certain of this knowledge ‘I must become aware of its basis,
the cause or principles upon which it is grounded. The discipline which
is concerngq wi?th such principles Descartes entitles "'metaphysics"”
(HRI, 211) and the study of this is "philosophy' (HRI, 204). Here the
term ''philosophy' is used in a narrow sense. 1 Thus scientific know-
ledge for Descartes must seek its foundatmns in phllosophy or meta-
physics, for only in.this way can one eszabhsh its flrst prmc:lples

And yet, following Descartes, science itself is to be broken

. : !
down into four separate sciences; physics, medicine, mechanics, and

.
morals. And here again as with metaphysics’and science in general
there is an incef—connection, Physics vu;hich is the study of the nature
and composition of nﬁater@al .objecths, or of .the physical world, coqtains
the foundations of the lattei: disciplines, in so mlich as Ll;ese have their
basis in the nature of bhyéical o"bjects‘. Thus not only is science depen-

dent on-philosophy for its certainty but the various sciences are them-

selves inter-connected and inter-dependent. Hence, Descartes tells

-
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us that "philosopliy ds a whole is like a tree wﬁose roots are meta-
physics, whose trunk is physics, and whose branches, which issue
from this trunk, are all the other sciences" (HRI, 211). "Philosophy"
used here in a wider sense than that above indicates that all know-
ledge is an interrelated and unified system. Thus knowledge itself
is one. | -
This is the conclusion which Descartes’ concept of knowledge
leads us to. Scientific knowledge, or simply, knowledge, since this
, isv the only mode of knowing which Descartes pllaces any value in, is
one unified system. There is then a unity or uniting principle ih all
our knowledge. But what, one mayﬂ ask, is the basis of this unity?
What gives to the "trée;’ of knowledge its shape and life? To answer
this question we must uncover the importance which the study of
science has for Descartes. But first we must see what "science" is

and this not in terms of its object but in termg of its form as a mode

of knowledge.

»

The explanation to Rule 1 provides us with a distinction bet\;e?enh
the arts and the sciences. The arts which "depend upon an exercise
and dispo_g{tion of the body' are for Descartes bodily “skills which can
only be mastered singiy. Science, on the other l}and, *”e.m:irely cpn—
sists in the cognitive exercise of th;a mind". Scientific thought then is
an intéllectual endeavor. In its entirety sciénce is "true and evident

cognition"' (I;IRi, 3). To'get closer to Descartes’ meaning'let us
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‘consider the following passage, for here we will find an indication of
what science consists of.
Neither, though we have mastered all the argu-
ments_of Plato and Aristotle, if yet we have not the

capacity for passing a solid judgement-dn these mat-

ters, shall we become Philosophers; we should have

acquired the knowledge not of a science, but of his-

tory (HRI, 6).

If we cannot pass "solid judgements" on the works of philos-
ophers, we have no claim to the title of philosopher, and unless we
can judge soundly we have not acquired knowledge of a '"science"'.

Thus scientific knowledge consists of nothing but the ability to pass
sound judgements. * And judgement being an exercise of the mind, we
can see that science in so far as it is an exercise of the ability to pass’
sound judgements is in this respect a function of the mind.

Since the ability to pass sound judgements is required for know-
ledge to be scientific all the sciences must be the same or identical in
that they are all an exercise in sound judgement. Thus another way in
which all knowledge is one emerges and that is that all knowledge con-

sists of the ability to pass sound judgements. And in this the value of

science is to be found, for the expressed intention or purpose of all

>

*It should be noted that Descartes' theory of judgement in the
Rules is not identical with his theoxy in the Meditations. The crucial
difference being that the will is not clearly defined as a separate fa-
culty in the Rules, whereas, in the latter work the will is so defined.
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study, as declared in Rule 1, is "to direct the mind towards the enun-

ciation of sound and correct judgements on all matters that come before

rd
et

it"”; thus, scientific endeavor as an exercise of this ability is suitable
tréining. But tlis foundation in the mind not only provides the value
criteria of science but also gives us a clue as to vs;hy all knowledge is
unified and that is that this unification, in some way yet undisclosed,
may a;lso be due to the fact that science is an exercise of the mind.

We have seen then that not only is knowledge unified as one
inter-connected system, but; that also in nature, as sound judgement,
it is one and the same regardless of the different objects of each scien-
tific discipline. In nature, scientific knowledge is "clear and evident
cognition'; it is an exercise in sound judgement. But how is this so?
To fully unde_rstand Descartres' concept of knowledge we must unravel
De-scartes' Method as' presented in the Rtiles, for herein a full account

of both its nature and acquigition is given to us.

2. Method -

We have witnessed two characteristics of knowledge. Let us

now consider a third:
we must not fancy that one kind of knowledge

is more obscure than another, since all knowledge is

of the same nature throughout, and consists solely of

combining what is sellf-evident (HRI, 47).

Thus knowledge is not simply clear and evident cognition. it is
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also the "combi‘ning" of what is cvident. To understand Descartes
concept of knowledge then we must fifst come to grips with what

"clear and evident cognition" is, and secondly, what this "combining"
congists of. But jet us not forget that knowledge is also an expres-
sion of our ébility to make sound judgements. We must determine
also then the reldtion between this ability and the process of combin-~
ing the self-evident. *

Our chronological starting point then is that all knowledge is of
the same nature. What this allows us, or Descartes, to claim is that
only one Method is necessary for the acquisition of all knowledge. If
the nature of knowledge was determined by its objects and thus con-
sisted of, as many natures, as disciplines or modes of knowing then
clearly no one method would account for all knowledge. But Descartes
is confident that this is not the case; thus, he prescribes one method,
one manner of acquiring knowledge. Although we do not as yet know
why all knowledge must be of the same nature, let us concede to

Descartes that one method will suffice. And, let us postpone for the

present one further question and that is why this method and no other

: *Most commentators on Descartes’ Method stress this latter
"aspect of knowledge. However, 1 have yet to find a satisfactory ac-
count of the relation between judgement and reason as presented in
the Rules:: Although, L.]J. Beck, The Method of Descartes (Oxford
1952), 18 does go so far as to distinguish between judgement in the
Rules and the doctrine of judgemeént in the later works.

o
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will do.

But before we examine Descartes' Method let us consolidate
our present position. ln accepting Descartes' formulation of know-
ledge we have unwittingly slipped into the Cartesian mode of thought.
We have become "mentally” (i. e., mind) oriented, we have left aside
gtlcf/ggntent or matter, the concrete facts which comprise one's know-
ledge and have focused purely on the form, shape, or perspective
that knowledge has when viewed solely from the thinking mind. Let
us continue in this path until we have completed the caognitive aspects
of knowledge, then we will turn to Descartes’ discussion of the
"objects” of knowledge,

'Tis better to follow a method in our search for truth then to
"roam the streets' blindly with only luck and chance as our guide. So
suggests Rule IV. 'Tis better to follow '"certain and simple‘rules"
than to "walk in darkness'. So Descartes seeks to persuade us to
take with us as our guide his Method. Let us agree that by following
certain, simple rules our quest for knowledge will be more advanced
than a quest conducted without guidelines. But before these rules are
unfolded let us set the stage.

In the subjects we propose to investigate, our

inquiries should be directed, not'to what others have

thought, nor to what we ourselves conjecture, but to

what we can clearly and perspicuously behold and

with certainty deduce; for knowledge is not won in
any other wayv (HRI, 3).
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We should not absorb ourselves too deeply n the "writings of
the ancients” for in bhndly accepting all that they pronounce we mayv
come to accept their errors as well as their truths. We should never
trust "doubtful'opinions" regardless of authoritarian weight, nor conjec-
ture or hazard guesses but only what we can clearly recognize as
certain and with certainty deduced. This advice (l{ule III) agrees with
-what Descartes outlines in Rule II and that 1s to reject all "probable
knowledge™ and accept only that which is indubitable.

But who is this advice given to? Is it not to all of us singly ?

‘I' should trust only what ‘1" can clearly recognize and deduce with cer-
tainty, It is the 'l', each single individual subject which must discrim-
inate the indubitable from the probable and deduce from this only what
is certain. But here an obvious problem arises. Is it not possible

that two minds, two persons, may each clearly and perspicuously
conceive two entirely opposite things as true? N

This would be a serious problem for Descartes if it was not for
the uniformity which his one Method gives to all thought. If we all
follow the Method, if we all reason in the same manner, i.e., using
the mathematic model, then all our thoughts, guided by the same pro--
cedure will result ina uniformity of knowledge. And if a discrepancy
occurs then the source of error would be traced to, or accounted for by,

a mistake in the application of the Method. Granting this, the rules

or Method are what each of us must follow simply in our search for
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knowledge.,  And since we must rely on our own cognition, cach of us
must do our own work. Nonc can discover and deduce the truth for
another. *

Truth, then. 1s subjective and is manifest 1n clear and evident
cognition, But awareness of the truth can either be immediate or
mediated. Immediate awareness, to use Descartes' own technical
term, is labelled "intuition” and mediated recognition "deduction'.

By intuition I understand, not the fluctuating

testimony of the senses, nor the misleading judge-

ment that proceeds from the blundering construction

of imagination, but the conception which an unclouded

and attentive mind gives us so readily and distinctly

that we are wholly freed from doubt about that which

we understand. Or, what comes to the same thing,

"intuition is the undoubting conception of an unclouded

and attentive mind, and springs from the light of

reason alone (HRI, 7).

In this definition no reference is made to the objects of intuition,

or to what is immediately grasped in an intuition, rather, Descartes

outlines the characteristics of an intuition. Beck, 1n The Method o_f

Descartes, in his analysis of intuition divides these characteristics
into two kinds - psychological, which characterize the source of in-

tuition, and epistemological or logical, which outlines the nature of

*This may be qualified somewhat in that truths which others
have discovered can be incorporated as one's own. But this only on
the condition that these present themselves as clear and evident.
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the act (1. e, , sumplicity), 2_ An intuition 1s an indubitable “conception™
of the mind. or more precisely, of the undcrscan‘ding, rather than a
sensation or product of the imagination. But 1t is of a mind which is
"unclouded and attentive’ and 1s uself presented readily. or imme-
diately, and distinctly. An intuition.is a ''seeing’’ or recognition which
1s so evident, thus so frce“ from doubt that we cannot but affirm 1t as
true. IExamples of this immediate grasping of a n"uth are provided by
Descartes; f{or instance, one can clearly recogmze, immediately in-
tuit that he exists or that he thinks. These facts are so clear, so
evident, so immediately recognizable as true that their truth is beyond

doubt.

v

If there is one acute problem in the above definition, it lies in
Descartes' reformulation of an intuition as a conception which "springs
from the light of reason alone', This phrase, "the light of reasoh" or
as Descartes refers to it in his later writings, “the natural light of
reason'’ does have an historical ancestry. John Morris, "Desc(a'r\tes'
Natural Light",3 traces two possible sources for this term, thg first
being more likely to have influenced Descartes than the second. The
most likely source of this term, Morris believes, is the works of St.

Thomas Aquinas, in which the "light of the agent intellect” is that which

*In the Rules the term "conception' lacks clear meaning. The
closest we come to an explanation is in Ryle XII (JIRI, 39), wherein it
is characterized as an "impression" of the mind,

¢
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cnables us lo abstract wntelhigible conceptions from images derived
from sensible objects.  lere the natural light would be the active
agent in this process, Another function which Aquinas assigns to the
natural hight, and which may serve as an indication of Descartes’ use
of the term, is that it 1s the source, or agent, which gives to man
knowledge of first principles. We can see some possible assimilation
here in that for Descartes intuition, as the above quotation suggests,
"springs' from the light of reason and, as we shall see shortly, in-
ruition does provide Descartes with first principles, not only of deduc-
tion but within his metaphysics of his first metaph}'s{cal principle.
The other possible source, in which Morris sees no indication of influence
on Descartes, is the Ockhamist tradition, in particular Pierre d'Ailly,
which relies on the natural light as the source of indubitable axioms (i. e.,
the principle of contradiction).

But what is important for the purposes of this paper is to get
clear on the meaning of/élis term as used in the above passgge.
) In generai, outside of Morris' article, this notion has received
scant attention. Peter A. Schouls, "An Incapacitating Presupposition
of Rationalism'’, while noting the importance of this term characterizes
the natural light vaguely as the ""something’ which "sces' or "graéps':'
the truth. 4 Beck, in his brief treatment, of the natdral light equates it

with the "natural power of discerning or discriminating the true from

the false'". > For Beck, the natural light is synonymous with "human
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wisdom™ and "good scnse ' in that all of these terms are used to ex-
press the natural power of discerning the truth. Norman Kemp Smith,
wrongly, according to Morris, cquates the natural light of reason with
coghnitive awareness or mdn's cognitive ability. Descartes, Kemp
Smith feels, is committed to the;
far reaching conclusion that sense, imagination,
memory, and understanding are not really separate
cognitive faculties, but merelv alternative titles given
to the "natural light of reason'.....
This equating of cognitive awareness with the

natural light of reason, consisgently held to by Des~
cartes in all his writings.....

o

Kemp Smith is correct in his claim that sense, imagination,
memory, and understanding are not separate faculties, but, whether
these are to be regarded as alternative titles for the natural light is
another question. IFor if intuition springs from the light of reason.
alone and not from the testimony of the senses or constructs of the
imagination, then clearly the "natural light of reason’ cannot be an
alternative title for all that Smith claims.

Morris’ own formulation of the natural light hinges on the dis-

tinction between active mind and passive mind, between will and under -

» % ‘.\l‘

standing. It s active mind which brings ideas into consciousness, and
passive mind, or understanding which gives recognition to ideas as
true. The natural light for Morris is a function of the understanding

only in that "it does not form ideas, or bring them into consciousness,
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Instead it simiply gives a click of rec.Ognition when a true idea is brought
before it". . In other words, the natural Iighf is that which causes one
to recognize that something is true.

Now, 1th us see if any of these formulations will help us to un-
derstand the use of the "light of reason’ in relation to intuition, leaving
aside the difficult prol;lem of attempting to resolve any consistency or
lack of such in Descartes' use of the term throughout his works. We
can see immediately Lhak Beck is of no help here, for in intuition no dis-
cerning or judgement about what is true occurs, all that happens is the
simple immediatel recognition of something as so clear and evident that
no doubt can be raised; hence, no discernment or judgement is neces -~
sary. We can also see that however valid Morris’ formulation is in the
latter works, which is the obvious® and cxpressed source of Morris'
analysis, it is of no valtie here, for intuition gives to us a clear concept’
which "springs’; from the light of reason.: Thus the light of reason
must itself be the ground (')f intuitive awareness and not simply a shl;tter

which clicks yes or no when ideas are presented, And in so far as in-

tuition is a form of cognitive awareness it must have its source in one,

of the faculties of cognitive awareness - sense, imagination, memozry,

or understanding. We cannot make Smith's mistake, for Descartes

e

*Obvious in that the active-passive distinction used by Morris
is clearly based on the separation of will and understanding in the

Meditations.

»
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does reject sensation and imagination explicitly and memory implicitly
1n that intuition is immediate épprehension. Thus if the light of reason
refers to the source of cognition in intuition the only possibility left is
the understanding. Thus the light of reason then refers simply to the
faculty of understanding as the source of intuitive awareness. In other
@s, when | have an intuition, that intuitive awareness which I have
is not awareness of something sensed, or irﬁagined but awareness of
something triggered by the light of reason, by pure Clnderstanding.

But one mt;st Be careful with the term ‘'faculty’; for although
Descartes himself uses it (HﬁL éS) we must heed not only Smith's
warning but Descartes' own (HRI, 39) that the mind does not consist
of separate faculties. Descartes does maintain that the "cognitive
po/\;v‘er’.' is one and the same whether it is referred to as pure underst;nd—
ing, imagination, sense, or memory.. The only difference is in the
object of cognition. In imagination cognition is of impressions of the
imagination, in sensation of impressions from sensible objects, and in
understanding cognition is of impressions of the mind -alone‘, when it
acts alone. * Thus, my proposal must be further modified, an intuition
sterms from a particular mode of knowing, a partiéular form of cogni-

tion which is called "pure understanding” or the light of reason.

*The concept of mind acting alone, should become clearer as.
I proceed w1th my analysis of deduction and reason itself.
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Intuition, then, is rooted in the understanding, in the mode of
knowing in which mind acts alone. To have an intuition is to have an
immediate conception or impression of something as self-evidently
true. Deduction, in contrast to the immediate apprehension of intui-
tion involves "a certain mo&ent or succession” (HRI, 8). For in-
stance, one may not immediately apprehend that 23 + 21 = 27 + 17, *
To comprehend this we must first intuit that 23 + 21 = 44 and then that

27 + 17 = 44. Thus to see that 23 + 21 = 27 + 17 requires beyond simple

‘intuition the further operation or recognition that the last statement is

the necessary conclusion of the two preceding ones. This further
operation is coined ‘'deduction” by Descartes and as can be seen in-
volves "a movement from facts to conclusion”. Thus deduction is
uriderstood as "all necessafy inference from other faéts the}t are known
with celrtainty" (HRI, 8).

intuition is validated by the immediacy and distinctness of’ the
conception, deduction, on the other hand, because ‘it involves a certain
succession of facts cannot be validated by the same kcriterion. Ité con-
clusions, though, can be certain if the prinqiple or facts upon which it

is built are true. Deduction, Descartes tells us, 'cannot by us be

erroneously conducted' (HRI, 7). But this is true only under one

*To use an exarﬁple which is not so clearly evident as 2 + 2 =
3 + 1. This being Descartes’ own example in Rule I1L '

§ . -
' x
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condition - "when performed by an understanding that is in the least
degree rational' (1IRI. S). If our inferences are conducted by a
rational understanding, and what this means at this point is unclear,
then we cannot err. QOur mistakes then are not due to faulty infer- .-
ence but are caused when poor foundationg, or "hasty prépositions"
are taken as the basis of our inferences. To the.extent that our first
or’grounding principles are true, the conclusions we draw from these
must also be trie. Thus, deduction grounded on intuition must yield
certain knowledge, .
Intuition then, can be characterized as the spontaneous recog-
nition of something as true and deduction as the process of construc-
tion, from intuited facts, of cpnclusions which are certain'but not
self-evident or immediately intuitive. However, it may be added here
that once a conclusion is reached via deduction it is possil'a“le to appre -
hend the process and conclusion in one simpi;a intuition, * For in-
stance, once I have deduced that 23 + 21 = 27 + 17 from the separate
intuition: 23 + 21 = 44, 27 + 17 = 44 if I go back and repeat this process

again gnd again I will come to an immediaté grasp of its truth and the

proceégs which led to it (1IRI, 19). Thus the same facts may be known

. . , |

" *It is necessary though to restrict this possibility to conclusions
not involving a long complex series of inferences. For clearly,  al-
though Descartes outlines a procedure for strengthening the mind's -
capabilities, in particular memory (Rule VII) there is an upper limit
to its ab111ty to retain Iacts -
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both by intuition and deduction.

Although Descartes repeatedly states that intuition and deduc-
tion are the only "certain routes to knowledge' one must not be drawn
to the conclusion that these are two mutually exclusive mecthods. For
not only arc these aspecté of one process in that intuition provides the
first principles for deduction, it must also be recognized that deduc-
tion itself is in more than one sense but a series of intuitions. Once
I have deduced from the series A=B, B=C, C=D, D=L, the con-
clusion A = E in consistently repeating the entire procéss of infer-
ences | corﬁe to an intuitive grasp of the series of steps. Thus the
whole series of inferences ,comes to be an intuition, that is we come
to an intuitive grasp of the whole series.

But in another sense, in the actual deduction itself intuition has
a role to play. To infer that A =B is' to have an immediate grasp of

,the relation between A and B. Although a number of prior step% may
have been necessary before the recognition of the relation between A
and B occurs, this relation when grasped is itself presented so self-
evidently and immediately that its truth is bey_ond doubt. | Thus each
inference, in'this case A = B, must itself be intuitively grasped. And
in this mannef, in the very process of deduction intuition plays a key

role. &’ .

Thus it can be argued that deduction is no more than an exten-

sion of intujtion, or a series of intuitions. And since intuition is itself

[UEPISN VUL R <R v L
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a "seeing’, or immediate awarenecss of a fact, one may be drawn, as
Kemp Smith is,9 to the conclusion that all our knowing is not a "making"
but only a "seeing'. And as long as deduction is viewed simply as a
series of intuitions which accumulate in one final complex intuition of
the series itself, this conclusion is valid.

But it must be noted that deduction itself involves a progression
ffom what is self-evident in intuition to a c.:onclusion that was not imme -
diately self-evident. Thus deduction and deductive knowledge not-only
involves a "seeing"” or immediate cognition of a first principle and
possibly of each step in the process but along with this there is a con-
struction, step by step, of knowledge not previously apprehended from
intuitable facts. Tims knowing, for Descartes, is not simply a "seeing"
but also a "making’, a building up of new facts, or conclusions, from
previously intuited facts. This "building up" will become even clearer
in the coming &cussion ‘of the "objects' of knowledge. .

Let us stop this exposition of the acquisition of knowledge for a
moment and tie tog“et‘her a numbe.r of importa'nt points. At the beginning
of this section "knowledge" was characterized as self~evident cognition

J .
and consisted of the corhbining of the self-evident. We can now under-
stand a little more fully what Descartes means by this. Self-.evident
cognition is nothing other than intuition and the combining of the self-
_eyidenc, the inferential process of ;iecwiuction. Thus knowledge is nothing

morte than intuition and deduction. "This not only expresses the way
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by which knowledge is won but, as we shall see, contains an indica-
’ -
tion of the very nature of knowledge itself.

Knowledgé, to recapitulate, is won by a single process which
consists of the combination of the operations known as intuition and
deduction. But although these operations constitute the nucleus of
Descartes’ Method, they are not performed in isolation.

Method consists entirely in the order and dis-

position of the objects toward which our mental vision

must be directed if we would find out any truth. We

shall comply wirth it exactly if we reduce involved and

obscure propositions step by step to those that are

simpler, and then starting with intuitive apprehen-

sion of all those that are absolutely simple, atterhpt

to ascend to the knowledge of all others by precisely

similar steps (HRI, 14).

This passage, and an important one indeed, contains two state -
ments., The first concerns the "objects’ of knowledge, and the second,
the procedure to be followed in ascending to the truth., Since we have
yet to discuss the objects of knowledge, this first point must be bypassed
for the moment. However, so as not to lose its significance, it must
be kept in mind that the procedure which follows in some way, yet un-
clear, is connected with the order and disposition of these objects.
Now, what is this procedure? It is, first, to separate the simple from
the complex and then starting with an intuitive grasp of the "absolutely
simple"”, deduce or "ascend"”, by intuitive grasp of inter-connections,

to knowledge of the complex,

This procedure contains an essential premise which holds for
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Descartes entire theory of knowledge and that is that all knowledge
conforms to a definéd order, or certain scries. This is essential not .
only for an understanding of the method but also, to briefly mention an
old problem, it is ¢ssential in understanding why principles of pﬁysics
are‘conceived of as dependent upon principles of metaphysics., Both of
these are predicated on the belief that knowledge is structured, that
there is a natural order.from simple to complex in all our knowing.

Begides this pi‘es&pposition, the above passage also reveals t‘he;
method by which this onger, or series, is constructed. ~ The first oper-
ation requires an analysis or reduction of the complex, or involved and
obscure, into its simpler components, which are intuitively grasped.
The secon;;l- consists of a reconstruction, or deduction, of the complex,

t
from the simple. The relation or connection between the simple and
the complex is disclosed in Descartes’ discussion of the absolute and
relaFive.
we must note first that for tﬁe purposes of our

procedure, which does not regard things as isolated

realities, but compares them with one another in order

to discover the dependence in knowledge of one upon

the other, all things can be said to be exther absolute

or relatlve (HRI, 15). .

In the preakdown of the obscure into its constituent parts all
"things (left vaguely as any fgct, proposition, etc.) ‘are t6 be classified

as either "absolute” or "relative”. But these "things'] it must be noted,

are not to be regarded as isolated realities, that is each thing is not to

4y
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be consiwdered as a single autonomous whole but is to be conceived of
as 1 some way dependent.  The necessity of this assumption is clear. ’
If all our "bits" of knowledge are to be conceived of as autonomous 1n )

.

nature then obviously there would be no grounds for asserting a connec-

tion between these, as Descartes must if in deduction we are to join

facts together. lHowever, the nature of this connection, unfortunately,
is left obscure by Descartes as are the terms "absolute' and "relative'. .
1 will call that absolute which contains within
itself the pure and simple essence of which we are
in quest (HRI, 15).
In order to understand this definition we must first satisfy our-
selves as to our quest. In general, our quest is for knowledge; thus,
the absolute would be that which contains in itself the essence of know-
ledge. However, this suggestion confus‘es rather than clarifics, To
try again. In what is comrt;.oniy referred to as the second part of the
Rules (Rule XXIII t:hfough Rule XI1V) Descartes offers us examples of

his method in use. These examples are formulated in terms of "'ques-

ttons' or problems to be solved. TIFrom this perspective, the absolute .

would be that proposition which contains the essence or key to the
solution of our problem. This is helpful, for Descartes in Rule VI
does state that the absolute is the “simplest and easiest" term or
proposition which ""we can make use of ... in rhe solution of questions'”

’

(HRI, 13).

. % P
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This chatacterization falls short as a definition, that 1s it doss
no: tell us what the absolute is, rather, it tells us how to recognize 1t
in any given series. And to help us in this recognition, [descartes
provides some examples; '"the term will be applicable to whatever
is consadered as being independent, or a cause, or simple, universal.
one, equal, like, straight, and so forth " (1IRI, 15). Needless to say,
one wishes a clearer formulation than that which is offered b\ Des-
cartes. But perhaps the closest that one can come to understand the
absolute is by conceiving it as the ultimate ground, or first proposition
in any given series, the proposition from which all others follow. And
those which follow, which in some way cfeéend on or are related to the
absolute, Descartes terms ''relative”, But again, instead of clarifica -
tion of this term we are given examples of what it is supposedly applied
to (HRI, 16).

Many questions remain. Primary among these arc the matters
of the nature of the absolute and relative and the grounds of dependency.
Descartes does tell us that they are of the same nature and that it is
this participation in this natuge which enables one to_relaté the absolute
to the relative (HRI, 15). But again', what is this nature and in Wl"l&t
sense does the relative share in the same nature as the absolute? But
on the positive side what emerges is a distincition which provides the
basis for distinguishing the simple from the complex.- The order of

method is from the simple to the complex. But how does one recognize
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the simple, or the "absolute simple’ which is to serve as the founda-
tion for reconstruction? [Descartes' answer appears to be'that after
we have analyzed the com;::lex, reduced it to its simple terms we then
examine all these terms and distinguish them according to their rela-
tivitv. The absolutely simple, which starts our ascent 10 knowledge,
then, would be the absolute term, the one that contains the key tothe
solution of our difficulty.

Perhaps, to clear away lingering clouds, an illustration of-the
formal aspects of knowledge, of its acquisition and consequently its
construction is in order. Since Descartes formulates his own illus-
trations in the context of problems to be solved, let us also follow this

procedure, for it will illustrate both how knowledge is acquired and its

logical structure.

o

.

Problem: 7 Given D, A, C, E, B; discover the order of
succession between A and E.

Step I: Reduce the complex, the order of succession
between A and E, into its simpler components.

Resulr: D/A/C/E/B

Step II: Distinguish the absolute from the relative and
list according to relativity of each item.

Result: A/B/C/D/E

Step III: With an intuitive grasp of the simplest relation
(AB) construct or deduce the order of succession.

Resulr; AB/BC/CD/DE. Therefore A, B, C, D, E.

+

This example shows clearly how knowledge is acquired. Analysis

of relevant information (Step 1) is followed by the arranging of items in
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relational sequence, from absolute to relative (Step II). These prelim-
inary steps break the complex into siumpler relations and thus enable
one by intuitive grasp of the simplest relation (AB) to ascend to know-
ledge of the most complex (Step I11). Thus knowledge is acquired
through analysis and orderly construction. The whole process can be
likened to the putting together of a jigsaw. First, all the pieces are
laid out and each studied individually. Then starting with one basic
glece one begins by connecting to it 1ts closest neighbor, and this in
turn 1s connected with its closest neighbor, and so on until the jigsaw
is complete. Thus, knowledgé, in 1ts formal aspect, is nothingother
than the putting together of bits of information. ¥ And Method is that pro-
cess by which we do the putting together. But let us recall the first
point made by E)escartes in Rule V, that the procedure we have just
outlined is itself predicated on the order and disposition of its objects.

Let us clarify this point.

The exposition to Rule XII begins with the following fundamental

-

distinction:
In the matter of the cognition of facts two things
alone have to be considered, ourselves who know and
the objects themselves which are to be known (I1RI, 35)

In the treating of knowledge two things alone have to be considered

*1 leave this ambiguous. The coming discussion of simple natures
will enlarge and clarify this "putting together".
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we who know, the subject which is awarc, and the objects known, that
which the subject 1s a\;vare of. " I.et us leave the first part for Jdiscus-
sion at a later point and turn directly to the "objects’ to be known.
But here Des'cartes does not give us what one would expect, for his
first comments make it clear that he is not using "objects" in the or-
dinary sense of the terﬁ

we assert that relatively to our knowledge

single things should be taken in an order different

from that in which we should regard them when con-

sidered in their more real nature (HRI, 40).

In this passage | take "single things" as a reference to objects
in nature (i.e. ' trees, books, etc.) and these Descartes maintains,
from the perspective of knowledge, true cognition, should be regarded
in ardifferent light than that of their more ''real nature'. To illustrate
. the difference Descartes uses the following example. If we consider a
body as having extension and figuré, from the point of view of the thing
itself, this body is~not regarded as a thing composed of two distinct
qualfties - exter;sion and figure. But relative to our understanding it is
so conceived. Relative to our understanding a body is a composite of

distinct natures - corporeal nature, * extension, and figure. And it 1s

in this latter manner, in our conception, or awareness, of objects as

s

[N

*This is the only reference to "corporeity' as a simple nature.
In his enumeration of simple natures pertaining to the purely material
(HRE, 41), Descartes lists the following natures - extension, figure,
motion. : . . B

¥
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a composite of simple natures that the "objects" of knowlcedge are to

be considered. But ﬁotice here that the notiomgf a thing in nature as
-~ .
distinct from our awareness of it disappears. For in true cognition
only two factors are to be considetred - the awareness or cognition of
the subject and that which he is aware of and this in terms of "objects"
is something composed of simple natures. The subject is only aware of
objects as such, thus no object can be conceived otherwise.
Let us now focus on the simples which comprise the object as
we are aware of it.
Hence hezie we shall treat of t'hings only in re-
lation to our understanding’'s awareness of them, and
shall call those only simple, the cognition of which is
so clear and so distinct that they cannot be analysed by
the mind into others more distinctly known (HRI, 50-41).
The above definitic;n of the simple rests on Descdrtes' notion of
the "distinct” and this needs clarif‘ication. From the Principles, Part
I, XLV (HRI, 237): the distinct is that which is "precise and different
from all other objects".‘ Thus the simple is that which is)so distinguish- .
able from all other t_hinés that it cannot be r%-’duced to or confused with
any other thing. Thus, to label extension, figure. and motion as
simplés common to matter is to consider these as distinct and irreducible.
# . But what are these simples? Descarcés offers no analysis or
descrﬁbtioﬁ, but &s with the absolute and relative he provides a list of

examples. Simples are classified as either purely intellectual, purely :

material, and those common to both. They are the basic constituents

Il

- 1
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of knowledge in that its objects are compositions of these. But are
simples only constituents of knowledge, are they merely, if at all,.

conceptual identities, i.e., notions of the mind? Brian E. O'Neil,

10

in his article ""Cartesian Simple Natures' ™~ presents an argument

for "epistemological direct realism" in the Rules. The major pre-
mise of his argument is that at least some simple natures, those
pertainifig to material things, are not merely conceptual but actual
constituent elements of the physical world., This is an important
point and should be examined closely. N

The suggestion that some simple natures are not mere ideas
is rooted in Descartes' enumeration of the simples. First, the purely

intellectual natures:
Those are purely intellectual which our under-

standing apprehends by means of a certain inborn light,
and without the aid of ahy corporeal image. That a
number of such things exist is certain, and it is impos-
sible to construct any corporeal idea which shall repre -
sent to us what the act of knowing is, what doubt is,
what ignorance, and likewise what the action of the

will is ... and so with other things (HRI, 41).

As O'Neil points out, 'Descartes is not just speaking here of

ideas, he is gpeaking of the act of knowing, doubt, ignorance, will-as

tt

things which exist. ” However, O'Neil's concérn is with the accepting
of 'such candidates as these as "parts of the world", And yet, since
mental substance, or mind, is clearly a part of Descartes' world, and

indeed a necessary one, these natures are more than ideas pértaining

L
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to mental substance. They are for Degcartes constituent elements of
the mental substance, mind.

What is a thing which thinks? It is a thing
which doubts, understands, conceives , affirms,
denies, wills, refuses, which also 1mag1nes and
feels (HRI 153).

. With regard to material simples, Descartes states:

»

Those things are purely material which we
discern only in bodies; eg. figure, extension, mo-
tion, etc. (HRI, 41).

The key here 1s "discern only in bodies'; material natures are

not discerned about bodies, but in bodies. Descartes' analysis of ex-

~

tension in Rule X1V confirms this point: -
A
My conception is entirely the same ikl say ex-
tension occupies place, as when I say that that which
is extended occupies place.

Let us now take up these words: body possesses
extension. Here the meaning of extension is not iden-,

tical with that of body, yet we do not construct two dis -

tinct ideas in oux imagination, one of body, the other of

extension, but merely a single image of extended body

(HRI, 38).

| :

There is no differenee between the conception, mind's awareness,
of an extended thing, or object, occupying a place and of extension occu-
pying place. Extension and extended things are one and the same, to
have an idea of extension is to.conceive an extended thing. 12 And again,
when one says body possesses.extension one does not form two ideas -

body and extension in the imagination and then put them together but

forms one idea - extended body. This would suggest that matérial -
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'3
natures (extending the above analysis to figure and motion) are not
something distinct from the material,

To add one further argument, let us consider Descartes' an-
swer to the question what is the nature of the magnet.

But he who reflects that there can be nothing

to know in the magnet which does not consist of cer-

tain simple natures evident in themselves, will have

no doubt how to proceed. He will first collect all the

observations with which experience can supply him

about this stone, and from these he will next try to -

deduce .the character of that inter-mixture of simple

natures which is necessary to produce all those effects

which he has seen to take place in connection with the

magnet (HRIL, 47). ;

Assuming that in material objects, an assumption which stands
in need of justification, there is nothing knowable in them other than
simple natures and their inter-mixture, what is required is to deduce
the inter-mixture of simples which produce the observed effects of the
magnet, But if these simples are mere ideas and not constituents of
» the material object then how can their inter-mixture account for actual
effects which we witness in connection with the magnet. Can ideas in
our head make rhagnets behave the way they do.

The above arguments, although reformulated in my own terms,
are derived from O'Neil’'s paper. Much more textual evidence could be
provided to make the point. But it has been sufficiently made. Simple-

natures are not merely constructs of the mind that knows, although

this may be the case with the common natures, but do constitute

v A
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elcments of real things. In so far as mind and body are natural exis-
tents, the simples which pertain to these are real elements of the
natural world and not simpl‘y elementary components of our knowledge ~
of the natural world. 'Simplesﬁto be precise are both glements of know-
ledge since we deduce conclusions on the basis of our awareness of
these and constituent elements ‘of natural objects in that they are in
conception inseparable from natural objects, this is part‘icularly SO
with regard to material simples.. Thus ore can further see that the
order of kxllowledge is the order of things Afor Descartes. Our aware-
ness of objects as composed of simples is awareness of objects in
their true nature.

The "objects' of knowledge, Ehen, are the simples and these, -
Descartes maintains, are known per se, or intuitively (HRI, 14, 42),
that is simple natures are what we intuit when we have an intuition.
And it is'their inter-mixtureﬂlwhich we infer in our deductiofns. For:

no knowledge is at any time» possible of any- -

thing beyond those simple natures and what may be

called their intermixture and combination with each

other (IHRI, 43).

With this, at last, we can begin to put an end to ai_l our enquiries
regarding Descartes’ concept of knowledge. For instancé, if I want to
- know the nature of the magnet, I can achieve this knowledge by first ob-

- asM .
~ serving the effects of this stone and then via deduction infer the particu-

-lar relations between, or intermixture of, its simple natures.
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All knowledge is self-evident cognition. All knowledge 1s in-
tuitive, or intuition of simple natures. But it is also the combining of
the self-evident; it is the putting together of bits of information, or
the cleducti;)n of the relationship between simple natures. And all know-
ledge is won by the same Method; by the analysis of the complex and
obscure into its simpler elements, or simple natures, and by recon-
struction via deduction, in which the inter-mixtures or connection be-

*

tween simple natures is clearly ‘grasped; thus enabling us to compre-
henci the complex unclothed of its férmer obscurity.

BL.HZ this procedure of analysis and synthesis, to recall Rule V
1Eis predicated on the order and disposition of its objects, These objects
as we ha‘ve discussed them are simple natures, Thus the whole‘ Method
rests ;)n Fhe doctrine of simple natures, It is because Descartes be-
lieves th;'a.t the objects of knowledge are simples and knowledge itself
the combination of these that the Method becomes viable. Analysis,
synthesis, intuition, deduction, are the only procedures which yield
knowledge because it is only .by following these that we will be able to
uncover simple natures and their inter—mixt‘:ures.'

If this is a true picture of Descartes' Method then a number of
‘questions of a critical nature preéen: themselves.  What rea-

sons does Descartes have for advocating the acceptance of the Method

along with its concept of knowledge and, what reasons can be provided

~ . . /\
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in support of Descartes’ claiin that Jdeduction, or more generally speak-
ing. the entire Method itself if properly followed will not yield erroneous
results, or why cannot one draw faulty inferences. And finally, what
justification can Descartes offer for the assumption that in material ob-
jects only simple natures and their inter-mixture are present, The
justification for this, as we shall see, is itself the purpose which the.

Meditations were written for.

3. Reason

In the foregoing section my effort was directed toward the un-
folding of the inter-structure of Descartes’ Method, in this sect.ion I
hope to uncover that hidden mechanism which makes the Method work.
Descartes' Method is not simply an instrument to be used in the dis-
covery and construction of knowledge but, in itself, represents or
illustrates the role of the mind, tﬁe "we who know", in the acquisition
of knowledge. Knchledge is seélf-evident cognition; intuition and de-
duction are not only "'mental operatijons' but the only operations which
yield knowledge. Thus the search after truth has a mental component,
Let us isolate this aspect of knowledge.
| With regard to we who know (Rule XII), Descartes enumerates

four "faculties”* - understanding, imagination,.sense, and memory,

v

*For a discussion of Descartes' use of the term "faculties' see
pp. 37, 40. - ) :

-
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and asserts that the understanding alone is capable of perceiving the
truth, Descartes does not offer us a complete picture of the knowing
agent, what th@\m\ind is, what body is, and the facultfies which assist
our knowing, and his brief presentation is prefaced by the admission
that the following "'facts” need not be believe;a unless one is so in-
clined (HRI, 36). In other words, the following analy:sis is unsub-
stantiated, no justification is presented for its validity. The reasons
for this qualifiéation afe interesting; however, they cannot be revealed
at this time.

Sense, primarily, is classified as passive (HRI, 36) and oper-
ates on the same principle as wax receiving an impression from a seal,
And while the e}(térnal sense organ is that w‘hich is stimulated by an
object, the "iaea or figure' of the object- is carried to the common
sense and impressed on the fancy or imagination. Thus, imagination,
in this respect, is passive, as is merﬁory, characterized here as the
retention of impressio;ls. The power by which we con{e to know or be-
come aware of impressions or ideas, here no distinction that is clear
is made between these, Descartes tells us is "purely spiritual'. How ~
ever, in his rfxt statement rafher than clarifg; what he means by this,
Descartes obscures the naturé of this power when he ad;js that'this
power is "not less disti‘.nc:t from every i)art of the body than blood from
bone or hand frorﬁ eye" (_HRI, 385. What is clear though is that this

~power is a "single agency, whether it receives impressions from the
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common sense simultancously with the tfancy, 61' applics i'tsélf to those
that are preserved in the memory, or forms new ones' (II.RI, 38-39).

One agency then is responsible for,all awareness. Properly
called. this is mind. It is pass'i.ve when it attends to impressions pre-
viously formed in the imagination and aétive when it forms new impres-
sions of its own. It is mind which sees or touches when it applies itself
to the impressions of the senses. It is mind which is -said to remember,
or imagwe, or conceive (when it creates new impressions). And it is
mind when acting alone which understands. Thus uncierstanding is an
aétivity of mind alone, _But what is it to "understand"'.; Descartes does

- not elaborate, However, if i‘t is the understanding alone which is capable
of perceiving the truth, then "understanding" can only be awareness of
the truth, And since the only two operations which bring this awareness
ab.out are intuition and deduction, these must be opera%i'ons of the under-
standing, of mind when it acts, alone.

One caﬁ now begin to see why Desc¢artes' Method is the only
method prescribed for the search after.truth. If truth is a function of
the understanding alone and .intuit‘ion and deductiop operations of the
understanding, then Descartes' Method is nofhing other than' the natural
functioning of our understanding. In describing his Method, Descartes’
describes not only a méans for acquiring tﬁe truth but also the way .in
which our understanding operates., Method, then, is lnothing other than

" g huran intelligence fuhctiéning in accor‘danc,e with its own. nature, it is
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néthing other than the way my understanding works. To understand
Descartes' Method is to understand how the "faculty' of pure under-
standing operates, it is to understand "mind" itself. My ar.gument
then is this: since Method is mind at work, this provides the basis
for an angwer to why Descartes’ Method is the only means to knowledge.
If intuition and deduction were not natural operations, of the undersgand-
ing, then the Method would be entirely superfluous.
Method then is an expression of\'.:he nature of the understanding.

Bur let us characterize this nature a little more carefully. Earlier in-
tuition and deduction were characterized as one single process. The
time has come now to name that process. And the title to be given it
is that of ”reasc;n". Peter A. Schouls, in "Descartgas and the Autonorr.{y
of Reason", is cafeful to point.out that both intuition and deduction
together and neither singly express the nature of reason. 13 However,
he fails to state why this is so. The reason, | think, lies in the charac-
terization of reason as a process. A 'process'’, roughly, is something
which involves a movement or progression. Deduction, in itself, is
just this: a movement from inference to inference. But deduction, '
alone, cannot provide the first principles upon \vhich all inferences
follow. Intuition must supply this. Thus, for the process to be complete,
both intuition and deduction are necessary. |

| It would be unfair to hold‘Schoul’s accountable for not clarifying

why both'operations are necessary components of reason, since he is



primarily interested in the problem of reason’s autonomy and thus pro-
vides only the material necessary for the illumination of his argument,
rather than an exhaustive study of the nature of reason itself, 14 How-
ever, we ourselves cannot rest content with only a partial grasp of
reason. Method consists of more than intu'ition and deduction, and if
Method is but the process of reasoning then reason itself is not simply
intuition and deduction. Along with these, Metl{od involves analysis of
problems or complexities into their simpler constituents. Reason.
then, too, if Method is an expression of reason, must also be analytic,
it must, in nature, be predisposed to Sreaking up complexities into
simpler parts. It must be predisposed to the discovery of simple |
natures.

Reason, then, is not simply the process of intuition and deduc-
tion, that is reason is not simply a process of construction, it .is also,
and prior to this, a process which breaks up the complex into its simpler
elements. Reason has both a synthetic and analytic aspect, ‘The analytic
aspect, as abovg; consists of the breaking up of complexities into their
simpler elements, or into their constituent simple natures., In its syn-
thetic function reason é.ccumulages knowledge by discovering connections
' and relationships between the simpler elements. But it must not be for-
gotten that in all of this there is a precise order to be foilowéd. One
does npt simply connect 'simples together in.any haphazard.fashion. One

begins with the simpler connections, the least relative, and deduces

.
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step by step the chain of consequences until the most relative. or most
complex relation is discovered., The origin of this ordering we have
previously traced to the disposition of the Method's objects. Thus rea-

son in its orderly deduction of knowledge is not itself the source of this

order but merely discovers it as present in its objects. Reason does

not create simples and their relations but discovers these in narlire.
To reason, then, is not simply to draw inferences but to draw
inferer;ces in an orderly manner - from the simplest relation to the
most complex. But if reason operates as so described one can raise
the legitimate question of why this power of reason cannot lead one into
error if properly conducted. The coi‘nerstone of any epistemology *
rests not merély on its ability to explain the basis of our knowledge
but also in its ability to account for error. If error cannot be satis-

factogjly accounted for then the theory is clearly deficient. Within the

Rules error is grounded not 1n faulty inference but in the acceptance of

groundless propositions as the basis of inference. But why cannot

deduction, or more broadly speaking, reason, draw false inferences?

L3

The answer to this question, as I shall show, rests on the autonomous

»

status of reason. N

Is reason autonomous? The Statement that reason properly con-

ducted cannot err displays Descartes' apparent trust in reason; for

Descartes this is a faultless instrument. But what is the basis of this

»
-

trust? Is reason trustworthy in itself, that is totally autonomous, or
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is it to be trusted because it possesses some kind of external sanction?
. : . S 15 ..

Those famihar with current Cartesian literature ~ will instantly recog-
nize the difficulties commentators have in‘asserting a clear answer to

this question. | It is not my intention to join ranks on this issue; rather,

having notice t most of the discussion on this question centers en-

tirely on tpistworthiness of reason within the Meditations, | cannot

help but wonder if an important source of information has been over-

looked. The clearest formulation of reason occurs in the Rules. 1Is it

not possible then that a clue to an answer may be found within this work?
One might thus hope to gain an insight into this problem by scru-
tinizing Descartes' doctrine of Method. But, unfortuna'ltely, not many
clues are here provided and what is' stated is far from clear. Still, what
does emerge may be of help., With regard to the basic operations of the
Method, intuition-and deduction, Descartes, iﬁ Rule IHV, states that
"unless our undeiéstanding were already able to employ them, it could
comprehend none of the precepts of that very method, not even the sim-
plest” (HRI, 10). That the undei‘standing is readily able to intuit and
deduce supports indirectly the proposition that reasoning is a natural

propensity of our understanding. And yet because the understanding is /

naturally able to intuit and deduce, * does this in itself guarantee its

*This claim is by far one of the most significant in all of Descartes'’
writings, and requires more attention than possible here. And yet, if
reason, as Descartes conceives it, is not a natural propensity of our
understanding, if the process of reasoning is other than Descartes ~
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infallibility ?
In the next paragraph, in urging for the acceptance of his Method,
for the acceptance, indirectly, of his cancept of reason, Descartes sug-

gests that his Method is not at all something entirely new, that the

.ancient philosophers did have some knowledge of it, that they were na-

turally drawn towards 1t Upon the heels of this follows: "For the human

~

mind has in it something that we mav call divine. wherein are scattered

. the first germs of useful modes of thought" (HRI, 10).

Granted, that the meaning of this sentence is far from clear, the

m;ssage, nevertheless, appears to be that in the mind there is some-

. thing which contains the rudiments of ”usefui" tfaought and this is called
the "divine"™. Is the "divine" then responsible for our ability to reason,
reason being a "useful mode of thought", or is this ability it:seﬁ "divine"
because it is a useful mode of thought? Altﬁough Descartes’ language
suggests that the proper way of looking at this is the former, thé‘ambi-
guities, _in particulér the uncélarified term '"'divine"’, in the above staté—
ment, makes the suggestion that some outside t‘hing called thé "divine"

2 t

is responsible for our way of thinking almost nothing mozre than a wild

-

speculation. But then, one must not forget that in the fourth Meditation
o

Descartes consistently speaks of "faculties' given to us by God, namely,

4

-

" (continued from pg. 58) _

‘ 4 & . -
describes it, then in go far as '"reasén’*uypderlies Descartes philosophy,
the whole corpus 'of' writings falls to %in. ~

3
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the understanding and the will. And in Principle XXX, Descartes
speaks#of the light of nature, man's coghitive power, as "the faculty

. k
of knowledge which God has given to us" (HRI1, 231).

What this amounts to is tl}e conclusion that reason is not auto-
noimous, that its trustworthiness in some way rests in God, or more
precisely it is trustworthy because it is given to us by God. Of ‘course,
the exact relation between r:eason and God constitutes a major problem
within Descartes’ writings; yet, though the details of this relation pre-
sent numerous problems, the general proposition that the trustworthi-,
ness of reason rests in God's hands cannot, in my mind, be challenged.
But if reason, itself, is the basis of Descartes’ Method,' if it is the in-
strument which discovers knowle_dge, then ultimately, the only re;son

we have to accept Descartes' Method is its roots in a rationdl faculty

given to us by God. . -

4, Concluding Argument

[yl

’At best I have presented a general outline of Descartes' Method
and of his concept_of'reasén, which the Method is considered an exer-
cise of. And if the material presented appears in too favorable ;';1 light,
it is precisely because my aim lies in the uncovering of the-foundations
of Descalrtes' thought and not in a’.critincal assessment of his thought.

_ And this., I hope to show, is precisely reason itself. But before this,

-

let us put Descartes' concept of reason into perspective. At the
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beginning of this chapter I referred to Rule I and Descartes’ claim that
knowledge consists of sound judgement. Rule I, itself, containé the
statement that the end of all study is sound judgement. But we have
seen that Method yields knowledge in that we combine tﬁe seif—evident
(simple natures) via deduction, We must inqui;e thg'n what the rela-
tionship is between combining the self—evidenL and the pronouncement
of sound judgement.

We need not search distant hills, for an explanation, for reason.
the process of construction is also, according to the Discourse, Part 1,
"the power of forming a good judgement and of distinguishing the true
from the false" (HRI, 81). To distinguish the truth, which is to make\
a good judgement, is to reason, But reason itself is the ﬁrocess of
drawing inferences. Yet, to draw an inference,. to reach a conclusion,

is to formulate a truth. Thus through reason we come to know the truth

and to make sound judgements as to what is the truth. To illustrate

-

-

reason as the power of good judgement, let us again consider the na-

' : . (
ture of the magnet. If we want to form a correct judgement as to the
nature of this stone, whaT are we required to do? We are requlred to
deduce the character of the inter- mlxture of simple natures, the char-
acteristics of these as they are combined in the magnet ‘which produce
all the effects connected with the magnet. In doing this we reason and

in doing this, in uncovering the nature of the magnet, its particular

combination of simple. natures, we come to form a correct judgement



in regard to its nature.

Thus, to form a good judgement is to reason. ;I‘o ded‘uce all
the facts necessary to arrive at a clee_a-r understanding of something,
"in this case, the magnet, is to in the end form a correct judgemé&nt,
to discern the true from the false. e

This example illustrates the connection between knowledge and
the ability to form a good judgemént. To know, to discov;ar the answer
to a probklem amounts to the same as the forming of a correct judgement
abogt something, i.e., the nature of the magnet. A correct, or sound,
judgement is one based on the conclusions of rational deduction. Sound
" judgément then is possible only on the condition that the Method is fol-
lowed. But Method itself is an exercise of reason; hence, good judge-
ment is naught but reason,' it is the end result of the rational process.

_Now, with regard to reason as the foundation of Descartes’' ‘T
entire philosophy, the first step is to solidify the proposition that -
Method is nothing othe‘r than human reason. éor_ it is possible to main-

tain that Method is the key to Descartes' thought and yet deny that rhis

-

A

statement is equivalent to the statement that reason underlies Descartes
philosophy. In other words, it may be proposed that Method is an

exercise of something other than reason. For instance, A.E. Keaton,

"Descartes’ Method™, 'sees Descartes' particular method as a species ‘

of the "general method of mathematical analysis', 16 And if one wished

to stress the mathematical nature of Descartes’ thought it is not

X
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impossible to conclu:le that Method as an application of mathematics
is the yoke of Descartes' system.

| No one can rightly dény't}{e inflience of Arithmetic and Géo—
metry on Descartes’ thought. But let us ask how Descartes conceived
these disciplines. In Rule Il Descartes gives; his reasons for his
attachment to these. Two reasons are put forward (HRI, 5). The
first is that the;se disciplines deal with objects so "pure and uncom-
pliéated" that they cannot be rendered uncertain by experience. The
seéond, that these disciplines consist of nothing, more than '"the
rational deduction of consequences”. Thé first reason Descartes
_ g_;ives suggests that the objects of Arithmetic arlld Geometry axre objects
'~ of intuition - pure arid uncomplicated obj'ects not grounded .in experience
(i.e., simple natures). And the second that the process of mathemat-
ical reasoning is none other than the deduction of consequences. What
1 am proposing is that Arithmetic and Geometry have significance for
Desca;ftes because as modes of knowing these, and fhfis alone, ex-
press the nature of the undersi:andiné; of reason itseif.
These two methods [Arithmetic and Geometry]
are nothing else than the spontaneous fruit sprung
from the inborn principles of the discipline in ques-
tion [the human mind] (HRI, 10).
Mathematics accustoms the mind to recog-
nizing the truth, because it is in Mathematics that

examples of correct reasoning;- which you will find
. nowhere else, are to be'found (CB, 48). ’
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Mathematics, or Arithmetic and Geometry, two disciplines
within the field of A\‘Iathe"ﬁlatic's, * are grounded in the human mind, and
Mathematical reasoning is but an illustration of human reasoning. It
follows then that Mathematical reasoning is of value to Descartes
oniy because it is an exercise of human reasc;n. Thus it is human
reason and not simply Mathem:;ltics which lies at the basis of Descartes’
Method. This though is not to ignore the fact that Descartes' Method
is clothed in an "'outer husk" o.f Méthematicai de'monstraéion. But
again, this is simply the ;'oucér husk" of the Method, its inner core
is the natural process of human reason.

It cannot be denied then that reason, though be it expressed in
the form of mathematical reasoning, is the foundation of Descartes’
Method. Let us now examing the relatiohship between Method and
Physics., Physics, roﬁghly, is that discipline which has as its object
the material world, To determine thé relationship between Physics and
Method, i.ye. , reason,-I px;oposé to examine Descartes' description of
méceriél phenomena, in particular th:;t of fire, for the description of
fire» in ge‘neral typifies Descarges‘.accoun; of all material objects.‘

~From The World, Chapter II:

a——

-

« , *"When first I applied mind to Mathematics . .: [ paid special
attention to Arithmeric and Geometry" .(HRI, 11). :

4
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When it burns wood or any similar material,

we ‘can see at a glance that it removes small par-

ticles of this wood, and separates them one from

anothexr transforming thus the finer parts into fire,

into vapor and smoke, and leaving the grosser parts

as ashes (Selections, 315).

Thus Descartes' analysis of fire consists of two things. First,
small particles and second, the separation of these as the cause of the
phenomenon we witness and call fire. The fire itself is comprised of
the smaller particles of wood and the residue, or ash, is but the
coarser parts. The agent responsible for the separation of particles
is the flamie, which Descartes describes as:

composed of small parts which are in motion
separately one from another, with a motion very rapid
~and very violent, and which, thus moving themselves,

push and move with themselves the parts of the bodies

which they touch, and which do not offer them too

great resistance (Selections, 315-316).

Let us conceive the matter thus: the flame is a group of small
rapidly moving particles. , When applied to wood, the particle's in the
flame through their rapid violent motion break up the particles in the

wood. The smaller parts offering the least resistance are consumed
. by the flame, that is they, when touched, assimilate the same motion
as the particles in the flame and thus themselves become a part of the
-agent. The gi‘osser parts, because of their size, offer more resis-
tance than the finer particles; thus, when struck they will not assim-
ilate the rapid motion of the particles in the flame but will spin off

-

\ and fall as ash.
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At first glance, Descartes’ desc;iption'bears little resemblance
to his analytic procedure in the Method. But let us recall that the
siﬁplés which constitute Knowledge are not strictly defined by Descartes
and that the simples we are aware of can be' considered as constituent
elements of the physical world. Earlier, we also characterized the
absolute term, or the simplest and easiest term in 4 series as that
which contains the essence 01: key to the solution of problems. Now,
if we consider Descartes' description of fire as an answer to the ques-.
tion what is fire, we can immediately see that the answer consists of
the particular mation of small particles. Thus the small particles®
would be the simple, or the absolute term, which account for Descartes’
explanation of fire;.anci the vari'ous sizes and motions, which constitute
the characteristic inter-mixture of simples foun’d in fix:e‘ would be that
which accounts for the effects of the flame which we witness. Descaftes'
account of fire then is none other than an explanation based on simlples.
small particles, and their relation or inter-mixtures (motion and size)
and thus follows the Metﬁod exactly in the concept of its object's. And
that which deduces the inter-mixture of simples to arliive”at knowledge
is nothing other than the process‘of reason; thus, the above account of
fire is a rational explanation based on the notionﬂ of simples and their
inter ~mix;ure. -

. That the nature of matter in general ié'explairied by Descartes

in terms of small particles in motion is verified by a number of various

. a S UZ/“
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places in his writings. for instance, in the First Discourse of the

‘Meteorology and in Chapter VI of The World. And if these small

particles are to be taken as the simples out of which our knowledge
of the xﬁaterial world is constructed, then clearly th;e Method, and
reason itself, is at work in Descartes' physics. Scientific know-
ledge is achieved then through the Methbd, by the rational deducdop
of relationships between ﬁarticles. [et Uus now turn to philosophy °
proper, or metaphysics. The objects of metaphysics, as outlined

in the Dedication to the Meditations are two - the human soul and

God. And to treat these, Descartes, noting that his Method was cul-

tivated for the resolution of difficulties of every kind in the 'Sciences"

feels it his "'duty" to apply the Method in the resolution of these dif--

ficulties also (HRI, 135). Thus the intention of application is clbarly y

evident. The existence ofl the soul as distinct ‘from the body and the
existence of God are then demonstrgted within the te xe of this work.
It is beyond the scope of thist project to consider in detail the various
comple;citie_s and problems which emerge in the course of Descartes’
demonstrations. But like Beck!” 1 feel that 'the' methodological basis

of the Meditations can be established with satisfaction by presenting

a general.outline of the material in this work.

If one loeks carefully at Descartes' procedure in the Medita-

tions one will dlSCOVEI‘ that this procedure is none other than that of

the Method. For instance, the purpose of the flI‘SE Medxtanon is to

]
i -

i
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clear the ground for certain knowledge by the elimination .of all false
opinions, Descartes proposes to achieve th;s by examining the prin-
ciples upon which his opinions rest; these are two - sensation and
reason. He then egamine,s both in turn and concludes that both are
uncertain. But What has happened herc;? LLet us recall that Rule V
direc;ts us to reduce all complex prop?sitions into those that are
simpler. And is this not what Descartes has just complied with? The
complex in this case is "all former opinions' and these are reduced
to two simple propositions or principles - senéation_and reason. Then
an analysis of each in turn is perfpmnéd to discover.the degree of
their cercéinty.

The first Meditation concludes that no certain knc;wledge was
contained in any former opinion and this on the basis of the "evil
genus” hypothesis. 'aThe second Meditation produces Descartes' first
certain truth, In reflecting on the possibiiity that he may be deceived,
Descarteé recognizes immediétely .that he must exist, for how is -it
possible that he be the victim of deception if he does not exist? In the
-,iivords of ‘the Discourse: |

‘ But immediately afcer‘;vards I noticed that

whilst I thus wished to think all things false, it was

absolutely essential that the 'I' who thought this

should be somewhat (HRI, 10).

Thus Descartes hgé hi.s first piece of certain knowledge -'an
intuitigh"of his existé\ckce. And indeed, it is an int&ition," for the fact

AN

AN

,-\
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that one exists is offered in the Rules as an example of an intuition

3
(HRI, 7). And furthermore, in his Reply to Objection II. Descartes
states:
He who says, 'l think. hence 1 am, or exist'

does not deduce existence from thought by a syllo-

gism, but, by a simple act of mental vision, recog-

nesis it as if it were a thing that is known per se

(HR 11, 38).

Hence, the fundamental operation of intuition provides for
Descartes his first piece of certain knowledge. At this point Descar-
tes knows that he exists but he does not yet know what this 'I' is that |
exists, Again, he proceeds by analysis of all his former thoughts,
but this time onthe nature of the 'I' and concludes that the ‘I’ is a
“"thing which thinks". Once establishing the nature of the 'I" or the
thinking thing, Descartes proceeds in the third Meditation via deduc-
tion to the conclusion that God exists.

N
And the whole strength of the argument which

I have here made use of to prove the existence of God

consists in'this, that I recognized that it is not pos-

sible that my nature should be what it is, and indeed

that I'should have in myself the idea of God, if God

. © did not veritably exist (HRI, 171).

The details of Descartes’ argument for the existence of God
are complex and difficult to unfold but its general design, in essence,
is but an illustration of reason at work. Intuifion of his existence is
followed by an analysis of the concept of the 'I' which exists, The T’

is a thinking thing, that is it has thoughts or ideas. And the ideas
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contained in the mind are reduced by Descarles., to three simple kinds
(again, the procedure‘of dividing the complex into its simpler parts is
adhered to). Ideas are classif‘ied as innate, adventitious, and fictitious
(HRI. 160). After examining each of these in turn. Descartes concludes
that only the idea of God has its origin i‘n something other than the human
mind; it is not an adventitious or fictitious idea. The conclusion which
follows is that God must exist because the idea of God, in so far as it
does not originate in the human mind, necessitates God's existence.
Thus, intuition of self, analysis of ideas, leads to the inference that

God exists. Analysis of the simple nature, the thing which thinks (mind),
of its contents, leads to the rational deduction of the existence of God.

One can see then that certain arguments in the Meditations illus-

trate the influence of the Method on Descartes' metaphysics. " But this

can also be seen in the general design of the Meditations. The purpose

of the Meditations is to secure certain knowledge, in particular to es-

tablish the certainty of the existence of material bodies. The first
proposition toward this conclusioﬁ is provided by intuition - the existence
of the self, the 'l'. This, if you like, is the absolute term, the simple
proposition on which all those that follow depend. On the basis of this
propésition, the first deduction Descartés makes is the existence of God.
And this conclusion eventually leads to the certainty of the existence of

material bodies, Thus the whole of the Meditations, in its constructive

A
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aspect is but one long chain of reasoning, which stems from a basic
imtuition and in which each step is built upon the foundations of the
preceding step. This, and the above, although very general, | sub-
mit as adequate to show that there is a connection between the pro- ~/\
cedurc or arguments which establish Descartes’ metaplhysical prin- /
ciples and the methodology of the Rules. N\

We have viewed briefly the methodological foundations of
Descartes' Physics and Metaphysics. But one thing remains yet,

4

and that is to explain the connection between Physics and Metaphysics.
If this can be adequately comprehendea then in as much as Descartes’
concept of knowledge incorporates both of these into one system, the
factor which accounts for the necessity of this connection will 1ead\to
that which truly underlies Descartes’ entire thought. And here again
we must see the role of reason in this connection., Earlier I noted
that Descartes' account of the knowing subject, of sensation and the
knowing power, was presented in the twelfth R‘ule as an unsubstantiated

hypothesis. But this'is not the only theory that Descartes introduces

as hypoihe{ical. In the Meteorology, with regard to terrestrial bodies,

Descartes admits:
’ It is true that since the knowledge of these mat-
“ters depends on general principles of nature which have
not yet, to my knowledge, been accurately explained,
I shall have to use ‘certain hypotheses at the outset, as
[ did in the Optics. But I shall try to render them so
simple and easy that perhaps you will have no difficulty
in accepting them. even though I have not demonstrated
them-(Olscamp, 264). -
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And agamn. in regard to the entire treatise of The World, Des-*
cartes writes:
. Let, then, your thought pass for a little while
beyond this world, that you may behold anothex wholly
new one, which [ shall cause to rise to view in imagin-
arv spaces (Selections, 318).
In the text which follows, Descartes proceeds to paint his imag-

inary world. But why is this world imaginary, and why ié‘t\qe treatise
: ~

of the Meteorology and the description of the knowing aspect, i\ par-

ticular of sensation, prefixed as unsubstantiated facts? The answ \,I ..\

think, lies in the above quote from Olscamp. that knowledge in those \ B

matters, in Descartes’ physical theories depend dn general principles
of nature which have yet to be demonstrated. A number of these prin-
ciples are outlined in The World:

_that each individual particle of matter remains
always in one and the same state, so Jong as contact
with others does not compel it to change it (Selections,
323). ‘

that when one body impels another, it cannot
impart to it any motion without at the same time losing
" .s0 much of its own, nor take from it so much as its
own is thereby increased (Selections, 325). )
that when a body moves, although its movement
is most frequently in a curved line’... nevertheless
each one of its particulars in particular tends always
to continue its own motion in a straight line (Selections, o o,
327). ) ’ ‘

I suggest that it is principles like these, which regulate the

initial confusion and chaos in Descartes’ imaginary world, which stand
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in need of demonstration. 1If these can be demonstrated as true then
one has every reason to believe that these principles and the order

they account for are applicable to all worlds in which we perceive

P

similar order, i.e.:', the old real world. These principles and the

&

. world they regulate are borh created by God (Selections, 318, 322).

Thus 1f one can e'établish the existence of God then one has adequate .
grounds to belieA;e tn the certainty of these principles. Descartes’
Metaphysics, g:s we have seen, seeks to e¢stablish the existence of
God. Thus, Metaphysics and Physics are connected in that God, the '
object of me‘t’aph%rsics. once established guarantees the principles
which account for the oxder in the physical world.

This is‘one way in which a connection between Metaphysics and

ghere is also another connection.

)

Physigs can be established.

E . f
Descartes' physical world RIS of small particles, simples, and
their various relations (i.e., motion-and size). Knowledge of these is

required by the cognitive activity Sf reason. Yet, for reason to dis-

cover the truth in these matters two prior conditions must be satisfied.
Reason is but a particular mode of knowing differentiated from imagin-

ation and sensation in that it is a form of pure cognition. And yet for

my reason to operate as a mode of knowledge what is required is that

I exist. This is the first condition. Furthermore, reason operates on
objects,which it is aware of as the inter-mixture of simples. But reason

R - :
can be aware of such objects only if such objects constitute the nature

of the physical world.

apé
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The objcciii/e of the Sixth Meditation, Descartes states. is to
prove the existence of material things, that is Lhat the mate'ri'al world
exists. This material world which Descartes seeks to establish,
though. is not simply any material world, but the material world as
Descartes conceives it to be, as consisting of nothing but extended
bodies and their motions (1iRI, 254-255), of the simple nature: exten-
sion and its va‘rious relations. The second condition then is the exis-
tence of material objeots.

Thus for reason to operate, for reason to reqdire knowledge’,
.two, prior truths must first be established - the existence of self and
of the material world. Without these, knowledge is impossible, for
there would be no certainty with regard to the existence and natur€ of
the knower and the known. And it is these objects - the self and the
mote'ridl world, the natufe of, and their existence, which constitute
two of Descartes' main metaphysical preauppoé'itions. The third, God,

N .
- is necessary, for although Descartes has immediate intuition of the ex-
ist‘énce of the knower. ile.i;.g ‘not immediately certain that the material

't N b .
world exists in nature as extended matter, but through the sanction of

|
.

God this can be derhonstrated as a certamty
Thus Metaphysxcs supports Physms in that knowledge of physmal
ObjeCtS is impossible wnhout the metaphysmal foundatijons of rnmd and

God. Knowlédge for Descartes can oniy be certain knowledge and cer-

-

tain knowledge is knowledge based on awareness of first’ causes or

LN

-
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Principles. The first Principles, the causes, the a priori necessary
conditions,” for knowledge are mind and God. In this way, Physics

+

and Metaphysics join to form one complete indubitable system of .
knowledge. Without the metaph_ysmal foundations, Descartes' physics,
however internally consistent and comprehensive, cannot produce cer-
tain knowledge, for Physics, itéelf, cannot account for its own pos -
sibility. Pnhysiical knowledge is possible only if mind and God exist.

And this only Metaphysics can establish.- .

Whether Descartes' Metaphysics actually succeeds in this is be-

side the point, for my purpose is to outline why there must be a connec-

t

tion between the roots and the trunk of Descartes' "tree'. It is.human,

reason, the instrument of all knowledge which makes such a connec-

tion necessary. Reason cannot function, no certain knowledge is pos-
sible without mind and God.

Descartes' Metaphysics, then, is a necessary component of his

theory of knowledge. And his metaphysical foundations, if taken as
sound, do eliminate the worries of the sceptics, [ndubitable know-
ledge is obtain_able for Descarfes because the tree of knowledge is the

tree of reason and reason in its metaphysical employment provides the '

L

foundation for reason in its physical employment. However, I have

tried to show #hat it was not scepticism, per se, which required Des-

rd

cartes to venture into the metaphysical realm but rather, his concept |

T -

of knowlédgg as pe:cjfé'ct knewledge which necessitatéd such a.found'ation. <

L}

.
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Of course, the outcome is the overturning of scepticistn, if Descartes’
tree is sound, but the aim is a complete system of rational deduction.
And this is the motivation and core of Descartes' entire thought.'

But in his endeavor to extend reason to all things that man is
aware of, a problem of major import comes to tt;e horizon. To extend
Method to Physics and Metaphysics singly is pe'rmissible -But 1f the

Metaphys1cs is to serve as the foundatlon and justification for the

Physics, for truths about material objects, then a deepparadox lies

" at the heart of Descartes' system. For the physical theories as con-
» ‘ . -

1w

.physical p;inéiples.

structs of reason rests on metaphysical principles which again are the

constructs of reason. Thus reason is used to justify reason., The em-
& , . PREREE

. ployment of rational deduction in metaphysics justifies, or guarantees

the veracity of, the erpployment of reason in the physical field. In
other words, Descartes' physics yields knowledge of the material world

only because the same process of reasoning yields knowledge of meta-

~

¢

. > ¢ .
This apparent paradox, to those familiar with Cartesian liter-

‘ature, is but a reformulation of the complex problerri known as the

‘.

"Cartes1an C1rcle" or Descartes' "Valldatlon of Reason” [t is not

w1th1n the scope of this pro;ect to sorf &J-E the phllosopl*nc debate on

* this 1ssue. The best I can do 1s to acknowledge the presence ‘of this

, ~

apparent problem as a factor m ther evaluatton of the soundness of

Descartes scheme for perfect knowledge aMy purpose bemg to

50
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burrow towards the foundations of Descartes' scheme, having achieved

this, I must rest content, for the moment, with my own discovei:ies..

Lo
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Chapter III ,

THE NATURE OF MAN

1. Mind and Matter

Looking back, in the first two, chapters of this thesis [ seem to
have strayed far from my expressed burboses iﬁ the Introduction,
that is to map out the fouﬁéations f(;r the dualistic teljminology and
the origins of the mind-body problem in the philosophy of Desc;artes.
But let me, briefly, put this material into context. - An analysis of |
Descartes' c’ohcept_ of knowledge has yigelde'd the methodological fo'un-.
dations of his thought. .We have seen the structure which knowledge
has, anci héwe Wime_ssed the operation through which it is acquiréd,
namely, reasén. " But for reason to acquire knowfedge two metaph&s-
ical claims must f"irstwbe made - thg asserpion of theléognitive self
ard ‘of the existence of God as the c;:eator and gu.iérahtor of the veracity
of knowledge about the ma’teriadl world, about its existence and nature,
F;)r without tﬁe material wo'r'Id there would be no object for reason to
obe;éte on andzlxa{rithout 'm'ind there cou‘ld be no réason',' nr;, kpowle‘dge.
Thus we are led directly to m‘indwainyd ‘mat;tér.‘*_ | |

Let us first-expand on Descéx;ﬁes_ ' notion of,mind. _"Rej'ason is

<

78



79

pure understanding, or pure "mind" at work. "Thus implicit in Des-
cartes’ rational methodology is the general claim that mgnd is the
ground of all knowledge. Earlier, "mind" was charactefized as the
"cognitive power", as the centre of awareness in man. And, again,
the simples which the mind is aware of are classified as falling into
{hree categories - the puré€ly intellectual, the purely material, ax}d
those common to both (i.e.’, existence, duration,. unity). Thus, the
mind has knowledge of itself, in so far as it is purely intellectual in
nature, knowledge of purely meterial things, and of notions which
are common to both. What then does the mind know of its own nature ?
First of all we know that the mind is singular, it is one eingle
agency, o:r cognitive pox;ver,u which has the capacity for receiving' ‘
verious impressions such as sensatiohg, images, memories, and un-
derstanding, Wi;h regard to sensation, imagination, and memory; in
so far as these are dependent on bodlly 1mpress1ons they cannot be re-

o

garded as activities of mind alone. It.is the understanding alone which
. .

constitutes pure mental activity. But what is this pure activity of the

mind? [ believe, the answer lies” m Descartes analysxs of mind in

J»
the second Medltanon. .

+

<« . Descartes' re]ecmon of all probable knowledge of all that is
J doubtful or alternatively, followmg his Method, his analyszs of all

his former Opmlons wuh an eye for their ‘truth, results in t:he dxscovery
of one thing that is. certain, one 'simple that cannot be. doubted, and that
! , . e € .

& .
i
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is his .own’,existence. Conceiving the first Meditation as Descartes’
preliminary analysis of the complex question - what can be known for
cértain, the answer)given in the second Meditation is that the first
knowable is ifituitive knowledge of one's own existence.

But I was persuaded that there was nothmg in
all the world, that there was no heaven, no earth,
that there were no minds, nor any bodies: was I not
then likewise persuaded that I did not exist? Not at
all; of a surety I myself did exist since I persuaded

» . myself of something [or merely because I thought of
something ] (HRI, 150).

Reflecting on his abiligy to doub;, or to think of something, '
Descartes is led to assert his own existence. What cannot be doubted
is doubt itself; thus, De,scarte’s, in as much as it is he who doubts‘p,
cannot because of this deny his own existence, Yet, at this point, this
is all that Descartes can maintain, He must once again conduct an
analysis, but ;h{s tir.ne' of all that he formerly believed himself to be.
f_:et_us briefly fpllow.Deshcarte's in h.is ana‘éysis. ‘

The first o;iii;icn{o be réjec_fed is t.he scholastic définition of'.
;néq&as a "rational e;nirr';al". ’i‘his, on the. premise that such a def@ni-

>

a tion leads to an "infinitu'de" of more 'compiex quéstiéns ~yhat is

away from tms method and its preconcepnons( to sa

¥

rattonal ammal” is to aLready have a preconcewed notzon of man) to

© -

consxder the thoughts which sprmg from His own rmnd Thxs move is

not T since dt T 'thgt for Des¢ i the; s¢ utic
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approach leads to more complex and obscure propositions rather than
a clear and evident cognition of the truth. L )
‘Since the object of this enquixy is the nature of the 'lI', it is,
of course, appropriate that Descartes turn inward td consider his own
reflgctions on the nature of his being. And here two possibilit-ies are
examined - body and soul. True to his Method, Descartes takes the
compléx problem of what his nature consists of and divides it into
simple components, in ‘this case the two possible simple”s are mind
and body, then proceéds to scan each in turn, As to the body, Des-
cartes has no doubt about its natire and provides a clear definition
(%RI, 151). We need not conoe'rr;' curselvés with Descartes’ concept
of the body at this point, though we will return to it shortly. What is
important at this stage is Descax“cesf rejection of bodily activity as a~

necessary part'of his nature. On presenting hi§ definition of the body

Descartes immediately asks if he can be certain if any of the proper-

ties which pertain to the body can be affirmed as belonging to his

’

3 R
nature. And the answer is negative, on the basis that he may be de-

Qeifired by the malicious genius into thinking that the body exists when

- bodies capnot be attr;but‘ed to the 'I' that exists for the very existence

4
3

it in fact may not., ‘Thus Descartes’ uncertainty with regard to the

existence of material objects leads him to concludé that the body.

- cannot bé a part of his nature; that the properties which belong to

-

L4

of the ‘body is in doubt, ° N
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The rejection of bodily properties es expressive of the nature
of the 'l' which exists leade Descartes cé examine the alternative, that
his nature is bound up with the soul. And here D85ca\x‘\l:es finds an at-
tribute which belongs to and which cannot be separated from the 'I'.
Descartes can only be certain of his existence because he thinks.‘ It
is on acceunt of the very process of thought that he can claim toxist
("I think, therefore I am'). Therefore, his existence must be bound

up with the ability to think. Hence, thought must pertain to his nature.

= %1 am not more than a thing which thinks, that
ig to say a mind Or soul, or an understanding, or a

reason ... Lam ... a real thing and really exist, but
‘what thing? I have r;msw_ered: a thing which thinks
(HRI, '152). ' - s

At this point , I am_ not direetly concerned with the validity of
Descartes' argumen; that the ‘1" is but a thinking thing. And since it
will be necessary to return to this proposmon in the coming sectipn, 1

“thmk 1t best to reserve all comments until then. What is important in
the conclusion reached in the above passage is not simply that the 'T" -

is idennified with thought but also that the amind, soul, understanding,
and reason are aLl sxmxlarly assoc1ated with Ehought And all of this ‘
‘1s seen by Descartes as d1st1nct from the body. At least in concepuon,
for he cannot be certain that the human body Wthh may not exist is
actually d1fferent from the self whxch exists (HRI 15?)" Thus at best

Descartes has a conception of hlmself as a thinking thing and this 1§

_different in nature from the body. It remains for the sixth Meditatien



83

A ¥

to prove that there actually is a distinction and separation between

L

mind and body.

Pressing on with his analysis, in the attempt to grasp more
fully his own nature, Descartes expands his concept of a thinking
thing:

i But what then am I? A thing which thinks.

What is a thing which thinks? It is a thing which

doubts, understands, [conceives], affirms, denies,

wills, refuses, which also imagines and feels

(HRI, 153).

Thus doubting, conceiving, willing, imagining, feeling, all
pertain to the nature of the 'I', are all modes of thought. We can see
then that "thought™ for Descartes does not refer to one simple opera-
tion but to a variety of operations, Yet, we still need a clear formu-
lation of thought itself. This Descartes attempts in Principle XI,
Part I, of ﬁwe Princigles:k

By the word thought I understand all that of

which we are conscious as operating in us (HRI,

222). ;

And again, when he reformulateg his argument in “Geometrical
Fashion" as 'an_appendage to the Second Objections:

Thought is a word that covers everything

that exists in us in such-a way that we are imme-

diately conscious of it (HR 1I, 52).

It would seem then that thought is to be connected with cqns‘cioué'—

ness. To think is to be conscious of something, And understanding,
M I N +

willing, imagining, etc., as modes of thought are those various
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operations of the mind which we are conscious of. To clarify this
point, let us turn directly to Descartes' concept of the mind. Thus
far we have had two formulations of the concept "mind". In the

Rules it was referred to as the "cognitive power", or "that power

by which we are properly said to know things" (HRI, 38); and as pre-

viously quoted in the Meditations, it is nothing other than the thing

1

which thinks,

First, let us consider mind as the cognitive power, or the
power by which we come to know things. One possible way of illus-
trating what Descartes means by this is through a brief examination
of his description of thé process of sensation, The general mechan-

3

ism which accounts for sensation is tﬁat the mind rec;sives impres-
sions of external obJ:ects hthrough the meéiatién of the nerves. * In
sensation tﬁe external sense organ is stimulated by an object, the
animal spirits carry én'impression of tﬂis (what this impressid‘n is
is probIemanc) to the .bram, or more pmperly to the pmea‘l gland,
which is the seat of the soul in the body The 1mpressxon of the ob-
ject, once it reacheg the pineal gland, via the movement of the spirits

causes in the soul an aWarenesé of that which stimulated the move- -

ments in the body. For instance, if an animal approaches us, the

L

PR

= a
-

' *For aghill account.of this process, see the qucs, Fourth
Discourse, or The Passions
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light reflected frorp_ its body'causes an image of it in each eye and
these two images by means of the optic nerve forni.uagg\similar images
in the interior surface of the brain. From there. by me?ans of the
animal spirits, highly refined particles of blood, these images "'ra-
diate" toward the pineal gland, via the nerves, for all the nexves con-
verge into one single passage in which the pineal gland is situated.

"By this means the two images :vhich/are in the brain form but one
upon the gland, which, acting immediately upon the soul, causes it

to see the form of this animal' (HRI, 347-348),

Leaving aside the édequacy of Descartes' account, what is
clear is that the mind is the “te‘nger of awareness, it is in the mind that
awareness occurs.. In this wayj the mind is the power of awareness or
consciousness. It is the agent responsible for all knowing, or the power

-

. of cognition ireman. If this is what mind truly is for Descartes, then

L3

all thou'ght 'is.but a pérticular mode of awareness, for instance, sensa-
- tion and feeling wm.ﬂd be awareness of external objects while under-
standing would be awareness of truth, or true knowledge via t.hé pro-
cess of reason, Thus.i:he‘ concept of mind:«as the cognitive po‘wer is
not incansistent with Descartes' understandiﬂg of thought a§ having
various mbélesi or partiéizlar ol;jects. ; ' .
Let us now turn to consider the notion of mind as a.thinking
thing, If Desca%tgé’ ' two' notior:s of mind are consistent, the “thinking

et odhe B R PR
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in Descartes’ proof of his existence. Conscious of his own doubt, Des-
cartes cannot but affirm his own existence. But what is it that he af-
firms as existing if not the agent which ig conscious of doubt, if not
the agent whiéh is aware of a particular mode of thought, i.e., dOUBt\‘\?
And this cognitive agent, the 'I' which exists is nothing other than the

thinking thing, the mind. Thus "mind", "thinking thing"', "cogniti\;c;""“\l,/

-4

power", ar;a all synonymous. . .
To get clearer on the relation between thought and conscious -
ness, let us once more consider the above model of sensation, It is
the mind which sees or is conscious of the animal which approaches us.
Thus "seeing"” is a mental operation, or a function of thg mind. But
this "seeing" in so far as it occurs in us as thinking things or c;dnscious :
beings is also a thouéht or a particular mode of thought, sensation.
Thus though re;\conscmusness are equated but not as subject-object
Thought is not simply what one is conscious of but is 1tse1f conscious -
ness of a parti‘cular' thing, for instance, in the mode of thought which
is sensation, consciousness is of a,par_ti'cular material object.
| We have -é'eéh'then what Descartes means by "mind" and by-
"thought". We have also witnessed what sensatidn is,'awaxjeneés of )
matenal boches- but what of understandmg, of the acnvny of mmd
¢ alone? If mind is conscmus actxvny, then "pure"” acmnty of the mmd
7 wo_uld be ac_twu:y yfh»lch spn‘ngs from the mind a;one. Sgnsauor;, asa .

- - Ll 1] Y
- - . . !

of ” by - ofph °~ °
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,; Bbdily moveinér;ts, and cém occur‘onlf/ Eh&ou;h ;l}e interaction of mind .
‘éhd body; thus, it is not pure activity of mind alone. Conversely,
i then, pure activity of the mind must refer to thoughts no? related
'direcdy to physical ob;ects. as effect to cause, The label which I
give to such afct;mty\is "reﬂective consczousness * and to illustrate
wha:: 1 mean by this I will use Descartes’ example in the second Medi-
tation of how knowledge of the nature of wax is obtained. And this,
incidentally, will sexve as a good start for the coming discussion of
the nature of matter. ’
> - We have alre:ady disclosed that sensation results in awareness
of material objects; };ut ft?ar Descartes this mode of kriowing does ot
constitute the true source of our knowledge of material objects (HRI,
253). This ‘is illustrated by Descartes’ famous analysis of a piece of
wax. \I-n his band, at thé outset of t:he\a‘nalysis, wDescarj:eaﬂ; holds a fresh
piece of wax. He can tasté its gweeéness, behold itg colour, figure,
and size, he can senée it‘s‘ hArdnes:s and coolness, and ca'n hear a sound
when he si;:ikes it. All of theée quaiities ax:e péroeived through the
. various senses But then Descartes asks us to notice what changes
occur in the ¥ wax as he draws it closer to the fire, Th&taste ?s ex-
haled the smell evaporates, the colcur and’ ﬁ'gure are destroyed the
gsize. mcreases, it becomes liquiﬁed and finally, e emits no sound when
-struck.. f ~ ' R ' .
| What then gio we kpow abouti ’ihiskﬁieoe. qf \’;vz:lx? It is cén?'iniy . '

* -
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‘the same wax but it has changed. Can we claim that the wax is the

same on the basis of our sense perceptions? Descartes thinks not

t 1

smoe all the percewedqualines have changed Perhaps, then, the

' wax was j\ist a body which appears to have cértain qualities at one

time and others at another, This is the alternative which Des,cartes ‘

. adheres ts. Since these qualities change, they do not yieid know;ledge
of the nature of wax' thus Descartes suggests that we leave these
aside and see what remains. And what remains is nothmg except a
.certaiaemended thmg wHich is ﬂexibie and movable (HRI 154).

. Needless to say, this exarziple has stimulated a great deal of

ntroversy in Cartesfz’;n literature' howéver, for our purpose it is
enough to unde:x:stand perhaps only in a general way, Descartes
analys'is. What we know about this plece of wax, about matenal ob-
jects is that they are extended and capable of changmg appearances
»énd 1t ‘is not the changmg qualities which constitute its nature but ’ {
- rather the fact that it occupies a certa?;i space, for this, brieﬂy, is*
what extension means. But this idea of an extended mobile thing 1s
net conveyed to us through—\sensations only the acmal chsnges

/
are. At 1east, this is Descartes J:easoning when he rejects maagm~

_ation as the source of thlS 1dea. (HRI 154 155) " Thus Descartes con-—"

cludes that u 1s the understaadmg alone""which perceives the. true
ture of the wax. But vahat is this‘understandmg,zf not an act of

; reﬁective conscmusness. Descartes is aware ‘of vanous sensatxons

~

7
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arising from his observation of the wax. But awareness of the ;rarioue
changes cher{gselves, since Descartes has no doubt ;nat the wax re-
mains the sanle, cause him to reflect that the nature of the wax is
constituted by somethin;g‘else, by something not given in sensation

but which would acconnt for the sensations received from the wax.

This something else is extension and it is known not directly by the

~ e

senses but by reflection on the data provided by sensation,
Thus through an acc of reﬂectzon, or through reﬂecuve con-

sciousness, the mmd comes to see that the wax is nothmg but a flex-

1
ible extended object And thig act of reﬂection is nothing other than

the acuvisy of ' mind alone, in that it is the mind icself whlch gives us
the idea of extension and not the senses, It is the rnmd when reflect-

ing on the various ch'anges in the wax which.intuits its nature as ex-

-

tension. Pure actwity of the mind, or reflective conscmusness then, .

as a particular mode of thought has as ‘its root not bodlly impressions

ks

. but the congcious activity .of the mind itself. . And this conscious ac-
tivity gives to us ’ohe jdea of exteﬁsion. ‘ )
M PR .. . v - - ) Eg :
Bur, what ig this “extension”?" Let us examine it a little more
Chally, L e o T
S : By' extension we qnderetand whatéever has ~ n
\ L ‘length breadth, and depth, not inguiring whether .
. " it bé a real body*or imerely ‘space; nor does it ap-
' . pear to acquiré further explanation, since theve is CcTo
* 'nothing more easxly peroexved by our 1mag1nat1om WL
‘ (HRI 57)

. ~
L. . ) . N e
P
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‘Any body which has lengtﬁ, breadth, or depth, is understgod

gs extended., This appears to be the full meaning of the word "exten -

~ i
. 3

sion"”, as Descartes states that no further expianation is necessary.
Yet, there are enough clues in Descartes' thought to construct a
deeper understanding of the woxrds "whatever has length, breadth,
and depth”., The reason why no further explanation is required is
that the imagination requires no further details in order to egsily
frame this idea in the xﬁind, .However, contrary to the above state -
., ment that the understanding is the source of the idea of extension, it
appears here as if Descartes is taking an opposite view in maintain-
ing that it is the imagination which forms this idea. But let us recall
that in the Rules (HRI, 39) Descartes holds the view that the imagin-
ation ought to aid the understanding in its reflections on material
bodies. And the reason for this is ‘that
even though the understandmg in the strict ‘.
" sense attends merely to what is signified by the - - '
name, the imagination nevertheless ought to fash- .
ion a correct image of the object, in.order that the.
- very understarding itself may be able to fix upon =
- other features belonging to it that are not e:gSressed
by the ‘name (HRI, 39). g -
The imagination in depicﬁng images of bodies representé to the, '
undemtanding a picture or image which enables the understandirTg to
'more fully grasp the features it is reﬂectmg upon. Thus there is no

real confhct in saying that the mmg‘marion perceives extended bod1es

and the uhderstandmg is that which gragps the nature of these bodies,
' ‘ v .f,* . . ¢ . -
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for the imagination constructs an image of extended body and the un-
derstanding is that xvh{ch apprehends the image. And appérentiy, an .
_image of something extended in length, breadth, and depth is adequate
for the dnderStanding to grasp fully the nature of material bodies.
Thus no further detail in description is necessary, But why is this so?

The answer, I believe, is found in the following passage: !
_ it will be more expeditious for us.to expound
the way in which we assume our object should be
taken, in order that we may easily give a proof of-.
whatsoever is true in Arithmetic and Geometry.
Here therefore we deal with an extended ob-
ject, considering nothing at all involved in it save
extension (HRI, 59-60). ‘

All we need to know is that materigl bodies are extended in
oxder to show that Arithmetic and Geometry can be applied to them.

Thus it would be Descartes® belief that Mathematics can apply to mat-

-

" erial bodies which shapes his idea of an adequate image of these.

1 would think I knew nothing in_Physics [or
about material-bodies] if I could only say how things .
could be, without proving that they could not be
.otherwise, This is perfectly possible once one has
reduced everything to laws of mathematics (Letters,
70-71). :

* Further evidence for this,. that material bodies are to be re-
‘duced to suit the mathematical perspective, is contained in the text
immediately succeeding the above passage. from the Rules
We assume. such a simphﬁcatmn of our prob-
lems as to leave nothing’else to be inquired about
except the determination of a certain extension by

comparing it with'a certain other extension that'is
dlready determmately known (HRI, 61).

5]
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Thus by considering only extension as pértaining to material_
bodies, Descartes is able to claim that all enquiries about material
bodies can be satisfied mathematically, or reduced to mathematical
demonstmﬁon, to the compnrison of a "certain extension" to another

"certain extensjon”. Thus all knowledge of material bodies is math-

ematical.in nature, or is knowledge of relations, And this knowledge
" is produ;":ed by éombaﬁsons between a known extension and an unknown
extension., How this is possible is by paradoxically defming the un-
‘known by means of specific conditions (HRI 52). For instance, in

the right-angled triangle ABC, where AB=9 and BC =12

B~ 12 ol
and the problem is to discovef the iength of the hypbtenuse ‘AC we |
‘treat the unknown as a known, that.is as‘g.gn ita value "x'" and then by §
’ determ:mng the ratio between. these quantities one can determine the
unknown. Thg ratio here is that x = Va +b2, that is x =‘J9 127, thus
x =18, L ' L ‘

%

o

-This mathematical example illustrates exactly what Descartes

means by comparing “certain extensions”, It is clear that in this
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mathematical illustration that which is to be compared po:ses no prob-
lem. But what is to be compared in extended objects if this method is
to yield knowledge of the extended? Descartes gives us the answer -
. d‘i'r}'tension.

7
By dimension I understand nothing but the

mode-and aspect according to which a subject is
considered to be measurable (HRI, 61). -
"Dimension' refers to that aspect of extension which is measur-
able., Thus aﬁ extended body, in as much as it possesses the aspéct of
dimension, is a measurable body. Length, breadth, and depth are di-
mensions, as is weight (at least in rhe Rules) and speed ka dimension
of motion), that is they all can be assigned a numerical value and thus
be compared with each other.- In-this way material bodies can be math-
ematically treated. “And thus it can be seen also. that if one's intent is
to reduce material bodies to the mathematical that only éxtension is
necessan; in order fc;r the imagination to form a proper image of these,
All it need do s to im‘agine a figure possessing length, breadth, and depth.
8o that the understanding can grasp the mathématical relations which
characterize knowledge of material bodies. -

Tt is not n;y inyention‘ to qiaiin that Descartes consciously sets
out to construct a concept of matter which makes it sﬁigable for méthe-
matical investigation, but rather, simply to suggest that such a concept
is necessary ih the development of a "L.Iniversal. Matﬁematics ", in the

development of a general science ‘of oxder and measurement in which it
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_ makes no difference if the object of measurement be “numbers, fig-._
ures, stars, sounds, or any other object" (HRI 7).
" What I have hoped to achievé in the abqve exposition is to in-

dicate that Descartes’ concept of material bodi¢s as in nature possess-

™
-

-

ing simple extension did not spring from nothing but was influenced by
his desire to exterid the science of order and measurement, i.e.,
mathematics, to all things which man may be aware of. And since
mathematical reasoning is but a model for human reason, it follows
that this concept of matter is but the product of the endeavor té bring
the physical world under the sway of human reason.

Let us now turn to Descartes' actual description of material
bodfes. In The World, Descartes conceives.of the matter in this
world as:

a true substance perfectly solid, which uni-
formly fills all the length, breadth, and depth of that
great space, in the' midst of which we have stayed
our thought 86 that each one of its particles always

- occupies a portion of that space so related to its mag-
nitude that it could not fill-a greater, nor contract it-
self into a less, nor allow, while it remains there,

any other to enter it (Selections, 319).

The matter of Descartes’ world is perfectly solid, vot only in
that it uniformly fills all space such that no vacuum, i.e,, space with
no substance is possible, but also in that each particle which occupies
a portion of space is itself a solid which will admit no other particle to

fill that samg poxtion of space. The Cartesian world'then is a solid

)
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three~dimensional expanse. But if this is so, then how can Descartes
account for the diversity of objects' in the world? One explanation,

-

which is offered in the Meteorology, is that these particles differ both

ianize and shape, and that different combinations of these account .fof
_ different bodies (Olscamp, 263-268). Howeve~r, this cannot give us a
’\cxjiterion to distinguish between objects, for these particles are imper-
ceivable (Selections, 316), thus we would have no way of knowing which

shapes account for which bodies. In fact, it has been argued by R.

Catesby Taliaferro, The Concept of Matter in Descartes and Leibniz,
that these particles are not to be identified as permanent atoms, la

position which Descartes himself gives weight to in Principle XX, Part

IT of the Principles. Ho';xéever, it should be noted that in the Meteorology
it is apparent that Descartes intends these as constituent elements of the
real world.

Regardless of the above difficulty, the more accepred account
for the diversity of bodies is that which is provided by Principle XXIIL,
P;rt I of the Principles, wherein it is stated:

That all the-variety in matter, or all thé di-
versity of its forms, depends on motion (HRI, 265).

) I—fow this is so, or can be so, is' further explained in The World:

£

. let us suppose that the only distinction to be )
met with [in material bodies] consists in the.variety

._of motions he [God] gives to them, in causing that,
at the very instant they are created, some of them
begin to move in one directidn, others in another;
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some more swiftly, others more siowly ('or, if you

please, not at all), and that they continue there-

aftexr their motions according to the ordinary laws ’

of nature (Selections, 320).

If motion is the orfly distinction to be drawn between material
bodies, then it must be their varying movements which account for
the diversity of objc;:cts which we wi?ness. It is difficult, tho&gh,,‘to
conceive of movement in a mass' of solid bodies. Descartes does
define "movement" as the transference pf one part of matter from
the "vicinity" of bodies in immediate contact to the "vicinity" of
others (HRI, 266). However, as Kenny points out, if Descartes'
theory of motion is correct, then no mbtion fs possible, for if all £
movement is in a circle, which according to his interpretation of "'motion”
it must be, then the only mdving bodies are circles or rings, thus no
distinct objec_ts would be discernible, 2 o

»

Whether Kenny is correct or not, matter for Descartes is a
” N *
three-dimensional expanse which has the qualities or auributes of
fiéure and mation, And once we are able to discern these attributes
of extended matter it then becomes possible to apply the “general
| science of measuxjemeni” to material bodies. For instance, to attri-
bute figl;re, or ‘shape,“to an extended mass is nothing other than to
conceive it as containing a certain fer;gth_,*ﬁfgadt;h, and depth. And &= .
. : R

these as dimensions are expressible numerically, The same is true

for motion, it too can be expressed mathematicaily. But motion, or

-
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change, for Descartes can only be of one kind - extfinsic change, that
is local motion, or change from place to place. This is adequately ex~

3 Intrinsic

pounded by P, H,]. Hoenen, "Descartes's Mechanicism".
+ change is impossible for Descartes because his concept pf matter as
solid extended particles does not allow for change within each particle.

For "all the properties which we can clearly perceive in it [matter]

-

may be reduced to one, viz. that it can be divided , or moved accord-
.ing to its parts” (HRI, 265). Thus if a.ll the properties of matter can
be explained by local motion, by the movement of parfts from vicinity
to vicinity, intrinsic change in matter cannot be attz:ibu‘ted to, or account
for any changes which occur in matter, |
But, while Hoenen seems to be right in his analysis of motion,
andfnechanicism, which is understood as the denial of intrinsic change-
ability ana the restrictio; of activﬁy in bodies to extrinsic loeal motion,
doubt may still be raised with regard to his understanding of the basis
of this’ view, which for Hoenen, and, incidentally, for the French com -
mentator Gilson, is to be ?oun_d in Descartes' rejection of the Peripa-
_tetic viéw, of the Aristotelian and Thomistic notions of substantial and
gccidental form. It is'apparent qhat' Descartes’ v’iew does constitute
the rejectibn of such notions (Letters‘,, 59, '61_). Bsxt this Sseeming fof a
- very good reasdn', as Descartes points ou{éo Regius, January, 1642, and

that is because referénce to such notions is unnecessary, that material

phenomena can be adequately explained, as illustrated in-the Meteordlqu

¢ Qs - T

-

- e

g
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without reference to such notions. Thus substantial and accidental
form is to be rejected because in Descartes’' scheme they are entirely
useless. This at least is the impression which is given in Descartes’ -
letter ta Regius. ‘ '
In summary, perhaps the best way to summarize Descartes’
concept of matter and the material object is to think of matter 'as three -
dimensional extension, and tl;i,s as représented in Euclidean geometry,
that is consisting essentially of what is measurable, with the modes of

motion and figure4

and the material body as a particular mass of matter
exhibiting a distinct’ movement and figure. And furthermore; this con-
ceptfon is not to be regarded as a product of sensation, but as in
origin-derived from the mind's own conscious activity, from the reﬂé_c-

tions of the understanding and which is represented in the imagination

as a figured image.

2, The Mind-Body Problem

For "mind" we now understand the thinking thing, or the source
or center of awareness in man and for “material objects” certain dis-
cernible forms of solid matter, which possess figure i;y virtue of mo-
tion. But what is significant is that this idea of material bodies is .
formed by the understanding. With regérd to matter in general, or to
spacific material bodies, the mind is also, through sensation, aware

of certain sensible qualities such as heat, weight, colour, sound, etc.,
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but given Descartes’ Method, which dictates that true knowledge is ¢ ) -

acquired only by reason, or by the power of undersfanding, it follows

that awardness of matter as extended body alone constitutes true
knowiedge of the material world.
Thus we have mind and matter. And what makes them separat- b
able and distinct is that the concept of each excludes as part of its na-
ture the concept of the other, It is the mind which knows rhatter but
what it knows about its nature, and its own nature, excludes the pos-
sibility that these two natures are similar. There is no awareness in

-

extended bodies, nor i¢ awareness extended, for the nature of con-

ey

<
sciousness, or the conscious agent, is such that no extended compo-
nent must be postulated in order to understand it (second Meditation).

Let us now turn to the prime concern of this thesis, the individ-

ual subject or person. My starting position here is that the person is

o

one single identity. But let us see what Descartes does with the 'T',
the person or subject of experience. First of all, from the second .

Meditation, it is apparent that the 'I' is identified with the thing which

thinks ("But what then am I? A thing which thinks"). And this for two
reasons. Fi:.;s:‘, that the T’ cannot be identified with the body and its .
attributes because Descartes is cextain that the I’ exists, vf;hereas, the 1
existence of the body, or of anything corporeal, on the b;l;sis of his ana;

lysis, is still uncertain., But the préjsenoe of thought cannot be doubted. ‘ ?L

Therefore, tﬁe 'I' and thought are conjoined, for Descartes can only



-
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.claim his existence ofi.the basis that hf is thinking, "I am, I exist,

—~—
|

thdt is, cértain. But how often? Just when I think” (HRI, 151).

. . - ] -
My existence then is tied to the fact that I am thinking. I am

certain of my e)@tence as that which thinks but uncertain of my ex-

istence as a corporeal body. Therefore, the gonclusion to be drawn,

, "
which Descartes does draw, is that my thinking must be an exprés~ 7
, .
sion of my nature. It is.t;‘\erta&iﬁly true tihat I think, that I am conscious;
_ ¢

‘ thus, I can be certain of my existence as a conscious being. But what
.~ i8 not c;'J.ear is that this entitles one to claim that therefore the 'I' is
to be identified sdlely with the conscious agent.: Fo‘r Descartes,
though, this is qécessarily true, for he cannot identify the 'I' with
\what; is uncertain, namely the bodf, and still claim to have certain ,
'knowledée of his nature. However, in the sixth Meditation Descartes dﬂ?es
. offer a proof’ for the {exist.ence of the body. And once its existence is es-
- tablished it is clear that the above line of reasoning will not hold. 'Yegz
the *I' is still to be identified with the thinking thing, and this on the
principle that Descartes possesses a clear and distinct idea of mind
/nd body as distinct égd as sepairate‘ e}dété_ﬁts. This l#ter claim is
- based on Lthe’ omni”f)otence of God, in that he can create, or make true,
all things that are' apprehended clearl‘y and distinctly (HRI, 190). Thus
if mind and body dre clearly and distinctly conceived, as separate, the
grace of God insux.'e,s that they are in nature, in the natural oxder of

-

‘things, two separate substances. * And this, that mind and body are

*
-~ -
- -
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conceived of as separate rests on the foundation that once the body is
granted existence it still is not to be considered as essential tgmy
nature. But this, of course, assumes the argument of the second
Meditation, that my :amre is bound up with thé thinking thing.

I, then, am a thing which thinks, this for Descartes, whether
we deem it true or false, is; beyond dc;ubt. But what is also beyond
doubt is that there is a connection between the mind an& the body, that *
‘a certainwbody is more closely united to our mind than any other™
(HRI, 255). But befozé we examine Descartes’ notion of the union be-
tween mind and 5ody, let us first turn to his description of the body ,'
so that we will be able to discern exactly ;vhat it is that the thinking
thing ;s conjoined to. ,I\t is curious, th_a: of all things, which Des-
cartes doubts, the nature of the human body is nét one of thf:m; Cer-~
tainly, he throws doubt upon.its existence, but if it does exist, as to
its nature there is no question, |

By the body I understand all that which can A

be defined by a certain figure: something which .

can be confined in a certain place, and which can B

fill a given space in such a way that every other ‘ )

body will be excluded from.it;. .. -

The human body 1s a solid, épati.élly located mass of ﬁxacter, '

that is it is an e;ctjgxded object, and is outlined, or characterized by a

certain figire,

... which can be perceived either by touch, ‘

~

- .--_'- or by sight;, or by hearing, or by taste, or by smell:
- e ) - . - L. .

LR ]

+

N . ’ a
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Awareness of the body occurs through sensation, by means of
y

. X

£

the various sernses.

.. which can be moved in many ways not,
in truth, by itself,, but by something which is for-
eign to it, by which it is touched [and from which
it receives impmssioné] D
Like all material bodies, the human body, although not self-

moving, is capable of movement when impelled by some external
body. Here, Descartes is possibly thinking of the body as a mechanism,
or machine, which is stimulated to move, to act, by tﬁe influence of
outside objecté. For instance, any reflex reaction, say, the rapid
movement of the hand éway from a hot stove, would serve as an illus-
tration of what Descartes means by movement stimulated by foreign
bodieys‘. And finally: x

" .. for to have the povyér of self-movement,

as also feeling or of thinking,. did not consider to

appertain to-the nature of body: on the contrary, 1

was rather astonished to find that faculties similar

to them existed in some bodies (HRI, 151).

The final remark is an obv%ous reference to animals, but let us
leave this aside, for allth'o'ugh Descartes' discussions on animals are
interesting, and indee& c;ontrpversial, to follow them here may lead us ’

away ffoim our‘objective. The-last point to be made is tpgt fhe human
body as a‘Pajrtiéularly figured, extended masg oflmattgzl' éannof;, or is
‘ qor,éapable of though:t or feeli‘rgg, for these as cognitive Eompone“nts, or

patures, pertain to the mind only,

N

L
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This unthinking mass of solid matter, then, is the body to which

the mind is to be conjoined, quce it is demonstrated that it does exist

in nature as described. Let us turn now to Descartes' grounds for as-
serting a union between mind and body. And these, I think, become
evident if one first examines cartes’ preof for the existence of ma-
terial bodies (HRI, 190-19
I am a thinki ifg, but as a thinking thing I am aware of par-
ticular mddes of thoughit, i.e., sense perceptions, imégination, feeling,
which reside in me. Perception, as a mode of thought, is passive, that
is sensual awareness occurs only when something sensible draws my
attention, Thus, fqr me to }'eceive sense impressions it is ﬁecessary
that my awareness have some cause. This cause, Descartes argues,
carmot reside in me, nor is it internal to my nature, for such impres-
sions are often produced agaiﬁst my will. Thus because I have no con-
trol over these 1mpressmns Descartes concludes that they must orig-
inate in some substanoe other than myself. And here there are two
possﬁ:uhtxes - material obJects, which formally contam that which is
objectively in sense impressions, or God The5 two terms- "formal"
and "objecnve", as Descartes uses them, present difficult problems
when attempting to give clear meaning to them. Generally, what is
ob]ectlve m any idéa, or m the form of any thought is that whlch is
perceived as being in the object of our 1dea, that which is perce1ved

A

in the actual impres_sion. An’d what is formally contained in any idea

i
4
4
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is that which exists as the cause of what is objective and is exactly
like it (HRI, 162; HRII, 52-53).

Having previously drawn the conclusion that God éxis:;s and is
no df:ceiver (third Meditation), Descartes on this basis argues that
ideas of perception are caused by actually existing corporeal objects,
which contain formally what is objectively represented in these ideas.
And this because God would not deceive me into thinking that these
ideas are caused by somethiné which does not formally contain ,their
objective realization. . In other woxds, bécause Descartes is ir}clined
to believe that sense impre;séions are caused by corporeal objects, '
whlich contain formally their reality, they, corporeal bc;dies, must be
real and this because God'as a non-deceiver would not allow it to be
any othef way. Thus corporeal things must exist.

From awareness of sensitfle impressidns, Descartes argues,
via the veracity of God to the existence of material boaies. And simi- 3
larly, through awareness to sensations, or bodily impressions, Des-
cartes argueé that body and mind are conjoined,.

Naturé also teaches me by these sensations )
of pain, hunger, thirst, etc,, that I am not only
_ lodged in my body as a pilot in a vessel, but that |

am very closely united to it, and so to speak so

.intermingled with it that I seem to compose with it

one whole (HR‘I, 192).

. First, let us clarify the nature of the union. From this passage,

it appears to be a union of part to whole, mind and bod} are two parts
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which seem to form a whole. And this is known by us aé a teaching

of nature. "Nature" Descartes defines as "no other thing than either
God himself or else the order and disposition which God has estab- .
lished in created things' (HRI, 192). Thus, through God or the order -
he has created we come to\know that body and mind are united, For
sensation is a particular, and for Descartes a confused mode of thought
which arises out of the union of mind and body and is defined as the -
"diverse affections of our r}zind", or thoughts that immediately arise

from the movements excited in the brain by nerves stimulated by .

~ bodily movements (HRI, 289). Because I feel particular sensations,

A

pain, hunger, thirst, it follows, since sensation itself is possible only
if bodily movements cause awareness in the mind, that mind and body
mLﬁSt be connected. From the effect, sensation,” Descartes argues back

to the cause, the union of mind and body, Without this union no sensa-

.

tions would be possible. Yet, I do have sensations; hence mind and

body are gzbhjoined; not contingently as a pilot in a ship but essentially

as two necessary links in the chain of experience, Sensual experiences

. necessitate that mind and body are intimately upited,

-~ - But oﬁe may-ask if this has x;ot been the c:ése from the very’ :
‘beginning, that this union has been presupposed by Descartes prior to _
his presentation of this argument, For instance, to argue for the "
existexipe of corporeal cbjects-on tl;e basis of‘sense’percepti;n, pre}

supposes a connection between corporeal] objects and the mind, To

+

N\

. \
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L f:onclycde on the¢ basis of one's a'\y;areness of sense objects, the exis-
‘tence of material bodies, neéessitates_ thé minq-body union, for
without this union no awareness of corporeal bodies ig possible, Thus
the union of mind and bo&y is a necessary presupposition in the argu-
ment for the existence of material bddies. And also in sensation-, one
mugé‘ assume that mind and body are connected prior to proposiné sen~- -
sation as the proof of the mind-body union. In this latter case, though,
. our assumption is substantiated, in that sensation does provide the
groundwork for the claim that mind and hody are united.
Wit-hin the context. of kribwlt?dge, we know that mind anc! body

are 7united becailsg our sense expe\rienées necessitate such a imion.
However, Keéﬁng seemé to feel |t'hat‘ this union is "intuitively disclosed" -
that it is a fact having its place among simple natures. S It is possiblel‘
that knowledge of this union is intuitive, in that we immediately récog- .
nize it as certain, as beyon‘c! doubt when the mind reflects on the causes
of its sense perceptioné; But it is extremely doubtful that this union is

"fact among s1mple natures". In support of this claim, Keeling refers
to Descarces letter to Elizabeth 21, May, 1643 (Letters 138) in Wthh
he places the umon of the sout and hody in a list of "pnmu:we notions" :
(i.e., simple narures) However, Keelmg admits, and rightly so, that
this placernént does present prcblems. 6 Descartes does set 'the‘matter
straight, though in h:s next Ietter to. Ehzabeth (28 June, 3.643) The ﬁ.'

primitive notions of rnmd and of body are conceived of by the

>

LN
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"matter in the very Method itself, Descartes obviously rejects know-
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- understanding, although the latter is conceived much more clearly

when the imagination aids the understanding, But the notion of the
union of mind and body:
can be known only obscurely by pure intellect
or by intellect aided by imagination, but it can be
known very clearly by the senses (Letters, 141). -

Thus it is only through the sénseé, on the basis of my sensual

_experiences that knowledge of the union of mind and body is possible.

\

And this strictly speaking would not make this notion a fact among

simple natures, for the simples of our knowledge are’conceived of

;only by the understanding. But many problefné arise with 'regard to

Descartes' claim that the senses provided a reliable means to know-
ledge. For instance at the heginning of the Meditations, or for that
ledge gained by sensation, or sense percepti%&s inadequate. On what .
basis then can he now claim that such knowledge is reliable? First, it

-4 i . . : .
is evident that in, the sixth Meditation such knowledge must indeed be

i H

reliable.

What makes thi$ claim pos“sible for Descartes .is that once know-
le;dge of God is séchred, "the order which God has established in- ‘those
things that he.creates (i.e. ,‘ the ﬁarural world), or in other words na-
ture, receives ,'sanction”as édequat’e gi;oﬁnds fmf khowledge. Néture' - h

teaches ug that mind and body arxe conjoined, for feelings of hunger, ) T

thirst, pain, etc,, can oxily be present in one’ if 1 am atgachegi't_o a body.

P
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The argument: I have Sensétions, therefore 1 have a body, is conclu-
sive then on the grounds that God has established the oider in natural
objécts by which I am affecred and thus jexpe;fie!nce sensations.‘ This
"nature’ or t&m order of God is a very widé concept, but let us reduce

it to a specific reference oi' amhgement. It is clear that the kind of
e.rrarigement in created things on which Descartes rests his argument

is one of a causal nature. \Sensations, or awareneés of sense objects

is produced by the ir{teractiqn of mind and body. Material bodies cause d
moveménts in the human body, ie., ‘the movement of animal sﬁiﬁts

in the nerves, and thesé in turn affec£ the pineal gland,'which as the

seat of the soul, in some unknown way moves the soul, thus, results

< awareness of the object which cauged the chain of movements. Thus,

nature, or more_specific;auy, the -i)rinciple of causality is the ground

upon which we come to know that the mind and body are united. , . |

- But in this a further problem arises and that is how a causal
connection between two distinct natures is possible. For the intellect

-

teaches us that mind and body are distinct natures; thus, it would,

. 2 . ‘ "
wonder how it is possible that two distinct natures can causally inter-

.

act, how movements in three-dimensional extended objects affect cog- -

nitive apprehension. -Thus the intellect reflecting on this notion of union

*

- would be led to the conclusion that two such substances could not in

. fact enter ‘into this ’type’ of relationship. And Descartes, at times,

-

seemg to uphold such a conclusion.” In a letter to de Launay, 22, July,

H

»
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i§41, * Descartes states that things are sepax:ated either by an act of
abstraction, in which case their conjunction can be noted when such
things s0 separated are considered together, or because they are truly
distinct. In this instance, as in the cége of body and soul:

you cannot see any such connection, provided
that you conceive them as they should be conceived, E
the one as that which fills space, the other as that
which thinks. Indeed after’ the idea we have of God
. .. 1do not know any. other pair of ideas in nature
which are as different from each other as these
(Letters, 109).

This theme that mind and body are truly distinct and that no con-

nection can be drawn between them is again elaborated by Descartes in
- e - .y *
his Conversation with Burman, wherein he states that corporeal sub-

i
i

stance and thinking substance are clearly conceived as two substances

\ .
which do not entail one another and which are actually incompatible

(CB, 28).

" Thus there appears to be a tension in Descartes' thought on this

matter, What reason conceives of as distifct and incompatible, nature

-

tedches us as conjoined. But let us dwell on the distinction between
mind and body for a'moment. In the second Mgditation, Descartes
defines the thinking thing in such a way that the dy is excluded as

part of its nature, in other words, the thinking thilg does not require
- ) ~ a t "

-

é =
*Kenny notes that both the dates and addressee\in this letter
are uncertain, ~ " \

2

-

- . -
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the body in order to think, for thOug{i’l no bodies may exist, the ;Jery
process of doubt in that {t is an act of reflective %hou_éhz signifies that
" thought, pure. reflective thought, need not depend on awareness of -
bodies. However, Descartgs warns us that we should ﬁot conclude

on the basis of the secoff Meditation that mind and body are distinct.

From the letter to Me senne, 24, December, 1640
You should not find it strange, either, that I

do not prove in my second Meditation that the soul is

really distinct from the body, but merely show how to

conceive it without the body. This because Idonot = &

yet have, at that point, the premises needed for the

conclusion. You find it later on, in the sixth Medi-

tation (Letters, 87). -~

Thus the whole point of the second Meditation is mexrely to show
how 'to conceive of the mind, of conscious activity as pure reflective

<

activity, without tl;é influence of body. Of course, more than this trans-
_pires in the course of this Meditation, for .instance, that tﬁe essential
n.;:xture of man, of the 'I' which exists, is shown to be bound to the
thinking thing.’ And also by showing how to conceive of mind as sépa-
rate fromghe body, Descartes has already laid down%%t‘he foundations
for proving that they really are distinct; if, supposiné;a\cbat it was
impossible for Descartes to concgive of these as s'e;‘)aratéf then, no
argument could be deveioped to show that the3; are really distinct. But
to show that mind an’d‘boqy a;t'e truly distinct requires as a prerequisite
'~ ‘thar material bodies in general, and the human body in particular, be -

granted status as existing objects ifi the natural world. This is why
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.proof of the distihction must wait until the sixth Meditation. And true

to his design the title to this Meditation does promise a ''real distinc-
tion between the Soul and Body of Man®. However, what is delivered ~
is a “great difference" rather than a "real distinction*. But this may
be enough.

In order to begin this examination [that the

natuie of man can sometimes be a source of decep-

tion] then, I here-say, in the first place, that there

is a great diffexence betwwen mind and body, inas-

much as body is by nature always divisible, and

the mind is entirely indivisible (HRI, 196).

The most essential feature of extension is dimension, that is,
it is avai\able as something to be measured. The extended body pos-
sesses length, breadth, and depth, These dimensions can be divided,
added, broken into parts, etc. Thus the body as an extended figure is
divisible. But the mind is indivisible in that it possesses no dimen-
sions; thus, it cannot be measured, or reduced to the science of mea-

surement. We can see then that this “great difference" does signify

a real distinction between the concepts of the mind and the body. The

\body is an extended object, that xs it fills space, possesses measur-

\able dimensions; thus, its properties can be mathematically computed
Mind, on the other hand, is pure thought, it fills no space, possesses
no dimensio;ls, and is méthematicglly unahalyzéble. What remains is
to prove that this difference in conception constitutes a real distinction

between two existing substances, and this is proven on the basis that
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God can, or does, create things as we clearly and distinctly perceive
them to be (HRI, 190). Thus mind and body are, or exist, in nature
as two separate distinct substances,

Are we then to reason that no union is possible between mind
and body? Let us consider what type of connections can be drawn be-
tween these two n,s;tures. In the doctrine of simple natures, Rule XII,
Descartes states that union of simples can be either necessary or con-
tingent (HRI, 42). A necessary union is present when the concept of
both natures seem to imply each other, that is when neither can be
conceived distinct in iéqlacion.

But are thought and extension to be conceived of ag simples?
Ti'{e only reason for not conceiving them as such, since they are so
characterized in the Rules, is that Descartes doss not specifically
refer to them as such in his later works, He does refer to them as
"substance' rather than "simple nature', but, “substance" is defined
as "nothing else than a thing which so exists that it needs no other
thing in order to exist'" (HRI, 239) and is this not the equivalent in the
order of nature to that which is so distinct that it cannot be analysed
into anything more distinct, that is to the ""simple” in the order of
knowledge? "Simple" and "substance' refer to the same thing, only
the point of reference differs,

Thought and extension, then, as simple;a, the former intellec-

tual and the latter material, cannot form a necessary union, for they

-
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are capable of being conceived clearly and distinctly, one separate
from the other. Howevar, their union may be contingent, for a con-
tingent union is one wherein the simples are conjoined by no insep-
arable bond" (HRI, 43) that is that the simples in a contingent union
can be geparate and distinct and still form-a union, though be it a
union which possesses no necessary connection between its mates,
for instance, clothes and men. But this is clearly inadequate in that
the union in man appears to be more intimate than that between man
and his clothes, for if contingent union such as men and clothes is
analogous, to the mind-body union, then this is equivalent to saying
that man is simply a mind with a body affixed to it, and this for no
necessary reason. But, in turna, this may be what Descartes has in
mind when he thinks of himself as an 'l', a thinking thing, wh’ich_ has,
or possesses a body. However, in his letter to Regius, Deoehlber,
1641, Descartes explicitly denies that nixan is an 'ens per acciden",
that the union of body and mind is not purely accidental (Letters, 121).
Thus it would seem that Descartes does not seriously consider that
the union of mind and body is contingent,

-

But if the union between mind and body is not to be considered

as contingent, and if it is impossible to conceive it as necessary, al-

though from the pei'spective of our experience of material objects it

%

may appear as necessary, then clearly one cannot reason that body .

T

and mind are in any way united. Yet, we are left with the alternative
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view that mind and bédy are united, and this on the basis of our s_e;'xse‘
experience, Which of these views are we to accept? Are we to con-
clude along with Bvsc‘k,7 that no problem of unity or interaction is pre-
sent becduse Descartés maintains that this union is a fact of experience >
If we accept this view then we are left,to fice the fqllo'\;ving
problems. The first is that the various analogies Descartes employs
to illustrate the unjon of mind and body - gravity to a stone (HRII, 84),
hand to the rest of the body (HRII, 99), and bones&md flesh of the same
- animal (fiRII, 242), all fail to iﬁuminate the nature og the union between
. mind and body; and this principally because all of the above items,
except the first, indicate a union between two things of theﬁsame nature,
wlhe first analogy tends to reduce one component to a quality of a sub-
stance and thus must also be rejected begause in mind -b.ody we are
dealing with twéa substances and not a.quality and substance.

And secondly, if we accept sensation, Or Our sense experiences
as the basis of our kn:.»(ving that a union does exist, then we are still
left with the problem of how interaction and union is possible given,
one, the radical distinction between mind and bedy and, two, Descartes'
co.nce;;t of causality, {that theré muyst be as much reality in the efficient
and total cause as in the effect. In other words, what is found in the |
effect must be proqﬁoed'by and exist first 3‘:n the cause. It is clear

_that on this principle there can be n§ cai"xs‘al chhe;:tion bétween_mind

.and body, for what is found in the effect, awareness df somet,hi'ng

-
L
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sensual, does not first exist in the cause, movements of material

a .

bodies.

- Thus, although e:-iperience may dictate an intimate union be -

tween mind and body, reason, the instrument of true, certain know-

ledge, will not be silenced. But to accept the dictate of reason, that
2. . ~

mind and body are distinct and separatéble is in turn to neglect that

experience does necessitate a union in that modes of thought such as
sensation are possible only if a union between mind and body ex@st—f’s.
. Perhaps then, the only thing for certain in ﬁescartes' discussions of
miﬁd and body is, as express?g to Elizabeth, 28 June, 1643, that:
Everyone feels that he is a single person

with both bedy and thought so related by nature

that the thought can move the body and feel the

things which happen to it (Letters, 142).

The -only certainty then is that mind and body are related. But
at this point, one comes to the formulation of the mind-body problem -
and that i;s, how to explain satisfactorily the nature of this union,
given tilat mind and body are té be conceived as radically different in
nature, In all fairness, this pi'oble_ni cannot be cited as in any sense

an official doctrine in the writings of Descartes, but as a perplexiiy

*which arises out of Descartes’ unsatisfactory account of this union.
* ) .

3. Concluding Argument

With the problem thus before us, let us now turn to examine

—
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its foundations. I will purposely avoid any detailed discussion of a
solution to this problem, ‘for my aim is to grasp the nature of the
problem‘ rather than prdvide an adequate solution. It is evident that
the problem of unity and interaction arises from Descartes' radical
separation of body and mind. Let us discern why this sepa¥ation was
necessary. Perhaps, the best approach is to follow Descartes’ own
procedure as outlined in the Method, and that is in any problem, ana-
lyze the complex into its simpler components, The problém before |
’ ué is the nature of man. The answer, in Descartes' view, iis that

i ) .
man is a union of mind and body, though his essential nature is spir-—
itual rather than physical. The steps necesséry to arrive at this con~
clusion are fairly straightforward. In the second Meditation, -after
certainty of his pwn existence is secured, Descartes then turns to
consider fhé nature of thié 'I' which exists. His analysis proceeds on
the basis that the subject, the 'l' is reduced to two possible natures -
miﬁd and body. éody is rejectgd as essential to thej subject, while
fnind is maintained as essential. Thus, Amethodogically, the complex,
rhan,iis divided into”cvyo simpler compc;nents. ‘At this stage the division
‘has élreadg} cccurrfaﬂ. _Man’ is esgsentially minq, or a thinking thing.

3

What femains, to conclude the argument, is presented in the sixth

-

[+

Meditation, wherein, body and mind-are shown to be truly distinct in
nature, 'because they can be so conceived, and thar a union does exist

between them, albeit that the notion of this union is supportéd on

1
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grounds which constitute a departure from strict adherence to the
Method, to reason itself. | |
{
Thus from a methodological perspective, the separation of
man into mind and bod;r is a necessary consequence of Descartes’
approach to knowledge. It is because Method requires analysis into

-
-

simpler components that the dualism of mind and body emerges. 1f
Descartes' Method had been different, if he had followed the Scholas- |
tics and defined man as a "rational animal”, then the categories of
mind and body would not havé developed as a necessary cbnsequénce

of Descartes "”mode of enquiry. Method requires that the simplest
components be 1solaced in any enquxry If mind and body are the
sirnplest components in man, if they cannot be reduced to something “
more simplg, then, necessarily it follows that theyaare diverse in
nature, It will not do to object that because we cai; conceive of these
as Eiscinét-natures, that this does not ﬁecessgrily lead to the conclu-
sion that tﬁey éré in reality twc; diverse natures. For it is clear that
;Lwa;etiess of objects is awareness of objects as they are in nature;

the simi;}es ‘which we are awhare\.otf are not only concepts in the mind
but constitute in nature the very essence of objects, i.e., extension

is not just a ‘sifnpie nature but is in nature, iq the order of createci
"thir}gs sanctioned by God, the essevnce‘ of material bodies. There is
no dliﬁfe\rence; between the Asimple, extension, and thig extended object, .

and between thought and the thinking thing. And this because of the
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veracity of God.

And first of all, because I know that all
' things which I apprehend clearly and distinctly can
be created by God as 1 apprehend them, it suffices
that ] am able to apprehend one thing apart from
another clearly and distinctly in oxrder to be cer-
tain that the one is different from the other, since
they may be made to exist in separation at least
by the omnipotence of God (HRI, 190).

That all things exist as apprehended, when this apprehension

is‘clear and distinct is the salient point which the Meditations as(3 a
whole is constructed to prove. Physics as a rational enquiry yields
knowledge of material bodies, but reason apprghr:mds bodies as ex-
tended nature. This, if permigsible, is the presupposition upﬁn which

Descartes’ physical theories operate. But to validate his physics, to

. show that the knowledge reason acquires is knowledge of natural

bodies, bodies existing in the world, it is necessary to prove meta-
physically, that is to prove by reasons which extend beyond the phys-
ical, that bodies exist in nature as essentially extended objects. And

this is the objective of the Meditations, as a whole, and of the sixth in

particular,
It follows from this that if we concewe of mmd and body clearly

al
and dxstmctly as separate simples in the complex 1dent1ry known as

man, then they must ex1st as conceived and this by the ornmpotence of

God Thus- because we conceive of f*ody and mind as distinct, it follows

that they really are dlstlnct In thzs way. we can see how Descartes'
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methodology leads to the conclusion that mind and body are essentially
two separate natures, for analysis dictates that we search for the
"simglés" in any complexity and once ihese si{npies are found, be-
cause they must be comprehended as distinct and therefore also clear,’
in order that they be simples, the appeal to God who insures that what
is comprehet{ded clc;:arly and distinctly does in fact exist in nature as.
. comprehended seals the argument that mind and body are truly dist%nci.
But the one factor which is missing in the above explanation,
the one factor which hés jret to be accounted for is why the simpies,
thought and extension, must be postulated as those which constitute
the nattire of man. The Method to be followed in one's reasouing is
ﬂitself‘ more than just a procedure which requires that analysis be per-
formed. Along wﬁ‘;h the .proceduré_Method, or reason, carries with it
,a presupposition about the nature of its objects. The !questio;a: why
the simples of mind a(r':d body are necessary to fully account.for the
nature of man, mué't have its answer in reason’s concept of its object:
_or more hparticdlafly', as 1 shall maintain, in the concept of matter
which reason gives to us. .

The substance which composes the phys;cal world‘ ﬁhe universe,
is matter, or extensmn, and this is concewed by Descartes as per-
fectly sohd The physzcal world is compnsed of particles extended
in length bxeadth and depth and these completely occupy all space.

'And as one homogeneous mass of extended particles the physscal world

-

T

-~
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has as one of its features a particular mass of particles entitled the
human body. And this ‘material object, as extension, possesses ho
-~
other attributes than length, breadrh and depth. It does not possess
such qualities as heat or cold, dry or wet, light ~or heavy, or taste,
odour, sound, colour, light, etc., for these are not properties of )
matter (Selections, 319) but are caused by the movements of extenc;ed
particles. Heat is caused by rapid movements of partiéles in a flame,
taste by the movements of particles in the mouth, smell by movements
in the nosgrils, and so on (HRI, 292—293). And furthermore, we have
preyiousl‘y‘witnessed that the very 'éhapes and ﬁgéxjes manifested in the
material world are also the result of pafticles in motion. aThus in the
material w01:1d there exists nothing but extended particles in motion.
Now, let us suppose, that someone fully aware of matter as so

described comes to analyze the problem of man's nature. He can see,
first, that man has a body, an extended mass of particles and, secondly,
that an is affected by the r'novementsiof other bodies. He feels pain

| when struck, is burnt when he approach.gs too close to a flame, wit-
nesses coiomirs ,r smells, seﬁses hegt ahd cold, etc. But at this point,
our hypOthetigglﬂanalyzer comes to the réalization that man must
possess more than just a body, .for if man is just a body then he cannot
gccﬁum for the fact that he experiences certain senﬂal impressions, .

such as those just enumerated. Our analyzer must then stop for a

moment and pdnder: iflamonly a bédy and body is simply extended

-
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particles, then how is it that I can feel these effects, or for that
matter, h_ow is it ghat I can even think of myself as feelir'{g such ef-
fects? The obvidus conclusion that he would draw is that there must
be sometﬁing elsg in man to make this possible, .éomething that
thirks, or malges‘ him aware of himself and the world he perceives.
But this something which thinks cannot be an attribute of matter, for
matter is simply extended particles in motion, and extended particles
only move, they do not experience. Thu; on the basis of his precon-
ceived notion of matter, our analyzer must conclude that man is com-

posed of two natures - thought and extended body.

r
kb
s

[ am not suggesting in any way that this is how bescartes came
to the realization that man is composed of two distinct natures. But
the logic in the above hypothe,ticél énalysis is, I believe, the same as
that which would have led bescartes to this i‘ealization.

In The World, Chapter VI, which is the partial basis for the
above sketch of the physical world, Descar;es, in defining _mattgr at-
tributes to it a nature "in which thére is nothing at all that anyone
cannot know aé perfectly as possible" (Selections, 319). We have
previously witnessed, in the second section of this chapter, that what
is essential about Descartes' concept of nil;afttexj is its édaprabjlit‘y to,
the g’ehefai science of measurement ,(Maéhematics) and“ that all that is
requxred to understand extension or exte nded objects, is that it has

© dxmensions which are easily measured Now, what else could be

- © -

-
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more perfectly known; in such a concept there is nothing that cannot

be grasped by anyone.

3

Extended bodies are spatially located measured objects. But

what of particular qualities such as taste, sounds, smells, or even

thoughts? These are not extended nor measurable. Thus, when

e

coming to analyze the nature of man, Descartes is necessarily led to

” - believe that because man has sensations and thoughts that these, be-

qause they are non-extended non-measurable must be different in
nature from his body Thus, on the bast ‘that his conce pt of body
exclhges‘aTl forms of awareness, it necessarily follows that Descartes

must analyze man into two distinct natures, And because man is a

cognitive being and not simply a body, for this reason, mind and body .

are necessary for our understanding of man. Descartes' methodol-

. A ’ |
ogical procedure requires that the complex be reduced to its simpler:

components. But his concept of matter makes it necessary to isolate

the conscious aspé;:c of man from his physical presence. Thus, mind

and body must emerge as the two natures which comprise man.
In concIuszon, we can see what led to our dualist concept of

man. First, there is the facc, and thxs is self-evzdent, that in man

. there is awareness or consciousngss, or thought, and secondly, the

fact of his phy‘s_idal preseh_ce as a body among other bodies. But why

- the dualism of mind and body drises is because, igiven Descartes’

concept of matter, the cognitive aspect of man cannot be-accommodated
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) <
as a part of the material world. ’I‘herefore, it must nece\éssarily be

it

conceived ‘of as a distinct substance.  And the reason for this, for
the necessny of dual natures, is to be found in Descartes' desire to
exténd the mathematical method to all things that man is conscious
of, to make all knowledge rational, inciuc;ling knowledge of n;etaphys—
ical principles such as the nature of the soul. 3

Not only does mathematical reasoning provide the model for
Descartes' Method, it also, and this may be more ::i'ueiéi, presupposes
a Umforrmty in the objects it treats. Mathematics has es its object
s:.mple t:ang1b1e facts identities, or numbers, and what it proceeds
to do is to compare, or discover relationships betiveen these, And
this, basically, is also Descartes' methodology, to compare and dis-
cover relationships between simpies, not only material simplesAbut
intellectual simples as well. But let us see what ﬁappens when this
method is made the basis of our knowledge of the natural worId For
the mathematical mode of reasoning to discover relauonsmps between :
physical objects , it must presuppose that these objects be accessible
to order and measurement. And this Descartes acineves by charac-
terizing extenszon as measurable dnnensmn possessmg length

breadth, and depth__, But in th:as whole approach what is excluded from

the natural world is the thmkmg\gent himself, the very one who rea-

sons that the world is of sueh a na\lire The thmkmg agent is not

-

stnctly “mathematical”, but it is by virtue of the same rationalistic

VAR
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method that Descartes asserts it, for the thini:ing subject 1; the ne-
(\\\_/ cessary simple which must be postulated as agent of mathematical
reasoning. Thus, at rock bottoﬁa, Descartes' dualism springs from
=the spirit of geometry, from the spirit of mathematical investigation,
- from the spirit of reason itself, Reason gives to us a concept of
matter guaranteed sound by‘ God in that he creates Jthe world as con-
ceived and which excludes in its nature the very process which dis-
cerns it. And thus it is reason which gives to us the concept of
mind as something distinct from the material body.

William C. Springer, '"The Birth of Dualiém Out of the Spirit
of Geornetry”',8 as is apparent from his title, also traces the rise of
dualism to the spirit of geometry. However, we differ in that, for
Springer, this spifit is defined as that which compels us to maintain
that anything factual must be located spatially; whereas, | have shift-~
ed the emphases towards the measurable dimension aspect of geo-

'» ‘metry. Certainly, tﬁese amount to the samea thing in that what is

measurable ig spatially located. Séill, 1 have followed a different

ccu;'se than Springer in‘developirllg my theéis specificgll& from th;e :
writings of Descartes. e

My claim, then, is that what led Descartes to the formulation

- =

of his dualism of mind and body was his desire to shape all knowledge.

on the model of mathematied} reasoning. And what led to the mind -

—_

body problem was his failure to reconcile these two natures within the
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unity of man once separation has occurred. Wherein, then, lies the
solution to the mind-body question, to the problem of the apparent
unity of man? If this papei: ‘has cdntributed to an answer, its. sig-
nificance lies in its staten;egt of the factors whicﬁ led to the problem,

If mind and body are irreconcilable within the unity of men,
which | suspect they are, one ought to look at our reasons for thinking
these as different natures. For the problem may lie in our very con-
ception of these as different, in the very concept of body as unthinking
‘spa;ial extension, for it is this very idea which leads to the necessity
of a dualistic position.” Thus, in the final analysis, what may be re-
quired is a redefinition of matter, the working out of a new definition
which would not exclude the thinking agent as a part of its nature. But
here, at this time, I can only indicate ohe possible direction, and p=r-
haps the only poésible direction, which our thoughts should tai<e if
man's nature as an individual thing is to be fully understood.

If the unity of man cannot be satisfactorily accounted for within
a dualism of mind and body, then, perhapé, this dualism itself must
be swept away and a new approach cultivated. One in which mind and
body are not conceived of as two different natures. And such an ap-

proach would from the outset require the rejection of "extension” and

of the mathematical model which 1éd to its formulation
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