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come from its own depths and could not be given to it by the senses. But
in the meantime 1 shall set aside the inguiry into that, and shall conform
to accepted ways of speaking, since they are indeed sound and justifiable,
and the outer senses can be said to be, in a certain sense, partial causes
of our thoughta, I shall thus work within the common framework, speaking
of the action of the body on the soul, in the way that the Copernicans quite
justifiably join other men in talking about the movement of the sun: and
I shall look into why, even within this framework, one should in my opinion
say that 4_._2.__" are ideas and principles which do not reach us through the
senses, and which we find in ourselves without having formed them,
though the senses bring them to our awareness. | suppose that vour able
author has been made hostile to the doctrine of innate principles because
he has noticed that people often maintain their prejudices under the name
of innate principles, wanting to excuse themselves from the trouble of
discussing them. He will have wanted to fight the laziness and the
shallowness of thought of those who use the specious pretext of innate ideas
and truths, naturally engraved on the mind and readily assented to, toravold
serious inquiry into where our *items of knowledge come from, how they
are connected, and what certainty they have. ] am entirely on his side about
that, and I would go even further. [ would like no limits to be set to our
analyeis, definitions to be given of all terms which admit of them,
and demonstrations — or the means for them — to be provided for all axioms
which are not primary, without reference to men's opinions about them
and without caring whether they agree to them or not. This would be more
useful than might be thought. But it seems that our author's zeal, highly
praiseworthy though it is, has earried him toe far in another direction. In
my opinion he has not adequately distinguished the origin of necessary
truths, whose source is in the understanding, from that of truths of fact,
which are drawn from sense-experience and even from confused
perceptions within us, So you see, sir, that I do not accept what vou lay
down s a fact, namely that we can acquire all our knowledge without the
need of innate impressions. We shall see which of us is right.

PHIL. We shall indeed. I grant vou, my dear Theophilus, that §z, 'there
is nothing more commonly taken for granted, than that there are certain
principles. . . universally agreed upon by all mankind', which are therefare
called common notions, koinai ennaiai,! 'which therefore they argue, must
needs be. . . impressions, which the [minds] of men receive in their first
beings'. §3. But if it were certain that thers are principles® 'wherein all
mankind agreed, it would not prove them innate, if there can be any other
way shewn, how men may come to that universal agreement. .. ; which I
! Added by Leibniz.

' Locke: *if it were true in matter of fact, that thers were certain truths'. The change from
‘true. . ." to 'certain”® in Coste's,
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presume may be done.' §4. But, what is worse, this universal agreement
is hardly to be found, not even with regard to those two famous speculative
principles (we shall come to practical principles later) that Whatever i, is;
and that It is impassible for something to be and not be at the same time. For
although you will doubtless take these two propositions to be necessary
truths, and to be axioms, to a great part of mankind they are not even
known,

THEO. | do not rest the certainty of innate principles on universal consent:
for, I have m.__u.ﬂmln& told you, Philalethes, that | think one should work to
find ways of praoving all axioms except primary ones. | grant you also thac
a very general but not universal agreement could come from a transmission
diffused throughout the whole of mankind: the practice of smoking
tobacco has been adopted by nesrly all nations in less than a century,
though some island races have been found who are not even acquainted with
fire and thus are far from being smokers. Some able people - even some
theologians, though only *Arminians - have believed knowledge of the
Divinity came in that way from a very old and very widespread trans-
mission; and | am willing to believe that such knowledge has indeed been
confirmed and amended by teaching. But it appears that nature has helped
to bring men to it without doctrine : the wanders of the universe have made
them think of a higher power, A child deaf and dumb from birth has been
seen to worship the full moon. And nations have been found which fear
invisible powers, though they seem not to have learned anything else from
any other soeieties. [ grant you, my dear Philalethes, that this is nor vet
the idea of God which we have and require; but that idea too is in the depth
of our souls, without being put there, as we shall see. And some of God's
eternal laws are engraved there in an even more legible way, through a kind
of instinct. But these are practical principles, which we shall have occasion
to speak about later. You must admit, though, that the inclination we have
to recognize the ides of God is part of our human nature, Even if the first
teaching of it were attributed to revelation, still men’s recepriveness to this
doctrine comes from the nature of their souls, But we shall decide later
that the teaching from outside merely brings to life what was already in
us. | econclude that a principle’s being rather generally accepted among
men is a sign, not a demonstration, that it is inate; and that the way for
these principles to be rigorously and conclusively *proved is by its being
shown that their certainty comes only from what is within us. As for vour
point that there is not universal approval of the twa great speculative
principles which are the best established of all: 1 can reply that even if Saey
were not known they would still be innate, because they are accepted as
soon as they have been heard. But 1 shall further add that fundamencally
m....,ﬂ.mnuw does know them; that we use the principle of contradiction {for
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instance) all the time, without paving distinct attention to it; and that the
conduct of a liar who contradicts himself will be upsetting to anyone,
however uncivilized, if the matter is one which he takes seriously. Thus,
we use these maximes without having them explicitly in mind. It is rather
like the way in which one has implicitly in mind the suppressed premisses
in ®"enthymemes, which are omitted in our thinking of the argument as
well'as in our outward expression of it.

pHIL, I am surprised by what you say about implicit knowledge and about
these inner suppressions. §5. For it seems 'to me near a concradiction, to
say, that there are truths imprinted on the soul, which it perceives . . . not',
THEOD. If you have that prejudice, I am not surprised that vou reject innate
knowledge. But I am surprised that it has not sccurred 1o you that we know
an infinity of thinge which we are not ®aware of all the time, even when
we need them; it is the function of memory to store them, and of
recollection to put them before us again, which it does often — but not
always = when there is need for it to do so. Well might this be called
souvenir (subvenire),' for recollection needs some assistance [*mnemonies].
Something must make us revive one rather than another of the multitude
of items of knowledge, since it is impossible to think distincely, all ar once,
about everything we know,

PHIL. I believe you are right about that, And my too general assertion that
wwe are always aware of® all the truths that are in our soul is one which 1 let
slip without having thought enough about it. But you will not find it quire
8o easy to deal with the point I am about to put to you. It is that if one
can maintain the innateness of any particular proposition, then one will
be able to maintain by the same reasoning that all propositions which are
reasonable,? and which the mind will ever be able to regard as such, are
already imprinted on the soul,

THED, [ grant you the point, as applied to pure ideas, which | contrast with
images of sense, and as applicd to necessary truths or truths of reason,
which 1 contrast with truths of fact, On this view, the whole of arithmetic
and of geometry should be regarded as innate, and contained within us in
an implicit way, so that we can find them within ourselves by attending
carefully and methodically to what is already in our minds, without
employing any truth learned through experience or through being handed
on by vther people. Plato showed this, in a dialogue where he had Socrates
leading =& child to abstruse truths just by asking questions and without

' Here a French word meaning ‘come ta mind® or 'remember’ s followed by o cognate
Latin word meaning "eome to the amistance of ",

' 'nows nous apercevans de’; but Locke ond Philalethes have spoken only of what ‘o
apercevan:’, what we perceive.

' Locke: “true’,
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teaching him anything [Meno 82°]. So one could construct these sciences
in one's study and even with one's eves closed, without learn ing from sight
or even from touch any of the needed truths; although it is true thar if one
had never seen or touched anything, one would not bring to mind the
relevant ideas. For it is an admirable arrangement on the part of nzrure
‘that we cannot have abstract thoughts which have no need of something
sensible, even if it be merely symbaols such as the shapes of letters, or
sounds; though there is no necessary connection between such arbitrary
*symbols and such thoughts. If sensible traces were not required, the
pre-established harmony between body and soul, which I shall later have
an opportunity to talk to you about more fully, would net obtain, But
that does not preclude the mind's obtaining necessary truths from within
itself, It is sometimes evident how far it can go through a purely nacural
logic and arithmertic, with no help: for instance, the Swedish boy who — if
I remember rightly what I was told about the case - has developed his
natural arithmetic to the point where he can do complex caloulations on
the spot, in his head, without having learned the standard methods of
calculation nor even to read and write. [t 15 true that he cannot solve
inverse problems, such as ones which require the finding of roots. Burt that
does not preclude there being some further trick of the mind by which he
could have found even those solutions within himself: so it proves anly
that, of the things which are in us, same are harder to become aware af
than others. Some innate principles are common property, and came easily
1o everyone, Some theorems are also discovered straight awsy. these
constitute ® natural sciences, which are more extensive in some people than
in athers. Finally, in a larger sense, which 15 a good one to use If one is
to have notions which are more comprehensive and determinate, any truths
which are derivable from primary innate knowledge may also be called
innate, because the mind can draw them from its own depths, though often
anly with difficulty. But if someone uses terms differently, 1 would not
argue about words,

PHIL. I have conceded that there could be something in the soul which
one did not perceive there; for one does not at any given moment
remember everything one knows. But whatever 1s known must have heen
mm.mhﬁ_...m_w_. and must at some earlier stage have bedn explicitly known, 5o "if

uny one can be said to be in the mind, which it never yer knew, it must be
only because’ it has the capacity or faculty for knowing it

THED. Why couldn't it be because of something different, such as == =he
soul can contain things without one's being aware of them ? Since ar tem
of acquired knowledge can be hidden there by the memeory, as you 2dmit

that it can, why eould not nature also hide there an item of unacguired
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knowledge? Must a self-knowing substance have, straight away, actual
knowledge of everything which belongs to its nature ? Cannot — and should
not — a substance like our soul have various properties and states which
could not all be thought about straight away or all at once? The Platonists
thought that all our knowledge is recollection, and thus that the truths
which the soul brought with it when the man was born - the ones called
innate — must be the remains of an earlier explicit knowledge. But there
isjno foundation for this opinion; and it is ohvious that if there was an
earller state, however far back, it too must have involved some innate
knowledge, just as our present state does: such knowledge must then either
have come from a still earlier state or else have been innate or at least
created with [the soul]; or else we must go to infinity and make souls
eternal, in which case these items of knowledge would indeed be innate,
because they would never have begun in the soul. If anyone claimed that
each previous state took something from a still earlier state which it did
fot pRSS on 10 its $UCCessors, the reply is that abviously some self-evident
truths must have been present in all of these states, O any view of the
matter, it is always manifest in every state of the soul that necessary truths
are innate, and that they are proved by what lies within, and cannot be
established by experience as rruths of fact are. Why could one not have

“n the soul something which one had never used? ls having something

which you do not use the same as merely having the faculty for gequiring
it? 1f that were so, our only possessions would be the things we make use
of. Whereas in fact it is known that fora faculty to be brought to bear upon
an objeet there must often be not merely the faculty and the object, bur
also some disposition in the faculty or in the ohject, or in both.!

pHIL. On that view of the matter, one will be able to say thar there are
truths engraved in the soul® which it has never known, and even ones which
it will never know and that appears strange to me.

+HEG. | see no absurdity in that - though one cannot say confidently that
there are such truths. For things which are higher than any we can know
in our present course of life may unfold in our souls some day when they
are in a different state,

pHI1L, But suppose that 'truths can be imprinted on the understanding
without being perceived ' by it: 1 do not see how they can differ, so far
as their origin is concerned, from ones which the understanding is merely
capable of coming to know.

THEO, The mind is capable not merely of knowing them, but also of finding
themn within itself. 1f all it had was the mere capacity to receive those items
of knowledge — a passive power to do so, 85 indeterminate as the power

' Taking 'et dans faules los deux’ 1o be aslip for ‘ou dans taus les deux’
* Locke: "imprinted on the mind ', Coste's change.
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of wax to receive shapes or of a blank page to receive words - it would not
be the source of necessary truths, as I have just shown that it is. For it
cannot be denied that the senses are inadequate to show their necessity,
and that therefore the mind has a disposition (as much active as ﬁnm.ﬂ._c..:
to draw them from its own depths; though the senses are necessary 10 give
the mind the opportunity and the attention for this, and to direct it towards
certain necessary truths rather than others. So you see, sir, that these people
who hold a different view, able though they are, have apparently failed te
think through the implications of the distinction between necessary o
eternal truths and truths of experience. 1 said this before, and our entin
debate confirms it. The fundamental proof of necessary truths comes from
the understanding alone, and other truths come from experience o7 fron
ohservations of the senses, Our mind is capable af knowing truths of botl
sorts, but it is the source of the former, and however often one experience:
instances of a universal truth, one could never know inductively that i
would always hold unless one knew through reason that it was necessary

paiL. But if the words "to be in the uriderstanding' have any positiv
content, do they not signify fo be perceived ond comprehended by th
understanding?'

tHuEo, They signify something guite different to us, It suffices that wha
is “in the understanding' can be found there, and that the sources ¢
fundamental proofs of the truths we are discussing are only 'in the unde;
standing . The senses can hint at, justify and confirm these t7 uths, b
can never demonstrate their infallible and perpetual certalniy

priL. §r1. However, all "those who will take the pains to reflect with
little attention on the operations of the understanding, will find. that th
ready assent of the mind to some truths, depends’ on the faculty of t}
human mind,?

+HED. Yes indeed, But what makes the exercise of the faculty sasy ai
natural so far as these truths are concerned is a special affimity which 1l
human mind has with them; and that ie what Takes us call them innal
$o it is not a bare faculty, consisting in a metre possibility of understandil
those truths: it is rather a disposition, an aptitude, a preformanon, whi
determines our soul and brings it about fhat they are derivabis from

Just as there is a difference berween the shapes which are arbitrarily giv

to a stone or piece of marble, and those which its vems already indic
or are disposed to indicate if the sculptor avails himself of them

pii1L. But truths are subsequent 10 the ideas from which they arise,

they not? And ideas all come fram the senzes.”

' Locke: * If [they] have any propriety, they signify to e undesstond * Coste s chasg

1 {ocke: ' depends not, either an native inneription, or the use of reason; but on 4 facy
of the mind quite distinct fram both of them

1 Added by Leibniz, perhaps based on Locke's §§15-tb.
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rueo. Intellectual ideas, from which necessary truths arise, do not come
from the senses; and vou acknowledge that some ideas arise from the
mind's reflection when it turns in on iwelf. Now, it is true that explicit
knowledge of truths is subsequent (in termporal or natural order) to the
explicit knowledge of idéas; es the nature of truths depends upon the nature
of ideas, before either are explicitly formed, and truths involving ideas
which come from the senses are themselves at least partly dependent on
the sepses. But the ideas that come from the senses are confused; and so
too, at least in part, are the truths which depend an them; whereas
intellectual ideas, and the truths depending on them, are distingt, and
neither [the ideas nor the truths] originate in the senses; though it is true

that without the senacs we would never think of them.

FH1L. But according to you, the ideas of numbers are inreliectual ones;
and yet the difficulties about numbers arise from the difficulty of explicitly
forming the requisite ideas, §16. For example, 'a man knows that eighteen
and nineteen, are equal to thirty-seven, by the same self-evidence, that he
knows one and two to be equal to three: yet, a child knows this, not so
soon as the other;. . .because the ideas the words eighteen, nineteen, and
thirty-seven stand for, are not so soon got, a5 those, which are signified
by one, twa, and three.'

THEO, | can grant you that the difficulty about explicitly forming truths
often arises from a difficulty about n.xm.m.m.,__._m_u_ forming ideas. 1 think that
in your example, however, it is rather a matter of using ideas which have
already been formed, For anyone who has learned to count to 1o.and the
procedure for going on from there by & certain repetition of tens, enaily
grasps what 18, 1g and 37 are, namely one or two or three times 19, plus
8 or g or 7. But to infer from this that 18 plus 19 make 37, requires more
attention than is needed to know that 2 ptus 1 are three, which really
amounts only to a definition of three.

pHiL, §18, [t is not 'the prerogative of numbers alone’, or of the ideas
which you call intellectual, to * afford propositions, which are sure to meet
with assent, as soon as they are understood,’ They are encountered also
in ‘naturnl philesophy, and all the other sciences’, and even the senses
provide some,! For example, the proposition ' that two bodies cannot be
in the same place [at the same time],® is a truth, that no body any more
sticks at, than at this maxim, That it is impossible for the same thing to
be, and not to be [at the same time]; That white is not [red], That a square
is not & circle, That yellowness is not sweetness ',

I Added by Leibniz.
! Whenever 'at the same tme' occurs i parentheses, the addition i Coste's, Furure
occurrences will not be noted
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TuEeo. There is a difference between these propositions, The first of them,
which claims that bodies cannot interpenetrate, needs proof, Indeed, it
is rejected by all those who believe in condensation and rarefaction, strictly
and properly so-called, such as the Peripatetics and the late Sir Kenelm
Digby not to mention Christians, most of whom think that the opposite -
namely the ®penetration of dimensions — is possible for God. But the other
propositions are ddenfities, or nearly so; and identical or immediate
propositions do not admit of proof, The ones pertaining to what the senses
uﬂn.EEn_ such as that ‘yellowness is not sweetness', merely apply the
general maxim of identity to particular cases.

PHIL. ‘Every proposition, wherein one different idea is denied of another,’
e.g. that the square is not @ circle, and that to be yellow 1s not to be sweet,
will just as certainly be accepted as indubitable! 'at first. . . understanding
the terms, as this general one, [t is impossible for the same to be, and not
to be [at the same time]'.

TuEeo. That is because one (namely the general maxim) is the principle,
while the other (namely the negation of an idea by an opposed idea) i the
application of it,

pH1L. It seerns to me rather that the maxim rests on that negation, ' which
is the foundation of it', and that it is even easier to grasp that * The same
is not different’ than to grasp the maxim which rejects contradictions. By
your account, then, we shall have to admit as innate truths an infinite
number of propositions of this kind, in which one idea is denied of another,
‘not to mention other truths. Furthermore, ‘since no proposition can be
innate, unless the ideas [which make it up]* be innate, this will be, 10
suppose all pur ideas of colours, sounds, tastes, figures, etc. innate’

ruEeo. 1 cannot really see how the proposition The rame 15 not different is
the origin of the principle of contradiction, and ‘easier’ than it for it
appears to me that one goes further in asserting that A 1s not B tham in
saying that A is not non-A; and it is because B contains non-A that A s
prevented from being B. Furthermore, the proposition that The siweet is
wot the bitter is not ‘innate’ in the sense we have given to the term "innate
rruth': for the *sensations af sweet and bitter come from the outer senses,
s0 that the proposition is a mixed na:nﬁtumn:_?.ﬂmu_ﬁn conelusta, in which
the axiom is applied to a sensible truth But as for the proposition The
square is not @ cirele; ot might be called innate, for in thinking 1t one applies
the principle of contradiction to materials which the understanding itself
provides, as soon as one hecomes aware that these ideas — which are
innate — contain incompatible notions.

t Locke: ‘o5 certainly find pasent . Cose's change
1 Lacke: "1deas, about which it is". Coste's chatge
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PHIL. §1g. When you maintain 'that those. , . particular self-evident
propositions, which are sssented to at first hearing, 8s. . .that green is not
red,...are received 8s the consequences of those more universal propo-
gitions, which are looked on as innate principles’, you seem to overlook the
fact, sir, that these particular propositions are accepted as indubitable
truths by people who know nothing of those more general maxims.

THEO, | have answered that already [p. 76]. We rely on those general
maxims, as we rely on the major premisses which are suppressed when we
reason h_..__ enthymemes; for although we are very often not thinking
distinctly ‘about what we are doing when we resson, any more than about
what we are doing when we walk or jump, it remains the case that the
cogency of the inference lies partly in what is being suppressed; there is
nowhere else it can come from, as one will discover in trying to defend the
inference.

PHIL. §a0. Bur 'those general and abstract ideas' seem 16 be 'more
strangers ' to our minds than are particular truths and notions; so these
particular truths will be more natural to the mind than is the principle of
contradiction, and yet vou say that they are just applications of it.

THEO. The truths that we start by being aware of are indeed particular ones,
just as we start with the coarsest and most composite ideas. But that doesn't
alter the fact that in the order of nature the simplest comes frst, and that
the reasons for particular truths rest wholly on the more general ones of
which they are mere instances. And when one wants o think about what
i8 in us implicitly, before all awareness, it is right to start with the simplest.
For general principles enter into our thoughts, serving as their inner core
and as their mortar. Even if we give no thought to them, they are necessary
for thought, as muscles and tendons are for walking. The mind relies on
these prineiples constantly; but it does not find it so easy to sort them out
and to command a distinct view of each of them separately, for that requires
great attention ta what it ia doing, anid the unreflective majority are hardly
capable of that. Do not the Chinese have articulate sounds, just as we do?
And yet, since they have adopted a different system of writing, it has not
yet occurred to them to make an alphabet of these sounds. 1t iz in that way
that many things are possessed without the possessor's knowing it.
PHIL. §21, If the mind agrees so readily to certain truths, might thet not
be because the very ‘consideration of the nature of . . .things" will not let
it judge otherwise, rather than because these propositions are naturally
engraved in the mind?

THEO. Both are true: the nature of things and the nature of the mind work
together. And since you contrast the consideration of the thing with the
awareness of what is engraved in the mind, this very objection shows, sir,

Ch: - WHETHER THERE ARE INNATE PRINCIFLES

that those with whom you ally yourself take 'innate truths’ 1o be merely
whatever one would naturally accept, as though by instinct, even if one
knows it only in a confused way. There are truths like that, and we shall
have occasion to discuss them. But the light of nature, as it is called, involves
distinct knowledge; #nd quite often a ‘consideration of the nature of
things' is nothing but the knowledge of the nature of our mind and of these
innate ideas, and there 15 no need to look for them outside oneself, Thus
[ count as innate any truths which need only such ' consideration’ in order
to be verified. I have already replied (§5) [p. 79] to the abjection (§22) which
maintains that when it is said that innate notions are ' implicitly ' in the
mind, that should signify only that the mind has a faculey for knowing
them; for [ have pointed out that it has in addition a faculty for finding
them in itself, and the disposition, if it is thinking about them properly,
to accept them,

PHIL, §23. You seem then to be maintaining, sir, that those who hear these
general maxims for the first time learn nothing which is entirely new to
thern. But it is clear that they do learn — first the names, and then the truths
and even the ideas on which these truths n_nﬁnm,_m....uh..h

THEG. Names are not in question here. They are in 2 way arbitrary,
whereas ideas and truths are natural. Bur with regard to these ideas and
truths, you attribute to me, sir, 8 doctrine which 1 am far from accepring;
for I quite agree that we learn innate ideas and innate truths, whether by
piying heed to their source or by verifying them through experience. Sa
I do not suppose, as you say 1 do, that in the case you have mentioned we
learned nothing new. And 1 cannot accept the proposition that whatever
is learned is not innate. The truths about numbers are in us; but still we
learn them, whether by drawing them from their source, in which case one
learns them through demonstrative reason (which shows that they are
innate), or by testing them with examples, as commaon arithmericians do
The latter, not knowing the underlying principles, learn their rules merely
through their being handed on; at best, before teaching them they confirm
their rules, as far as they judge appropriate, by trying them ourt!
Sometimes even a very able mathematician, not knowing the proof of some
result obtained by someone else, has to be satisfed with examining it by
that inductive method. That is what was done by p well-known writer in
*Paris while I was there: he tested my arithmetical tetragonism rather hard
by comparing it with Ludolph's numbers, expecting to find something
wrong in it; and he was right to go on being sceptical until he was sent
the demonstration of it [*gquadrature]. Demonstration spares us from
having to make these tests, which one might continue endlessly without

' tpar lexperience’
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ever being perfectly certain. And it is just that — namely the imperfection
of inductions - that can be verified through the trying out of particular
cases.! For there are progressions which one can follow a very long way
before grasping the changes, and the laws that they involve.

pH1L. But might it not be that not only the terms or words that we use,
but also our ideas, come from outside us?

THED. If they did, we too should have toe be ourside ourselves; for
intellectyal ideas, or ideas of reflection, are drawn from our mind. [ would
likee -unﬂhni how we could have the idea of being if we did nat, as beings
ourselves, find being within us,

PHIL. What do vou say, sir, to this challenge which a friend of mine has
offered ? If anyone can find a proposition whose ideas are innate, let him
name it to me (he says); he could not please me mare,

THEOD, | would riame to him the propositions of arithmetic and geometry,
which are all of that nature; and among necessary truths no other kind is
to be found,

PHIL. Many people would find thar strange. Can we really say that the
deepest and most difficult *sciences are innate?

THEO, The actual knowledge of them is not innate. What is innate s what
might be called the implicit knowledge of them, as the veins of the marble

outline a shape which is in the marble before they are uncovered by the
seulptor.

PHIL. §25. But is it possible that children 'receive and assent to
adventitious® notions, and [are] ignorant of those, which are supposed ' to
be innate in them and to be as it were parts of their mind, in which they
are said to be 'imprnted?, . .in indelible characters, to be [a] foundation
...? This would be, to make Nature take pains to no purpose; or, at
least, to [engrave] very ill; since its characters could not be read by those
eyes, which saw other things very well”.

THED. To be aware of what is within us, we must be attentive and
methodical, Now, it is not only possible but appropriate that children
should attend more to the notions of the senses, because artention is
governed by need, However, we shall see later that nature has not ' taken
pains to no purpose ' in imprinting us, innately, with items of knowledge;
for without these there would be no way of achieving actual knowledge of

' "par les instonces de Cexperience’,
* Taking 'ou defiers' to be n slip for Coste's ' de dehars .

1 F_.___unrn. "supposed woven into the very principles of their being, and imprinted'. Coste's
ehange,
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necessary truths in the demonstrative sciences, or of learning the reasons
for facts: and we should heve nothing over the beasts.

FH1L. §26. If there are innate truths, must there not be innate thoughts?

THED, Mot at all, For thoughts are actions, whereas items of knowledge
{or truths), in so far as they are within us even when we do not think of
them, are tendencies or dispositions; and we know many things which we
searcely think about.

PHIL. It is very hard to conceive of 'a truth in the mind, that it has never
thought on.'

THEO. That is like saying that it is hard to conceive how there can be veins
in the marble before they have been uncovered, Also, this ohjection seems
to come rather too close to begging the guestion. Everyone who admits
innate truths, without founding them on Platonic recollection, admits some
which have not vet been thought of. Furthermore, your argument praves
ton much: for if truths are thoughts, we shall lose not anly truths which
we have never thought of but also those which we have thought of but are
no longer thinking of at this moment, And if truths are not thoughts but
tendencies and aptitudes, natural or acquired, there is no obstacle to there
being within us truths which have never and will never be thought about
by us,

pHI1L. §27. If peneral maxims were innate they ‘should appear fairest and
clearest in those persons, in whom yet we find no footsteps of them R |
allude to *children, idiats, savages,' who are of all men those whose minds
are the least spoiled and corrupted by custom or by the influence of
borrowed opinions. .
THED, | helieve that the argument at this point should runm gquite
differently, Innate maxims make their appearance only ﬂran:m_.._ the
attention one gives to them; but these people have almost no attention to
give, or have it only for something quite different. They H?.Eﬂ.n,.n_ncﬂ little
except their bodily needs; and it is appropriate that pure and n_.m_iﬁ.mmnmn_
thoughts should be the reward for having nobler concerns. [t is true that
the minds of children and savages are less ‘spoiled by customs ', but they
are also less improved by the teaching which males one attentive, Lt En_u:nﬁ
be very unjust if the brightest lights had to shine better in minds which
are less worthy of them and are wrapped in the thickest clouds. People as
learned and clever as you, Philalethes, or your excellent author, should not
flatter ignorance and harbarism; for that would be to disparage thesgifts
of God. It may be said that the less one knows the closer one comes to
sharing with blocks of marble and bits of wood the advantage .n.+. _.Eu.nn
infallible and faultless. But unfortunately that is not the respect in ..i.:n._.__
one comes close to them; and in so far as one is capable of know ledge, 1t
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is & 8in to neglect to acquire it, and the less instruction one has hod the
easier it is to fail in this,
- Chapter ii

That there are ‘no innate practical principles'.

PHILALETHES. §1. Morality is a demonstrative science, and yer it has no
innate principles. Indeed ‘it will be hard to instance [a] moral rule, which
can pretend to so general and ready an assent! as, What s, 15,

THEOPHILUS. 1t is absolutely impossible that there should be truths of
reason which are as evident as identities or immediate truths, Although it
is correet to say that morality has indemonstrable principles, of which one
of the first and most practical is that we should pursue joy and avoid sorrow,
it must be added that that is not a truth which is known solely from reason,
sinae it is based on inner experience - on confused knowledge ; for one only
senses? what joy and sorrow are.

FHIL, It is only through 'reasoning and discourse, and some exercise of
the mind, ' that one can be sure of practical truths.”

THED, Even so, that would not make them any less innate. However, the
maxim which I have just advanced seems to be of a different nature: it is
not known by reason but by an {nstinct, so to speak. [t isan innate principle,
but it does not share in the natural light since it is not known in a luminous
way. Given this principle, though, one can derive scientific conclusions
from it, and | warmly applaud what you have just said, sir, about morality
as a demonstrative acience. So we observe thar it teaches truths so evident
that robbers, pirates and bandits are compelled to observe them among
themselves.
PHIL, §z. But thieves 'keep. . . rules of justice one with another ', without
taking them to be innate principles.

THEG. What does that show? Do people generally trouble themselves
about these theoretical issues?

PHIL. They practise the maxims of justice only as ' rules of convenience'

which they absclutely must observe if they are to preserve their
confederacy 4

THEO. Very good; and if vou were speaking generally of all mankind, you
could not improve on that, This is how these laws are engraved in the soul,
namely as necessary for our survival and our true welfare, Are we supposed
to be maintaining that truths are in the understanding independently of
one another, as the Praetor's edicts used to be on his notice-board - his

Prefecring ‘repue’, fraom an carlier version, 1o the Academy edition’s 'reiolur

! .._..s.r..-._w ‘om ne fenf por’ (‘one does not senne’) to be a slip: In drafting the possage,
Leibmiz first wrote “on ne 1ai pat asres' {"one does not really know )

! Lacke: 'moeral principles’

! Added by Coste

Ch. ii THAT THERE ARE NO INNATE PRACTICAL PRINCIFLES

album? 1 set aside for now the instinct which leads one human being to love
another: 1 will speak of it shortly, but for the moment I wish to nn___..m_.__..n
myself to truths in so far as they are known m.:.ocm_._ reason I recognize
too that certain rules of justice can be demonstrated in their full extent m:n_.
perfection only if we assume the existence of God and _._nn ._H.:EEEF._J al
the soul, and that those to which the ,_Emn.ﬁnn.c_. r::.m::_.._ does not impel
us are engraved in the soul only as other derivative ﬁ.:”n_:m are. .—.Hn.._._._m.._nq.
those for whom justice is founded enly on the necessities _Um this .__:.m and
an their own need for justice — rather than on the mm:m?ncnﬂ which n:n.‘...
a_..m_..» _H._..... take in it, which is one of the greatest ._mu:mmun:.n:m E_m,.n..__ God ts
its foundation — are apt to resemble a community of thieves, " 1f &nqn 1
a hope of escaping detection, they will contaminate the sacred with the

profane’ [Harace].

pHIL. §3. ‘Nature, [ confess [to you], has put .__.:n_. man a n_mm.:.n of
happiness, and a [strong] aversion to Emmn.ﬂ.:. these indeed are :.,.,:mﬂm
practical principles, which (as practical principles n:.mrn._ n:m_ ﬁ:n.mzmn
constantly to influence all our acriona[;] but these are ._nn__ﬂnz..:mq. o Hm
[soul] to good, not impressions of' some truth which is engraved in ous

understanding.!

tHEo. | am delighted, sir, to find that you do after all acknowledge .:.Em:.n
truths, as | will shortly maintain. This principle agrees well n:o:mr .._., :M
the one which 1 have just pointed out, which leads us to pursue joy an

avoid sorrow. For happiness is nothing but lasting joy Icindw? ;..H.Eﬂ
we incline to is not strictly speaking happiness, but rather joy, L.e.
gomething in the present; it is reason which leads us to the future nnn....._. to
what lasts. Now, an inclination which is nnﬂqnmm.nn_ ,.uq .h.:__.. :._..n."mqﬁ_p: ,ﬁ..,,:m
becomes o precept or practical truth; and if the ,:nr:m:a.: is innate t mm
<0 also is the truth — there being nothing in the soul which is not expresse :
in the understanding, although not always in mwm".ﬁn..nnntu_ Eir".n.m. as
I have sufficiently shown, Nor do instincts iiwwm pertain to practice: UEHM
of them contain theoretical truths — the in-built principles of the mﬂn:r_._
and of reasoning are like that when we employ them through 2 :.MEE
instinct without knowing the reasons for them. You n.mn_._o# m.ﬁn. nmﬂ_
knowledging some innate principles, in this sense, even if you fEﬂn._{ ?
denv that derivative truths are ‘innate'. Such a n_ns_w.ﬂ.__.:oc_m. be EM:. 4
_._._m_..,nuw of & name, given my explanation of what [ call "innate 5 m:.w.__ i M.H. ,
one wishes to restrict the application of this term ta the :.:mrm W] __..n__n.?.,
accepted straight away, by instinecr, I shan't dispute the point with [

i . 3 YCpmic
I Loeke: “of the appetite to good, not impressions of truth an the understanding

changes
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