Descartes — father of Modern Philosophy
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Discourse on Method
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(1) Accept nothing as true that is not presented to the mind so clearly and distinctly as to
exclude all grounds of doubt.
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(2) divide problems into their simplest parts.
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(3) solve problems by proceeding from simple to complex,
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(4) recheck the reasoning.
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Cogito Ergo Sum:
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| think, therefore | am -=> indubitable, self-evident truth.
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https://www.britannica.com/science/problem-solving
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| — It is a thing who doubts, understands, affirms, denies, wills, refuses and which also
imagines and feels.

| think, therefore | am --> indubitable, self-evident truth because it is clear and distinct.

A2 IHAG SRS, FosfSgy 5oy 0T 9 ST GfS IfFa Ty =g @ R
=% ¢ RiRe—I1 [RR e 7R

Clear and distinct- the opposite of which is self-contradictory
Clear TRIS - direct experience (e.g. pain- clear but not distinct)
Distinct fi<{s- experience which can be distinguished from other experiences.

| think, therefore | am - not an inference; it is immediate, self-justified knowledge
obtained intuitively.

Descartes on the Criterion of Truth TOTOI] VTN - Third Meditation
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It seems to me that | can establish as a general rule that all things which | perceive very
clearly and very distinctly are true.
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Criticisms
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Erdmann’s reply: 31\9JOI ﬂlﬂﬁ@%ﬁﬁ%@l@[% WV fofe (ratio cognascendi);
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the womb have an actual notion of God, but only that there is in us by nature an innate
potentiality whereby we know God.

Arguments in favor of existence of God
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mind. 2RI RN J RN TR WB Y Fidr

The argument is based on two self-justifying assumptions:
a) ex nihilo nihil fit- Nothing comes from nothing
b) the cause of an object must contain at least as much reality as the object itself.

e Heat cannot be produced in an object which was not previously hot, except by
something of at least the same order of perfection as heat.

e A stone, for example, which previously did not exist, cannot begin to exist unless it is
produced by something which contains, either formally or eminently everything to be
found in the stone.

Argument for the Existence of God (1)

P1. Every effect must have causes and the ideas in my mind have causes.
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P2: I have an idea of God as an infinitely perfect being.
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P3: The cause of any idea must have at least as much formal reality as the
idea has objective reality.
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P4: My finite mind itself could not have been the source of the idea.
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P5: Only an infinitely perfect being has as much formal reality as my idea
of God has objective reality.
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C1: So the cause of my idea of God must really be infinitely perfect.

C2: So God, an infinitely perfect being, exists.
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YTHFCO ATO? Whether |, who possesses this idea of God, could exist supposing there were
no God?
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First option: If | were not dependent on God for the creation of any of my ideas, | should
have bestowed on myself every perfection of which | possessed any idea and would thus be
God. STNTF FICY S*TT I [FZ AFS l, (FIV Wo2 AHS I, N 4 IO But | am
not conscious of nothing of this kind, and by this | know clearly that | depend on some being

different from me.
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Agrornrgad 9 {F@a: Ontological argument

Existence can no more be separated from the essence of God, than the idea of a mountain
from that of a valley, or the equality of its three angles to two right angles, from the essence
of a triangle.

Existence is a predicate.
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