stting. And the obvious thing to think is that a thin
«ends me its own likeness, not something else. .

I will now see whether these reasons are good
cnough: When [ say that nature teaches me something,
| mean just that [ have a spontaneous impulse to believe
it. not that the light of nature reveals the thing’s truth to
me. There is an important difference. When the light of
nature reveals something to me (such as that my think-
ing implies my existing) that thing is completely beyond
doubt, since there is no faculty as reliable as the light of
nature by means of which I could learn that the thing
is not true. But, as for my natural impulses, I have of-
ten judged them to have led me astray in choices about
what’s good, and I don’t see why I should regard them
as any more reliable on matters concerning truth and
falsehood.

Next, while my sensory ideas may not depend on my
will, it doesn’t follow that they come from outside me.
While the natural impulses of which I just spoke are in
me, they seem to conflict with my will. Similarly, I may
have in me an as yet undiscovered ability to produce the
ideas that seem to come from outside me—in the way
that 1 used to think that ideas came to me in dreams.

Finally, even if some of my ideas do come from
things distinct from me, it doesn’t follow that they are
likenesses of these things. Indeed, it often seems to me
that an idea differs greatly from its cause. For example,
I ind in myself two different ideas of the sun. One,
which I “take in” through the senses and which I ought
therefore to view as a typical acquired idea, makes the
sun look very small to me. The other, which 1 derive
from astron(l)mical reasoning (that is, which I make,
perhaps by composing it from innate ideas), pictures the

sun as many times larger than the carth. It clearly can-
not be that both of thc;e are accurate likenesses of a sun
that exists outside me, and reason convinces me that the
one least like the sun is the one that seems to arise most
directly from it. :
All that I've said shows that, until now, my beliet

that send their ideas or

that there are things outside me
has rested on

'mages to me (perhaps through my senses)
“lind impulse rather than certain judgment.
Wil it seems to me that there may be a way of tell:‘ng
“ether my ideas come from things that exist 'out:ﬂde
insofar as the ideas of things are just modifications
“thought, 1 find no inequality among them; all s to
"¢ from me in the same way. But, insofar as different
‘1038 present different things to me, there obviously are‘
“rvat differences among them. The ideas of :ubstanci:s
't unquestionably greater-—or have more SUblC‘ftf‘e
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reality”—than those of modifications or accidents.
Simi]arly, the idea l)} which I understand the supreme
God——eternal, infinite, omniscient, omnipotent, and
creator of all things other than Himself - has more sub-
jective reality in it than the ideas of finite substances.

Now, the light of nature reveals that there is at least
as much in a complete efficient cause as in its effect.
For where could an effect get its reality if not from its
cause? And how could a cause give something unless
it had it? It follows both that something cannot come
from nothing and that what is more perfect- —that is,
has more reality in it——cannot come from what is less
perfect or has less reality. This obviously holds, not just
for those effects whose reality is actual or formal, but
also for ideas, whose reality we regard as merely sub-
jective. For example, it’s impossible for a non-existent
stone to come into existence unless it’s produced by
something containing, either formally or eminently,
everything in the stone. Similarly, heat can only be in-
duced in something that’s not already hot by something
having at least the same degree of perfection as heat.
Also, it’s impossible for the idea of heat or of stone to
be in me unless it’s been put there by a cause having
at least as much reality as I conceive of in the heat or
the stone. For, although the cause doesn’t transmit any
of its actual or formal reality to the idea, we shouldn’t
infer that it can be less real than the idea; all that we can
infer is that by its nature the idea doesn’t require any
formal reality except what it derives from my thought,
of which it is a modification. Yet, as the idea contains
one particular subjective reality rather than another, it
must get this reality from a cause having at least as much
formal reality as the idea has subjective reality. For, if
we suppose that an idea has something in it that wasn't
in its cause, we must suppose that it got this thing from
nothing. However imperfect the existence of something
that exists subjectively in the understanding through an
idea, it obviously is something, and it therefore cannot
come from nothing.

And, although the reality that I'm considering in my
ideas is just subjective, I ought not to suspect that it can
fail to be in an idea’s cause formally-that it’s enough
for it to be there subjectively. For, just as the subjective
existence of my ideas belongs to the ideas in virtue of
their nature, the formal existence of the ideas’ causes
belongs to those causes —or, at least, to the first and
foremost of them—in virtue of the causes’ nature. Al-
though one idea may arise from another, this can't go
back to infinity; we must eventually arrive at a primary
idea whose cause is an “archetype” containing formally




