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DESCARTES' SYLLOGISTIC PROOF OF ms EXISTENCE 
AND TIIE COGITO 

STANLEY 1WEYMAN 

In the Replies to Objections 11, 1 Descartes defends the Cogito erg o 
Sum as a first principie of his philosophy in the following manner: 

But when we become aware that we are thinking beings, this is a primítive 

act of knowledge derived from no syllogistic reasoning. He who says, l think, 

hence I am, or exist, <loes not deduce existence from thought by a syllogism, 

but, by a simple act of mental vision, recognizes it as if it were a thing that is 

known per se. This is evident from the fact that if it were syllogistically de

duced, the major premise, that everything that thinks is, or exists, would have 

to be known previously; but yet that has rather been learned from the expe

rience of the individual - that unless he exists he cannot think. For our mind 

is so constituted by nature that general propositions are formed out of the 

knowledge of particulars. (HR 11, 38) 

Nevertheless, in Principie X, Descartes does allow that certain 
and principles are needed, if we are to understand the Cogito 
and he includes within his list 'in order to think we must be': 

concepts 
ergo Sum, 

And when I stated that this proposition l think, therefore I am is the first and 

most certain which presents itself to those who philosophise in orderly fash

ion, 1 did not for all that deny that we must ftrst of all know what is know/.edge, 

1 AlJ references to Descartes' MeditationJ on Fir11 Philo1ophy are taken from the 
secood editioo, edited with an Introduction by Stanley Tweyman, Caravao Books, 
Ano Arbor, Michigan, 2002. References will be prcsented by Med. followed by the 
page number. AJJ references to Descartes' other philosophical writings are taken 
form the two volume, Tht Philo1ophical Work1 of De1carle1, translated by E.S. 
l-Ialdane and G.R.'f. lloss, Cambridge at the University Press, 1970. References will be 
presented by 1-IR and volume aod page oumber. AU references to Descartes' conver
sation with Burman are taken from the edition prepared by Jobo Cottiogham, 
Clareodon Press, Oxford, 1976. Refereoces will be preseoted by 'CB' followed by the 
page oumber. 
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what is txistence, what is certainry, and that in order to think we must be, and such like; 
but because these are notions of the simplest possible kind, which of them
selves give us no knowledge of anything that exists, 1 did not think them 
worthy of being put on record. (HR 1, 222) 

Burman was troubled by these two passages, and requested an explana
tion from Descartes that would show their compatibility. Descartes gave 
Burman the following account: 

Before this inf eren ce, 'I think therefore I am' the major 'whatever thinks is' 

can be known; for it is in reality prior to my inference, and my inference 

depends on it. This is why the author says in the Principies that the major 
premise comes fttst, namely, because implicitly it is always presupposed and 
prior. But it does not follow that I am always expressly and explicitly aware 
of its priority, or that 1 know it before my inference. This is because I am at

tending only to what 1 experience inside myself - for example, 'I think there

fore I am': 1 do not pay attention in the same way to the general notion 
'whatever thinks is'. As I have explained before, we do not separate out these 
general propositions from the particular instances; rather it is in the partic11lar 
instances that we think of them. (CB, 4) 

Descartes is adamant that the Cogito ergo S um is not derived from a 
syllogism with the major premise 'everythiog that thinks exists', and 
equally adamant that the principle 'everything that thinks exists' is pre
supposed in the Cogito ergo Sum. His account of this in the conversa
tion with Burman focuses on the difference between an implicit and an 
explicit awareness. When the Cogito is first discovered, we have an im
plicit awareness of the principie 'everything that thinks exists', but not 
an explicit awareness; subsequent to the discovery of the Cogito, the 
awareness of this principle is (or can be) explicit. Presumably, however, 
even if he had had an explicit awareness of the principle 'everything that 
thinks exists' prior to discovering the Cogito, this would not alter his 
claim, in the Rep!y to Objections JI, that the Cogito is a first principle 
derived from no syllogistic reasoning. It is the aim of this paper to show 
why this must be the case. 

Part of the answer can be discerned from the Rep!y to Objections JI 

when Descartes was asked to propound his arguments in geometrical 
fashion. He contrasts the method used in geometry (synthesis) with that 
used in the Meditations (analysis). Synthesis demonstrates its conclu
sions, employs definitions, postulates, axioms, theorems, and pro blems, 
''so that if one of the conclusions that follow is denied, it may at once b e 
shown to be contained in what has gone before." He claims not to have 
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used this method ''because it does not show the way in which the matter 
taugh t was discovered". Analysis, on the other hand, "shows the true way 
by which a thing was methodically discovered and derived... so that, if 
the reader cares to follow it and give sufficient attention to everything, 
he understands the matter no less perfectly and makes it as much his 
own as if he had discovered it."(Med. 101-102) 

The impression we obtain from this discussion is that a demons tra
tioo employing the analytic mode of proof can never be either similar 
to, or identical to, a demonstration where the method of synthesis is in
volved. The move from what is implicitly involved in a conceptioo to 
what is explicitly involved in that conception is not a move from analysis 
to syn thesis. Descartes intends the procedure of each to be self
contained, and not to lead to the other depending upon the amount of 
implicit and explicit knowledge involved. 

What is now required is to show why analysis cannot lead to synthe
sis, eveo if ali implicit knowledge is rendered explicit. To help us with 
this, I will examine the (analytical) demonstration of rus existence in the 
second meditatioo: 

But I was persuaded that there was nothing in all the world, that there was no 

heaveo, no earth, that there were no minds, nor any bodies: was I not then 
likewise persuaded that I did not exist? Not at all; of a surety I myself did ex
ist since 1 persuaded myself of something or merely because I thought of 
something. But there is sorne deceiver or other, very powerful and very 
cunning, who ever employs bis ingenuity in deceiving me. Then without 
doubt I exist also if he deceives me, and let him deceive me as much as he 

will, he can never cause me to be nothing so long as I think I aro something. 
So that after having reflected well and carefully examined all things, we must 
come to the defmite conclusion that this proposition: 1 am, I exist, is neces
sarily true each time 1 pronounce it, or that 1 mentally conceive it. (Med. 51) 

This passage contains two 'demonstrations' of his existence - the first 
based on the notion of 'persuasion', and the second on 'deception'. The 
'persuasion demonstratioo' appears to be the following: Descartes af
firms something that he cannot doubt, namely, that he was persuaded of 
something; he then attempts to affirm in thought both that he was per
suaded of something aod that he <loes not exist; by finding a repugnancy 
hetween these two thoughts (ie. he cannot affirm in thought both that 
he was persuaded and that he does not exist) he concludes that his inicial 
thought is necessarily connected with the denial of the second. A similar 
situation obtains in regard to bis second demonstration: he affums what 
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he cannot doubt: that he has been deceived; he then attempts to affirm 
in thought both that he was deceived aod that he <loes not exist; b y 
finding a repugnancy between these two thoughts, he concludes that his 

' 
initial thought is necessarily connected with the denial of the second: if 
he is deceived, then necessarily he exists. 

It can now be seen why Descartes holds that an 'analytic demonstra
tion', if properly attended by the reader, will make it appear as though 
the reader has discovered the matter in question by her/ himself: the 
'demonstration' is designed to guide the reader's attention to the rele
vant ideas, so that the appropriate impossible coonections and oeces
sary coonections can be intuited. The repugnancies and necessities that 
the demonstration reveals can only be appreciated by entertainiog the 

very ideas of which the demonstratioo speaks, and apprehending intui
tively the impossibilities and necessities. The demonstration is not a 
substitute for the intuition, nor, for that matter, can it be accepted with
out the intuition. As a result, the connections that the (analytic) demon
stration are designed to reveal do not follow as conclusions from the 
(premises of the) demonstration. To hold otherwise is to confuse ana
lytic demonstration with syothetic demonstration - the method of 
proof in metaphysics with the method of proof in geometry. 

An analytic demonstration is designed to reveal necessary connec
tions between ideas, for example, betweeo persuaded of something and 
existence, and between doubting and existence. The account we have 
offered of analytical demonstration in the secood meditatioo accords 
with Descartes' discussion of oecessary coooection in the Regulae. In 
Rule XII, Descartes says that a coooectioo between ideas is necessary 
''when one is so implied in the concept of another in a confused sort o f 
way that we cannot conceive either distinctly, if our thought assigns to 
their separateness from each other. Thus figure is coojoined with exteo
sion, motion with duratioo or time, and so on, because it is impossible 
to conceive of a figure that has no extension, nor of a motion that has o o 
duration". (HR I, 42-43) In this passage, the test of necessity is identical to 
that employed in the second meditation: affirm in thought the first coo
ception (for example, figure, motioo) and at the same time deny the 
second (for example, extension, duration); in those cases where the de
nial of the second carries with it the inconceivability of the first, the first 
is necessarily connected to the second. 

Although I have now showo that the cooclusion in an aoalytic dem 
onstration is not dependeot on premises in the manoer in which the 
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conclusion in a synthetic demonstration is logically dependeot on 
premises, I have yet to explain why, in Principie X and in the reply to 
Burmao, Descartes maintains that the major premise 'whatever thinks, 
exists' is involved (at least implicitly) in arriviog at the knowledge of his 
existen ce. 

First, it is important to note that, wheoever Descartes allows that the 
roajor premise 'whatever thinks, exists' is involved, the ref eren ce is al
ways to the Principies, and not to the Meditations. 2 Alternatively, when
ever Descartes maintains (as he does in Rep!J to Objections JI) that his 
existence has not been syllogistically deduced, but is apprehended in a 
simple intuition, the reference is to Medita/ion 11. In other words, Des
cartes' intention seems to be that of calling attention to different kinds 
of proofs of his existence in these two works. We know, from the Reply 

to Objections JI, that the method employed in the Meditations is analy
sis, aod we oow uoderstand the oon-syllogistic type of demonstration 
used to prove his existence in this work. But what of the Principies; what 
method is employed in that work? The standard position taken on his 
matter in the literature is that in the Principies the method of synthesis is 
employed. André Gombay explains the discrepancy between the sec
ond meditation and the Principies on the matter of major premise in 
this way: 

[In the second meditation] the thought of the proposition 'Whatever thinks, 
is' did not occur; however, 'analytic• proof proceeds by displaying precisely 
what did occur; hence that proposition is not part of one 'analytic' proof of 'I 
am'. Descartes' answer is not simple-minded autobiography, but autobiogra
phy qua demonstration.3 

Hence, according to Gombay, when Descartes rejects the need for the 
major premise in arriving at 'I am', as he <loes regarding Medita/ion JI, 
he <loes so because al the time he was not thinking this proposition. On 
the other hand, had Descartes been thinking it at the time 'I am' was ar
rived at, it would have beeo included in the 'demonstration', and 'I am' 
would have been arrived at deductively. This leads Gombay to conclude 
that there is no substantive difference between an analytic and synthetic 
demonstration. 

2 See Principie X and the Rep(y to B11rman. 
3 André Gombay, " 'Cogito Ergo Sum': lnference of Argument?,, in Cartesian 
St11die1, edited by RJ. Butler, Basil Blackwell, Oxford, 1972, p. 71-88. The passage 
cited appears n page 86. 
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We are told that the Meditations were written in the 'analytic' mode: plagiaris
ing the first sentence of the Tractatus Logico-Phi/osophims, we might construe 
Descartes as saying that the Meditations will be understood only by someone 
who feels as though he himself has had the thoughts which are expressed in 
them. Yet insofar as anything in the Meditations is recognisably a piece of ar
gumentation - say the third paragraph of Meditation Two - it scarcely measures 
up to the general clairns made in the Repfy on behalf of the 'analytic' mode of 
proof. There is of course the quasi-historical setting, the narrative in the first 
person, the frequent self-addressed questions: but it is difficult to regard 

these as anything more than stylistic deviations from the pattern of proof 
which Descartes calls 'synthetics'. 1 do not deny that there might be ways o f 
leading a person to see 'how things stand', which are not those of deductive 

demonstration; but I do not discern any of these anywhere in the Meditatiotrs-, 
and 1 can conceive of oone that might accomplish what 'analysis is said to ac
complish'. (Butler volume, page 86) 

Now, if Gombay is correct, then the plausibility of the points being 
argued here, namely, that the major premise is totally irrelevant to 
Descartes' proof of his existence in the Meditations, and that the 
method of proof in the Me di tations is non-syllogistic in nature, is con
siderably weakened. On Gombay's account, 'whatever thioks, is' is im
plicit in the demonstration in the second meditation, and sense can b e 
made of this only if it is regarded as the major premise of the relevan t 
syllogism. Therefore, to make my case against Gombay (and others), it 
must be showo that Descartes' procedure in the Principies is different 
form his procedure in the Meditations, and at the same time it must be 
shown why the major premise is relevant to the procedure in the 
Principies and in no way relevaot to the procedure in the Meditations. 

Descartes makes clear in the conversation with Burman that his 
method in the Principies is not analysis, but synthesis: ''In the Principies 
[the author's] purpose is exposition, and his procedure is synthetic''. 
(CB, 12) Therefore, Gombay is correct about this. Syothesis is the 
method Descartes advocates for demonstrating what we already know. 
For this reason it can be used by the geometer. He explains this point in 
the Rep!J to Objections JI: 

... [I]he primary notions that are the presuppositions of geometrical proofs 
harmonize with the use of our senses, and are readily granted by alL Hence, 
no difficulty is involved in this case, except in the proper deduction of the 
consequences. (Med. 102) 
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On the other hand, metaphysics, the subject matter of the Meditations, 
encounters difficulties in making its first principies (primary notions) 
clear and distinct, which, of course, explaios why the method of analysis 

01
ust be employed wheo we begin the study of metaphysics. The rele

vant passage here is, once again, in the Rep!J to Objections JI: 

On the contrary, nothing in metaphysics causes more trouble than the mak

ing the perception of its primary notions clear and distinct For, though in 
their own nature they are as intelligible as, or even more intelligible than 
those the geometricians study, yet being contradicted by the many precon

ceptions of our senses to which we have since our earlier years been accus
tomed, they cannot be perfectly apprehended except by those who give 
strenuous attention and study to them, and withdraw their minds as far as 
possible from matters corporeal ... This is why my writing took the from o f 
Meditations rather than of Philosophical Disputations or the theorems and 

problems of a geometer. (Med. 102-103)) 

Once the first principies of metaphysics are seen clearly and distinctly, 
the metaphysician can proceed with deductions (as the geometer pro
ceeds with deductions) through the method of synthesis, 

The Meditations employs the method of analysis, and, as we now re
alize, the Principies employs the method of synthesis. Hence, the 
Meditations renders the first principies of metaphysics clear and dis
tinct: the Principies will employ these fust principies in arriving at cer
tain conclusions. Tbis helps explain the following passage in the Preface 
to the Principies of Phiiosophy in which Descartes insists that the 

Meditations should be read before the Principies: 

« ... [FJoreseeing the difficulty which would be felt by many in understand
ing the foundations of metaphysics, 1 tried to explain the principal points in 

a book of Meditations which is not very large, but whose volume has been in
creased, and whose matter has been much illuminated, by the objections 
which many very learned persons have sent me in their regard, and by the 
replies which 1 have made to them. Then, f!nally, wheo it appeared to me 
that the preceding treatises had sufficiently prepared the mind of readers to 
accept the Pritrcipks of Philosopl!J, 1 likewise published them, and 1 divided the 
book containing them into four parts, the first on which cont:a.ins the princi
ples of knowledge... That is why it is better to read beforehand the 
Meditations, which 1 have written on the same subject, in order that it may 

properly be understood. (HR 1, 212). 

Now since deductive demonstrations are countenanced where the 
' method of synthesis is utilized, it is perfectly in order for Descartes to 
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insist that when he demonstrated bis existence in the Princtºpl th 
. . , . es e ma-
JOr premise whatever thinks, exists' was presupposed (either impl · · l 
or explicitly). But in making tbis claim regarding the p . •n¡ . 1c1t y 

rtnctr es, 1t must 
be un_ de_ rstood that the same claim has no relevance to the 

ll non-sy ogisttc procedure employed in the Meditations. 

How does the Meditations prepare the reader's mind for the syllo
gistic proof of his existence in the Principies with the major premise 
:Vhatever thinks, exists'? For this, we must return to the second medita
t.100, and continue from where we left our discussion. 

Thus far _in the second meditation, Descartes has established a neces
sary connectton between 'being persuaded of something' and 'existº , 

d 'b · d · ing' 
an e10g ece1ved' and 'existing' He now goes on to inquire about his 
nature: 

But 1 do not yet know clearly enough what I am, I who am certain that 1 am; 

an~ he~ce I must be careful to see that Ido not imprudently take sorne other 
ob1ect tn place of myself, and thus that 1 do not go astray in respect of this 
knowledge that 1 hold to be the most certain and most evident of ali that 1 
ha ve formerly learned. (Med. 51) 

_This. passage is not easy to understand. In asking what he is, he warns 
against_ tmprudently taking sorne other object in place of bimself. How
ever, gtven that he <loes not yet know what he is, it is difficult to under
stand how he can be certain that he has not confused himself with some 

o~er o~ject. When we engage in conceptual analysis, we should be able 
to 1~en~~ typical instances of the kind of object into whose nature we 
a~e 10q1

1
1nng, and then seek to discover its essential features. However, 

s10ce Descartes denies that he has any knowledge of himself at this stage 
he cannot be proposing to analyse the self as he would, for example: 
analyse the conce~t of a chair or table. Just how he does gain a knowl
edge of the self will now be elucidated. 

In attempting to determine with certainty what he is he tells us that 
~e _will revie': his former opinions about himself, and rej~ct those which 
. mtght even 10 a small degree be invalidated by the reasons which I have 
JUSt brough~ forward, in order that there may be nothing at al1 Ieft be
yond. wh~t is .absol~tely ce~ain and indubitable." (Med. 51) He begins the 
ex~m 1n~t1on 1nto his previous beliefs about himself by dividing these 
beliefs 10to two classes - those beliefs about himself that appear to de
pend upon the body, and those that appear to depend upon the soul. 
Those that he formerly held to depend upon the body he rejects at this 

• 
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e. all functions previously held to belong to the soul are also rejected, 
stag ' 
except for thought: 

<<But what am 1 [?]. . . Can 1 affum that I possess the least of ali those things 
which I have just said pertain to the nature of body? 1 pause to consider, 1 re

volve all these things in my mind, and I find none of which 1 can say that it 
pertains to me ... Let us pass to the attributes of the soul and see if the~e is 
any one which is in me? ... What of thinking? I fmd here that thought 1S an 
attribute that belongs to me; it alone cannot be separated from me. I am, 1 ex
ist, that is certain. But how often? Just when I think; for it might possibly be 

the case if 1 ceased entirely to think, that I should likewise cease altogether to 
exist. I do not now adnút anything which is not necessarily true .. .>> (Med. 52-

53) 
The analytic demonstrations that reveal bis nature take the same form as 
the analytic demonstrations that he employed to prove that he exists. He 
begins with what he cannot doubt - that he exists. He then attempts to 
affi.rm in thought both that he exists and that a) he is not extended, and 
b) that he does not think. By f10ding no repugnancy between the af
firmation of bis existence and that he is not extended, he rejects the 
claim that bis existence is inseparable from bimself as extended; on the 
other hand, by finding a repugnancy between the affirmation of bis exis
tence and that he does not think (i.e., he cannot affirm in thought b o th 
that he exists and that he does not think), he concluded that bis initial 
thought is necessarily connected with the denial of the second, namely, 
if he exists then he must think. 

' 
I realize, of course, that this formulation of the analytic demonstra-

tion of the necessary connection between thought and existence runs 
counter to accepted interpretations of Descartes: it is typically granted 
that the connection is discovered between thought and existence, and 
not between existence and thought. Nevertheless, as I have now shown, 
in the case of the Meditations, the certainty of Descartes' existence is 
discovered befo re he comes to know that thinking is his essential fea
ture. Accordingly, in the Meditations, the connection that is initially dis
covered is between existence and thought. 

This reading of the second meditation explains how he can be certaio 
that ''he has not imprudently taken some other object in place of him
self.'' Given the necessary connection between existence and thought, to 
think of oneself as existing is already to think of oneself as thinking -
even if we are not yet aware of this necessary connection. (Similarly, 
given the necessary connection between figure and extension, and mo-
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tion and duration, when we think of something moving and something 
figured, we are already thinking the passage of time and that the object is 
extended respectively, even if we are not attending to these features.) 
Therefore, when Descartes asks what he is, now that he knows that he 
exists, he is asking for the feature, or features, that are inseparable from 
his awareness of his existence- what must also be thought when he 
thinks of his existence. It is clear that in asking what he is, Descartes is 
not engaging in what we would refer to as conceptual analysis in the 
manner outlined earlier. 

As we have seen, in the Preface to the Principies of Philosophy, 
Descartes insists that the Meditations (and the other works that he men
tions, Of the Dioptric, Of Meteors, and O/ Geometry) should be studied 
before the Principies is read, in order ''to prepare the mind of readers 
to accept the Principles of Philosophy," or, as he puts it a few lines later 
''in order that it [i.e., the Principies] may be properly understood."(HR I, 
212) I will conclude by addressing the problem I raised, namely, how 
<loes Descartes' treatment of the self in the second meditation support 
his claim, cited above, that his (analytic) treatment of a topic in the Medi
tations provides the proper preparation for his (synthetic) treatment of 
the same topic in the Principies of Philosophy? Put more succinctly, 
how <loes his treatment of the self in the second meditation help to 
prepare the mind to accept the Cogito ergo sum in Principle VII? 

Turniog to the Principies of Philosophy, then, we ftnd that the first 
six Principies deal with what can be doubted, and, at the beginaing o f 
Principle VII, Descartes enumerates the extent of his doubt, while at the 
same time proving that this doubt cannot extend to the self, insofar as it 
thinks: 

While we thus reject ali that of which we can possibly doubt, and feign that 
it is false, it is easy to suppose that there is not God, nor heaven, nor bodies, 
land that we possess neither hands, nor feet not indeed any body; but we 
cannot in the same way conceive that we who doubt these things are not; f or 
there is a contradiction in conceiving that what thinks <loes not at the same 
time as it thinks exist. And hence this conclusion I think thenfore I am, is the 
first and most certain of all that occurs to one who philosophizes in an or
derly way. (HR I, 211) 

And here, to repeat, we find Descartes insisting that the demonstra
tion of his existence in Principle VII involves the major premise 
'whatever thinks, exists': 
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And when I stated that this proposition I think therefon I am is the ft.rst and 
most certain which presents itself to those who philosophise in an orderly 
fashion, I did not for ali that deny that we must first of all know what is knowl
edge, what is exístence, and what is certainry, and that in order to think we must be, and 
such like; but because these are notions of the simplest possible kind, which 
of themselves gíve us no knowledge of anything that exists, I did not think 
them worthy of being put on record. (HR I, 222) 

In other words, the full argument in Principle VII for his existence is: 

Whatever thinks exists 
I think 
Therefore, I exist 

119 

Now, what is interesting in this argument for our purpose is that there is 
no concern with a proof for the major premise 'whatever thinks exists', 
and no proof, in the first six Principies, that his essence is to think. In 
the Principies, the discussion pertaining to bimself as a tbinking tbing 
appears in Principles VITI and IX, that is, it appears a/ter the proof of 
the existence. In other words, the Principies treats 'whatever thinks ex
ists' as being already known; similarly, that Descartes' essence is to think 
is taken for granted in the Principies. That both of these matters are 
countenanced in the Principies can be explained by recalling that we 
were told that the Meditations should be read and understood befare 
attempting to read the Principies. Now, in light of his analytic proofs in 
the second meditation, we have already seen why he holds that his es
sence is to think. What must now be addressed is why Descartes be
lieves that the Meditations has prepared the reader to accept the major 
premise 'whatever tbinks exists' - a premise which nowhere appears in 
the Meditations. In fact, given his assertion that only analysis was used in 
the Meditations, no major premise could have there been employed in 
establishing his existence. 

To understand the role of the second meditation in providing the 
major premise 'whatever thinks exists', we must understand the major 
step s in the second meditation. Thus far, we have seen that (i) Descartes 
provides the two analytic demonstrations of his existence - the first 
based on the fact that he was persuaded of something, and the second 
based on the fact that he has been deceived, and (ii) that Descartes uses 
analysis to demonstrate that his existence is necessarily connected to 
think.ing. In the third step, the second meditation attempts to elucidate 
what it means to say that he is a thinking thing: 
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But what am I? A thing which thinks. What is a thing which thinks? It is a 
thing which doubts, understands, conceives, affirms, denies, wills, refuses, 
which also imagines and feels. (Med. 54) 

Descartes, analytic demonstration of what it is to be a thing which 
thinks take the same form as his previous demonstrations in the second 
meditation: if he affums that he is a thing which thinks and denies that 
he is a being who doubts, or understands, etc., then he can no longer 
think that he is a thing which thinks. As Descartes states this in the para
graph following the passage quoted above: "Is there likewise any one o f 
these attributes which can be distinguished from my thought, or which 
might be said to be separated from myself?'' 

Although Descartes began the second meditation by affirming the 
necessary connection between being persuaded of something and ex
isting, and being deceived aod existing, by the third stage of the secood 
meditation, he realizes that when he offered his two analytic demonstra
tioos in the first stage of the second meditation, the first relatum in each 
demonstratioo - 'being persuaded of something' and 'beiog deceived' -
is nothing but a mode of thought. Accordingly, in place of 'I was de
ceived', he can now substitute 'that I thiok,. We are able to see, there
fore, that by the end of the third stage of the second meditatioo, 
Descartes has come to uoderstaod that if he thioks theo he exists. 

The major premise revealed in Principie X and elsewhere for prov
ing his existence in Priociple VII is 'whatever thinks exists'. lo the Reply 
to Objectioos II, Descartes explains that 'whatever thioks exists' has 
''beeo learoed from the experience of the individual - that unless he ex
ists he canoot think. For our miod is so constituted by oature that gen
eral propositioos are found out of the knowledge of particulars." (HR II, 
38) lo other words, once the inseparability of thought and existence is 
intuited in the case of an individual in the second meditation, the general 
proposition can then be inferred. It is in this manoer, then, that 
Descartes is able to approach the Principies of Philosophy with a major 
premise for this syllogism in Priociple VII. 

York University 
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