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His presuppositions, that the existence of matter is doubttul, 

etc., are of such a nature as to incline his pbiloaopby 1n the directi~ 

of idealism rather than a dual1 sm. 'lh1s. ·general tendency in h1s philo­

sophy 1s faeilit.ated by the "Cogito, ergo sum .. • In tact, it is in his 
' 

exposition of the "Cogito, ergo sumn that he approaches lll08t closely 

this idealistic school; and it is in this direction, he reels, that 
. ' 

certainty lies. As a result, •he is extrem~ interested in the nature 

of mind. He affi:nns repeatedJ.¥ that 118 are much more ·certain of the 

existence ·of the mind than of the existence of the bocb'a 

And this is the best mode or discovering the nature 
of the mind and its distinctness from the bod;ya £or, ex­
amining what we are, while supposi.113 as • now do1. that 
there is nothing really existing apart from my own thought, 
we clearly perceive that neither extension, nor atgurej 
nor local motion~ nor anything s1m:i]ar that can be attri­
buted to body, pertaina to our nature• am nothing save 
thought alone; and consequent]J", tbat the notion we have 
of our mind precedes that of 8.fJY corporeal thill!b and is 
more certain, seeing• still doubt whether there ia any 
b~ ill ~'d.stenee while we alreadJ pereeiw that• 
think • .1. 

Since our mind is the chief thing even in the understanding of 

the material 1.1orld, it. is true that mind is more important. But even 

further•· the perception of the material world understood by -r:11' mind, 

is a token itself, of the md,stence o£ my minds this in refutation of 

the· Locldan concept that what is in the mind was first in our sensee. 

Perhaps 111e even find in this refutation of Descartes and other similar 

ones. a begirming or the Kantian criticism of Locke. lCant sees· the 

ultimate nihiliSI:1 of both the Lockian empiricism and Berkeley's sub­

jecti.ve idealism and suggests that while it is true that what is-in 

1. Rene · Descartes, Principles., P• 167. 
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the mind was first in the sense, still 1t 1~ .equa].q true that the 

m1nd is the necessary synthe~c agency~ the organisation ot the 

phenomena presented' to the senses. 

Even at his initial stages of inquiry into this phase of the 

problem (of' establishing the certain and indubitable), Descartes 

still retains his doubt,s about material things. All t.hat· he has ~ 
' 

work with is his thinking and tho corollar;y to that, his existence. 

I thinlc.,, therefore I am. It is perhaps even true, he reasom,• that 

all _ that he needs to insure bis existence IS mind. For he s~a 

li'rom the very circumstances that I sought to· doubt 
the truth of other things, it mu.st clear~ and certa:lo}y 
follow that I was, uhile on the other hand, if I had 
only ceased to think, although all the other objects 
Which I had ever imagined, had been in realit)T existen~ 
I -.ould have had no reason to believe that I existed. 
I thence concluded that I was a substance whose essence 
or nature consists oncy in thinking and llhicb~. that it 
may exist, has need or no place,- nor is· dependent on 
any matar-lal thincs, so that •1• that 1s to say, t.118 
mind by which I am what I am,. is who~ distinct £rem 
tl1e body and is even IilOre easily lmown than t.be latter, 
and is such, that though the latter }18re not, it would 
still continue to be all that it 1s.1. 

But does this imply that one exists only when one tbiolcat Descartes 

~ t "I aa, I exist; this · is certain; but how otten7 As often as 

I think, f or perhaps it would even happen if I should who1J1' cease 

to think that I should at the same time ll'h~~ ~ ·to be. •2'. We see 

then, how si3lrlfieant the consciousness-approach 1a to the philosophy 

of Descartes. Let us observe 001.'"8 in connection Id th our main thesis, 

nameq the stuczy- of tW.s man•s pbiJosopey as a ma.tbod or assurance, 

that the inevitable necessity for that assurance 1s grounded in the 

1. Rene Descartes, Princims, P~ 27. 
2. Rene Descartes, Ueclita ons, P• 88. 



27 

ego, in bis personal, subjectiw conaeiowmua. "What then aa I? 

A th1nldng being it has ~n said. But What 1s a thlnkln« being? 

It is a think that doubts, understands (conceivea), atnrms, denies, 

wUls, refuses~ that imaginea also, and perceiws.•l 

This thinldng object has ideas, or course, but those ideas are 

not. synonymous ·,vith their objects. Thia - see t'ram a passage in 

which there is perhaps a bit of the Kantian distinction between 

phenomena and noumena: "I have observ8d in a zmml>er of instances, 

that th.ere is a great diffe1'8llce between the object and the idea. 

Thus, for ex.m!!ple, :in ffJ3 mind, , I £ind wholly two dil'£erent ideas 
2 . . . . or the sun, etc.17 or course, Descartes here is talk1ng about an 

idea and an object. Dut since 'the mind (previous~ defined), also 

•perceiveon, its iclaa of an object is its percept,iqn ot it. Here, 

t.hen, Descartes is distinguishing between au object and our pe~ 

cept1on of it, without a.ffiradng that• can ever perceive the 

object in its entirety. 

But the mind very often can perceive mor-J ot frlA object than 

our ~onses ~,,. In support o£ the al?ility of the mind to pereeiff 

thinea ~ which the sonses misled us, Descartes ask8 us to tbiDk of 

a pioce or wax. In placing the wax in proximity of the fire, ever./ 

&ensib)e perception,. former]¥ ours, concernine the wax is changed. 

lt bas chanl,ed in regard to our sight, hearlllg, smell._ taste and 

touch of it.. He concludes, nI ImJSt theref'ore admit that I cannot 

nan CQilprehend by im.gination what the piece ot wax ia and that it 

1~ Rene Descartes, Meditatioms, P• 89. 
2• ~ ... P• 99. 
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1a the mind alone uhich perceives it.•l .Deacat:tes suggests a~ 

another example: 

(Speaking or peqple •lk:Jng in t.be street below). 
What do I see from the window beyond bate and · cl.oaks 
that I!Iigh~ cover artificial macbinea whose mot.ions 
might be determined by springs. But I judge that 
there ax'E> human beines from ~ ~cee., and 
tJ.lus I comprehend, b'J the faculty of judgrimlt alone 
whic:h

2
is in ~ $d., what I Qelieve I say with JV' 

eyes. 

It is too bad that Deacai"'tea does not exa:adne the source of the 

precepts which determ:ine the mture of his judgnants. His earnest 

desire to separate t he mind f rom raaterial · things seems to make him 
go to au exiir ene to deny material tbinr;s, the· objects or bis sense 

experienoo. It is still true that h1s understanding of wax 1n its 

new .form as changed by warmth is still the result or experience with 

wax. And his judgment tliat those are genuine people in the streets 

1s based on experience too, on the many times he bas descended the 

stairs and mingled among tl'iem, indeed talked to them• shook hands 

.,.,_ th theQ, uaed ~s sense of smell to distinguish the fish pedlar 

from the aristocrati c debutante. But, I don"t think Descartes is aa 

guilty of going to the extreme in dei¢ng the existence ot material 

things as he aeems to be. He is still consciously doubting. lie is 

still intere~ted in absolute aoourance. and certainty• Thus even 

though his judgments of the objects ot sense experience are based 

on previous experience, it is still true that experience is not 

al~ true and valid; he 5: be deceiwd. 'l'heretare, be must dis­

cover .foundations more firm. These foundations he fi.nda in consciow,-

Lt Rene Descartes, Meditations; PP• 91-92. 
2. .!2!!!•, p .. 93.. 
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ws. Tho emphasis is, as I•ve ~aid~ on bis 1dea11ni. But h1a 

S deaJ i am ariaes only because bis COD8ciouanesa 1a harder to doubt 

12um material tllinga. But he is still interested 1n validating 

sense experience and the material 110rld. Far be points out that 

even DlVALID and incorrect sense experience in its interaction with 

bis imagination has sufficient i'orce to establiah his existential 

status as a 1"eal being. For he says s 

But flnally, Ydlat shall I say or tho milld itsel.r, 
that is, of !!zy'Self? for as yot I do not admit tbat I 
am anyt.hing but mind. \'Jhat thon1 I who seem to 
possess such a diot:lnct i:opression of a piece or ,ru; -
do I not know ieysell'? both Tlitb grooter truth and 
certitude, and also much more clear~ and distinctly? 
Foi• if I judge that a piece of ,rax exists because I 
touch it, it assw.-edly follows, much more evidentq, 
that I ~elf am or eJd..st. Far it is posoible that 
What I see ~ ,.. not be wa.1Z, and that I do not poBSeso 
even eyea wl th which to sec anything; but it cannot 
be that uhen I see, or, which COCl88 to tho samo thing, 
llhen I think I see, I IllV'Seli' who think am notbing. So 
likewi.ae, :lf I judge that wax exists because I see it, 
it will still also follow that I amJ and U 1113 imagm­
ation, or any- other cause whatever it may be, persuades 
me or the existence o£ wax, I will still draw the same 
conclusion. And l:bat is here 1"81i1Ql"ked of the piece or 
wax is

1 
applicable to all other thiDga that are azterna1 

to me. 

So in the midst of doubt, Descartes locates t.he island or security 

in an assurance o£ his ovm existence. He concludes•· 

I find that I am insensibly reverted to the point 
I desired; for_, since it is _now manifest to m., that 
bodies t,helilSeJ.ves are not proper]¥ preceiwd by the 
senaes nor UJ' the faculty or tl:Jo imagination, but by 
the intellec·t alone; and since they are not perceived 
because they .a1"'8 seen and touched, but only because 
they a..""e unde.""Stood (01• right~ comprehonded by thought) 
I refl(iiq discover that there is notlqng more easi~ or 
clear~ apprehended than ~ 01ffl mind.2 

l.. Rene. Desc~s, lted:1.iiationG,- P• 93. 
~.: Ibid., P• 91h . 
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Descartes• first great question bu bean1 Is there an ultimate 1n 

knowledge which guaranteea itself? By ~ doubting all thinea, 

by el :i m1nating from his thinking processes all ot those th1nga wbich 

WERE doubtt'ul, and by drawing th, one valid conclllaion froa the fact 

that he doubted, Descartes bas established a principle, which, tar 

him, satisi'if)s the 1"'equirements or both or these questions. Tbat 

principle; . "Cogito, ergo sum1n Wa have shown how this principle 

leads to au emphasis on consciousness and idealiat.ic philosophy. 

He now proceeds to his second big queetioni Ia this a suitable basis 

for a suporstl.-uc'cu.i.~ of knowledgel 
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V. Superstructures a Tbe Existence of Ood and Katter 

Descartes has affirmed that wbateftr 1e clear in the mind ie true 

and correct. However, he cautiODB us again and again to make sure that 

its clarity is as obvious as that of the •Cogito.• In the •Cogito•, 

there is an equation between "I think• and •1 am.• Tbeae two terms 

have the same validity as the equation that exist.a between two plus 

two and four. It is possible to form such an equation because •two 

plus two0 is nothing more than another form or •.tour•. So •1 think• 

equals, implies, inheres in, "I am". 

There is the same force in the ontological argument llherein the 

existence of God is derived .from our conception of him. It is a 

truth, an axiom which the soul perceives prior to reflection. 

There are several shades of meaning in Descartes• proofs for 

the existence of God. There is the purely ontological argument 

aspect - the proof that a God who is •a being than which a greater 

cannot be concei veda (Anselm) would not be such if be lacked exist-
. 

ence. This is an argument by definition. or as Weber points out, 

sometimes the emphasis in Descartes is notz 

God exists because rrq mind conceiwa himJ but, !ly 
reason conceives God because God exists. The true 
.foundation of our faith in God is not our conception 
of him, - that would be a subjective and weak basis, -
but God himself, who rev!als bimSelt to us in the . 
innate idea of infinity. 

I believe we can find both aspects of this proof in Descartes. Surely, 

the Prooi" by dei'ini tion is there, and surely the argument from our 

1. Alfred Weber, HistotZ !)! PbilosoA,Y, P• 247. 



iDn&te conception of t he infinte is there. Let WI first look at 

the argument based on God•s perfection. 

This perfection of God as contrasted with the imperfection ot 
' 

the human being is pointed out by Descartaae 1 

From reflocting on the circumstances that I doubted, 
and consequently on the cirClJIDStance that 'IV being waa 
not wholly perfect (for I clearly saw that it was a 
greater perfection to know than to ·doubt), I was led to 
inquire, whence I had thought to think ot something more 
perfect than. myselfJ and I clearly recognized that I 
must hold this notion from some nature that was ill 
reality more perfect ••• It but remained that. it was 
placed in rue by a nature oore perfect than nu own, and 
which even possessed within itself all the perfections 
of which I !llc3iY f or.n an ideaJ that is to say, in a 
single word, God&l 

Descartes gives us some picture or his idea of the perfect Gods 

Dy the name God I understand a substance infinite, 
(eternal, independant• imrautable, all-kncnd.nc, all­
poweri'ul, and by which I Iey"selt, and every other thing 
that exists, if any such there be, is created. But 
the'ae properties are so great and excellent, that the 
more at, ten ti vely I consider them, the less I .reel per­
suaded that tho idea I have or them owes ita origin to 
II\Y-8811' alone. And thus, it is absoluteq necessary to 
conclude, frOB all that I have before said, that God 
exists: £or though the idea or substance be ill uq mind 
owing to this, that I •elt am a substance, I shOlll.d 
not however, have the idea or an infinite subs~e 
seeing that I am a finite be1ng1 unless 1! 1191'8 given 
me .by some substance in reality infinite •. 

I clearly perceive that there is more reality in 
the infinite substance than in the finite, and there­
fore that in some way I possess the perception of the 
infinite before that of tbe finite, that is, the per­
ception o£ God before that of Iiij'Selt, for how could I 
lmow that I doubt, desire., or that something is wanting 
in me., and that I am not wbol:cy' pertect, ~ I possessed 
no idea or a being more perfect than ~self, b7 ·com­
parison of which I know the deficiencies ot m:I 01111 
nature?3 

l. Rene Descartes., Dis~ourse on Uethod, P• 28. 
2. Rene Descartes, ?Ieditati~ P• 164. 
3~ ~. 1 PP• 104-105 •. 
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Of course.,, out of the a.asump.tion or a pertect being Descartes 

concludes that this will not be a being 'Ibo 1s subject to doubt 
~ 

inconstanC'J 1 sadness and such lilm 41 Thia 1s concluded rather 

naively, because Descartes himseli' would be quite happy to be rid 

or such burdens •1 Furthemore, these unfortunate circumstances 

which Descarteo feels should not be ascribed to God are related to 

his own dual nature, that or mnd nnd matter~ "I theretore con­

cluded that it could not be. a perfection of God to be thus ~ 

pounded of two natures~ n2 Undsrutanding Ood in this W8¥ insures 

bis existence: 

I observed that the great certitude which by 
coanon consent is accorded to the demonstrations ( or 
ge0100try) is f ounded solely on this, that th97 are 
clearly conceived in accordance with the rales I have 
already laid dowt1. In tho next place I percoived that 
there was noth.ine in those demonstratiODS which could 
assure m o£ the existence of the object& thus, tor 
exaaple, supposing a triangle to be giwn., I cl.ear~ 
perceive that its 't..l1re0 angles are equal to t11> right 
angles,. but. I did not on that account perceive arv-­
tbi?lg l'd1ich could assure me that a triangle oxistedJ 
llhile on t he contra...17, recurring to the oxarn::iMtion 
of the idea of a perfect being, I round that the 
existence of the Being was comprised in the idea in 
the same way t.."iat the equality of ~e three angles 
to two right angles is compriSed in the idea of a 
triangle • • • and that consequen~, it is at least 
as certain that God eriats (who ia a perfect being) 
as any demonstration in geometry can be.3 · 

Deacartes asks hi:i!ISelf whether he could exist wre there no God. 

If he did, he concludes, he would have to derive his axistence from 

•omething more imperfect than God since nothing more perfect than 

Ood can be imagined. Let us suppose that he himself is the cause ot 

l. Rene Descartes Discourse ob Yethod, PP• 28-29 • 
2 , -
• Ibid..• P• 29. 

3. m!•,, PP• 29-.30. 



his existence. But in that case he would be conscious at no de­

ficiencies for he would have bestowed upon himself _ever., quality or 

which he bad any idea and thus, as far as he 1188 able to judge, 

woul.d be perfect.1 

But perl1aps the being upon whom I am dependant is 
n~t ~d, and I have been produced either by JV parents 
or by saoo causes less perfect than Deit7. This cannot 
bes £or, as I have said., it is p,ri'ectli evident that 
the.re must at least be as !!Dlcb reality in the cauae aa 
in the effect; and accordingly since I am a thinking 
being, and possess within ivself' the idea of God, what­
ever in t.lie end be the cause of av m.stence., it mw,t 
of necessity be admitted that it 1a l.1kewise a tbirudag 
being_, and that it possesses in itself all the ideas 
and parfec·tions I attribute to Deity. Then it may be 
inquirGd nhether tlds cause owes its origin and m.st.­
ence to itself or to some other cause. For if it be 
self-eJdstent, it .follows tram what I haw laid dowo~ 
that this cause is GodJ tor since it posaesaes the 
perfectio11 of selt'-cxistence, it mu.st Uk,ewise without 
doubt, have the power of act~ possessing ever., 
ari'cction of which it nas the idea, - in ether words 
all the perfections I conceive to belong to God. But 
it it om its exist.once to another being than itself'• 
we demand again., for a similar reason:, wbether 'tbis 
second cauae exi~ts of its.elf' or tbrouch saae other, 
until f. om s~"6 to stage, m at l~ arrive at an 
ultimate cause, ,,,hi.ch will be .God.2 

You wlll soo hmr subtly Descartes becoaes representative ot the 

two ideas about God. That be exists because He is per!"ect and that 

He exists because of our idea ot things greater than ourselves. It 

is wry hard to separate these two ideas in Descartes. Let wr say a 

fe-w IIOrd.s now about. the second Cartesian concept ot God, that he re­

~ Himself' as perfect through implanting certain ideas 1n us. 

This idea or God is a remarmble thing. It is not derived tbr<>Ugh 

sense ·experience;, it is not a pure production or fiction of the miDd 

l.. · Rene Descartes,, Discourse on Hethod. PP•· l.<>6-107 • 
2.. . Rene Descartes., tlad!tatlona, P• iotJ. 
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since one can neither contribute to nor detract from the conception 

as it stands. The only o~r possible. s~ or t.hia knowledge or 

God is t hrough i."l."lato idea3 • By Dcm3 means God bad implanted· these 

ideas in U3 at creat ion as though the Daark of the flwarkman 1mpreased 

on his work. nl God r:mst have fashioned us after His own ~"'9 and 

likeness, " Qnd that I perceive this Jikenese in which is contained 

.the i~a of God.o2 

Des~s has not interested himelt· in enmining all of the 

arguaents which migbt be adduced in t,he proof ot Ood•s existence. 

He tella us quite clearly that llhat HAS co~cerned b1m was the proof 

which he consider s most valid, that it the necessity ot his existence 

from the f act of the capacity or the fini~ to conceiw the infinite. 

He feels .?urther that "there is no ay open to man llhareb;y proofs of 

more . suffi cient ce2"tainty can be discovered.•) Hor does he feel that 

even his proof is of suff icient worth to msrit the i.lllllediate con­

version of all men. Thi s ho feels• is not because of arq inherent 

fa.J.4C"J in t he proof but ooeause o£ cortain. unfortunate approacbos to 

the probleia in t he mind or the atheist. 

All tnat atheists commonl3 allege in favor or the 
non-existence of God arise continually i'rom one or the 
other o£ these tw things ·: name~, eitbor the ascription 
of human affections to Deity, or the undue attribution 
in our awn minds · of so much vigour ad ld.sdm tbat we 
essay to determine and coq,rehend lib.at God both can and 
ought to do; hence all tbat is allepd by ~· ~ 
cause us no di£ficulty provided only we keep 1n 1-~--­
br!lllce that our minds mw,t be conaid::1 tWte lhile 
Deity is incomprehensible and :lnfillite. 

So the f orce of Descartes• argumant is tbia, that he could not 

be the ~ he is he could not have the thoughts he has if God did ' . 

l. Rene Descartes, Meditations, PP• 109-llO. 
2. Ibid. . 
3. Rene Descartes Discourse on let.bod, P• 67. 
1. , - . 
q. Ibid., P• 73. -
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not exist. This is guaranteed by' the principle that he, though 

finite, ia able to concoivo of the unchangeable, the immntable, the 

omniscient, the Olilllipotent, the infinite 1n such a manner as could 

only happen if his id.ea was conceived innately aa derived £ram God 

himself'. 

The existence of God proved, and the existence or himself 

established, Descartes next demonstrates how the existence ot God 

insures the existence of the material universe. Thia is the second 

superstructure. The idea of God •1a t.he perpetual refutation ot 

Skepticism. al And since God is perfect and not a ma.], gmmt devil, 

Descartes may be sure God would not de8'e1ve him as to the existence 

or the corporeal world. 

But after I have recognized the existence ot God, 
and because I have at the same time, recognised the 
fact that all things rest upon him and that he is no 
decai var, and in consequence ot that I have judged that 
a1l that I conceive cle'1'ly and diatinc~ cannot fail 
to be true • • • no opposing reason can be brought 
against Iil0 r.hieh should ever make mo call it into 
question; and thus I have a true and certain knowl.edge 
or it. And this same knowledge extends over all other 
things ·that I recollect having formerl,y demonstrated, 
as the t,rut.hs of geometry" and others like them • • • 
.And t,hus I recognize clear],y THAT THE CERTAINTY AND 
TUE TRU'Iil OF ALL KN07iLEOOE DEPEtID UPON THE KNOWLEDGE 
ALOME Oli' T"J:!E TRUE GOD: so that before I lmow him I 
could not perfectly lmow aeytbing el.S'e. And now that 
I lmow him, I have the iooans or acquiring a perfect 
knowledge of an infinitude of things• not onq or 
those which are in him, BUT AISO OF TlIOOE \1HICH BELONG 
TO CORPOREAL NATURE ••• ·2 

C8:l"l"Ying along this idea, Descartes 1'811inds us that prior to 

t.hia stage ot the argument he bad raised the problem. of dreams• 

Material objects sometimes appear in our dreaas with the force or 
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nal objects. How are 1f8 to distinguish the real from the ill.uaary? 

How are we to establish the ontological reality ot the material world? 

Descartes answers it in this fashion, 

Though men of the highest genius studif tb1a question 
as long as they please, I do not believe that tbey will 
be able to ei va sufficient reason to l'8IBO'l9 this doubt 
unless they presuppose tlle existence or God. For in the 
first place even the principle wbich I haw alrea~ t.akBn 
as a rule; vl~., that all thins& which 118 clear'.b' and 
~stinctly perceive are truej is certain ~ because God 
is or exists and io a porfect Deing; and because all that 
we possess is der-1 ved i'rora Himj whence it rollo,rs t.hat 
our ideas or notiow, which tQ the extent ot their cle~ 
ness and distinctness are real.; and proceed from God; are 
to that extent, true ••• But it we did not Jmow that all 
tJ1at 1.we possess of the real and true proceeds frcm a pe~ 
i'ect or infinite being, however clear and distinct our 
ideas IJa.Y be, we should have no ground on that account 
for t.hc assurance that they possess the pertection of 
being true.l 

So with the a£f imo.tion of Ood*s existence and the matence or the 

material universe, Descartes has begun the superstructure of h:18 

meta~ics. He has advanced confidently, tor he feel.a t.hat his 

reason has been his guide. 

In summary, we see that Descartes rinds certainty in llis om 

consciousness. Ilia own doubts wre sufficient to establish his 

personal existence. God and tho matorial IIOE"ld are deriwd there­

from. However, a part or Descartes• asuurance ot bis awn enstence 

is dsri ved froo the existence of God. 

Having aet up reason u a clear guide ror turtber action, 

Deacartes can begin dealing with science, or the lan 'llhicb govern 

the material universe. This is bis third great spperetructure. In 

h1a atu~ ha is just as interest.ad in certainV as be was in en-

1. Rene Descartes Discourse on Kethod, P• 31. 
' - ------
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deavor:1:ng to lay the foundations for a aolid ~tapbysics. Here• 

however, the eo~ ~s much ~re di.tficult. He ill involftd wit.h 

natural proce:Jses which must be investigated, con,cemiDg 11hich 

~otheaes must be advanced. Such hypotheses 11118t be tested and 

· retested and perhaps. restated in the light or new empirical data. 

Descartes, in o·ther words, now t1ll'D8 empirical scientist, trying 

to ferret. out uat,m.-e 's secrets and place upon them the same in­

signia of certainty that he placed upon Ontology. You will notice 

that the raetho~ must becoms quite different because of the nature 

. of the subject matter. Desca.rt.es • first method was one of' intro­

spection. llis second method was that or faith (a faith which pre­

served his ethical inteerity even wbile doubting all else). 'l'b1a 

really isn•t a "met.hod" at an, though it takes the place of one 

since it pi•ovides subjective certainty 1lhile the search tor objective 

certainty still ~oes on. 'lhe third method we have reserved for the 

next chapterJ that method concerns itael.t 11:ith the empirical 

approach to nature. 

Here we IilllBt remember all that 118 baw said about Descartes 

the mat.118matician and scientist. Former]3' be bad uauD8d that the 

s~ point of science was philosophy. Ue found upan mveati­
gation that pbiloaopcy was tar too UD.9table t.o support so lort.y a 

Sllper3tractw.--e as science seemed to be. So it is that Descartes 

having uoed mathematics,, or at least a mathematical method in 

establishing his introspactiw ~nation and nbjective assurance. 

now uses mathematics aa th& foundation tor science. So• ot Descartes 
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it~ be said that he laip. science upon a new starting point and 

recognized the importance ot that starting point. llm'9 than did 

either Bacon or Locke. 

He starts wl th an examination ot geometry and algebra and upon 

careful consideration finds them both entireq inadequate. Then, 

realizing that a combination of them would be ~ successful, 

be combines them. A study or the details ot tbia process is not 

possible trl.thin the confines of this paper nor· is it necessary for 

the purpose of this paper. Sufficient to a,q that Descartes estab­

lishes the existence of nature because or the existence of a per­

fect God and t hen proceeds to lay down the detm.led analysis or bmr 

further study is to be carried on. Tb1s turtber stud;y is summarized 

1n Descartes• four points of m&thod llhich ia briei'q examined and 

cri ticizod in this paper 1n order to show how the carteaian method 

of certainty applies in the physical universe. 



Jio. 

VI. Criticism and ~is ot Descartes• Foor Pointe 

We have said that Francis Bacon did not have the 1D81ght into 

the place or matheraatics in the future structure ot scientific thought. 

Nevertheless, he is one ot the fathers or induction. It might be 

interesting to compare some extracts from his Aphorina with the four 

points or Descartes: 

The logic now in use serves rather to gbe stability 
and to fix the errors which have their foundation 1n 
coIImO?(cy received notions than to help the search after 
truth ••• The syllogism consists ot propositions, pro­
positions consist or words, words are symbols of notions. 
There.fore i f the notions themselves (11bich is at the root 
of the natter) are confused and over-hasti]3 abstracted 
rro!:l the f acts, t.here can be no tirumess in the supez­
structure. Our only hope lies in true induction • • • 
There are aud ean be only two ways ot searching into and 
discovering truth.. The one flies trom the senaes and the 
particulars to the most general axiOIIIB,- and trail these 
principles, the truth of which it takes· tor settled and 
immoveable, proceeds to judgment and to the discover-.1 ot 
middle axiOL'IS. And this is now in fashion. The other 
derives axiOES from the senses aI¥i particulars, rising 
by a gradual and unbroken ascent,. so that it arrives at 
the moat general axioms last of all. thia is the true 
~ but as yet untried • • • axiOIDB ~ and order:q 
formed from particulars easily discover the wa:, to new 
particulars, and thus render sciences actiw • • • Ona 
method alone remains to us J which is aimp~ th181 we must 
lead men to the particulars themselves, and their seriea 
and order; llhile men on their side BIDSt force tbamfflvea 
tor awhile to lay their notions aside and begin to fam­
iliarize themselves with the tacts ••• The idols and 
false notions which are now in the poseession ot the human 
understanding ••• not only beset men•s minds that truth 
can hard47 find entrance, but ewn after entrance is 
attained, they will agapln in the very in8tauration ot the 
sciences meet and trouble us, unless men being forewarned 
•• • .fortify themselves ••• They are IDOU> OF THE 
TRIBE • • • IDOLS OF THE CAVE • • • lOOfS OF THE UAR1CET 
PLACE • • • IOOIS Qli' TIIE THEATER • • • 

1. Francis Bacon, '*Aphorisms,,11 Hn¥¥.amnn~ quoted by Burtt• 
~ !:!gJ :isb Pllilosophers from ~ _ ~ P• 8. 


