[bookmark: _Int_QJZt0RLe]Locke believed that we as humans were born as Tabula Rasa (blank slates), meaning that we do not possess any innate knowledge at birth and that our knowledge comes from experiences we have that are catered to us through our senses. This notion of a posteriori knowledge grants us the opportunity to learn things about the world and ourselves through the sensory processes rather than already harbouring the moral and ontological ideas that would assist our understanding of everything. Locke furthers this assortation by refuting the idea of universal assent as it would be impossible for all peoples to agree with any one distinct notion, lest these innate ideas truly exist. And he uses the example of “it is impossible for the same thing to be, and not to be;” which, he claims most to accept as innate concepts. However, children, ‘idiots,’ and others would have a challenging time understanding this should it not be directly pointed out to them, thus proving Locke’s rejection of innate concepts (Locke, 1689, CHAP. II §4). Although logically something cannot be and not be in the same instance, the mere notion that infants or the mentally impaired do not know this without guidance dampens the legitimacy of innate knowledge. Another prominent Philosopher of the time Leibniz disagrees with the idea that universal assertion concludes that something is innate, rather he claims that it is only a sign that it demonstrates the quality of innateness, and the only way that this can be rigorously and conclusively proved is to show that their certainty comes from within us, rather than external a priori factors (Leibniz, 1996, p. 76). This fulfils the same role as innate ideas existing, just that not everyone has to assent to the fact as children and the mentally impaired cannot be argued to have the intellectual capabilities to competently articulate the innate truths that reside within their mind. The innate knowledge still exists, although it cannot be retrieved until language comprehension and articulation has been sufficiently developed. Locke also discusses our inability to determine the contents of an infant’s conscious or unconscious mind, as patterns of their exploratory behaviour before the acquisition of language skills show that some form of knowledge influences their behaviour that is free from the schema created by previous experiences. Nevertheless, he claims this to not be innate knowledge in action, but the earliest frequent impressions on their senses that imprint these foundations for their reasoning (Locke, 1689, CHAP. II §15). In addition to this, mathematical equations that some attribute to our innate faculties only come into being when they are proposed and understood according to Locke (ibid, CHAP. II §17). As children can be argued to ‘know’ innately that two plus three equals five by some yet more complex sums like eighteen plus nineteen equalling thirty-seven are only discovered after reasoning is used to calculate such. This once again goes against the idea that numerological and mathematical concepts are preloaded into us as even the most obscure equations should need no teaching if these truths come innately to us. Locke then postulates that since universal assent does not apply to these cases then there is no difference between supposed innate truths and those that men acquire and learn throughout their experiences in life. 
[bookmark: _Int_vJvmHuUn]The innate capacity to be able to develop the reasoning skills to decipher such truths can be argued to be the founding innate qualities that Locke has come to reject. Innate knowledge does not necessarily have to be the exact truths of the matter, they can merely be the underlying capacity that all humans are born with to learn and develop using the foundational knowledge that we acquire from our DNA as well as the hereditary knowledge such as the unconscious guilt that Adam and Eve passed down when committing their original sin that we all harbour. This doctrine of original sin and its hereditary transmission originates from St. Paul’s writings in Romans 5:12 ‘Therefore, just as through one man sin entered the world, and death through sin, and thus death spread to all men, because all sinned.’ Although the ‘because all sinned’ phrase is greatly disputed as translation of the original Greek text ‘ἐφ᾽ ᾧ πάντες ἥμαρτον’ has been described as difficult to understand, Catholic doctrine still deals with this concept in modern times. Locke effectively disagrees with original sin as he states all persons are responsible for their own sin regardless of Adam/Eve’s sin or any ancestors' sins ‘where there is no law, there is no sin’ (Locke, 1695, p. 30). The belief amongst most Christian denominations that God gave humanity free-will accompanies Locke’s point well, due to a person’s free-will only being able to directly dictate what the individual chooses to do where sinning is a possibility. Conversely, the free-will argument does not disregard the original premise of original sin being transmuted down through all of humanity, only it provides opportunities for salvation after the fact, meaning the original sin (being innate and eternal) will be harboured in everyone. This makes original sin universally present in all peoples, regardless of if they assented to its existence or not. An interesting consequence of this argument is that it challenges Locke’s definition of universal assent, considering all people would innately ‘know’ of their original sin yet be unable to communicate it at every stage in their lives. The way in which their original sin would be able to be universally assented to exists within the concept of guilt, as the process of feeling guilting after we have committed a morally wrong act would not exist without Eve’s original sin. This being because negative concepts such as guilt and grief did not exist due to life in the Garden being perfect and immutable. As all humans have the capabilities within their mental faculties to experience and apply guilt to their actions, this is an example of universal assent to an innate idea, thus proving in this instance that innate ideas exist. 
[bookmark: _Int_vL61ICAa]Leibniz’s interpretation of original sin bringing innate knowledge to all humans would not extend to infants who had not committed any knowable and purposeful sins, but he would agree with the general premise of it (Leibniz, 1686, p. 203). On the contrary, twenty-four years later he reiterates the notion that children will not be damned by original sin but questions the idea that damnation in general comes from original sin (Leibniz, 1710, §283). Leibniz and Locke would clash on the innate nature of original sin considering Locke’s rejection of it and by extension all innate metanarratives whereas Leibniz would accept its existence as a matter of fact, whilst exempting those who do not have the capacity to sin yet, i.e. children. 
[bookmark: _Int_zvg1xYPG]Many argue that all peoples, including children, when detailed a proposition that they have not heard before assent to it without any prior teaching or knowledge of said proposition. They would mark these propositions as innate. Locke says then that people would have to allow droves of propositions, those assented to without preexisting knowledge, to be defined as innate, this leading to a problem of over labelling many concepts and ideas as inherently innate where there is no such possibility of them being so. He goes on to argue that plentiful innate ideas would have to be accepted, since all different propositions will have an opposite or slightly varied counterpart that would still be assented to following on from assent of the original proposition. For example, ‘yellow is not sweetness,’ ‘a pear is not an apple,’ ‘short is not far’ ‘things cannot inhabit the same space in the same instance’ are all concepts which are deemed and largely accepted as innate. And for those who do not accept these, the innate capacity within them to assess these as true remains immutable (Locke, 1689, §18). Despite being ardently against innateness existing in nature, Locke does acquiesce to the notion that the mind’s power of acquiring knowledge, whether it be through experience (a posteriori) or reasoning/thought (a priori), is innate. Without this initial power to gain new knowledge through these avenues humans would remain blank slates forever, and philosophers would not be discussing this fracture in beliefs as the ability to debate or have beliefs would not exist. Logically, this is consistent with the universal definition of innateness. However, why should Locke’s view on innate ideas have this one exemption that he cannot logically argue his way out of, lest he reject the mind’s ability to acquire knowledge thereby denying consciousness altogether. This would be irresponsible and so Locke’s rejection of innate ideas will remain inherently illegitimate due to this glaring hypocrisy in his argument. 
[bookmark: _Int_LWbXNd8a]After coming to this realisation, the question must be asked as to what the parameters of Locke’s rejections extend to. Does the innateness of a person’s eyes ability to see fall outside the boundaries of Locke’s definition or should we question whether we ‘learn’ to see, for those who agree with this seem to imply newborns are blind until they acquire the ability to see through trying to look? Arguments like these seem difficult to sincerely back without the conviction to question all fundamental sensory practices, which if attempted would appear counterproductive considering questioning if a lung must ‘learn’ to breathe cannot first ascertain how the knowledge to breathe first came into being, unless we accept the process eternally existing as an innate by-product of human biology’s formation. Locke would presumably attempt to rebuke this interrogation by claiming his acceptance is only of innate capacity to learn rather than accepting the innate ideas that lead on from the learning. To which we must demarcate the borders between something being an innate capacity versus being an innate idea, for instance the bodily functions as well as the receiving of sensory information would be defined as innate capacities and metaphysical atomic facts such as the structure of the universe, mathematical concepts and distinctions between distinct colours would be considered innate ideas. Now these two concepts have been hastily defined we can confidently challenge Locke’s hypothetical rebuttal by saying that because both innate capacities and ideas exist irrespective of our acknowledgement of them through the senses or any other means, Locke’s capitulation on the topic of the mind and its innate capacities is equal to his acquiescence of innate ideas existing as well. Therefore, he has, although unconsciously, accepted innate ideas exist through his conscious acknowledgement of his own innate capacities to develop and learn from birth.
[bookmark: _Int_qM3ptqMs][bookmark: _Int_f53xxvIr]Locke also contradicts himself on another point later by stating, “by the exercise of their senses about objects that affect them in the womb (children), receive some few ideas before they are born” (Locke & Mostert, 1923, p. 127). Despite Locke previously claiming that infants are born tabula rasa, in this statement he is inferring that ideas – despite them being few – are quantifiable and exist within the child’s mind when they are born, meaning that by his own description they are not born as tabula rasa. What this means to his overall argument however is negligible because by common definition of innateness, being ideas that originate from the soul and do not have to be learnt or provided through experience, these ideas instilled in infants in the womb do not qualify as such which means Locke remains consistent with his rejection of innate ideas. Nevertheless, not being able to identify contradictions in your articulated thoughts does not lend credence to further assortations you make concerning the same field of discussion. Perhaps here Locke internally knows of this contradiction yet does not feel it impairs his argument or credibility to the extent in which he would need to identify it in his writings. As has been stated, only a portion of his argument becomes flawed in this notion, the argument does not rely on this maxim holding true consistently and so is not massively hindered due to it.
[bookmark: _Int_stNveTMt][bookmark: _Int_vo2rSmei]I am obliged to conclude this with an overview and deliberation on the topic at hand. First of all, Locke’s assortation that innate ideas do not exist because all information that could be argued to be innate have avenues of discovery that do not require them to be innate concepts is not illogical nor difficult to understand. Yet, it does not account for explaining where a few of these concepts, i.e. reasoning, mathematical truths, guilt etc. actually originate from, as reasoning cannot occur without the innate idea of ‘reason’ existing already as an innate truth, numerical truths exist irregardless whether we acknowledge them to and when proposed humans already have an unconscious preconceived notion of the fundamentals of them, as well as possessing the capacities to feel guilt for our actions being transmuted from Adam and Eve’s original sin which, should the event be believed, be the proof of the innateness of guilt. Locke does not subscribe to the doctrine of original sin but does not lend sufficient reason as to why this is, merely saying that individuals should be held to their own moral standard rather than that of our ancestors. Here he does not offer argument against it, rendering his position rather weak. On the other hand, Philosophers who accept original sin as an innate concept do not offer any concrete arguments as to why it truly exists either, just that it exists in and of itself because of an event that happened thousands of years ago that we do not have tangible proof of it happening, with there even being divide within the Christian denominations on whether it was in fact an actual occurrence or a metaphorical tale of humanities sins and negative attitudes being passed down through generations causing everyone to be tarnished with it. Even if said people had not done any wrong, for example young children, they still have the capacity to do so in the future just as those that came before them did and inevitably fell to it. Finally concluding this essay, it is appropriate to say that humans are certainly not born as tabula rasa, nor do we lack any pre-existing ideas or concepts, many we do have to learn as we develop however all does not originate from nothing. Without these original ideas, Locke would not have been able to first think, then articulate and publish his ideas, lest he burden himself with learning everything.
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