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than taking myself to be

deprived or robbed of what
God hasn’t given me.

And 1 have no reason to complain about God’s hav-
ing given me a will whose scope is greater than my un-
dcrstanding’s. The will is like a unity made of insepa-
rable parts; its nature apparently will not allow anything
to be taken away from it. And, really, the wider the
scope of my will, the more grateful T ought to be to Him
who gave it to me.

Finally, I ought not to complain that God concurs in
bringing about the acts of will and judgment in which
I err. Insofar as these acts derive from God, they are
completely true and good, and I am more perfect with
the ability to perform these acts than I would be with-
out it. And, the deprivation that is the real ground of
fa]sity and error doesn’t need God’s concurrence, since
it's not a thing. When we regard God as its cause, we
should say that it is an absence rather than a depriva-
tion. For it clearly is no imperfection in God that He has
given me the freedom to assent or not to assent to things
of which He hasn’t given me a clear and distinct grasp.
Rather, it is undoubtedly an imperfection in me that I
misuse this freedom by passing judgment on things that
I don’t properly understand. I see, of course, that God
could easily have brought it about that, while I remain
free and limited in knowledge, I never err: He could
have implanted in me a clear and distinct understand-
ing of everything about which I was ever going to make
a choice, or He could have indelibly impressed on my
memory that I must never pass judgment on somethin
that I don’t clearly and distinctly understand. And I also
understand that, regarded in isolation from everything
else, I would have been more perfect if God had made
me so that I never err. But I can’t deny that, because
some things are immune to error while others are not,
the universe is more perfect than it would have been if
all its parts were alike. And I have no right to complain
about God’s wanting me to hold a place in the world
other than the greatest and most perfect.

Besides, it I can’t avoid error by having a clear grasp
of every matter on which I make a choice, 1 can avoid it
in the other way, which only requires remembcring that
[ must not pass judgment on matters whose truth isn't
apparent. For, although I find myself too weak to fix my
attention permanently on this singkr (houghl, I can- wb:v

carciul and tfrequent meditation—ensure tt

1at | call it to
mind wi

wnever it’s needed and thus that 1 acquire the
habit of avoiding error.

Since the first and foremost pe

rfection of man lies in

avoiding error, I've profited from today’s meditation
7 '

rror and falsity.

in which I've mvestigated the cause of ¢
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Clearly, the only possiblc causc.‘ u’f error is th.t' one [ hay,
described. When I limit my will ’ ra'ng‘ej of ;u(?g;nent &
the things presentpd clearly and »dis:’.m(t) y to my under.
standing, 1 obviously canngt err-— (?r ""t*lj'thlng tha 1
clearly and distinctly grasp is so%nethm‘g and }Tit‘nce Ny
come: not from nothing, but from God - (zod Isay)
who is supremely perfect and who can.no‘t possibly de.
ceive. Therefore, what I clearly and distinctly grasp is
unqucstjonably true. Today, then, I have learned what ¢,
avoid in order not to err and also what to do to reach the
truth. I surely will reach the truth if T just attend to the
things that I understand perfectly and distinguish then,
from those that I grasp more obscurely and conﬁxsedly'
And that’s what I'll take care to do from now on.

Commentary and Questions

Note the transitional character of the first para-
graph. Descartes sums up the argument so far, ex-
presses his confidence that God’s existence is more
certain than anything else (except the cogito), and
looks forward to further progress.

Q34. Is Descartes’ assertion (p. 338) that deception
is an evidence of weakness rather than power
plausible? Explain your answer,

Py L

Before God’s existence was proved, it was un-
clear whether any of our beliefs were true. Now
there is a new puzzle: How can any of them be
false? (Do you see why this puzzle arises?) So Des-
cartes has to provide an explanation of the obvious
fact that we can and do make mistakes.

For the basic framework he depends again on the
%dea of the Great Chain of Being. He finds that he
is an “intermediate” between God and nothingness,
havmg less reality than God, whose perfection ex-
c;ludcs error, but more l‘eahty S shcef nonbeing.
Error, in any case, is not a posnnve rea}i‘ty;' jt.is only
a defect, as weakness i only the absence of strengt
and cold the a of heat, So it Md not be to0
surprising that Demes,imd mm “should be
susceptible to error. - ¢ 1. S i _
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