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Study Questions #1








	In Meditation IV Decartes begins to address the nature of his “understanding”, what this “understanding” actually is, and how this “understanding” applies to is earlier meditations.  Rene begins by defining understanding as “just the thing by which I grasp ideas about which I form judgments,” he further explicates that he “cannot say that there are errors in the understanding itself.”  Which seems fairly commonsensical but Rene goes on further in the passage to prove how non-faulty understanding is a valid conclusion.  He draws upon the two-pronged  idea of two forces at work in his mind, the will and this thing called “understanding”.   Having seemed to come to the conclusion that God indeed does exist, and that God does not deceive he is left to address how errors can occur in these arenas, or more accurately put how the force of will might lead to errors in understanding (though it in turn it is not the cause of error).  He firstly defines the scope of these two forces, showing the infiniteness of will and the limit of understanding.  He describes his ability to understand as “very small and restricted” while he defines will as “something supremely perfect and infinite.”  And so within these arguments Rene phrases the reasons for error saying basically that the cause of his errors is that he often extends his will into areas he does not understand.  “Being indifferent to these things,” he is “easily led away from truth and goodness into error and sin.”


He goes on with examples to convey the scope of this “indifference” to some of his previous arguments.  Having found a reason for error Rene  safely affirms that the actual “understanding” of something is not prone to error.




















