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unusually faithful to Augustine’s argument.” There certainly are important com-
parisons to be made between what these two great thinkers have to say about
God and cvil, but the differences are at least as important as the similarities.
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escartes’s gestures at addressing the problem of free will are Jess than
satisfying from a contemporary point of view. He does not directly con-
sider how we can reconcile human freedom with the physical determin-
ism characteristic of a mechanistic natural world. If there is a problem for him
with voluntary action, it is in understanding the nature of the causation involved
in mind-body interaction, but not in the fact that we can will our bodies to move.
They are more satisfying from the point of view of Scholasticism. Descartes at
least recognizes that there is a problem reconciling human free will and divine
preordination, but his effort to resolve this problem almost suggests that he just
does not want to be bothered with the metaphysical conundrums of the prob-
lem. Both in the Principles 141 and in correspondence with Elisabeth, he main-
tains that though our finite minds leave us unable to reconcile our own freedom
and the determinism implied by God’s preordination, we should give up neither
commitment because of our limited understanding.’ In this paper my aim is not
to run that metaphysical gauntlet on Descartes’s behalf. Rather I want to take a
step back from the problem of free will to consider just how Descartes conceives
of the free will that he repeatedly insists we “experience and feel in ourselves
While the account I offer here will no doubt have implications for understanding
his approach to the problem of free will, I will not be able to pursue these here.
Quite famously, Descartes sends 2 mixed message about what free will consists
in. On the one hand, in the Fourth Meditation and elsewhere, Descartes main-

1 See AT 8A:20; CSM 1:206, and the letter to Elisabeth of 3 November 1645 (AT 4:332-3; CSM
3:277). Throughout this paper T will use a standard format to refer to passages in Descartes’s
writings. I provide first the Adam and Tannery edition {Descartes 1996) (AT) volume number,
followed by page numbers (after a colon), and then the Cottingham, et al, translation (Descartes
1984-1991) (CSM) volume number, followed by page numbers (after a colon),

2 He puts it this way in the 3 November 645 letter to Elisabeth (AT 4:333; CSM 3:279), but con-
sistently refers to our experience of our free will. I discuss this in more detail below.
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tains that the will is determined, by its very nature, to affirm the true and pursue
the good. Cartesian epistemology would seem to rely on this freedom of spon-
tancity. On the other hand, in the Principles and in correspondence, he suggests
that our free will consists eas :ntially in a power to do otherwise, or a freedom of
indifference.” Nowhere is this clearer than in his letter to Mesland of g Febru-
ary 1645. There, famously, Descartes maintains that when a very evident reason
moves us in one direction, although morally speaking we can hardly move in the
contrary direction, absolutely speaking we can. For it is always open to us to hold
back trom pursuing a clearly known good, or from admitting a clearly perceived
truth, provided we consider it a good thing to demonstrate the freedom of our
will by so doing. (AT 4:173; CSM 3:245) He thus would seem to admit that clear
and distinct perceptions do not necessitate our spontaneous affirmation, and so
to contravene the account of will relied upon in arriving at the method for avoid-
ing error in the Fourth Meditation.

Because of the impact on Descartes’s epistemology, it is easy to conclude that
these two sets of remarks are inconsistent with one another, and commenta-
tors have typically argued that Descartes holds one account or another, offering
«xplanations for those passages which do not seem to conform to their preferred
account. Despite their efforts, the fact remains that Descartes consistently avows
both sorts of accounts in the same texts. That he does so in the Principles, is
widely acknowledged, (and is usually explained away), but that he also does so in
the Meditations is not usually recognized* At the end of the First Meditation, in
an appeal to the will in the Medirations that commentators often overlook, the
meditator ‘turns his will’to consider his former beliefs as not merely doubtful but
false (AT 7:22; CSM 2:15). This move seems a clear instance of the will 2s a power
to do otherwise. This consistent appeal to both sorts of will in the same texts sug-
gests that, for Descartes, they are not distinct alternatives but form a consistent
whole. My aim is to show how they do so by examining how the First Medita-
tion exercise of will as a power to do otherwise relates to the Fourth Meditation
account of the will as determined to affirm spontancously those ideas perceived
clearly and distinctly. In the end, I will claim that for Descartes the will by its
nature compels us to affirm the true and to pursue the good insofar as we prop-
erly understand, that is, the will. We come to understand our nature as willing
things, however, by acting contrary to our inclinations, that is, by exercising a
power to do otherwise. Proper understanding of the will determines us to act
in accord with its nature in virtue of illuminating for us the measure of truth
and falsity; we gain a rule, if you will, for rightly conducting our reason. On this
view, then, freedom and self-understanding are intimately intertwined for Des-

3 T we 'freedom of indifference’ here to refer to the freedom to choose between two contrary
alternatives, ot the freedom of deliberation. 1 want to avoid pre-judging whether the indifference
reterred to in the Fourth Meditation corresponds to this freedom of indifference. T will address

is itsue directly brlow.

4 Sebhonls 1994 is a rare instance of attention to this passage.
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cartes. Not only does this reading reflect the view of the Meditations, it can also
help us to make sense of some of the more inscrutable of Descartes’s remarks.
I begin, however, by laying out the seemingly inconsistent set of remarks Des-
cartes makes concerning the will.

THE TEXTS

In the Fourth Meditation, in the course of establishing the method for avoiding
error, Descartes maintains that the highest grade of freedom is that whereby the
will spontaneously affirms what is perceived clearly to be true, and he contrasts
this freedom of spontaneity with a lesser freedom,’ whereby we are not deter-
mined one way or another and must deliberate:

In order to be free, there is no need for me to be inclined both ways; on the

contrary, the more Iincline in one direction—either because I clearly under-
stand that reasons of truth and goodness point that way, or because of a

divinely produced disposition of my inmost thoughts, the freer is my choice

... But the indifference I feel when there is no reason pushing me one way or

another is the lowest grade of freedom; it is evidence not of any perfection

of freedom, but rather of a defect in knowledge or a kind of negation. For if
T always saw clearly what was true and good, I should never have to deliber-
ate about the right judgement or choice. (AT 7:58; CSM 2:40)

Here Descartes certainly seems to be espousing an account of freedom wherein
the will is determined by its nature to affirm the true and pursue the good.® This
position is echoed most particularly in Princip/es 1.43 where Descartes claims that
“the minds of all of us have been so moulded by nature that whenever we perceive
something clearly, we spontaneously give our assent to it and are quite unable
to doubt its truth” (AT 8A:21; CSM 1:207), as well as in a letter to Mesland of 2
May 1644, predating the problematic letter of 1645. There he again claims that “it
seems clear to me that a great light in the intellect is followed by a great incli-
nation of the will, so that if we see very clearly that a thing is good for us, it is

very difficult—and on my view impossible, as long as one continues in the same

thought—to stop the course of our desire” (AT 4115, CSM 3:233) 7 .

w

Though this freedom is often called a freedom of indifference, as I noted above (n.3), I hesitate
here to follow this standurd shorthand, for freedom of indifference is usually aligned with a posi-
tive power to do otherwise. I do not want to prejudge what Descartes intends here.

6 Here Descartes would seem to be adopting an account of freedom consonant with that of the
Oratorians, who adopted an Augustinian conception of human will. For some discussion of this
point see Chappell 1994 and Schmaltz 1994.

7 This view is also suggested by the account of virtue articulated in the correspondence with Elisa-

beth and with Christina, as well as in the Passions ¢f the Soul. See for instance, the letters to

Elisabeth of 4 August 1645 (CSM 3:252), and to Christina of 20 November 1647 (AT 5:84f; CSM
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By contrast, particularly outside the Meditations, Descartes seems to under-
stand our will as a power to do otherwise rather than a capacity to act as deter-
mined ‘by reasons of truth and goodness.® The most unequivocal statement of
this view comes in the later letter to Mesland (of 9 February 1645). It is clearly
presupposed in the passage I cited earlier, but just before that passage Descartes
explicitly avows this position: “But perhaps others mean by ‘indifference’ a posi-
tive faculty of determining oneself to one or another of two contraries, that is to
say, to pursue or avoid, to affirm or deny. I do not deny that the will has this posi-
tive faculty” (AT 4:173; CSM 3:245). Though it might well seem that Descartes
has done an about face in the nine months between these two letters to Mesland,
the concept of will expressed here is not something whelly new for him. He
privileges the power of the will to do otherwise in the Principles as well. In Prin--
ciples 1.39, Descartes avers that the fact “that there is freedom in our will, and that
we have power in many cases to give or withhold assent at will is so evident that
it must be counted among the first and most common notions that are innate
inus” (AT 8A:19; CSM 1: 205-6). Descartes here takes it as a fundamental truth
that we have the ability to choose between the two contrary alternatives of giving
or withholding our assent. And this conception of the will underpins what Des-
cartes has to say about our moral responsibility two articles earlier in Pr.137:

And it is a supreme perfection in man that he acts voluntarily, that is, freely;
this makes him in a special way the author of his actions and deserving
of praise for what he does. We do not praise automatons for accurately
producing all the movements they were designed to perform, because the
production of these movements occurs necessarily. It is the designer who is
praised ... for in constructing [these devices] he acted not out of necessity
but freely. By the same principle, when we embrace the truth, our doing so
voluntarily is much more to our credit than would be the case if we could

not do otherwise. (AT 8A:18-19; CSM 1:205)°

For Descartes, we would not be worthy of praise if we were determined to act in
a certain way, as are automatons. We are mm&m:& moral R%o:m.&wmg and pre-
sumably responsibility for our beliefs as well, it seems, because we do the right
thing when we could have done otherwise.'® .

These texts stand in tension with one another most particularly because of
the role freedem of spontaneity plays in Descartes’s epistemology. In the Fourth

3:325f), and Paciiosns a.48 (AT 1m:367). See aiso the letter to Mersenne of the end of May 1637 (AT

1:366; CSM 4:55).

Tn these passage. Descarte: seems to be aligning himself with the Molinist position, adopted by

the Jesuits. Again, see Chappell 1994 and Schm:ltz 1994 for some discussion of this point.

9 Schmaltz 1994 has an excellent discussion of this passage. .

10 For other texts in support of this view see Discoxrse Part 3, and a letter to Reneri for Pollot, April
or May 1638 (AT 2:36f, CSM 3:97f). In addition, in the Natae Pre;rammae Descartes does not
take issue with Regius’ assertions (theses 20 and 21) that the will is free and self-determining.

el
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Zn&.ﬂmao:_ it seems that we arrive at the method for avoiding error just by rec-
ognizing that our will is determined to affirm what the intellect perceives clearl
E”_m distinctly. Yet, as the 1645 letter to Nesland illustrates, understanding .%W
will as a positive power to do otherwise would seem to undermine the basis of
that method. For if our clear and distincr ideas do not determine our assent, how
do we know that we judge correctly by affirming them? .

Commentators have tried to press Descartes into holding one account of will
or another."! And, in a variation on this sort of strategy, some have argued that
Descartes’s position undergoes a shift from the Medirations to the Principles1?
All these interpretations share the assumption that the freedom of mtonﬁmzn&\
of the Fourth Meditation and the freedom of indifference in other passages are
antithetical to one another. There is a problem with this sort of strategy, however.
Un.mnmﬁom actually consistently asserts both views in a single text. In the quick
review of passages just undertaken, we can see Descartes espousing both views
in the Principles—in Pr1.43 he would seem to avow that it is our nature to affirm
clear and distinct ideas and in Pr137 and 39, he affirms that we have a power
of doing otherwise. One might explain Descartes’s seemingly contradictory
remarks here by remarking that our spontaneous assent is demanded by clear
m:.& distinct perceptions whereas our will as indifferent applies when we do not.
Hr.a fesponse goes some way towards alleviating tensions within one text, but it
raises the question of how these two different accounts of will waork together. The
default assumption seems to be that the human will has a kind of built in mﬁh.nnr.
when confronted with a clear and distinct perception this switch flips to a :_unna‘..
of spontaneity; when the perception is not clear and distinct, it flips to the liberty
of indifference. This picture of a bivalent will strikes me as awkward in the wa
that arbitrary solutions are.® It would be better for Descartes if we could see ocw
voluntary responses to our various ideas as of a piece.

The question of how to reconcile the two apparently different aspects of will
._unnoa.nm even more poignant in the face of the 1645 letter to Mesland, for there
it certainly seems as if Descartes thinks our freedom of indifference can override
our freedom of spontaneity: we can move “in a contrary direction” to what we
perceive most evidently.'* There is another place, however, where Descartes also
espouses both accounts of will: the Meditations. Examining how the two forms
of will figure in the Meditations can help in answering this question of how

11 For accounts that emphasize the role of the determination of the will by the true and the good in
Descartes’s account of free will, see Hoffran 2003, Chappell 1994, and Kenny rg72. For mmno:zm
that take Cartesian freedom to consist in a power to do otherwise see Alanen 2003, Moyal 1
and less expressly Hoffman 1995 (Hoffman explicitly alters his view in Hoffman ponw ) e

12 See, for instance, Schmaltz 1gg4, Beyssade 1994, Aliquié 1950. m.

13 In addition, this picture seems to uncritically assume that the indifference referred to in the
Fourth Meditation is just a liberty of indifference, understood as a power to do otherwise

14 Kenny 1972, for instance, has argued that we can avoid this reading of the letter to gn&w:m b
distinguishing the case of failing to affirm a clear and distinct perception while we are havin W.
from that in which we do so when we direct our attention elsewhere. &
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Descartes’s account of will fits together, and, I think, can also shed light on the
puzzling statement to Mesland.

The First Meditation

At the end of the First Meditation, after the meditator has gone through the
series of skeptical arguments to reach the “neither flippant nor ili-considered
conchusion” that “there is not one of my former beliefs about which a doubt
may not properly be raised” (AT 7:25; CSM 2:14-15), he finds himself nonethe-
less drawn back to his former beliefs: they “capture my belief, which is as it
were bound over to them as a result of long occupation and the law of custom”
(AT 7:22; CSM 2:15). In order to counter this strong inclination, the meditator
decides to “turn my will in completely the opposite direction and deceive B«m&.m
by pretending for a time that these former opinions are utterly false and wammm-
nary” (ibid.)."* It is at this point, more famously, that he supposes that “some
malicious demon of the utmost power and cunning has employed all his ener-
gics in order to deceive” him (ibid.), and comes to consider his experience of the
world as “the delusions of dreams.”

Now it might well be that the meditator here is just describing the effort it
takes to adhere to the conclusions of his skeptical arguments. Doing so may well
involve an act of will, but that act might be just the sort compatible with the will's
being determined. Nonetheless, the conception of will in play here does seem to
be that of a freedom of indifference. That is, the meditator’s acts of will seem to
involve his determining himself to one of two contraries. First, the meditator’s
considering his former opinions as false clearly presupposes that he could do
one of two contrary things: either fall back into old habit and affirm his former
opinions or deny them and thereby break those habits. Moreover, the Bo&.ﬁ.ﬂoﬂ
not only turns his will, he also resolves to do so. That is, he wills to keep on willing
in the same way, rather than be left vacillating or changing his mind. That is, he
determines the course of his belief. The account that follows brings home that his
is an act of self-determination. The language with which the meditator invokes
the malicious demon is fraught with willfulness. He vows to “stubbornly and
firmly persist”in his meditation, asserts that it is in his power to “resolutely guard”
against the deceptions of the demon, and concludes with the despairing claim
that he is “like a prisoner who is enjoying an imaginary freedom while asleep; as
he begins to suspect that he is asleep, he dreads being woken up, and goes along
with the pleasant illusion as long as he can” (AT 7:23, CSM 2:15). It is hard to
know how to read this last passage, but I take it that the meditator is bemoaning

15 The Descartes 19841991, vol. 2, translation (CSM) puts this claim perhaps more actively than
the Latin demands. The Latin reads: “U? opinior, nom male agam, si, voluntate plane in contrarium
versa me ipsum fallam illcs que aliquands omning felsas imaginariasque esse figam. " A more literal
translation would be: “I believe I would not act badly if, turning my will in completely the oppo-
site direction, I deceive myself that these former opinions are utterly false and imaginary.” I do
not think this i< ue of translation affects my reading of this passage.
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the difficulty of his newfound freedom, the difficulty of his considering as false
all he once took to be true, and of his standing resolutely on guard against the
demon’s deceptions, the difficulty of taking responsibility for his beliefs. And, as
we have seen, according to the Principles, attributions of responsibility would seem
to depend on our having a power to do otherwise. The meditators persistence in
his project of finding something stable and lasting in the sciences demands that
he actively do otherwise than he is inclined, and be determined to continue on
this course. Through this self-determination, his actions, and indeed his beliefs,
become his own, and he can be held responsible for them.

It is worth pointing out how peculiar and puzzling this act of will is from
the point of view of the Fourth Meditation. The meditator turns his will to con-
sider as false those beliefs that are most evident to him. The opinions at issue
are those which “capture his belief,” much as do clear and distinct perceptions,
While the meditator claims they do so because they are “highly probably opin-
lons... which, despite the fact that they are in a sense doubtful, ... it is still much
more reasonable to believe than to deny” (AT 7:22; CSM 2:15), this explanation
is somewhat misleading. While his opinions are not officially clear and distinet
perceptions, they do include objects of thoughts that will be. For they include
“arithmetic, geometry and other subjects of this kind, which deal only with the
simplest and most general things,” and other “transparent truths” that seem to
constitute “the most perfect knowledge” (AT 7:20; CSM 2:14). The meditator here
is certainly doubting those beliefs he has taken to be transparently—one wants to
say self-evidently—true, but it also seems that he is also willing to consider them
as false.™ In either case, he is acting contrary to a very strong inclination of his
will, something that from the point of view of the Fourth Meditation should not
be possible.

The radical doubt at the end of the First Meditation—whether we understand
this to involve the meditator’s wholesale suspension of judgement or his consid-
ering all his previous beliefs as false—involves an exercise of will as the power to -
do otherwise. Moreover, it provides the context in which the meditator arrives
at the certainty he seeks. And in the Fourth Meditation, Descartes affirms that
the will is determined by reasons of truth and goodness. We thus find the two
competing accounts of will Descartes has been taken to offer in another text.
And here, even more than in the Principles, it is important to understand how
these two accounts fit together.

16 Ifhe is in fact doing the latter, I am of mixed minds about whether this move at the end of the
First Meditation exemplifies the sort of case described in the 1645 letter to Mesland. Given that
the meditator is simply impelled to affirm the cogits, shouldn’t he too affirm spontaneously what
the Fifth Meditation will mark as eternal truths? On the other hand, perhaps, the meditator
doesn't have the perception before his mind as he denies them, and so he is not impelled to affirm
them. Kenny 1972 recommends this strategy for accommodating the letter to Mesland. However,
1 find it hard to see how one could consider as false a thought one is not attending to. Perhaps the
perceptions here are not yet perceived clearly and distinctly. Settling this issue would require a
much deeper discussion of the nature of clear and distinct perception than I can undertake here.




28+  Contemporary Perspectives on Early Modern Philosophy

The distinctive style of the Meditations suggests a strategy for understanding
Descartes’s account of will. As he deseribes it in the Second Replies, the work
follows the method of analysis."” The intellectual moves the meditator makes
follow the logic of discovery. In following these moves, the attentive reader is to
see how one idea necessitates the next, so that “he will make the thing his own
and understand it just as perfectly as if he had discovered it for himself” (AT
7:155, CSM 2:110). | propose to follow these moves with regard to the will. That is,
I propose to understand what is involved in the move from the meditator’s exer-
cise of his power to do otherwise to the determination to affirm spontaneously
what he perceives clearly and distinctly in order to understand how Descartess
account of will is meant to hang together as a whole,

From the First fo the Fourth

So what happens between the First and the Fourth Meditations with regard to the
will? The meditator establishes the cogizo: that it is necessarily true that he exists in
so far as he is thinking, and that he is a thinking thing. He goes on to establish that
Gad, an infinite and perfect being, exists as the cause, or creator and sustainer, of
him, a thinking thing with an idea of such a perfect being. And he establishes that
God, as a perfect being, is not a deceiver. How do these truths bear on the apparent
shift in how the First and Fourth Meditations present the nature of the will?

To answer this question it will help to consider the way the will figures in the
epistemological conclusion of the Fourth Meditation. For in the Fourth Medi-
tation—its title is “Of truth and falsity”—we are meant to regain the cognitive
footing lost through the First Meditation’s skeptical arguments, and to be able
at last to distinguish rightfully between the true and the false. Without doubt,
the Fourth Meditation establishes the general rule set out provisionally at the
beginning of the Third Meditation: “that whatever I perceive clearly and dis-
tinctly is true” (AT 7:34; CSM 2:24). At its end the meditator does conclude that
what he perceives clearly and distinctly is “undoubtedly something, and hence
cannot come from nothing, but must have God for its author” and so, since God
“cannot be a deceiver on pain of contradiction, ... is undoubtedly true” (AT #:62;
(CSM 2:43). That is, the veridicality of clear and distinct perceptions is a result of
the Fourth Meditation. Important for the discussion here is sow the meditator
establishes this conclusion, and how the will figures in it.

It is striking that the meditator does not arrive at this conclusion by identifying
the criteria that serve to define clearly and distinctly perceived ideas as such, When
pressed on this point by his objectors, Descartes evades the issue.’® Indeed, it does
not seem he ever bothers to get clear about clarity and distinctness, judging from
the vagueness of the definition he offers in the Principles 1.45. There he stipulates

17 Ser AT 7:155-159: CSM 2:110-113.
18 See Second Objections, AT 7:126; CSM 2:90, and Descartes’s reply, AT 7:144-45; CSM 2:103f;
and Fifth Objections, AT 7:915; CSM 2:221, and Descartes's reply, AT 7:37g; CSM 2:260.
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that a perception is “clear’ when it is present or accessible to the mind ... [and]
distinct’ if, as well as being clear it is so sharply separated from all other percep-
tions that it contains within itself only what is clear” (At 8A: 22; CSM 1:207-8),

Rather the meditator comes to see that his clear and distinct perceptions
are true by reflecting more carefully on his own nature as a thinking thing and
in particular on his faculty of judgement to determine how to use that faculey
correctly.”® His strategy is to “look more closely at myself and inquire into the
nature of my errors” (AT 7:56; CSM 2:39),%% and through this self-examination
he quickly perceives that his judgements are concurrently caused by intellect
and will. Through this analysis of what it is to judge and the role of the will in
judging, he comes to understand that it is the nature of his will to spontane-
ously affirm those beliefs clearly seen as true. He asserts, “in order to.be free,
there is no need for me to be inclined both ways; on the contrary, the more
[ incline in one direction—either because I clearly understand that reasons of
truth and goodness point that way, or because of a dis inely produced disposition
of my inmost thought—the freer is my choice” (AT 7:57-8; CSM 2: 40). This
new understanding of the nature of his will in turn yields insight into how to
act, or in this case, judge correctly: “If, however, 1 simply refrain from making a
judgement in cases where I do not perceive the truth with sufficient clarity and
distinctness, then it is clear that I am behaving correctly and avoiding error. But
if in such cases I either affirm or deny, then I am not using my free will correctly”
(AT 7:59; CSM 2:41). What follows in the meditation, a litany of causes not to
complain, is 2 further affirmation of his nature as a human being, a freely willing
being of a finite intellect.

The work of the Fourth Meditation is thus that of furthering the self-under-
standing begun in the Second Meditation. Its conclusion—that clear and distinct
ideas are necessarily true—is derived from insight into the nature of a thinking
thing as willing and in particular as affirming and denying. It is our nature to
affirm spontaneously clear and distinct ideas, and, because God is not a deceiver,
that natural inclination cannot be misguided. That is, the clear and distinct ideas
that we naturally affirm must be true. We can avoid error by recognizing and
affirming our nature.

The relevance of what happens from the Second to the Fourth Meditation to "
Descartes’s account of the will is now clear. In the Second Meditation, the medi-
tator discovers his nature as a thinking thing, a nature that includes faculties of

willing and judging (or at least affirming and denying). The Third Meditation

19 Early in the Third Meditation, the meditator had noted that the loci of truth and falsity, and
thus the loci of error, are judgements, and not ideas considered in and of themselves. Sec AT 7:37;
CSM 2:26. It thus makes sense, given the 2im of the Fourth Meditation, that he begins there to
examine his judgements more assiduously,

20 He writes a bit earlier in the Fourth Meditation: “ know by experience that there is in me 2
faculty of judgement, which, like everything else which is in me, I certzinly received from God.
And since God does not wish to deceive me, he surely did not give me the kind of faculty which
would ever enable me to go wrong while using it correctly” (AT 7:53-54; CSM 2:37-38).
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affords further insight into this nature, and in particular its capacity for knowl-
edge. We arrive at knowledge by making true judgements, not simply by contain-
ing within us ideas of a certain kind. Furthermore, it is, in principle, possible for
us to make true judgements because we have been created and are sustained by
a non-deceiving God. God has created us with 2 will naturally inclined to afirm
what is evident to us, and, because God is not a deceiver, those natural inclina-
tions cannot be misguided. It is just in our will's nature to incline towards the
true and pursue the good. We judge correctly, then, in spontaneously affirming
our clear and distinct perceptions. And we go astray when we act in a way we are
not spontaneously inclined to. .

What still remains to be explained is how the act of will at the end of the First
Meditation figures in his new understanding of the will’s nature. Not only does
that act of will appear antithetical to the nature of the will, but also Descartes
surely could have had his meditator examine his nature as a thinking thing with-
out denying, or even doubting, what appears to be evidently true. The question
is this: How does acting contrary to our natural inclinations contribute to our
understanding of our will? In what sense is it even possible to act contrary to our
nature in this way?

Let me introduce another piece of the puzzle. The meditator does not come
to understand the nature of the human will by considering it in the abstract, He
does not, in the Fourth Meditation, expound metaphysical principles to be taken
on authority, or otherwise dogmatically assert the nature of the will. Rather, he
appeals to his own experience of the will, He claims: “I know by experience that
it is not restricted in any way” (AT 7:56; CSM 2:39) and “[i]t is only the will, or
freedom of choice, which I experience within me to be so great that the idea of
any greater faculty is beyond my grasp” (AT 7:57; CSM 2:40). Most centrally,
he illustrates the distinction he draws between the freedom of spontaneity and
the lesser degree of freedom by appeal to his own experience of judging that he
exists and is a thinking thing. Shortly after he has laid out this difference in the
grades of freedom, he writes:

For example, during these past few days I have been asking whether any-
thing in the world exists, and I have realized that from the very fact of my
raising this question it follows quite evidently that I exist. I could not but
judge that something which I understood so clearly was true; but this was
not because I was compelled so to judge by any external force, but because
a great light in the intellect was followed by a great inclination of the will,
and thus the spontancity and freedom of my belief was all the greater in
proportion to my lack of indifference. But now, besides the knowledge that
[ exist, in so far as I am a thinking thing, an idea of corporeal nature comes
into my mind; and 1 happen to be in doubt as to whether the thinking
narure which is in me, or rather which I am, is distinct from this corporeal
nature or identical with it. I am making the further supposition that my
intellect has not yet come upon any persuasive reason in favour of one alter-
native rather than the other. This obviously implies that I am indifferent as
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to whether I should assert or deny either alternative, or indeed refrain from
making any judgement on the matter. (AT 7: 58-59; CSM 2:41)

This discussion in the Meditations is the meat of what Descartes intends in
his appeals to our “experience” of our own free will elsewhere, In Principles 1.6
he takes our experience to demonstrate our having a free will. There, he notes
that “we nonetheless experience within us the kind of freedom which enables
us always to refrain from believing things which are not completely certain or
thoroughly examined” (AT 8A:6, CSM 1:94). Later in the Principles in the title
to 1.39, he claims that the “freedom of the will is self-evident,” and this self-
evidence consists simply in that we “experienced [it] within us” (AT 8A:19-20;
CSM 1:205-6).%! The Meditations thus spells out what our experience of the will
demonstrates. And it suggests that the account of the nature of the will Des-
cartes does set out is not on ifs own sufficient to constitute understanding of that
nature. In order to genuinely understand the will’s nature, the meditator must
find that account realized in his own experience. He can legitimately claim that
the will is impelled to affirm clearly and distinctly perceived ideas only once he
has recognized himself as having experienced this pull in finding himself spon-
taneously drawn to afirm those ideas taken to be evidently true. For Descartes,
then, our understanding the nature of the will derives from our experience of it.
With this point in mind let us return to the act of will in the First Meditation.
One might ask how our attention is drawn to our experience of the will> When
the meditator asks “What am I*” in the Second Meditation, he answers that he is
a thinking thing, and he includes willing as a faculty of thought. But what justifies
that inclusion? The only express act of will at that point in the Meditations is that at
the end of the First Meditation. With that act the meditator experiences his own
will. Moreover, in turning his will in the opposite direction, to consider opinions
that “capture his belief” as false, the meditator puts himself in a position to recog-
nize the nature of the will. In exerting his will in such a radical way, he attends to

21 See also, Pr.1.41 “we have such close awareness of the freedom and indifference within us”, Pr 11
26 “...our bodies move by our will, of which we have inner awareness”, Descripticn of the n.&g_mxu
Bedy, “we have all found by experience that many bodily movements occur in obedience to the
will” (AT 1r:224, CSM 13314}, and a letter to Elisabeth of 3 November 1645, “we nonetheless expe-
rience within us the kind of freedom...” (AT 4:332; C8M 3:277); and remarks recorded in the
Conversation with Burman (AT 5:159; CSM 3:342).

In addition, Regius, in the program of alleged Cartesian theses he expounds, reads Descartes
as claiming that we know our freedom by an “inner awareness”, and this is one of the few theses
about which Descartes has nothing to say. The relevant thesis is the twentieth: “The will is free,
and, in the case of natural things, is indifferent as berween opposites—as we know from our
own inner awareness” (AT 8B:346; CSM 1:296). The twenty-first thesis claims that the will is
self-determining. Descartes in his Notze Programmae bends over backwards to distance himself
from many of the theses Regius has attributed to him, and is quite clearly perturbed. However,

he has very little to say about the theses concerning the freedom of the will, and our knowledge
of that freedom.
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and reflects on, the experience of willing.?* In doing so, he comes to recognize the
nature of the will as governed by considerations of the true and the good.

Pre-reflectively, we find ourselves inclined to affirm those ideas which seem
to be evidently true, and others which seem highly probable, but until we under-
stand our nature—the will’s nature—properly, our inclinations are only thar—dis-
positions which we can resist by speculating on how things might be otherwise.
Indeed, we can go so far as to suppose things are otherwise. Post-reflectively, how-
ever, we understand that those dispositions are far from arbitrary. They derive
from our nature, and our nature, since it is created by God, is perfect of its kind.

In properly understanding our nature, we, by our nature, spontaneously affirm
that nature; it is in this way our will is determined. That s, once we recognize
that our will is moved by the true and the good, we resolve to act in accordance
with our nature, and so we cannot but affirm ideas we perceive as evidently true.
The determination of the will is thus not to be understood as an internal com-
pulsion we have independently of our experience and awareness of it. Rather, we
are determined insofar as we realize our nature as human beings. The determina-
tion of the will is thus a peculiar one, because it involves a self-conscious act of
will--a resolution. Qur being determined to affirm only true ideas derives from
a self-determination borne of our affirmation of our own nature.

In a certain respect, then, I am agreeing with Lilli Alanen’s recent reading
of Descartes on the will®” For Alanen too recognizes the importance of the
meditator’s resolution to affirm only clear and distinct ideas at the end of the
Fourth Meditation, and takes Cartesian freedom to essentially involve a self-
determination. For Alanen, however, this act of self-determination demonstrates
that for Descartes human freedom s essentially a positive power to do otherwise,
or a freedom of indifference. In her view, it is always open to us to determine
ourselves to act in some other way; though such self-determination might well
deviate from the true and the good, and so be perverse, it is nonetheless pos-
sible to consistently and stably resolve to act in this way** While I agree that
Descartes does want to maintain that human beings have a freedom of indiffer-
ence, [ ocate it differently. In my view, for Descartes, in so fzr as we do properly
understand our nature, we are not only inclined to affirm it, but are determined
to do so. We can excrcise a freedom of indifference with respect to.our ends just
when we have an insufficient knowledge of our nature, For Alanen, our resolve
to pursue the truth is a choice. On my view, it is a determination to affirm our

22 Inrterestingly, in the Fourth Meditation, Descartes returns to his experience of turning of his
will in the opposite direction. He writes: “My experience in the last few days confirms this: the
mere fact that | found that all my previous beliefs were in some sense open to doubt was enough
to turn my absolutely confident belief in their truth into the supposition that they were wholly
false” (AT 7:59; CSM 2:41). He is now able to see that his ability to act in this way reflected his
indifference about the matter at hand. His “absolutely confident belief” was not based on clear
and distinet perceptions but on something else.

23 Sec Chapter 7 of Alanen 2003.

24 See Alanen 2003, pp. 245-6.
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nature. In so far as, for Descartes, human beings by nature pursue the truth and
properly understand that they do so, they cannot but make this affirmation.

Note too that on the reading I have put forward thus far, I have said little
or nothing about the free will that is in play when we affirm clear and distinct
ideas other than that about our nature, or suspend judgement about those which
are confused and obscure. I will turn to those cases in a moment. So far I have
looked only at what the particular case of my idea of my own nature can tell us
about Descartes’s views on freedom. I have been claiming, in effect, that human
freedom, for Descartes, is tied in particular to our understanding of our own
nature. Our nature includes a faculty of will. To understand our nature as freely
willing beings, we have to act in a way wherein we recognize that what we are
doing is using our will. Acting against our natural inclinations, as does the medi-
tator at the end of the First Meditation, is just such an act. By reflecting on our
experience of the will in these actions, we come to understand that the will is by
its nature inclined to affirm the true and pursue the good. This understanding
leads to a determination to act in accord with our nature.

Thus, there are two important features of this account. First, we cannot be fully
free without understanding the nature of the will. Second, we learn the nature of
the will through the experience of acting contrary to our nature. That is, it is not
clear that we could achieve the highest degree of freedom if we did nothing but
affirm what is evidently true. For even though in this case we would always be
acting in accord with our nature, we might well never understand that was what
we were doing. Without that understanding, we are not tully free. There is a clear
parallel here with a standard issue in accounts of virtue. To be virtuous one must
act in accordance with the good for the right reasons, that is, because it’s good.
The issue is whether one could act for the right reasons if one always acted in
accordance with good, or whether awareness of the right reasons requires one first
act incontinently. For Descartes, I am claiming, to be fully free, to affirm for the
right reasons, one must first err, that is, take what is in fact evidently true as false.
This error puts us in position to see the right reasons for affirming the evidently
true. Thus, I see Descartes as more sympathetic with the latter account of virtue.

These features, I think, allow for us to reconcile the two different accounts of
freedom Descartes appears to hold. The determination of the will is tied to our
proper understanding of our nature as inclined to affirm spontaneously the true
and the good. That proper understanding derives from our doing otherwise than
we are inclined. There is no contradiction in acting contrary to our natural inclina-
tions so long as those actions are taken from a position of ignorance of our nature.

With this way of reconciling these two apparently divergent positions in mind,
it is worth returning to Descartes’s remarks to Mesland in the problematic 1643
letter. There, recall, he maintains that we can hold back, and indeed deny, very
evident reasons, “provided we consider it a good thing to demonstrate our free-
dom of our will by so doing” (op. cit.). On first glance, it seems that Descartes
thinks that we can act in this perverse way simply when we are feeling petulant
or have some other need to exert ourselves. And so it seems that his remarks here
fly in the face of his claims about the determination of the will in the Fourth
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Meditation, and indeed threaten to undermine his epistemology. However, now,
with the reading I have offered of the AMeditations in mind, the concluding clause
of the remark gains significance. We act in ways contrary to evident reasons not
to show that we can, but rather in order to arrive at an understanding of the
nature of the will. For in doing so we demonstrate to ourselves that we are by
nature inclined to affirm the true and the good and so affirm that nature.

OTHER TEXTUAL SUPPORT

This reading of Descartes’s account of human freedom also helps to unravel some
other textual puzzles. For one, it helps to explain the prevalence of both conceptions
of the will throughout Descartes's texts. I have here offered an explanation of how
freedom as a power to do otherwise and freedom of spentaneity work together in
the Meditations. But we can explain their co-existence in the Principles in the same
way. And we can also avoid having to ascribe either self-serving motives or a real
change of mind to Descartes in reconciling his 1644 and 1645 letters to Mesland.

In addition, this reading can account for Descartes’s rather cryptic reply to
one of Gassendi’s objections to the Meditarions. Gassendi in response to the
Fourth Meditation insists that any action of the will in judgement depends on
the conception of the intellect, so that if the intellect perceives something clearly,
or seems to do so, the will in that case will make a judgement that is approved
and settled, irrespective of whether it is in fact true, or merely thought to be
true. But when the intellect’s perception is obscure, the will in this case will
nuake a judgement that is doubtful and tentative, but which will, nenetheless, be
regarded for the time being as truer than its opposite (AT 7:317, CSM 2:220).

For Gassendi, our will is moved in proportion to the reasonableness of our
ideas and arguments, and this point seems in harmony with Descartes’s claims
about the freedom of spontaneity. However, for Gassendj, it is simply impossible
to engage in the radical denial of the First Meditation. For Gassendi, the will
cannot but be moved to affirm its ideas in proportion to their reasonableness.

Descartes’s reply to Gassendi is very peculiar. Rather than defending his con-
ception of the will, and of our power to abstain or to doubt, he teases:

‘ou next deny certain propositions about the indifference of the will. But
although these propositions are self-evident, I am not prepared to set about
proving them here. These are the sorts of things that each of us ought to know
by experience in his own case, rather than having to be convinced of them
by rational argument; and you, O Flesh, do not seem to attend to the actions
the mind performs within itself. You may be unfree, if you wish; but I am
cerrainly very pleased with myv freedom since 1 experience it within myself.
What is more, you have produced no arguments to attack it but merely bald
denials. T affirm what I have experienced and what anyone else can experience
for himself, whereas your denial seems merely to be based on your own appar-
ent failure to have the appropriate experience ... (AT 7:377; CSM 2:259-60)
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What is Descartes’s point here? Descartes takes Gassendi to have done exactly
what the meditator purports to do at the end of the First Meditation: deny self-
evident propositions. Through just this sort of denial we come to have the kind
of experience of our own freedom that leads us to a proper understanding of our
own nature. But Gassendi effectively denies that experience of freedom, It is for
this reason that Descartes is willing to allow Gassendi to be “unfree.” Either Gas-
sendi has willfully turned 2 blind eye to his experience of his freedom or he has
failed to “have the appropriate experience.” In either case, on the conception of
freedom that I have been arguing that Descartes subscribes to, Gassendi is not
in a position to understand the nature of the will, and so he cannot be fully free.
Descartes ribs Gassendi here, rather than offering an argument for his view, in
order to get Gassendi to recognize what he has done, to attend to his experience,
and so come to understand his nature as a willing being, that is, what free will is.
Moreover, this reading squares well with Descartes’s notion of generosity,
introduced in the Passions of the Soul. Cartesian generosity consists in two parts:
the understanding that we have “free control of [our] volitions” and that we are
praised or blamed insofar as we use this freedom well, and the “fecling within
[ourselves] a firm and constant resolution to use it well” (PA a.153, AT 11:466).
‘The first part of generosity corresponds to our own experience of a capacity to
do otherwise, and the way that experience moves us to discover the nature of
the will, that is, what the right course of action is. The second part of generosity
consists in our determination, once we have come to understand the nature of
the will, to pursue the true and the good? Within this notion of generosity too
we see the conception of the will I have been arguing we attribute to Descartes.

£l

INDIFFERENCE AND THE FOURTH MEDITATION

It remains to consider how this interpretation of Descartes’s account of the will
affects how we are to understand our determination to affirm clear and distinct
ideas other than that of our nature, and the sense in which we are indifferent with
regard to confused and obscure ideas. As is well known, Descartes maintains that
when we perceive clearly and distinctly we cannot but judge what we so perceive
to be true—we spontancously affirm those ideas; and that when we do not so
perceive we feel indifferent. As [ noted above, to accommodate this position, it is
tempting to read Descartes as proposing a bivalent account of will, but I also sug-
gested that this sort of line has the ring of arbitrariness. We are now in a position
to see how Descartes, fortunately, might well have something else in mind.

The first thing to note is that there is little textual basis for taking the feel-
ing of indifference Descartes adverts to here as a liberty of indifference taken
as a positive power to do otherwise. The way Descartes describes this feeling of
indifference is telling: “For although probable conjectures may pull me in Gosn

25 For a more comprehensive treatment of generosity see Shapiro 1999.
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direction, the mere knowledge that they are simply conjectures, and not certain
and indubitable reasons, is itself quite enough to push my assent the other way
(AT 7:509; CSM 2:41). Note that indifference here is nof characterized by a lack
of determination in one direction or another; nor is it a matter of being free
to deliberate about and choose what our ends are; nor is it a positive power to
do otherwise. Rather when we are indifferent we find ourselves determined in
sequence in opposing directions, by our understanding. Reasons move us first in
one way, then in the other.?® The difference between a clear and distinet percep-
tion and a confused and obscure one is not that we are determined to a particular
judgement in the one case, and free to either affirm or deny in the latter. In
both caces our will is naturally inclined by reasons of truth and goodness. In the
former, those reasons are conclusive; in the latter case, they are not. Our error in
affirming confused and obscure ideas lies not taking something false to be true,
or vice versa, but lies rather in our concluding our reasoning prematurely.

How do we do that? Here is the crux of the matter. Those who read Descartes
as holding that our will consists of a pesitive power to do otherwise claim that
each time we make a judgment we exercise that power: after all, we can affirm or
deny the ideas before us. On this view, in making a judgement, any judgement,
we would be, absolutely speaking, able to fly in the face of reason, and judge what
is false to be true and vice versa. However, we find ourselves naturally inclined to
follow the truth, and choose to follow those inclinations, though we could have
done otherwise. While it is a tempting to make sense of the Fourth Meditation
discussion of indifference in this way, I do not think, in the end, that it does
sufficient justice to those texts. For there Descartes does not paint us as choosing
between two alternatives, neither of which determine us conclusively. Rather, he
paints us as being pushed and pulled in contrary directions, and stopping our
consideration precipitately. We affirm or deny in error because we are not prop-
erly attuned to the reasons that move us.

‘The view of the will I have been putting forward understands our judgements
differently. In properly understanding our nature, our inclinations are such that
we cannot but affirm it. But in so doing, we effectively explicate what guides our
inclinations and endorse it. That is, we recognize ourselves as bearing a standard
of truth and commit to that standard. Doing so provides us with a rule to guide
all our other judgements. In making a judgement then I am not simply buffeted

about by inclinations, having to use my powers to choose between them. Rather,
I recognize that I am naturally inclined towards truth and goodness. In order to
judge well, that is, in accord with the truth, I must let my reasoning—my inclina-
tions—run its course until I reach a stable resting point. Then, and only then (at

26 Itis precisely this characterization of indifference that motivates Gassendi’s objections regarding
the indifference of the will. While Gassendi agrees with this model, he tates Descartes to have
slipped in the noticn that the will is a positive power to do otherwise. See AT 7: 314-317, CSM
2:213-20.
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least in the theoretical context, is my reasoning properly concluded.?” With clear
and distinct perceptions, this point comes quickly. With confused and obscure
ideas it does not come. Proper understanding of our own nature thus circum-
scribes for us the contexts in which it is appropriate for us to pass judgement.
With an awareness of our natural limits, we are determined to stay within them.

Not only does this understanding of our judgements square with what Des-
cartes writes about indifference, it has two other distinct advantages, First, it situ-
ates our judgements regarding clear and distinct ideas and confused and obscure
ones on a continuum. We are not forced into understanding the will as bivalent
in a somewhat arbitrary way. Second, it resonates with Descartes’s concern to
establish just what the limits of hurnan judgement are at the end of the Fourth
Meditation. On this reading, the upshot of understanding our nature properly is
a recognition of those limits that binds us.

I do not think that this reading requires that we return to the First Meditation
act of “rurning my will in the opposite direction” and re-evaluate it in light of
this new csamaﬂwa&:m of indifference. Certainly, there the meditator is pushed
and pulled in contrary directions—by his habitual opinions on the one hand, and
reasons for doubt on the other, However, the meditator does not settle on either
of these two alternatives. Rather, he moves to consider all his former beliefs as
false. He has no apparent reason for thinking they ar» false; his only reasons are
for thinking they might be so. In so judging without being inclined by reasons, he
seems to be truly exercising a positive power to do otherwise.

While I can say hardly anything on this point here, this reading of Descartes
on free will might well require us to modify our reading of the passages in which
Descartes aligns free will with responsibility. As T noted above, it is common
to take passages like Principles 137 to indicate that Descartes is committed to a
notion of will as a power to do otherwise. I am not sure that this is quite right.
On my reading, exercising this power entails we do not have reasons moving us
to one end or another. Nonetheless, I would suggest that for Descartes responsi-
bility is tied to free will. For him, we can be held responsible in so far as we have
a capacity to understand our own nature as inclined toward the good. We are

responsible for realizing this capacity, and for failing to, and so for acting well,
and failing to do so.

27 Descartes does recognize that in the practical context the demand for action is somewhat different.
In that arena, we have to act prior to the final conclusion of our rezsoning. Still, even then we are
to go with which inclinations move us the most when the time for action comes. See the Passions
a.146 and 170 for a discussion of irresolution and its relation to virtue. See also Shapiro 1999 for
further discussion of the parallels between reasoning in the practical and the theoretical context.
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CONCLUSION

Descartes’s account of will is, on its face, quite puzzling. On the one hand, he
maintains, and his epistemology seems to demand, that the human will be by its
nature determined by reasons of truth and goodness. On the other hand, Des-
cartes also insists that our freedom of will consists in a power tc do otherwise. It
is easy to conclude that Descartes is simply inconsistent. The radical act of will
by the meditator at the end of the First Meditation, whereby he turns his will to
deny what appears to him to be evident can help shed light on how Descartes’s
account of freedom hangs together. By considering how the meditator moves
from this act of doing otherwise to the determination of the will necessary to
the conclusion of the Fourth Meditation, I have argued that these two accounts
of will are actually consistent with one another. For Descartes, our experience of
our freedom to do otherwise sets us on a course to understanding the nature of
the will, and so, in afirming our nature, to being determined by the reasons of
truth and goodness that incline it. This account helps us to make sense of many -
of Descartes’s puzzling remarks about the will, as well as to unify the Fourth
Meditation account of judgement.?®

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Alanen, Lilli. 2003. Descartes’s Concept of Mind. Cambridge, MA/London: Har-
vard University Press.

Aliquié, Ferdinand 1950. La découverte métaphysique de homme chez Descartes.
Paris: Presses Universitaires de France.

Bevssade, Michelle 1994. “Descartes’s Doctrine of Freedom: Differences between
the French and Latin Texts of the Fourth Meditation” in John Cottingham,
ed., Reason, Will and Sensation. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 177-90.

Chappell, Vere. 1994: “Descartes’s Compatibilism” in John Cottingham, ed,,
Reason, Will and Sensation. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 191-206.

Descartes, René 1996. Oenvres de Descartes. (11 vols) Ed. Charles Adam and Paul
Tannery. Paris: Vrin.

1984-1991. Philpsaphic:! Writings of Descartes. (3 vols). Ed. John Cottingham,
Rabert Stoothoff, Dugald Murdoch, and Anthony Kenny. Cambridge/New
York: Cambridge University Press.

Hoffman, Paul 2003. “The Passions and Freedom of the Will” in Byron Wil-
liston and André Gombay, eds., Passion and Virtue in Descartes. Amherst, NY:
Humanity Books, 261-299.

28 This paper has benefited substantially from the comments of the editors of this volume as well
as those of participants at the “Nature and Necessity” Conference at the University of Toronto
and the Second Biennial Margaret Dauler Wilson Conference. Special thanks to Michael Della
Rocea, Gurpreet Rattan, and Tad Schmaltz for pressing me on the more contentious points.

P

“Turn My Will in Completely the Opposite Direction” = 39

-1995: “Freedom and Strength of Will: Descartes and Albritton,” Philosophi-
cal Studies, (1995), 241-60.

Kenny, Anthony 1972. “Descartes on the Will” in R.J. Butler, ed., Cartesian Stud-
ies. Oxford: Basil Blackwell, (1972), 1-31.

Moyal, Georges 1987. “The Unity of Descartes’ Conception of Freedom,” Inter-
national Studies in Philosophy, (1987), 33-51.

Schmaltz, Tad 1994. “Human Freedom and Divine Creation in Malebranche,
Descartes and the Cartesians,” British Journal of the History of Philosophy,
(1994), 3-s50.

Schouls, Peter 1994. “Human Nature, Reason, and Will in the Argument of
Descartes’s Meditations” in John Cottingham, ed., Reason, Wil and Sensation.
Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994, 159-76.

Shapiro, Lisa 1999. “Cartesian Generosity,” Acta Philosophica Fennica, (1999) 64,
24975




m.emwﬁsweﬁ&d\ “Perspectives
on Early Modern “Philosophy

Essays in Honor of Vere Chappell

Edited by Paul Hoffman,
David Owen, and Gideon Yot

b

BROADVIEW PRESS




© 2008 Paul Hoffman, David Owen, and Gideon Yaffe

All rights reserved. The use of any part of this publication reproduced, transmitted in any
form or by any means, electronic, mechanical, photocopying, recording, or otherwise, or
stored in a retrieval system, without prior written consent of the publisher—or in the
case of photocopying, a licence from Access Copyright (Canadian Copyright Licensing
Agency), One Yonge Street, Suite 1900, Torento, Ontario MsE 1Es—is an infringement
of the copyright law.

Library and Archives Canada Cataloguing in Publication

Contemporary perspectives on early modern philosophy : essays in honor of Vere
Chappell / edited by Paul Hoffman, David Owen and Gideon Yaffe.
ISBN 978-1-55111-662-4

1. Philosophy, Modern—i7th century. 2. Philosophy, Modern—18th century.

3. Philosophy, Modern. 1. Chappell, V. C. (Vere Claiborne), 1930~ II. Owen, David,
1948- 111. Yaffe, Gideon, 1971- 1V. Hoffman, Paul David, 1952~
B791.C66 2008 190 Czo07-907143-0
Broadview Press is an independent, international publishing house, incorporated in 1g8s.
Broadview believes in shared ownership, both with its employees and with the general
public; since the year 2000 Broadview shares have traded publicly on the Toronto Venture
Exchange under the symbol BDP.

We welcome comments and suggestions regarding any aspect of cur publications—please
feel free to contact us at the addresses below or at broadview@broadviewpress.com.

North America

PO Box 1243, Peterborough, Ontario, Canada KgJ 7Hj
2215 Kenmore Ave., Buffalo, New York, USA 14207
Tel: (705) 743-8990; Fax: (705) 743-8353

email: customerservice@broadviewpress.com

UK, Ireland, and continental _MS.@%

NBN International, Estover Road, Plymouth, UK PL6 7PY
Tel: 44 (0) 1752 202300; Fax: 44 {0) 1752 202330

email: enquiries@nbninternational.com

Australia and New Zealand

UNIREPS, University of New South Wales
Sydney, NSW, Australia 2052

Tel: 61 2 6664 0999; Fax: 61 2 664 5420
email: info.press@unsw.edu.au

wwiw.broadviewpress.com

Consulting Editor for Philosophy: John Burbidge
Typesctter: Jeff Zuk

e, e
Gty 355" O,

ERNG \ s
e 4

Contents

Introduction r

I

2

10

II
12

13

14

15
16

7
Tivdae

Gary Matthews » Descartes’s Fourth Meditation as Theodicy ¢

Lisa Shapiro *+ “Turn My Will in Completely the Opposite Direction”:
Radical Doubt and Descartes’s Account of Free Will 27

Marleen Rozemond + Descartes's Ontology of the Eternal Truths 47

Thomas M. Lennon + The Significance of Descartes’s
Objection of Objections 65

Alison Simmons + Guarding the Body: A Cartesian
Phenomenology of Perception &7

John Carriero = Substance and Ends in Leibniz g
G.AJ Rogers * Locke and the Creation of the Essay  14r

Nicholas Jolley + Lockean Abstractionism Versus
Cartesian Nativism 77

Edwin McCann « Identity, Essentialism, and
the Substance of Body in Locke 3

Dan Kaufinan + The Resurrection of the Same Body and the
Ontological Status of Organisms: What Locke
Should Have (and Could Have) Told Stillingfleet  rgr

Michael Jacovides * Lockean Fluids 215
Kenneth R Winkler » Locke’s Defense of Mathematical Physics  23r

Martha Brandt Bolton * Intellectual Virtue and Moral
Law in Locke’s Ethics 253

Margaret Atherton * What Have We Learned When We
Learn to See?: Lessons Learned from
the Theory of Vision Vindicated 273

Janet Broughton + Hume’s Explanation of Causal Inference 289
Stephen Voss + A Critique of Kantian Sensibility 07
Paul Guyer + Object, Self, and Cause: Kant’s Answers to Hume 32r



Blackwell Companions to Philosophy

outstanding studert
wle. Written by (oday's lea

ies offers a comprehensive and authoritative survey of philescnhy as
 philesophers, each volume provides lucid and engaging coveraz= of the

igures, terms, topics, and problems of the field. Taken together. the volumes provide the ideal basis for

S¢ USE, represet

eady published in the series;

The Blackwell Comy ~n 1o Philosophy,

Edited by Nicholus Bin

amd Erie Tsui-James
A Companion to Fthics

Edited by Peter Singer

A Cempanion to \e
Edited by David Coope
A Companion 1o lemology

Edited by Jonathan Tmncy and Ernest Sexa

A Companion (o Contempaorary Political
Philc.ophy (2 Vohune Set), Second Edition
Edited by Robert E. Goodin and Philip Pettit

A Companion (o Philosophy of Mind
Edited by Sanniel Guttenplan

A Companion to Metaphysics

Ldited by Jaegveen Kine and Frivest Sosa

A Companion to Philosophy of Lavr and
Legal Theory

Fdited by Doyl Pattersen

A Companion to Philosophy of Religion
Edited by Philip L. Ouinn and Charles Taliafe
A Companion to the Philosophy of
Language

Ldited by Bob Hale and ¢ rispin

ght

A Companion to Werld Philosophies
Edited by Eliot Dentsch and Ron Bontckoe
* Campanion to Continental Philosaphy
Edited by Simon Critehier and

William Schroeder

A Companion {o Feminist 'hilosophy
Edited by Alison M. Jaganr and
Iris Marion Young

A Companion te Cognitive Science
Edited by William Rechtel and George Gralam

A Companion 1o Binethics
Fdited by Helga Kulveo and Peter Singer

A Companion to the 'halosophers
Fdited by Robert 1. Arvington

A Companion (0 Pusiin ss Bthics
Edlited by Robert I. Froderick

A Companion to the Philosophy of §
Edited by W. H. ewten-Smith

nce

A Companion (o irommental Philosophy
Edited by Dale Jamizson

32.

33

34.

36.

37

38.

smparalleled work of reference for students and specialists alike.

A Companion to Analytic Philosophy
Edited by A. P. Martinich and David Sosa
A Companion to Genethics

Edited by Justine Burley and Jolin Harris
A Companion to Philosophical Logic
Ldited by Dale Jacquette

A Companion to Early Modern Philos:
Edited by Steven Nadler

A Companion to Philosophy in the Middl:
Ages

Edited by Jorge J. E. Gracia and

Timothy B. Noone

A Companion to African-American
Philesophy

Edited by Tommy L. Lott and John P. Pitoman
A Companion to Applied Ethics

Edited by R. G. Frey and

Christepher Heath Vellman

A Companion to the Philosophy of Education
Edited by Randall Curren

A Companion to African Philosophy
Edited by Kwasi Wiredu

A Companion to Heidegger
Edited lny Hubert L. Dreyfus and
Mark A, VWrathall

A Companion to Rationalism
Ldited by Alan Nels:n

A Comipanion to Ancient Philosophy
Edited by Mary Lowise Gill and Pierre Pollegrin

A Companion to Pragmatism
Edited by Joln R. Shook and Joseph Marg. lis

A Companion to Nictzsche
Edited by Keith Arsell Pearson

A Companion to Socrates

Edited by Sara Ahbel-Rappe and Rachana
Kamtekar

A Companion to Phenomenology and
Existentialism

Edited by Hubert L. Dreyfus and

Mark A. Wrathall

A Companion to Kant
LEdited by Graham Bird
A Companion to Plato
Edit-d by Hugh H. Eenson

A Companion to Descartes
Edited by Janet Broughton and Jehn C

Companion
0 Descartes

Edited by
Janet Broughton

and

John Carriero

Blackwell
\ Publishing



oY
(1ed 104

EA
1e3] J04

P
b

wod 3urysigndiemyoriq mmm
‘elsqam o JIsia ‘Buysyqnd [pmxoeg
U0 UonewIopul 19Y3anj 10

‘SPIBPUR)S UOIIR)PIIOIE [BIUSUUCI[ATLD

3[qeidande 12t ARy Pasn pIeoq 19409 pue Jaded jxa) 913 et} seansus toystiqnd ay) ‘a1ouLoy)my
“$a0n0e1d 921J-3UN0]Yy2 AIRIUBWALE puE Jag-ploe Fulsn passsooid dind woy paimoejnuew u3sq SBY Yorym
pue ‘£o1jod A13s010] sjqeurR)Sns € 2je1ado ey sj[iw wodf saded jusuewiad asn o3 st £orod sJaysyqnd a1y,

P¥T 91d s1juig 'S0 4q

atodedug ur puUncq pue pajuLg

Suoy Suoy “pr7 19)19s2d4 ], 305-1599 ANS Aq
BULOY 3d §°7T U0 0T U1 Jog

“ATR1Q1T YSWIIY 2Y] WO 3GR]IBAE §1 931 ST} 10] P10091 ongoreeo y

8457104007
CZoP-F61
£007970°¢4814
1919 uyof ‘o1eIe) I —§F6T IeuR[ ‘uojysnoag 7 'pS9T-96ST ‘aURY '$91IRSA(] ‘T
(1oded “Y[e : 12400p2eY) S-HSTZ-TS0F-1-846 NESI
“Xopul pue saouaejel [eondedonqiq sopnpuy
(8¢ ! fydosopyd o3 suoyurduros [Pmae)g) — ur *d
‘0I91IED Uyo[ pue uoySnoag pue| Aq panpa / sayaeosaq 0) uorueduios y

vju ORI J-ul-Buibopuyny ssaibuoy Jo Raugry
8007 I
P¥T Butysiqu jpmyeelg 49 8007 paysiqud ysa1g

"YBnos 5q pinoys [BuOISsajoad

Ju23adwod € JO $201AT95 a1} ‘patmbai st aoew)sisse 11adxo 1930 10 201ApE [BUOISSaj0Id J] “sa01AT08
leuoissajold Suliapual ul pagesua jou sy Jeysyqnd Y3 JeT) BUIPUBISIOPUN AU UO PloS §1 1 "P210A0D Jejje
303(qns 8y 03 preSes ur uonewLIoUl PATIEIIOYINE PUe 278208 ap1aoad 0 pausissp s1 uonesngnd s1yy,

"J00q STY] Ul pauopuatu

T0PUaA 10 120p0oad AU yum pateosse Jou st 1atsqnd ou, ‘$19UM0 341920501 113} Jo syTRwWapE.Y
P24a)$1H81 10 ‘SyIRWAPR) ‘SIIRUT 307AI0S ‘SAWIBL pe) a1e jooq sy Ut pasn saureu jonpoxd pue satem
PURIQ IV ‘Sijiewapey se pawie[s ueyjo a1e s)anpoid 113y ysmsunsip 03 sarueduion 4q pasn suoyruGisag

1aysqnd ayy

Jo uolssiuaad aouid agy ynoym ‘'R86T 10V sjualed pue ‘sudisaq yduido) yn a1 g paniwiad se jdaoxs
‘9SIMIBY)0 10 Fulpiooal ‘Buiddoooroyd “Jesueysaw DII0O3R ‘sueaw Aue £q 10 W0 fue ul ‘pajpusuey)
10 "HIR)SAS [RABLIIL B UT PAle)s ‘pasnpoidal aq Aew uoneonqnd sy jo jred ON "paalasal slysu [y

‘8861 10V syuLieg pue ‘sudisac q8u4do) 3 2y ynm A9UTPIOIIE UT PJI9SSe Waaq SBY 1041 SIT)
UL [BHRIBI [RLI0NDY 24) JO s10InY 3y) S8 payiuapt aq o) 0aa1Ie) uyof pue uojysSnolg 1aue| jo 1S g

FHENSOY "€S0F BLIOLY "UOJIR) 193115 UoISURMG ()< S
310 '0AT FXO Ao ‘proy uojfuisien gngg

VS '0TOS-8FTZ0 VIN "USP[RI 19218 UIRLY ()¢ ¢
ONTHSITE.d TTAMNOY1d

P BUIysang fmaseg 49 4007 5




