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proving the existence of God and the distinction
between the soul and the body
arranged in geometrical fashion

DEFINITIONS

1. Thought.1use this termto include everything thatis within us in such™}

a way that we are immediately aware of it. Thus all the operations of the f-
will, the intellect, the imagination and the senses are thoughts. 1 say \
mmediately’ so as to exclude the consequences of thoughts; a voluntary {: .
movement, for example, originates in a thought but is not itself a B
thought. .

1L Idea.1understand this term to
immediate perception of which mak
whenever 1 express something in words, and understand what I am
saying, this very fact makes it certain that there is within me an idea of
what is signified by the words in question. Thus it is not only the images
depicted in the imagination which 1 call ‘ideas’. Indeed, in so far as these

images are in the corporeal imagination, that is, are depicted in some part

of the brain, 1 do not call them “ideas’ at all; I call them ‘ideas’ only in so

far as they give form to the mind itself, when it is directed towards that

part of the brain. .
Iil. Objective reality of an idea. By this | mean the being of the thing
which is represented by an idea, in so far as this exists in the idea. In the

same way we can talk of ‘objective perfection’, ‘objective intricacy’ and

mean the form of any given thought,
es me aware of the thought. Hence,
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so on. For whatever we perceive ing i j
on. . as being in the objects of our i i
objectively in the ideas themselves. ’ ourideas exiss
co::,;.s Wh;tever exists in the? object.f. of our ideas in a way which exact]
cor po;n s to our perception of it is said to exist formally in tho u
o ‘;ths. omething is said to exist eminently in an object when althougsli
. - - ?
it de es not exactly correspond to our perception of it, its greatness is such
$ lts czn fill the rqle of that which does so correspond.’
perc.eiv: l:ntzzcgl '{l}ls ter.::; applies to every thing in which whatever we
ediately resides, as in a subject, or to ev i
\ . r : ery thing by me
:rfl which whatever we perceive exists. By ‘whatever we perceivge’ 1}; me:l:
ar ey pro;;lerty, quallty or attribute of which we have a real idea. The onlt
id ; }:-{eh a\;le ofa substance.ltself, in the strict sense, is that it is the thiny
in wh :;; h s\o)v.' atever “fteh percfelve {or whatever has objective being in one ogf
exists, either formally or eminentl
: r y. For we know b
na\t;;ra!rl}:ght that a rgal attribute cannot belong to nothing v the
- ti; e su!)st.anc'e in which thoughtimmediately resides is called mind.1
‘L e term mm.d rather than ‘soul’ since the word ‘soul’ is ambiguot.:
anVllls (}f;:'.n applied to something corporeal.? i
o th; e c:ubsl:am:t.: which is theimmediate subject of local extension and
of ¢ accidents which presuppose extension, such as shape, position
locs motion and so on, is called body. Whether what we call mind anci
y arc one and' the same substance, or two different substances, is a
qu‘e,s;;nlm which will have to be dealt with later on. ’
- whicF; :u‘l:):ta‘\:?:e wh;chlwe ]understand to be supremely perfect, and
nceive absolutely nothing that impli
n which ' ies an
hn;x)zansjlh in that perfection, is called God. P y defect o
o t.hing etll'l1 :f stahy that something is contained in the nature or concept
3 s the same as saying that it is true of th i i
can be asserted of that thing. fihat thing, or thac
X. Two substanc i
X. es are said to be really distinct w
exist apart from the other. ’ hen cach of them can

POSTULATES?S

The fir: i
feeblf as:erte}:]uest 1 make of my readers is that they should realize how
e reasons that have led them to trust their senses up till now
i

1 Cf. Med. w1, above p. 28.
;. Ea% ; ;j;‘:l::as Y)l:d permeating the body. CE. Med. 11, above p. 17
. Pos . Descartes 15 here playm, i follows i
postulates in the Euclidian scnse, bura izursh:er: :,fo ::fst;r::ier:c;:aetstfso“ows fanoca srof
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and how uncertain are all the judgements that they have built up on the

basis of the senses. I ask them to reflect long and often on this point, till

they eventually acquire the habit of no longer placing too much trust in
the senses. In my view this is a prerequisite for perceiving the certainty

that belongs to metaphysical things. ,

Secondly, 1 ask them to reflect on their own mind, and all its attributes.
They will find that they cannot be in doubrt about these, even though they
suppose that everything they have ever acquired from their senses is false.
They should continue with this reflection until they have got into the

" habit of perceiving the mind clearly and of believing that it can be known
more easily than any corporeal thing,

Thirdly, 1 ask them to ponder on those self-evident propositions that
they will find within themselves, such as ‘The same thing cannot both be
and not be at the same time’, and ‘Nothingness cannot be the efficient cause
of anything’, and so on. In this way they will be exercising the intellectual
vision which nature gave them, in the pure form which it attains when
freed from the senses; for sensory appearances generally interfere with it
and darken it to a very great extent. And by this means the truth of the
following axioms will easily become apparent to them.

Fourthly, 1 ask them to examine the ideas of those natures which
contain a combination of many attributes, such as the nature of a
triangle, or of a square, or of any other figure, as well as the nature of
mind, the nature of body, and above all the nature of God, or the
supremely perfect being. And they should notice that whatever we
perceive to be contained in these natures can be truly affirmed of them.
For example, the fact that its three angles are equal to two right angles is
contained in the nature of a triangle; and divisibility is contained in the
nature of body, or of an extended thing (for we cannot conceive of any
extended thing which is so small that we cannot divide it, ar least in our
thought). And because of these facts it can be truly asserted that the three
angles of every triangle are equal to two right angles and that every body
is divisible.

Fifthly, 1 ask my readers to spend a great deal of time and effort on
contemplating the nature of the supremely perfect being. Above all they
should reflect on the fact that the ideas of all other natures contain
possible existence, whercas the idea of God contains not only possible
but wholly necessary existence. This alone, without a formal argument,
will make them realize that God exists; and this will eventually be just as
self-evident to them as the fact that the number two is even or that three
is odd, and so on. For there are certain truths which some people find
self-evident, while others come to understand them only by means of a
formal argument.
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Sixthly, | ask my readers to ponder on all the examples that | wentw
through in my Meditations, both of clear and distinct perception, and of
obscure and confused perception, and thereby accustom themselves to
distinguishing what is clearly known from what is obscure. This is
something that it is easier to learn by examples than by rules, and I think
that in the Meditations | explained, or at least touched on, all the relevant
examples.

Seventhly, and lastly, when they notice that they have never detected
any falsity in their clear perceptions, while by contrast they have never,
except by accident, found any truth in matters which they grasp only
obscurely, I ask them to conclude that it is quite irrational to cast doubt
on the clear and distinct perceptions of the pure intellect merely because
of preconceived opinions based on the senses, or because of mere
hypotheses which contain an element of the unknown. And as a result
they will readily accept the following axioms as true and free of doubt.
Nevertheless, many of these axioms could have been better explained,
and indeed they should have been introduced as theorems rather than ‘ay
axioms, had I wished to be more precise.

AXIOMS OR COMMON NOTIONS

I. Concerning every existing thing it is possible to ask what is the cause
of its existence. This question may even be asked concerning God, not
because he needs any cause in order to exist, but because the immensity
of his nature is the cause or reason why he needs no cause in order to
exist.

II. There is no relation of dependence between the present time and the
immediately preceding time, and hence no less a cause is required to
preserve something than is required to create it in the first place.!

III. It is impossible that nothing, a non-existing thing, should be the
cause of the existence of anything, or of any actual perfection in
anything. .

IV. Whatever reality or perfection there is in a thing is present either
formally or eminently in its first and adequate cause.

V. It follows from this that the objective reality of our ideas needs a
cause which contains this reality not merely objectively but formally or
eminently. It should be noted that this axiom is one which we must
necessarily accept, since on it depends our knowledge of all things,
whether they are perceivable through the senses or not. How do we
know, for example, that the sky exists? Because we see it? Buc this
‘seeing’ does not affect the mind except in so far as it is an idea — | mean
t ‘Preserve’, here and below, has the technical sense of ‘to maintain in existence’.
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an idea which resides in the mind itself, not an image depicted in the
corporeal imagination. Now the only reason why we can use this idea as
a basis for the judgement that the sky exists is that every idea must have a
really existing cause of its objective reality; and in this case we judge that
the cause is the sky itself. And we make similar judgements in other cases.

V1. There are various degrees of reality or being: a substance has more
reality than an accident or 2 mode; an infinite substance has more reality
than a finite substance. Hence there is more objective reality in the idea of
a substance than in the idea of an accident; and there is more objective
reality in the idea of an infinite substance than in the idea of a finite
substance.

VII. The will of a thinking thing is drawn voluntarily and freely (for

this is the essence of will), but nevertheless inevitably, towards a clearly

known good. Hence, if it knows of perfections which it lacks, it will
straightaway give itself these perfections, if they are in its power.

VIII. Whatever can bring about a greater or more difficult thing can
also bring about a lesser thing.

IX. Itis a greater thing to create or preserve a substance than to create
or preserve the attributes or properties of that substance, However, it is
not a greater thing to create something than to preserve it, as has already
been said. '

X. Existence is contained in the idea or concept of every single thing,
since we cannot conceive of anything except as existing. Possible or
contingent existence is contained in the concept of a limited thing,
whereas necessary and perfect existence is contained in the concept of a
supremely perfect being.

PROPOSITION 1

The existence of God can be known
merely by considering bis nature

Demonstration
To say that something is contained in the nature or concept of a thing is
the same as saying that it is true of that thing (Def. 1x). But necessary
existence is contained in the concept of God (Axiom x). Therefore it may
be truly affirmed of God that necessary existence belongs to him, or that
he exists.

This is the syllogism which I employed above in replying to the sixth
point in your Objections.! And its conclusion can be grasped as

1 Above pp. 106f.
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self-evident by those who are free of preconceived opinions, as 1 said
above, in the Fifth Postulate. But since it is not easy to arrive at such clear
mental vision, we shall now endeavour to establish the same result by
other methods.

PROPOSITION II

The existence of God can be demonstrated
a posteriori merely from the fact that we
bave an idea of God within us

Demonstration

The objective reality of any of our ideas requires a cause which contains
the very same reality not merely objectively but formally or eminently
{Axiom v). But we have an idea of God (Def. 11 and vui), and the
objective reality of this idea is not contained in us either formally or
eminently (Axiom vI}; moreover it cannot be contained in any other
being except God himself (Def. vin). Therefore this idea of God, which is
in us, must have God as its cause; and hence God exists (Axiom 1n1).

PROPOSITION [iI

God’s existence can also be demonstrated from the
fact that we, who possess the idea of God, exist

Demonstration

1£ 1 had the power of preserving myself, how much more would | have the
power of giving myself the perfections which I lack (Axioms viur and 1x);
for these perfections are merely attributes of a substance, whereas 1 am a
substance. But 1 do not have the power of giving myself these perfections;
if I did, I should already have them (Axiom vi1). Therefore 1 do not have
the power of preserving myself. .

Now | could not exist unless I was preserved throughout my existence
either by myself, if I have that power, or by some other being who has it
(Axioms 1 and 11). But I do exist, and yet, as has just been proved, I do not
have the power of preserving myself. Therefore I am preserved by some
other being.

Moreover, he who preserves me has within himself, either formally or
eminently, whatever is in me (Axiom 1v). But | have within me the
perception of many of the perfections which I lack, as well as an idea of
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God (Defs. 11 and vinr). Therefore he who preserves me has a perception
of the same perfections.

Finally, this being cannot have the perception of any perfections which
he lacks, or which he does not have within himself either formally or
eminently (Axiom vi1). For since he has the power of preserving me, as |
have already said, how much more would he have the power of giving
himself those perfections if he lacked them (Axioms vint and 1x). But he
has the perception of all the perfections which I know I lack and which 1
conceive to be capable of existing only in God, as has just been proved.

- Therefore he has the perfections within himself either formally or
eminently, and hence he is God.

COROLLARY

God created the heavens and the earth and everything in them. Moreover
he can bring about everything which we clearly perceive in a way exactly
- corresponding to our perception of it

Demonstration

All this clearly follows from the preceding proposition. For in that
proposition we proved that God exists from the fact that there must exist
someone who possesses either formally or eminently all the perfections of
which we have any idea. But we have the idea of a power so great that the
possessor of this power, and he alone, created the heavens and the earth
and is capable of producing everything that I understand to be possible.
Therefore in proving God’s existence we have also proved these other
facts about him.

PROPOSITION 1V

There is a real distinction between the mind and the body

Demonstration

God can bring about whatever we clearly perceive in a way exactly
correspondiffg to our perception of it (preceding Corollary). But we
clearly perceive the mind, that is, a thinking substance, apart from the
body, that is, apart from an extended substance (Second Postulate). And
conversely we can clearly perceive the body apart from the mind (as
everyone readily admits). Therefore the mind can, at least through the
power of God, exist without the body; and similarly the body can exist
apart from the mind.
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Now if one substance can exist apart from another the two are really
distinct (Def. x). But the mind and the body are subst?nces (Defs. v, i
and vi1) which can exist apart from each other (as h_as just been proved).
Therefore there is a real distinction between the mind and the body..

Notice that I introduce the power of God as a means to separate mind
and body not because any extraordinary power is needed to bring about
such a separation but because the preceding arguments have dealt solely
with God, and hence there was nothing else | could use to malfe the
separation. Our knowledge that two things are really distinct is not
affected by the nature of the power that separates them.



