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Ab,tr.ct 

Tbe ,1. of tbia ~be.la ia to deter.lne vh.t klnd of thlnK a 
Lockean -ide,· la. The arguaent la dlvlded lnto tvo .,ln 
aeotions. In the first, taking a ~ue fro. John W. 101ton-. 
influential paper "Ideas and lnowledge ln the Seventeentb 
Century", l survey what l take to be some of Locke-s aain 
influences. 1 argue that lolton·s reconstruction, as 
representative of a general tendency to repudiate the 
traditional view of Locke-8 position i8 not supported by a 
study of the major figures in the historY10f perceptual and 
ooncept-acquisi tion theor ies. 1 al ao argue tha t the history 
of such theories reveals at least two distinct approaches to 
the problem of the awareness of things. In the second 
sectiorr, 1 lay out my positive thesis, Le. that ideas for 
Locke are physically-real intermediates, which are both caused 
by and are representative of external objects. 1 support this 
thesis, first, by detailing the various uses to which Locke 
P"ut the term -idea-. Second, 1 examine Locke·s criticiaas of 
competing representationalist theories. Third, 1 examine 
Locke-s materialist tendeneies. Taken toge~her, these 
disparate aspects leave very little room for doubt. 1 accept 
the fact that~Looke ia considered to be vague on key issues, 
but argue throughout that the texts, taken aa a whole, pOint 
in only one direotion. 
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L·objectit de ce _'aoire consist. a déterainer ce qu·,.t un. 
idee selon Locke. L·arsullentation se divi.e en deux partie. 
principa les. En premier lieu, prenant C0811. point départ un 
illportant article de John W. lolton "Ideas and Knovl.dge in 
the Seventeenth Century". je parcours ce que je crois etre 
quelques unes des influences principales de Locke. Je 
soutiens que la reconstruction par Yolton. représentant une 
tendance ~eneral s a repudier l·entendement trad i tione l de la 
position de LOCke, n-est pas supportée par une étude des 
figures principales de l·histoire des théories d'-acquisition 
perceptuelle et conceptuelle. Je soutiens aussi que 

'il-histoire de ces théories nous rév.èle deux approcbe. 
distinctes par rapport a la question de la conscience des 
choses. En second lieu, j·avance une th~se positive, c'est-a­
dire que les idées sont, pour Locke, des lntermediares 
physiques réelS, representant et causés par les objets 
exterleurs. Le support de cette thèse se retrouve 
premlerement dans l-~tude détaillée de l-ellp.J,oi varié, par 
Locke, du terme -idea-. Deuxiement, j-examlne les critiques 
rai tes par Loc k e con c,e r n a n t les d i f fer e nt e a the 0 rIe a deI a 
representationalisme. Et troiaie.ent, j*explor. les tendanc.s 
lIaterialistes de notre auteur.' Pris ensembles. ces trois 

,aspects ne laisse plus de place au doute. J-accepte que Lock. 
soit considere vague sur les questions clefs, mais je soutiens 
toujours ques les textes, pris en ent1er. ne visent qu·en un. 
direction • 
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Tb.lr. ar. so .an, people that hsv. oontribut.d to tbis 
tb.aia, ift a y,ri.ty or i.porta~t ways, tb.t 1 cannot hop. to 
•• ntion all of the.. 1 wou14 like to tbaok, tiret and 
tor •• ost. Professor Tho.as M. Lennon, of the University ot 
W.stern Ontario Depart.ent of Philosophy. wbose rigoroue 
aObolarship and boundless energy have been an inspiration to 
••• 1 would a180 like to tbank Professor Harry M. Bracken, Iy 
supervisor, who, in addition to supervisory dut1e., always 
opened new doors and was instrumental ln provlding much 
valuable research material wlthout wh1ch th!s thesis could not 
have been wrltten. For .any discussions ot sticky points, and 
for • a n y f ru 1 t f u 1 su g g est ion s ,,1 wou 1 d l i k e t 0 a c k n w 1 e d g e 'Y 
d'bt to Michel Brouillette, Brian MacPherson, and Jean-Pierre 
Harquis. Last, but by no .eana leaat, for lIoral aupport and 
t'or pusblng.e wben 1 would bave preferr.d to bave given up, 1 
•• et.rnally grat.ful to Mias Olga louta~uria. 
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T~ls thes1s .,111 be ,concerned .,{tb an alle,g_dl,. 

l~tractable issue ln Locke scholarshlp: Wbat kind of thlngs 
1 

are ideas? If we consldèr Locke, a representatil)nalist, and l 

will argue later tbat ln splte of Iluch argull~ntation t'O tbe 

dontrar~ we must, then it seems'o~vious that ideas are things 

of one sort' or anotber: But for a long. tille ~his issue was 
1 

considered unlmportant, sinee l can, nnd very Il t tl e menti,!)n 

o·f i tin the' Il ter a t ure, and r e c e n t 1 Y ± t ha s b e e n cp n s id e r e d 
, 

undecidable.' '1 take issue, with both points. First, it la 
1 

important to ~ecide what kind of things ideas are in order to 

decide what Locke had in mind in the notion of 'human und er­

standing' (of cours'~, one could decide this independently of a 

discussioS of ideas, but given Locke's emphasis on the term 
.IF 

this ~eems to me a difficult and roundabout means when another 

avenue is open.) Second, the question is, as l will argue, 

decidable, perhaps not wi thin the compass of the Essay alone, 

yet at least within the corpus of Locke's philosophieal works. 

1 begin, then, with the assumptions that the ontological 
~F"/ 

status of ideas is important for understanding Locke 

generally, and that the issue ean b~ decided, within an allow-

\ "" 
a b'l e d e g r e e 0 f ace u r a e y, b Y a P p e alto a var i e t y 0 f tex t sin 

which it come~ up.2 One thing to be emphasized at the outset 

ia this: that an appreciat~on of the term 'idea' necessitates 

a fair bit of backtraeking, of tracing the history of the 

term. Locke, like any philosopher, is heir to a large number 

of philosophieal problems and solutions to those problems, 

1 
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heritage. th. d.bt he ~. hi. pr.d.c •• lior. 1. r •• dlill' 

appareDt to &DyO'" wbo vi 11 tak. th., ti8e to lOok ~or 1 t. Aa 
;, 

.ach •• ny ••• g •• 1. invol.e. unp.ck1n9 Lock.'. pre.u.ptlon. 

(pre.u.ptiOD. preci •• ll' bec.u .. they would bav.,baeD Obviou •• 
. 

or o •• rly .0, to hi. cont •• porarl •• ,) inta....n •• pllcit fOrll" 

ror thl. r.a.on, ay plan of attack i. to build up to Loek.'. 

theory of id ••• in th. "DDer iD ,which h. would ha •• " doo •• 0 

~elf, by, a .urvey of the u ••• to whieh 'id_.' (1UId r.lated 
, 

teDla lilt. -phaDta_> ...-r. put by hi. philoaoph1eal creditor •• 

_il. th1 ... thodology entail •• sag.tie_l probl_ iD 1ta ÔWD 

right, it i. a neces.ary evil. 

'Wlth thi. material in hand, it will be far .a.1.r to 

d.cid. what Locke meant to refer to by the tera ' id •• '1 what 

h •••• nt in spite of the fact ~hat it ••••• he m •• nt •• ny 

thing.. Delineating Locke'. ontology generally will malte it 

po •• ible to narrow down the field to a very few possibiliti •• , 

and, given the context described above, it will be possible to 

.ettle on a sing~e alternative. My next move, then, ia to lal' 
\ 

out those general principles which govern the ontologl' of 

ideas. Throughout, l wi 11 be concerned wi th the question. 

What ia a thing? Thi. question has different anawers fpr the 

Aristotelians, the Carteaians, and for Locke. The problea 

that l will be wrestling with ia this: if we include in 

'thing' all the things we can speak of, that ia everything 

from ml' copy-of Homer's llliad to the number l, then idea. 

will be things but in a very trivial aenae; if we re8t,rict the 

application of 'thing' to what we a1ght be t.lDp~.d to calI 

2 
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~C-~g_ ... GIIOJU-.eDae object.'. thea ". are foreed. in .any c ••••• to 

talk either about 'hi9ber-order object..' or diff.r.nt. l •• el.' 
.-~ 

~ v ~ 

of' 'Min,"'. . In thi. c ••• , ,idea •• ay a~t ~u,:a out, to. ~ 

• thinga', but th.a a.i ther vi 11 .any ot.her a. .e vill b • 
• 

cODeern.d vith what esi.t... but it. ..... that apart fra. 

fiction. 'e.9- \l~icorn.) •• eryt.hing w •• peak of exi.t., in 

..... ea •• or other. 1 don't pr.t..nd to an.w.r thia puzzl., 

~n faet, 1 tak. it for grant'.d throughout. t.hat. a 'thing' i~a 

ea.aon-.en •• obj.ct, for inatance a table or a chair. My 

approaeh bere vi1:l be ta d.li ..... t •• for Lock., thoae featur •• 

of a 'thing' whieh .ake it .0. vith th. ai. of d_onatrating 

that id ••• '.har ••••• ntial featur •• with thing. lik. tabl •• 
, 

aad eh.ir.. Rath.r th.a an.vering the que.tion -- What ia a 

thing? 1 will b. att. .. pting to .how that an "idea' ia a 

'thing' in .zactly th •• _. vay tbat a table or a chair ia a 

'thing·. .,bi. ia to •• Y. in' .hort.' that how i t i. that any 

gi •• a obj.ct i. a thiDg i •• 0 probl •• atic that our time wil, 1 

b. b.tter •• rvecl here if we a •• uae that tabl·e. and chair. Ar. 

paradigaatic 'things' and decid. whether idea. are like th •• e" 

paradi~ in enougla re.pects to con.ider tb_ .0 alao • 

,/ 
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~ .bQrt hi.to!y of f!rc.ptua~ ~ooncept-aoqui.it~on theori •• 

My inter •• t 'in this topie vas atimulated by a ptper by 

John W. YOlt.on, ,entitled "Ideas and Knowledge in the. Seven-... 
t •• nth Century-3, Which 8eamB to m. t~ be bath interesting and 

vrQng_ YOlton had argued, by .etting out several distin~t 
. . 1 

th.orie. of ideation form Aristotle to Arnauld, that Locke 
J 

ahould not be ~e.n as a-repr.aeDt~tionali8t_, This thesis 

.eemed to me patently false, -but I had very little evidence 

then with which to refute it. It has been the search for such 

evidence that has led me to this thèsis. Throughout this 

search, I discovered that in order to do :f ustice to Yol ton' s 
i 

#. 

'arguaents I would have to retrace his footsteps, "so to speak, 

and 1ay out exactly where and in what way Yolton we'"ht wrong_ 

And this séemed to me necessary also because the ontolo~ical 

.tatus of ideas is directly connected to the question of 

whether ideas are entities distinct from the 'mind', i.e. 

whet.her the y are things or not;. My c1aim is that if Locke is 

a representationa1ist, then id'eas are tertia quid (wh,ich is 

not, yet to say whether they are material or immaterial 
\ 

things): if he is not, then ideas may be mental dispositions, 

or linguistic entities, or heuristic entities introduced for 

pragmatic reasons,4 in any case, they will not be things. 1 

believe that this representationa1ism question must be 

clarified at the outset. 1 do that by retracing the history' 

4 
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that Yolton offers, 'filling in what 1 take to be major gaps in 

his story, correcting what 1 take to be his misunderstandings: 

and, wi th this amended picture, thus showing Locke to he the 

indirect realist,. the representative realist, that Thomaa 

ReidS took him to be thé paradigm case of. 

l.Plato: Yolton begins his history of 'idea' with an account 

of Aristotle's v iewa. There are ~ertain good reasons for 

starting here, not the ~east of which is the fact that the 

acholastic account, and thua the account moat likely to have 

been the target of l7 th cent ury veraions, qepends heavily on 

Aristotle's. Admittedly, Plato does nOt figure prominently in 

the scholastic debates, but Leibniz for one thought the diffe-

rence between his position and Lockels could be characterized 

as that dividing Aristotle and Plato. 6 1 donlt think one 

should take Leibniz's characterization lightly. The ao-called 
o 

rationalists share many features witp the ,.ccount of ideatioD 
'/) 

and perception 9 iven in the Meno and the Theaetetus,' and 

thinkers of the time were not unfamiliar vith the generai fo~ 

of the Platonic prog;ram (witness th~ strength and poPularity, 

of the Cambridge Platonista.) 7 ln particular, 1 will argue 

later that two other figures of importance here -- neacartea 

and Mal ebranche P;;;: aubatantially Pla toniatic in addition 

to being influen~d by the Ariatotelian/aoholaatic acc·oun~. 
Furthermore, thi. will tend to·undermine Yolton'. account even 

more. But 1 get ahead of myself. 

In the Theaetetu., Plato has Socrate. outline the follo-
, " 

5 
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ving theory of perception (att.ributed by him to protagoras but 

by all appearance. accepted by Plato a. we1.l}l 

The point i. that. all the.e thinga ara. 
a. ve were .aying, in motion, but thera 
i. a quickne •• or 810wne •• in their 
aotion. The .low .ort. ha. it. aotion 
wi~out çh.oge of place and with re.pect 
to what co.e. vithin range of it, and 
that is how it generate. offapring, but 
the offapring generated are quioker, 
ina .. uch a. they .ove froa plaoe ta place 
and their motion oon.iat. in change of 
place.(the preceding .e_. ta ~ Plato'. 
crude IaeCbanic. of perception) As IIOOn, 
tllen, a. an eye and .o.ething el •• who •• 
atructure i. adjuated to the .yeoo.e. 
within r.~ge and give birth to th. 
whit.ene.~ together with ~. cognate 
perception -- thing. that would never 
have coae into a.i.tance if either of the 
two had approacbed anything el~ --~eD 
~t i. that, a. the vi.ion froa ~ -.ye. 
and the whitene.. fro. the thing that 
joins in giving birth' to the color pa •• 
in the' .paoe b.tween; the ey. beco.a. 
fil1.ed with vi.ion and now .ee., and 
beco.e., not v~.ion, but a seeing eye, 
while the othèr parent of the color i • 
• aturat.eeS vi th whi tene.. and becOllle., on 
ita .ide, not whitene •• , but a white' 
thing, be it stick or .tone or wk'-etevar 
el •• aay chance ta be ao ~olored. 

Plato here give. an account of perception in cau •• l tera. 
v' 

which invol ve. fou.r exp!. anatory .nti tieal two 'parent.! and 

two ·offapring'. Zn aore modern tera., the parents ar~ l)a 

perceiving ~ubj.ot. .od_.2)a thing perceivecl, the offaprlng of 

thelr union are 3) an act of perception (i.e. a • .eeing- in the 

above example) and 4)a percept (Which bere,.ppeara to,be .aae 

one deterainate property e.g. whiten ••• ). The accoun~, given 

.e,.. rather .traigbtforward~ a .ubjeot .uitabl~ diapoaed 
~ 

(i.e~ 1» encounter. a .ui tably .tructured abject (i.e. 2», , 

whlch .. etins giv •• riae to an ACt of perception (l.e. 3» ancJ 

6 
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;:- -"·'·a percept (i.e. 4» .uch that the aubject pereeiv ••• c.ae 

object ~ with .c.a. deter.inate prop.rty ~, .ay the colour 

white. The caveat, that the •• thiDg. (i.e. the offapring) 

·wou14 never have ea.e iDto exi.teDce if either of the two 
fi 

[p,areDta] hac! approache4 ~ything el_·,' iJapli •• that 3) and 

4) are private objecta i ••• they are unique to a given 

perceiver. What i. 18ft open here, aDe! which i. DOt an.werecl 

at le •• t not iD thi. text and Dot unMibiguou.'ly anywhere el.e. 

i. whether 3) and 4) are the!!!!! objecta wheDever the .... 1) 

and 2,) encow:.i.~ each other. '!'hia queation need Dot both_r u. 
1 

for the ti.e being. but '1 wil~ returD to it l.ter. All we_ 

r •• lly Deea to DOW i. what .tatua .) haa. l'ra. the above, we 
-

knov that 1) .D4 2) are public objecta, .ay Socrate. ~Dd • 

white .tick fOr--eKaJaple, that 3) i. an act. a IJOIIIMr of 1), but 

.) doe. not fit iDtO any cony.niedt cat.egory. It ia not an , 

object. aince it. cannot. be a •• igne4 a place, it i. not a 

prope)ty of the t.hing pere.! Ve4, .in,ce th. thing doe. DOt. taJt • 

~n th. property, rath.r it i. what, in virt.u. of which, a 

thiDg i. .aid to have a p~operty but i. not that property 

it.elf. Socr.te •• ay., • litt1. further OD. th.t. with r •• -

pect to 3) and oU. the -concluaion froa all t.hi. i •••• t.h.t 

nothing i. on. thing ju.t by it.elf. but i. alway. in the 

proce •• of beccaing for .a.eone, and being i. to be ruled- out' 

altogether.-' Pl~to clearly doea Dot want to aclodt that 41~ 
in Any •• n •• , only that it 'co ••• about' or 'becomea' a. • ' 

'r •• ult of an interaction between exiating thing8' that -what 

you call white,color ha. no being a. a diatinc~·thing out. ide 

7 
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your eye. nor y~t in.ide then, nor mu.t you a •• ign it any 

fix.d place.- lO aeadera' familiar vith Plato'. theory of , . 
ltnovledge will not be .urpri.ed by tbia, ainee ~nowledge aa 

, Plato ct •• cribe. it i. only of what is, and what i. never 
, 

.uffera cbange.ll In tbe The.etetua hi. arguaent ia that, 

aince perceptual featur •• 'are not, tbey cannot conatitute 

- ltnowledge: for my purpoa •• it ia enougb to point out .i.ply 

tbat tbey are note ~hua, ther. are for Plato tvo diatinct 

areaa of huaan cognition, one in whicb we perceive thing. aa 

being aucb and aucb but they are not in fact, and. another in . -
whiob thing. are .1Ioh and auch but tbe.e fea~urea (i.e. f01'llla) 

! 

are not perceived, -tbey are intuited or r~re4.12 For the 

ti.e being, 1 will not deal vith Plato'. 're.iniacence' 

tbeory, otber tban to point out tbat tb.re i •• 000e debate a. 

tG how to interpret it aDd tbat tbere i. at l ... t one rea4ing 

of tbe theory a. a di.po.i~iODal tbeory of the aind.13 

2.Ari.tot·le. 1 find it .trange tbat Yol ton ignored Plato when---
1 

tbere Ar. obviou. paraI leI. vith theories propounded in the 

17tb ~entllry (particuiarly tho8e involving innate ideaa). On 

tbe other hand; Ari.totl.'a influence i8 well-documented and, 

if he ia not un'iquely tbe major influence or target of the 

l7th ~entury, be i8 at leaat one of very few. We find, in th. 

~ Anima, Ariatotle u8ing a metaphor that Plato uaed in the 

Tbeaetetus, namely that of the wax receiving an impression 

fro. a aignet ring. Plato had used it to illuatrate how 

ltnovledge could be clearer in some caae. tban in other. (the 

8 
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1apÇon. la abarp or bl urry' as the wn 1a eitber hard or' 

aort) and not aa anal08Y ot senae-peroeption. Ariatotle doe. 

uae It aa a aodel oC sense-perception, and l think it la 

~a.ful to oonaider why. OC sensation ln general, he aays: 
l , 

By: a "sense' Is meant what bas the power 
" of reoelving into Itselt the senslble 

Coraa ot thlnga wlthout the matter. Tbls 
~u.t be oon~elved of as taking place in 
the way ln which a plece of wax takes on 
tbe lapreas of a signet-rins without the 
Iron or lold; we aay that what produces 
the iapreaaion la a signet of bronze or 
• 0 l d , but' 1 t s P • r tic u l a rIDe t a l l ~ 0 

conatitution makes no dlfrerence: ln a, 
alal1ar way the sense is affeoted by what ' 
la ooloured or Clavoured or sounding, but 
it Is Indifferent what ln eaoh case the 
•• batanoe i8; wbat alone mattera Is wbat 
fi • a li t Y i t h'a s ,i.e. 1 n , ~ a t r • t 1 olt s 
oonstituents are cOllblned. 

F 0 ra. a a Ar 1 s t 0 t l e con s t rue s 1 t bot h he r e and e 1 se w h e r'e, 1. 

aatter-independent; it eXists, unlike what we would call pro-

perties or attribute8, independently of the matter ln which It 
; 

exi.ta. It also eXlsts in dlfferent ways, 1.e. both in an 

object and ln a "soul'. and these two ways of exlsting can be 

aiau l tane ou s. ·We are ln the bablt," 8ays Arl8totle, "of 

recoanlz1DI, aa one deterllinate klnd of wbat Is, substance, 

and that' in several senses, a) ln tbe sense oC matter or that 

whlcb in ItselC Is not "a thls', and b) ln the senae of fora 

or eaaenoe .. which ia that preciaely in virtue of wblch. tblnl 

la oalled ". this", and tblrdly c) ln tbe sense of that wblcb 

i. compounded oC botb a) and b). Now matter ia potentiallty, 

tor. aotuality.·15 Sinee, by tbe above deflnltlona, a partlcu-

lar la of , determlnate klnd ln virtue of Ita forll, it a."ea 

no senae to demand, at least not for Arlstotl., tbat nua.rie 

., 
Il 

1 • $ .. • 
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~dentity, of form at least, be restricted in the way in which 

., 

we normally do restrict it. Aristotle would not argue that 

A;A, but he would argue that the model of sensation he 

advances (i.e that the same form exists both in the object and 

in a soul perceiving it) is in contradiction to the law of 

identity. What makes A an individual is its matter, what 

makes it of a definite kind, and this is the relevant 

consideration for Aristotle both in 'cases of perception and of 

knowledge, is its forme Since the soul has the same form as 

the abject perceived, the form in the sensitive soul is iden-

tical with the object sensed. Given his criterion of 

individuation, i.e. matter, this does not violate the law of 

identity. Ta put this simply, l think it correct to say, with 

Yol ton. that "i t is the fora of the object. not the object, 

which is in the soul."l6 

The immediately noticeable difference here from Plata'. 

model of sense perception is that what is sensed (1 mean the 

forlll sinee the individual, the matter, is not aensed) is not 

unique to the perceiver. And this accounta to sorne extent for 

the reluctance ta use the wax-impression model for sense-

perception -- Plato's 'cognate perception' ia not 'in the 

mind', but where i t is, on the other hand, cannot be di,8co-

vered from what Plato tells us in the Theaetetus. Wherea. 

Plato's model underminea Any empirical basie for knowledge, 

Ari.totle's ia meant to do juat the opposite. The relevant 

similarities are that bath Plato and Ari8totle take knowledge 

to be of universals.and not particulars. But aIl similariti •• 

pretty weIl end here. While Plato allow. that knowledg. of 

10 
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toras ls Independent or sense, Arlstotle explloitly denies 

this -- "no one can l carn or understand anything in the 

absence of sense".17 And this perhaps not for the reasoo tha~ 

sense is the occasign for underetanding, but that sense is the 

source of iote 11 igible th.~ngs; this di8t~oguiBhe8 sharp 1 y the­

Platonie and the Aristotelian notions of concept acquisition. 

Also, for Ariatotle, "when the mlnd iB actively aware of 

anythlng it is necessarl1y aware of it along with an ll1age", 

where Image la construed "as like sensuous contents except 

that they conta in no ma tter n •
18 

G!yen that this definition Boeme to oorrespond exactly to 

t ha t g 1 ven 0 t for Il, i t .8 e e m 8 an 0 b v i 0 u SilO V e toi den. t 1 t Y the s e 

laages with the rorm or an object as it exists in a soul. We 

should say then that we are aware of an image of an object 

rather than the object itself. But what or the phr~se "along 

vith"; is Aristotle saying we are dlrectly aware both or an 

illage and an obj ect (this seems un like 1 y; the redundancy has 

no justification) or is he sayiog that we are directly aware 

of an image and indirectly aware of an object? l do not 

answer this question since it involves more textual searohing 

that l ean afford at tbe present time; 1t is enougb to point 

out that one could read it e1ther way, 1.e. one could read 

Aristotle either as a direct realist or as an indirect 

reallst. 

What ontologleal place do we a.,ssign to Arlstotle's foras 

in the sensitive soul and to the laages present ln Intellec-

tion (singe they are both foras, they sbould bave the sa_e 
• 

11 
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ontological status regardless of whether they are identical or 

not)? Pirst, Aris~otle construes matter, as was noted Aboye, 

as potentiality and form as actuality, where matter is 

potentiallya this (always, however, a 'whae) and form is 

actually a 'this'. ln respect of being, however, they are 

,l, equi valent. Sinc~ both the forms appprehended in sense and 

the images present in intellection are 'actualities', they are 

'in a sense substances (what sense is not clear), and ought to 

be given equivalent places in Aristotle's ontology. To be 

sure, they are not 'things' in the way in which this page is a 

thing (i.e. in Aristotle's terms a combination of form and 

matter). They are not particulars, as we would use the term, 

but they do particularize things. 
/ 

l have spent this time with Aristotle's account of 

knowledge or concept acquisition since the distinction between 

it and sense perception will resurface with the scholastics. 

The problem that will give them the Most trouble, and which 

will lead in a roundabout way to the realism/nominalism debate 

over universals, is the objection that, in virtue of the Aboye' 

analysis, we are not aware of particulars but only of univer­

saIs (which seems to contradict our experience), but more on 

thia later. Yolton does mention in a footnotel9 that this is 

relevant to the debate between Arnauld and Malebranche but 

doea not develop it, to the detriment of his account. What l 
1 

find unusual also ia that he does not deal with Ockham's 

treatment of this, and related problems, especially since the 
, 

diaagreement between Locke and the Cartesians is a version of 

the realism/n~minalism debate. For the 17 th century, it ls 

12 

41 i. # il._ PA_ CC _" 4e .. 

l 

1 

J 



1 : 

, 
t , 
• f 

1 

• < 
" 
t 

-

c 
not Just Aquinas's reconstruction of Arietotle that ie i.por-

tant, but a1.80 Ockham's ficta and Suarez'e ob1ectiye reality. 

Both of these notions, so importan~ when we turn to Descartes 

and Locke, are hardly .entioned by Yolton. We will see that 

it i8 in the context of a soholastic debate, usina scholastic" 

notions (not simply thomiatie ones) t&at the Cartesian program 

gets off the ground. 

3.0ckha. : Ookham Is re.embered ohiefly for hi. razor and the 

re.lisml nomina lisll deba te over uni versaI s, but ,he is a vater-

shed figure in another area as we Il: he seems to be one of the 

first to list systematically the variou8 merita oC tvo 

co.pating theoriea of cogn~tion the objective-existence 

theory and the mental act theory. The Cirst of the se Is more 

popularly known as Ockham's tieta theory, and for a long tille 

thia was considered the one which he espoused; but Boehner 

has shown that Ockha. changed his mlnd in favour of the mental 

aet theory, and this t'or the reason or ontological 

pars~.~ny.20 He eonsidered both of these in response to a 

question vhlch ve viII see arising in other contexts: What is, 

it tbat 1 a. avare oC vhen either 1 am thinking ot or 1 •• 

perceiving sometbing whioh does not exist? H.M. Acta.s 21 and 

Stephen Read 22 bave both dealt vith this issue ln Oakba. abd 

tbe followiog borrows • lot troll tbeir reoonstruotions. Fro. 

tbe little that 1 have said about Aristotle, it can be se •• 
1 

tbat tbere 18 a proble. for hi. ~ith non-veridieal perception 

and oonoeption. :Uace vbeneyer 1 conoeiv., ., .iad take.,lon 

13 
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the form of an ~bJect without ita matter, what ia happenin~ 

when tbere ia no auch object? Adams poin~~_out ~at: 
/-- ~ 

Ockb~~ aasumes that whatever 15 thought 
of must have some sort of ontologieal 
statuS. When we think of something that 
really exista, its ontological statua ls 
s,t rai g h t for w a rd. W bat à b 0 u t wh e n we 
thlnk ~C things that do not and/or cannot 
really exist? Ockham insista that even 
these must be something that is not 
no,thi'ng. Otherwise, we ,would be thinking 
of nothing. He saya that su ch unreal 
objects 'of thought have "objective", 
"intenaional", or "cognised" existence as 
opposed te "subjective" or real 
existence. 23 

Notie; how similar this 'intensional existence' ia to 

Aristotle's substantial form (not surprising ainc,e Ockba. ac-

cepta the Arlstotelian account oC substance.) But sinee 

, Ockham takes very much to heart the prlnclple that everything 

which exlsts is a particular, or Is slngular, he finds It 

difficult to admit, wlth Aristotle, that the thing having 

'lntensional existence' Is identical with some external object 

(I.e. ln respect of Corm.) Since, for Ockham, "no universal 

la a substance that ia single and numerieally one"24, then "no 

singular substance [1.e. no object in the world) la a 

Unlversal".25 Further, universals as objects of knowledge, 

exlst only in the mlnd. The "unlversal ls a mental content of 

.uch a nature as to be predlcated of many ,thlngs.,,26 To sua 

up: 

a proposltion ls elther in tbe .ind or 
ln spoken or wrltten words. 
CODa.quentl;, its parts are either ln tbe 
.lnd or in speech or in writing. Sucb 
things, bowever, are not partlcular 
aubstanoes. Therefore, It is established 
that no proposition can be ooaposed ot 
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1 substances: but a proposition is campos.d 
of universels: hence univeraals are in no 
way substences. 27 

So, in what way do such • ideas' exiet? Ockha. considers 

two altern~tives: 1) a universal ~e a thought-object: 2) a 

universel is an Act of the intellect. ui. eccount. of 1) ia .a· ... 

fol Iowa 1 

The intellect. ~eeing a thing out.ide 
the mind, forms in the mind a picture 
reeembl ing i t, in such a way that if the 
mind haù the power to produce ae it has 
the power to picture, it would produce by 
this Act a real outside thing which would 
be only numerica~àY distinct from the 
former real thing. 

. " 

This 'thought-object' 8eems quite a bit like Arietotl.ta image 

and Locke' s idea, especially given the notion of resamblance 

(here construed as specifie identity.' But it should be 

noted, in contrast. that Ockham is here talking about cogni-

tion and not perception: no account is given of the latter, 

and it is only the role as universal that is being considered. 

Thought-objects exist insofar as they are known [~ est ~ 

intellectus], and not insofar as they are perceived [esse est --
percipi], so that sorne ,other account would be needed to 

supplement the one given here. 29 That is, Ockham's thought-

object has the same function _as Plato's idea of form, but no't 

the same function as Aristotle's form in the sensitive soul 

(which seems to fulfill both cognitive and perceptual rol~ •• ) 

This will turn out to be important by Descartes's time, when .. 
the preponderance of theories will attempt to explain both 

cognition and perception in terms of a single principle, or a 

set of related ones. In Any case, the thought-object theory 

15 
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iJapli •• a. pl.thora of _ 'thing.· (e.9- chiller ... uniCO,xu.. rouad 

aquar... .tc.) which .tand (a. i. i.pli.d in the ~otion of " 

t..8diate cognition) in the r.lation of .ffect to cau.. to the 

thing. known, but which are numerically di.tinct 'both fr<* the 

.in4 and the exteraal Obj.ct. lO Thi., aa wa. pointed outr 

aboy.. i. 4 • .-.0 n.c ••• ary 1n or4er to avoid a probl.. of th. 
1 

cognition of non-.xi.t.nt thinga.3l Probl ... a.aociated with 

thi. viev .... to bel a world o~ _ntal .ntiti •• , two 'level.' 
, 

of exi.tenc., real an<l mental, a. w.ll ,a. the fact that the 

Ari.totelian probl •• of th. cognition of aingular. i. not 

circuavented -- the individual. which cau •• th ••• picture. are 

not th .... 1 v.. known. 

OCkha. .eam. to have been awar. of th. difficulti •• ju.t­

intimated and offered an alternatives th. mental. Act theory. 

Boehner has provided bath textual and extra-textual evideDc. 

to support the claim that Ockham did in fact rej.ct 1) at a 

later date in favour of 2). Given Ockham's conc.rn., 

.implicity of explanation as well as an eye more for cognitive 

tban for perceptive functiona of the mind, this is not aurpri­

.ipg_ ae gi ves a brief declaration of the theory as followa. 

The mindls own intel,lectual acta are 
called states of mind. ~ their nature 
they stand for the actuar-things outalde 
the mind or for other things in the mio4, 
juat a. the spoken words stand for th .. 
by convention ••• 32 (emphasis added) 

Ockhaa again construes the applicability of a univeraa.l a. a 

functioR of its nature, of a greater or leaser degre. of 

re •• mbl ance to its object (i.e. "this is so becaua. of aome 

.pecifie likene •• between thea. individuala that do •• not 
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exi.t betveen other ••• )33 While t~i. relatiOD i. no clearer 

ber. tban in 1), OckbaJD gain. at'lea.t two advantage. over lh 
f 

hi. onto1ogy ioclude. only .inda and' co_on-.en •• object., 

n ... 1y table., chair., etc., and doe.n't invol ve "non-exiatent 

(and e.pecially not logica1ly i.po •• ible) object.: tbere i. 

only one kind of exiatence, name1y the' real' kind. Mental 

acta.are a180 .enta1 atate. which, in virtue of an undefined 

but incont •• table nature, repre.ent or make known to tbe 

intellect thoae thinga external to it, aa Weil ae thoee things 

proper to it, i.e. it. owo operation.. Bere we bave a 

ca.plete parity betwe.n world-arder and .ind-ox:der, i.e • ., 
thiDg. in the world are be.rera of.propertie. (accidente), 

aioda are bearera of .oae other (relat.d and reaemb1ing) 

" properti.a. And Ockhaa haa p~ovided what will beco.e tbe 

.taD4.rd fOBulation of the act/object diatinction, a. we11 'aa . 
the funda.ental virtu •• and vicea of placing the 'ide.' in 

,either of th... two plac ••• 

l'rca the above, it aigbt .e_ tbat Ockh_ i. not conc.rn.d 

vith prob1 ••• of perception, but thi. i. not the ca.e. ae i. 

,not conc.rn.a vitb, the prob1 ••• that .!!! might be temptea to 

'd •• l with. 
. , 

But one queetion he doe. raise and does,give an 

inter •• ting an.wer to. To the question -- What ia it that 1 

.. perceiving when'~nat 1 perceive doe. not exist? -~ockham 

,If briDge a notion of 'intuitive cognition'. Abstractive cogni­

tion i. an act of the mind which apprehenda the univeraala 

con8idered above; it concerna things but without consideration 

a. to their existence or non-existence, i.e. ia pure1y concep­

tual.34 Intuitive cognition, on the other hand, is what 
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allows us to say whether something exists or not: its function 

i. similar to the modern 'sense-data' of sense-data or 

phe~Omerialis.: -theori,e in its incorrigibility. He puts it 

this vaya 

) Intuitive cognition of a· thing' ia 
cognition that enablea us to know whether 
tbe thing exista or does not exi~t. in 
such a vay that, if the tiling exists, 
then the intellect immediately judgea 
that it exiats and evidently knowa that \ 
it exista, unlesa the. judgement happena 
to be impeded through the imperfection of 
this cognition. 35 

, 

Further on he say.: 

, , 

••• intuitive cognition is 8uch that when 
one thing known by means of i~ inheres as 
an accident in another, or is locally 
distinct from the other, or stands in 
some other relation to the other, then 
non-complex cognition of· these· thing8 
givea us an ~ediate knowledge whether a 
certain thing inheres or does not inhere 
in another, or whether it is distant fram 
it or not~ and so on for other contingent 
'trutha ••• 6 

Bov does this answer the ~bove question about non-veridical 

perception? Quite aimpIy, by appeal to definitionz "It is a 

contradiction that an Act ~f seeing should exist while that 

which is seen neither exists nor can exist in real~ty ... 37 But 

Ockham is not insensitive to the issu,e here, i.e. that there 

are'such 'seeings'. His resolution is two-folda first, he 
" 

argues that God can cause me to have a perception without a 

s.condary ca~se;38 yet, he argues, this is an extraordinary 

case, and for the moat part: 

So far as natural causes are in question, 
an intuitive cognition cannot be cauaed or 
preserved if the object does not existe 
The reason is this. A real effect cannot 

18 
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be cau.ed, or brought. from nothing into 
bèing, by that which is nothing. Banca, 
if wa are .paaking of the natural mode of 
cau.ation, it requir .... e. for ita exiatence 
bot.h ~9productive and a· preserv.tive 
cauae. 

While thia doe8 not seama to really reaol va t.he i •• ue, ina • .." 

much aa it still leavea us in the dark as ta how to diat.in-

guiah the t.wo cases, Ockham pointa out t.hat e-rror ia a func-. . / 
tion of judgement., not of perception, and "gi ves the following 

argument: 

You may object: 'If someone sees the sun 
and then enters il dark roo., it appeara 
to hi. that he aees t.he sun in t.ha same 
place and, of the same size. Hence a 
aight of t.he sun remains, when 'the sun is 
absent: and for the same reason would 
re_Ain, even if. it did not exi.t.' '1'0 
thia 1 anawer: 'No aight of the sun doea 
rematn: Dut there doea remain a quality, 
vi.z. the light-impresaion in the eye, and 
it is this quality t.hat ia seen. And ,if 
the intellect formulates such a 
proposition aa "Light ia aeèn at t.he same 
place, etc." and give,s its assent. to it, 
it is deceived by thilo qualitt or 
impresasion which i t aeea. " . 

To sum up, then. Ne have d'iacovered the following about 

Ockham's cognitive theoryl 

1) a thought-object theory of cognition 
2) a mental Act theory of cogni.tion 
3) two kinda of cognition: a) abatrac'tive (conceptual) who •• 

'abject.' ia a universal; , 
b) intuit.ive, who.e" 'object' ia a 

aenae-datum (I leave i. t open 
what thi. aen.e-datum ia, but 
frOID the above a l ike l y 
candidAte, at leaet for, vis­
aion, is t.he image on the re­
tina. ) 

We've found that. for ookham, 1) impliea the exiatence of 

mental entit.ies, Objecta which have 'borrowed' exi.tence, t.hat . 
2) involvea an'undefined relation between a given .. nt.al .tate 
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and _ame abject, such that the mental state is said to be 'of' 

or 'about' that objecte Note that both 1) and 2) involve a 

notion of reeemblance:41 that while 1) is ontologically more 

complex than 2), an account of the 'idea's' relation to its 

obj~ct can be given in relativély simple terms, i.e. on a 

picture model: and that 2) wbile ontologically simpler, hall 

leas explanatory power, i.e. it solves the given problema more 

by fiat than anything el..é. Note also that 3) is compatible 

with either 1) or 2), but that 3)a) aeema intuitively to have 

a better fit with 1) than wit.h 2) since there ia some entity 

of which one could .ay that it either ·doea or does not existe 

4.Suarezl Two notions that Suarez contributes t.o thi. history 

of the theory of ideaa are a for.u~ation of the notion of 

·objective exiatence" that we met above in Ockham, and t~ree 

important kinda. of distinctionl mqdal, real, and mental. 80th 

of theae featuree are borrowed whole.ale by Deecartea and they 

are central to"'hia theory. Bow different Descartes'e theory 

is, and how differently he ua •• certain Key terme. i • .only 

brought out in contraat wi th the ua, of the aame terma by 
\" " 

Suarez. 

The term objective exi.tance (or reality) ie for Suarez 

Dot a tera cienoting the ontological atatue of idea., concept., 

or univer.al._ ~n the mind, .e it ..... to be for Ockh_, but 

:t:. a d.no.ination of th. thing1tnown or perceived by their 

.ean •• 42 While Suarez vaa eyapath.tic ta the clai.e of the. 
~ ,."-

Dominaliate, and ceded to th •• to 8011e exteDt by advocating 
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the mental Act theory of cognition, his advocacy waa more for 

Th'omiatic-Ariatotelianiam than it waa for ontologica~ 

paraimony. This ia apparent in his distinction of fo~al and 

objective concept, which throws a considerable light on his 

cognit.ive theory. The dist.inct.ion is made out. as fol Iowa, 

The formal concept ia said t.o be the very 
Act, or what is the same, the ward by 
which the "intel ~ect conceives a common 
meaning (ratio) ••• The objective concept 
is said to be that thing or meaning 
(ratio), which i8 properly and 
iDiëàrately known or represented through 
the formaI concept. 4""3 

The formaI concept here p~ays the role of Ockham'. ment.al act., . 

but the objective concept (having objective existence) is the 

o~ject itself (Ockham'. singular). The reason for Suarez'. 

deaignàting the object unde~t!tood v ia the forma~ concept an 
, ./'" 

objective concept (it does seem, on t.he face of it, a useles. 

designation aince Suarez hlmaelf points out that it adda no-

thing to the object) aeem. to be that he is focusing attention 

here on wbat is underatood, not the object in ita entirety 

(never its unique .ingu~arity), but some aspect of i t. so, 

.nen we speak or think of ,some object, aaya Suarez, the forma~ 

r// concept (i'.a. the mind acting in such and such a JDanner) pick. 

out some object, and that abject only insofar a. it com •• 

under tbe acope of that particular formal concept.44 It might 

be uaeful to think of thi. aa analO9oua to Daviclson' s ·object 

uoder a deacriptioo-.45 Why~ this should be important for 

Suarez will ))écOlle clearer through an .ezUlination of the three 

kinda of diatinction •• 

}~~ the Di.putatione Metaphy.icae46 Suarez arguea for the 
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admi.sibi! ity of a tbird kind of c;li8tinction than the one. 

that had been generally recognized (i.e. raal and mental)" 

na •• ly a mOdal di.tinction. A real di8tinction i. that 

-between thing and thing-l" 7 a mental di8tinction '( .ometi ... 

called a di8tinction of rea80n) -doe. not formal!ly and -, 
actually ~t.r~en. betweèn the thing8 de8ignated aa distinct, 

\ ' 

a8 they .xi~t in ,th~maelvea, but 'only aa they exiat in Our 

ideas, from. which they receive aome denomination.-48 The 

first of the8. ls relatively .traightforward, we can construe 

it as that distinction which al Iowa for numerical 

diatinctneas, the second requires some explication. One can 

have a mental distinction only between two aspecta of a given 
\ 

thing which do Dot, and cannat, really be distinct in nature. 

Thus, there is a real distinction between thi. page and the 

last one, but only a distinction of reason between the 

exiatence of thi. page and ita duration. Th.se two, real and 

mental distinctions, ..... d enough for soma to .eparate real 
,\ 

fram chi .. rical existences and re.l fram chimerical propertie. 

of .xiatents. But Suarez po~nts oüt that there i. sOlDe 

hatuitive ba8la for th. opinion tbat attributes or accident. 

of things are di.tinct in some .ense bath fram the each other 

(distinct in a atronger .ens. than exiat.nce is fra. duration) 

and from the things of whicb they are attribute.. It i. this 

kind of distinction that Suarez mean8 to capture in hi8 'modal 

distinction'. A mode ·conaidered precisely in it8elf, is not 

properly a thin9 or' entity·,49 neverthele8a ~there 

are •• certain re.l mOCil.s that are 80mething positive and of 
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tbe.selves aodity tbe very entities by oODferrlDa on tbe • 

• o~etblna tbat i. over and abo.e the eo.plete esaenee aa 

indivldual aDd aa exiatins in nature. wSO Modes, as ber. 

eonatr'Ued, are qualifieat,lona of ao •• aeneral property auob 

tbat tbe individual ia aald to be in ao.e deter.lnate atate. 

Suares sivea tbe tollovin8 exasple: 

••• in quantity, tor exa.ple, vbieb 
inberea ln a aubat~nce, tvo aapects aay 
be oonaidered: one ia the entity of 
quantity itlSelf, the otber ilS the union 
or aotual inberence of thi~ quantity ln 
tbe substanoe.1 The first ve calI ai.ply 
the tbinS or belns of quantity ••• The 
aeoond aapect, inherence, ve oall a iode 
of q u an t 1 t Y •.• 5 1 

• t 

By thls lIeana, Suarez introduoea a oatesory betveen real and 

tiotional; tablea, aay, éxlat in nature and are to be deno.l· 

nated real; duration, aa" distinot rroll an endurlns tblna. 

doea not exiat in nature and la a fictioDal entity (or no 

entity at aIl). But deter.inate propertie., say beins a cubic 

.etre ln volua., oan be con.trued aa soaethins positive and 

reBl; not exiatins on their own but n~t identical with exia­

tinl thinaa elther (alnoe tbere 115 no neceaslty that they 

abould have one volulle rather than sOlle other.) 

Objeotive exiatence, as was pointed out, refers to SOlle 

aapeot or a rosnized object (ru~ther, sOlle aapect which stands 

in a reae.b~ance relation to another aspect of sOlle other 

obJeot,) and thl. exlstence aeess to correapond rather nieely 

to Suare.'. aOde, i.e. objecti ve existence refers to soae lIIode 

of an object that is under consideration by the intellect. 

Vben that 1I0de is beins consldered by the intellect, i~ ia 

aaid to have objeotive existence. 

23 

• 114= 'AA S ( A 

î 
In thi. sense, objeotive 

1 

.. 



1 
1 
1 

existence adda nothing to the 'reality' of the thing known. 

The formaI concept has a modal interpretation aa weIl: it is a 

mode of the soul, i.e. a modification of the mind' s existing 

power ta act such that the mind represents ta itself sorne 

thing. 

'Suarez's ontology with respect to the mind is then rather. 

easy to reconstruct given the above clues. The following 

picture emerges: aIl things which exist, exist eit,her as mat-

ter, form, or a combination of both (tbis Suarez shares wi th 

aIl the Aristotel ians): in addition to these, there are sorne 

quasi-existents (it might be better to calI them, paraphrasing 

Suarez, real izers,) name ly modes, which determine the exact 

nature of a particular thing, as weIl as real relations exis-

ting between things (e.g. knowing.) If my characterization of 

the formaI concept is correct, it fits into the modal 

category. If it ia correct ta calI it an idea, and there 

seems ta be no reaaon not to, then it is clear that, for 

Suarez, ideas are not things, they are modifications of things 

(granted, such modifications have a statua between real and 

fictional, but in the case of ideas such queerness'~s 

desirable.) Objective existence, in turn, is also such a 

modification (but considered as known): it is that feature of 

an object that the mind apprehends when it knows or perceives 

the objecte It i8 not a mere mental relation since it is more 

than a conceptual one; it is a real relation in the sense that 

the mind is really related to (in contact with, aware of) some 

object, but more properly called a modal relation in that what 
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ia picked out is a mode of the thing known. and that via a 

mode of the intellect (the formal concept.) In brief, it 

could be said that talk of modes, for Suarez, is on the level 

of ontology, objective existence talk on the level of 

epistemology. Note, in particular, that when speaking of the 

mind, one could construe the formal concept itself as having 

objective existence since it is a determinate property of an 

existing thing -- the min~. But this is not a line developed 

by Suarez; rather, it is a consequence that ia picked up, and 

carried through, by Descartes. 

5.Descartes: With these Suarezian notions in hand we have a 

proper sense of the context in which talk of ideas occurs in 

the Meditations. There is a mixture of Platonic (Augustine 

and Plotinus) and Aristotelian (the scholastics like Aquinaa 

and Suarez) influences, as weIl as a tradition of metaphysical 

speculation (Duns Scotus and Ockham to name just two). In 

addition to this, the rediscovery of classical texts (particu­

larly those of the Greek atomists and of Sextus Empiricus) 

forced a re-evaluation of matte48 already taken for granted or 

considered beyond reproach. The Reformation plays no small 

part in this in terms of motivation, but the philosophical 

underpinnings of it are far older. Descartes's methodological 

doubt is a sign of the times;52 and everyone fram Gassendi ~nd 
• 

Hobbes to Pere Mersenne was infected vi th i t. It's not 

inavpropriate to say that Descartes's forced the discourse on 

cognition to be approached in a different manner, such that 
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the scholastic solutions (including the ones considered here) 

seemed inadequate and new questions seemed increasingly more 

pressing. 

What we need to get clear on for the purposes of my argu-

ment is Descartes's use of the term 'idea' (idee, similitudi-

.!!.!!!!). It's through this term that Descartes Most influenced 

not only Locke but all of his contemporaries. lt is a Hercu-

lean task to trace the use of mentalistic terms that culmi-

, :J'" 
• nated in Descartes' s choice of 'idea' (from the Greek ~, 

p 

i6os, but a1so r~(TP\ (f"1«, and from the Latin simi!acrum and 

similitudinem), a task larger in scope than that l've allowed 

mysel f here. But sorne sense of that history should already 

have been grasped by the selections l' ve chosen to deal with. 

Descartes calI s an idea "a word by which l understand the form 

of any thought. that form by the immediate awareness of which 

l am conscious of that said thought."S3 Here he seems to be 

distinguishing a definite, feature of consciousness, namely its 

content; and this fits weIl with the definition of thought 

given in the principles: "By the word thought l underst'and ~ll 

'that of which we are conscious of operating in us. And that 

ia why not alone understanding, _willing, imagining, but a1so 

feeling, are here the same thing as thought."S4 Here, it 

aeems almost impossible not to construe the thought/idea 

dichotomy as the act/object distinction of Aristotle and the 

scholastics. But just as Qckham maintained thia distinction 

without allowing a mental-entity in the place of the object 

(here, idea), Descartes takes idea and thought to be aspects 

of the same 'thing' (i.e. thinking substance.) Thi. is borne , 
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out l take it aerely by the lanauaae b~ uae. in tbe aboye 

paaaaaea: tbe .ind .h.&..I. certain idea., and .,erci ••• certain 

Cunctions. 

The way in whicb the mind 11ü ideas, or, wbich ia tbe 

aaae, the \a y in whlch ideas are 'in the mlnd', will indicate 

to what extent Descartes borrows Croa Suarez and to "bat 

r ex t e n the dlo es not. But to that end, it's best to go over 
\ , 

aoae of the principles invoived. First, tbere are the 

distinctions inherited from Suarez: real, modal, and oC rea­
) 

son. o f r e a l dis tin c t ion s h e s a y 8 : " The J:JUl.l. i s pro» e l' l Y 

speaking f'ound betveen two or more substances; and ve oan 

conc l ude that two substances are reall y distinct one from the 

otber frOID the sole fact that w. can conceive the one clearly 

and distinctly without the other.-55 Of lIIodal distinctions, 

b. notes that there are two k1nda: "the one betveen the DIode 
'. 

prop.erly speaking, and the substance 01' which it is the mode, 

. and the other between two lIIodes of' the sallie sUbstance.,,56 The 

real distinction corresponds olosely to Suarez's (Rbetveen 

thing and thing"); the second, however, while clearly based on 

Suare z "s, makes exp11c i t two considera tions which do not see .. 

to be presented in the DisD. J:1.fû.u I.e. tbe relation between a 

aode and its substance i8 not the same as that between two 

aodes· of the same substance and that the distinction betveen 

two modes of differ,nt substances Is not a 1I0dal distinction. 

Descartes writes: "As for the distinction whereby the mode of 

one substance is different frOIll another substance, or fro. the 

mOd,e of another substance, aa the aoyeaent of one body la 
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different from another body or from mind, or else as movement 

i. different from duration: it appears ta me that we should 

call it real rather than modal: because we cannot clearly 

conceive these modes apart from the substances of which they 

are modes and which are really distinct."S7 We can Bee this 

a. Descartes's expansion of Suarez's principles, sa long as we 

recognize how important it is for Descartes to talk about 

conceivability as a basis for distinctness. There is some 

problem with Descartes's distinction of reason though. Whera 

Suarez' s mental distinction is c lear ly mere conceptual 

difference, Descartes' s has some interesting ontological 

twists. He Bays the distinction His between substance and 

aome one of its attributes without which it is not possible 

that we should have a distinct knowledge of it, or between two 

auch attributes of the sarne substance."Sa At first, there 

aeems to be no real difference between this and a modal 

distinction. And Descartes himse 1 f points out that in the 

Meditations and the Replies ta the first set of Objections he 

did not distinguish them. S9 The relevant difference is the 
.. II 

following= ..... we cannot have a clear and distinct idea of 

such a substance if we exclude from it such an attribute: or 

we cannat have a clear idea of the one of the two attributes 

if we seperate from it the other."60 Descartes seems here to 

be trading on the notion of essential properties, i.e. we can 

diatinguish in thought duration or quanti ty from a substance 

but we cannot have a clear and distinct idea, not even a clear 

idea, of a substance without including in that idea attribute. 

of a certain kind. We can, however, have both a clear and a 
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di.tinet ide. of a .ub.tance without it. variou •• ode. (e.g. 

being a eubie metre in volume). It is •••• ntial to corporeal 

substance that it endure through time (henee 'a distinction of 

rea80n only betw.en duration and the enduring substance,) but, 

it i. ~ e ••• ntial that it have a certain volu.e, it IIlU.t 

have ~ volume or other but not nece •• arily thi. one (henc. 

a modal di.tinction ô.tw.en corporeal .ubstance and b.ing • 

cubic metre in voIUllle.)' 

Tb.s. distinctions cao be applied mutatis .utaDdi. to th. 

above-lJl8ntioned definitions of thought and idea • Keeping in 

• ind the argu •• nts leading \1p to -je pens., donc je .ui.- in 

th. .!!edi tation., it .hould be clear that there i. a , 

distinction of reason between Any given operation of the lIliod 

(e_g_ willing, imag1ning. etc.) and' the mind itaelf, or 

thinking substance. We cannot have a clear and distinct id.a 

of the mind without including in tbattidea the att~ibute of 

thinking, which, as has been noted, includes "understanding, 
. 

willing, imagining" and also "feeling" (there is no.indication 

that thi. ia a complete l ist, however) sinee Descartes saya 

these are "the same thing as thought". Further, given 

Descartes' s distinction of thought and idea (i.e. "the forra of 

Any thought",) no great leap ia needed to see the distinction 

between thinking substance and idea as a modal one, since, 

while it is essential to the mind that it be thinking, it is 

not essential that it be engaged in thinking about any parti­

cular idea (e.g. an idea of the sun.) 

w. have already in hand aome essential negative feature. 

J 
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-- of D •• c.rt •• •• • ide.', n ... 1y tbat it i. Dot .n Act of the 

.ind (lik. Ockha.), tbat it i. not .n object (int.ntiona1. or 

otb.rwi.e) or .oae feature of an pbjeet (l ike Ari.totle and 

Suar.z re.peetively.) The only po.itiv. featurea 110' f.r enu-
. 

mer.ted i. tbat it i. a mode of tbought1 and Deacarte. define. 
. , 

mode a. follow ....... wh.n w ••••• pea~ of mode. we ... an nothing 

aor. than wbat el.ewh.re i. ter •• d attribute or qu.lity.-61 
• 

a. di.tingui.he. ,th. latter two froll mode. in th. following 

way. 

• •• wh.n we con.ider substance a. modified 
or div.reified by tbe. (i.e. attrib~te. 
or qualitiea], l avail lOys.lf of the word 
mode 1 and when from the disposition or 
varIation i t can be nalOed as of sueh and 
.uch a kind, ve shall use the word 
qualities (to designate the different 
.odes which cauae it to be so termad), 
and finally when ve more generally 
conaider that these modes or qualitie. 
are in ~ubatance we term the. 
attributes. vZ 

In the Hotee, he .ays also thata -the nature of a .ode con­

.i.t. in this, that it can,by no means ba comprehended, exeept 

it involv •• in it. own concept the concept of the thing of 

wbich it i. a .ode-,63 Mit belonga to the theory of mode. 

" that~' though we can ea.ily camprehend a substance apart fram a 

.ad., we cannot, conver.ely, clearly comprehend a mode unl ••• 

At. the .eae time ·we co~~eive the sub.tance of which .it i. a 

.ode.-64 " , 

With re.pect to the mind, then, we can .ay that, in.ofar 

a. idea. are considered ~ them.el~, they are modea, but 

IIOr. gen.rally they are qualit!'e,8 of thinking 8ubstance. And 

.ince it i. just insofar as they are in th •• sel ve. that the 
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notion of r.pr ... ntation i. iJaportant, 1 will u •• lDOde exclu- / 

.i.ely wben talking about id •• a. 

De.cart. •• •• U.I!. of ;idea to rafer to the content of thought 

arou •• d .0 •• cODtrover.y in hi. ~i.e, and the replie. ta the 

·objection. afford u •• unique opportuni ty to diacover what 

fe.tur •• of cognition that he wa. concarned with. Deac.rtes 

al.e piek. up fram the aebol.stics, ag.in likely Su.rez, the ' 

notiona of for.mal and objective r •• lity or existence. FormaI 
« 

re.l ity pertain. to sub.tance'a), and by extenaion to modea, 

qualitie •• nd att.ributes,6S but Objective re.lity is a fe.ture 

of a certain ltiDd of mode -- id.... De.cartes, at least in 

'the Meditation., ia Dot clear aa ta exactly ~hat he'. getting 

at wi1;h the notion of objective r.ality: in the Principle., he 

.aya only that ·when w. reflect on the various ideas that are 

in u., it. i. eaay to perceive that there ia not much 

dif,fer.nce between th_ When they are fconaider~ only a8 modes 

of. thinkiDg, but they"are widely different in another way, 

.ince the one repre.ents on. thing, and the other another:"66 

and thi. on the aubject of "the objective perfection of our 
D 

ide.a." In the replie. to the first set of objections, where 

Catarua i. moat likely working within a Suarezian notion of 

objective reality ("Objective existence in the mind is the 

deteraination of the act of mind by a modification due to an 

object, wbich i. merely an extrinsic appellation and nothing 

beloDging to the object."), Deacartes repliesl 

How, here it must be noticed firstly that 
he (i ••• CateruaJ refers to the thing 
itaelf, which ia as it were, placed 
out.ide the underatanding and respecting 
which it is certainly an ex~rin.ic 
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attribute to be objectively in the 
underatanding, and secondly, ·:that what 1 
speak of ia the idea, which at no time 
exi.ta outaide the rnind, and the case of 
which 'objective existence' is 
ind i atinguîsnaEI"ë-f romèëïng-rn the 
underatanding in that wal in which 
objecta are wont to be there. 7 , 

and a little further o~, by way of example: 

••• the idea of the sun wi 11 be the sun 
itself exiating in the mind, not indeed 
formally, as it exista in the sky, but 
objectively i.e. "in the wN objects are 
wont to exiat in the mind. 

1 

Caterus, arguing Suarez' s 1 *-ne Le. that ol)ljecti ve exiatence 

is a feature of the object under a given viewpoint, provokes 

Deacartea's reaponse that it is rather the object itself exisl-' 

ting in the way objects 'exist" in the mind. Thus, objective 

existence stands for that thing which the mind is aware of .Y.!! 
an idea, not that the idea is an extra entity ("a thing exi8-

ting in the rnind through' an idea, is not an actual entity."), 

but that the idea ia a vehicle, a determinate feature of con-

sciousness which accounts for being aware of this rather than 

that. Ideas are nothing else but the mind modified in a cer-

tain wa~, but the Objective exiatence of ideas are the things 

known by their rneans. And this ia Qorne out by this paasage 
" 

from the Argumentsl "By the objective reality ~ ~ idea 1 

mean that in resp~ct of which the thing represented in the 

lde~ ls an entity [entitatem rei reEresentatae per ideamJ, in 

80 far aa that exista in the idea.n69 

From all pf the above, both from the notion of ide ... as a. 

mode,s and from the" account (ul timately unsatisfying) of objec-

tive existence, we can conclude that, at the very lea.t, 
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Descartes vanta to avold giving the idea any ontological 

atatus in ita own rlght. Tbe relatlon ot .1nd to thougbt 

seelDs straighl4forvardly substance/attribute; _ tbe relation of 

idea- to .ind, while not so unproble_atic, ls at least 

plausible on a non-essential property bas!s. The mind exer-

giSIS its taculties (thinking) in the sa.e vay that body 

exer-cises its functions (motion);70 it .hll ideas in the sa.e 

vay tbat body has a given extension. This much 1 think viII 

be alloved on aIl sides. The relation of idea to object is,' 

unfortunately, 1ett no better explained by Desoartes than it 

-
bad been by bis antecedents. Louis de la Forge put it nlcely 

vhen he' oomplained that aIl the obscurity in Desoartes's 
-

system ste.s trom the obscurity surrounding ideas.11 

6. Arp 1 u.l..sl Jl.WI. 11.&..1.11 b i a up b e : It vas thia sa •• obscUritl tbat 
, 

engendered the bJ now inta.ous oontroveray b.tveen "toin. 

A~nauld and Nicolas Malebranche. Both cited Descartes as an 

autbority in the .atter, but their conclusions could not~-be 

turther apart. And the controversy is i.portant for us for 

tvo reasons: 1) beoause Ha 1 ebranche argued for a representa-

tive theory oC peroeption, and 2) because Locke dealt 

explicit.ly vitb this theory ln bis .AIl Exaainatiop R..t. .l.. 

1I.a...1.sbrapobl and B'e.arks Upon .I.Q.8..A. Jl.! Jl~ lorris-s Books, tvo 

texts vhich have been a.rsballed in support oC tbe tbesis tbat 

Locke vas not a repreaentationalist._ For tb.se reasona, 1 

tind it unuaual tbat lolton did., not deal. vitb Malebrancbe in 

bis paper, yet did pay clo.e attention to Arnaul.d. 
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Malebrancbe contrasta perceivlns tbinS. by tbeaselves and 

bl' idea. 1.e. -throuab tbinas ditterent fro. tbe.sel ves,_72 

but by itselt this .akes very little sen.e. ln section " 

Part II, chapter 1 of IJul. Searcb After Trutb, Malebrancbe 

takes it as obvlc,~ that ·ve do not perceive obJeots exterDal ~ 

to us by tbease Iv e.-, bu t tb" reeson be Si ves tor tbis is a 

stranle one: -Ve see tbe .un, the stara, and an intinity (aic) 

of objecta external to us: and it is Dot likely tbat the aoul 

abould leave tbe body to stroll about tbe beavens, as it were, 

in order to bebold aIl tbeae objecta.-73 It see.a bere aa if 

Malebrancbe tbinka an object .uat be co-present and co-spatial 

vith the aind perceiving it (vbicb alao bas a location of 

sorts i.e. in tbe body to wbicb it is united) iD order for 

perception to take plaoe, i.e. it auat be in tbe bead. Tbe 

nai vete of this v iev sbould gi ve ua pause, and ensender soae 

doubt as to vhetber tbis is tbe reaSOD bebiDd Malebrancbe'. 

representationalis •• Certainly, tbe ridlcule be received at 

Arnauld'a bands, wbo accu •• s bi. ot -intaDtile prejudices- and 

a -confusion betveen local and objective preaence- aaons otber 

tbings, 
1.< 

shovs tbat bls conteaporarie. appreclated tbe 
~ 

absurdity of the poaition so-expressed. But 1 tbink tbere ia 

a .ore tundaaental prln~iple at work bere (altbough the no-

tions of local and objective "preaence' are laportant, and 1 

viII return to tbe. later) and one not ao open to critlois. 

(at least, not rro. a self-avoved Carteaian.) It revolves 

around tbe radical separation of alnd and body. At the very 

l e a a t, .. ale br an c b e i a a e n .1' t 1 y e t 0 t b e la p 110 a t ion a or t b i • 

~dualiaa. Aaiie rro. God, tbere exist .1ada aad aodea ot ain4, 

/ 
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extension and aodes or extension, wbere a .ode ls construed as 

only conceptually distinct fro. tbe substance of vbicb lt is a 

1I0de. It la partly on tbls basls that Malebrancbe arlued 

asainst tbe erficecy of secondary causes: since aodes are 

particular to a liven 8ubstance, tbey cannot be transferred -

(thls is a losical as weIl as a pbysical constraint.) Wbile 

Malebrancbe'a exaaple is aost often the billiard-ball one,74 

tbe case applies Jl. fortiori to any transfer of 1I0des between 

kiDds of substance. This accounts to a larle extent for 

Malebrancbe's rejeotion of the causal theories of perception 

prevalent in his tiae,75 since it alao aakes lt iapossible to 

account for bow a .ental 1I0de can be 11ke an extended aode. 

Malebrancbe's aove ia to deDY that aental .odes represeDt the 

external vorld. Modes of tbinkinl substance -represent to the 

ao~l ~othing difterent Cros itselr.· 76 ID order to avoid 
-.... ' 

cuttins us ott enti~elJ troa the vorld, Malebranche counts as 
1/ J 

sucb aodes oDIJ aensations (son\la.pts); but puts ideas of 

extension, duration, nu.ber, aDd God outside of the .ind, 

specifically, in God". aind. Tbis ao.. do •• thr.e tbin •• 

vbicb Malebrancbe t'ind. sati.fyinl: it .ake •• an 1 •• ediately 

dependent on bi. God tor enlisbten.eDt, it g.taaround the 

p'robJ.,e. ot aind/body interaction bJ clenJin. anJ interaotion, 

and it provicles a solutioD to the proble. ot intentionallty 

inherent in the Cartesian .ubstance/.oele di.tinction a. ap-

plied to tbe .ind. But it a1.0 entaila tba~ .o.e non-.aterial 

entitJ &oe. bail t'or the external vorld, anel tbrou.b t~e 

iat.r •• cliarJ of vbiob v. co.. to ba.e know1ed.e ot' it. Siaoe .-
35 
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.imilarity of structure ..... to be ruled out by th. radical 

diviaion between mind and body, idea. repre •• nt their objects 

in a very narrow and preci •• aen.e. ~n Bk.3, Pt.II, chpt.VI 

of the search, Maloebranche 1 iata foùr po.sible "ays of 

perceiving things: 

Tbe first ia know things by themselve •• 
The second is to know them through their 
idea., i.e. as 1 IDean it here, through 
something different fram thaaselves. 
The third is to know theID through 
consciousneaa, or inner aensation. 
The. fourt~7 is to know theID through 

, conJecture. 

Here, Malebranche would seem to be denying the poa.~bility of 

repreaentation by re.amblance since an idea is "something dif-

ferent frOID- the thing of which i t ia an idea. But 
\ 

Malebranche equivocate. on the uae of the tera ldea, sometilDe • 

. taking it to mean any kind of perception, clear or ob.cure, 

sOlDetilDes meaning only cl.ar ideas .uch a. when he say. that 
, , 

we have no idea of our soul, and .oaetime. for repre •• ntative 

entitiea. Arnauld i •• enaitive to thi. equivocation but doe. 
( , 

not .e .. to able to elicit Any elucidat~on frc. Malebranche on 

thi. point. 78 One thing i. clear, how.ver, and that i. that 

Malebranche consi.tently u ••• the ter. ·repre.ent· in the 

.ens. of 'to make knowo' or 'to be pre.ent to con.ciou.n ••• ·, 

an4 in aore attenuated v.r.ion. 'to be àbl. to aanipulate or 
. 

_ak. pr.dictions·. 'l'he reason. for thi., with a little 
1 

refl.etion, are few~Malo.branChe di.tingui.h~. tvo broad 

categorie. of perception (folloowi~g D.scarte.'. lead in 

briDging all the activiti •• of th. aiDd uoder th. rubrie of 
. 

perc.ption) -- U,mer .. nAtion (_ntt.eDt) and id_tion. Un-
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der the fomer fall aIl thoae mental modes l .. ntioned earlier 

vhich cannot, in virt~e of being modifications of the aoul, 

represent anything outside of it: under the latter fall tho .. 

thing8 which are Itrue ofl the external vor Id and which can-

not, in virtue of fulfilling this functioq, appertain to 

mind.19 Malebranche see8 the nece8sity of repreaentationali .. 

a8 an entailment of Carte8ian dualillDl. Note in particular the 

importance of 'the distinction between sentiment and ideaa in 

leading Malebranche to this position, and the similarity of 

this distinction, at least episteadcally, with the primary/se-. 

condary quality distinction. 

In my recon.truction of Malebranche'. position, h ...... 

to be bothered by certain implication. of the notion of "two 

radically different kinds of .Ub.tance. in the world -- mind 

and body. For hi., if an idea is just a mode of th. mind (an 

assumption he nev.r que.tions,) th.n MW. do not p.rceiv. 

objects external to u. by \,th .... l ve., M but only by or through , 

the madiation of SaDe id.a. It'. cl.ar fra. pa •• ag ••• uch aa 

the fol 1 OWin9 • ••• th. iaaediat. object of our mind, wh.n it 

a.e. the .un, for in.tance, i. not th. .un, but soaething 

vhich i. intimate,ly, join.a to ~ur .oul, and thi. is what 1 

call an idea.MaO -- that Malebranch"e •••• thi. diff.re~ce aa 

ilaplying th. nec ••• ity of a third thing .tanding between th. 

perc.iver and th. object perceived, .omething which bring. a 

.patial object into an intelligible place. Malebranche ap-

p.al. to the .ame Cartesian texte that Arnauld doe. when th. 

latter atte.pt. to refute him. But note that the term8 that 

Mal.branche ua •• in the above pas.age mirror tho.e in th. 
,~ 
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pa.aa •• quot,d tro. tbe replies to Caterus, vh.re Desearte • 

• a,. tb. obJ.otive exi.t.noe of the sun i. the sun it.elt. 

Arnauld tbink. be can resolve the dlffieulty by a careCul 

expo.ltion oC wbat it .ean. to .ay that 1 perceive thinS8 

direotly b, .eana ot repre.entative ideas. Arnauld tbinks It 

1. oorr.ct to .a, tbat 1 peroeive a thing 'by means of' an 

idea vben VI oon.ider tbat Wnotre Ron.ee ou perception •• t 

.a •• ntielle •• at reCl.ohi •• ant •• ure elle-aeae: ou, ce qui •• 

dit plu. beur-.ua ••• at en latin, .a.I.t. .AJlJ.. conacla.,,81 Since 'the 

.iad i. avare ot itaelt, aad tbrougb itselC, ot ao.e object, 

ve perceive %1& idea. (l.e •• 0diCications ot the .1nd) vithout 

tbo •• idea. b.ial .atiti •• in tbeir own right. Arnau 1 d see_s 

to oODquer ln virtue of the ontological simplicity he appeals 

to, For tbia rea.on, Arnauld thinka Descartes's theory of 

idea. doe. Dot iaply the Malebranchean tertium~. And this 

••••• ver, plausible sinee Halebranche'a 'two ways of knowing 

tbiDI.' (i.e •• entiaept and ideas) is nowhere to be found in 

De.oartea. On ay reading ot Deacartes, ve Know objecta in 

oDl, ODe vay: via clear and diatinct ideas and the 

b.oevoleDce of an omnipotent God. What HalebraDche seema to 

be pic kinl up on here la' D~ acarte s' s as sert ion tha t "t he 

p.roeptions of the sensea do not teaoh us what 18 really ln 

tbinlS, but merely that vhereby they are uaeful or hurtful to 

.ao'. coapoal te nature"', 82 but thia i a not knowl edge. Arnau l d 

18 01 ear 1 y argulng the case 1 made out ear lier when he says: 

-IC faut neaaoins re.arquer que cette choae, quoIque uDique, a 

deux rapports: l'un a l"aa. qu'elle .oditie, l'autre a la 

38 

4 * 24.... . 1 i .P1 A '* _ hOt. c .. ___ .... , .. 



r, 

j 

1 

1 .' 

{ 

f 

C' 

t , 
1 -

--
chose apercue, en tant qU'fi!lle est objectivement dans l'ame, 

et que le mot de perception marque plus directment le premier 

rapport, et celui d'idee le dernier. uS3 

Arnau~d's postive contribution to this history, aside fram 

any light he sheds on Descartes's cognitive theory, is the 

distinction he makes, in arguing agains~ Malebranche's repre-

aentationslism, between ·'presence locale" and "presence objec-

tive".S4 He makes the point that Malebranche takes a term 

used in talking about physical objects (presence) and confuses 

'being there in the wor Id' wi th 'being there in the mind'. 

Malebranche is, according to Arnauld, confusing the fa ct that 

an idea must be (in virtue of the theory of modes) ta part 

of', or inhere in, a mind, wi th the fact that an object must 

stand in sorne spatial relation to a body (in virtue of the 

theory of optics in the Dioptrique) in order for perception to 

take place. Further, Arnauld argues that a theory of percep­

tion cannot. proper ly answer the questions which a theory of 

cognition responds to. Given the radical division of mind and 

body, which both Arnauld and Ma lebranche accept, an account of 
r 

how an object causes changes in the brain of a perceiver can 

have nothing to say about how certai~ features of the mind 

(Le. ideas) are directed towards, or' are about, things in the 

world. And this for the reason that the brain ia not the 

mind.85 What Arnauld says about retinal images in the 

fOllowing passages applies equally weIl to any corporeal state 

whatsoever that has to do with perception: " ••• i 1 est certain 

neamoins que nos yeux ne voient pas ces petites images peinte. 

dans la retine, et que ce n'est pas en cela qu'e11es servent a 
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la, vision, mais d'une autre maniere, que H. Descartes a 

explique dans sa Dioptrique.86 
, 

l want to bring to your atten-

tion here Arnauld's reasons for drawing this distinction, i.e. 

because there is no parity between states of matter and states 

of mind: there is nothing in an account of perception (here ~ 

construed as an essentially mechanical account and not the 
1 

mental operation known as 'percepti v i ty') which can be of use 

in accounting for how the mind is about something. 

Yol ton argues that "spatial or local presence has nothing 

to do wi th cognition" ,87 and for Arnauld this is correct; but 

he fails to point out that this is a function of Arnauld's 

Cartesianism (in particular, mind/body dualism). What Yolton 

has gotten right in his history is the point that, for the 

MOst part, there is little recognition in the period of the 

differences that Arnauld tried to bring attention to.88 But 

what he should have pointed out, and didn't, is the very 

obvious point that someone who was not a Cartesian, in parti-

cular someone who was not a mind/body dualist (i.e. did not 

recognize the existence of two distinct, non-interacting kinda 

of substance), would find nothing of value in Arnauld's 

diatinction between spatial and cognitive presence. The dis-

tinction bears on Malebranche's theory just because 

Mal!branche i8 working with Many of the sarne metaphysical 

aasumptions that Arnauld is. l would point out that a materia-

liat would reject the distinction as spuriou8, however sound 

he might consider Arnauld's arguments against representationa-

liam. This point will become important in a very short whil., 
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when l t.urn t.o Locke'. theory of ideas. 

7.Hobbes: The 1ast stop on this tour wi 11 be Thomas Hobbes. 

As a contemporary of Descartes and Locke's immediate predeces-

sor in England, Hobbes is important historically. Considering 

a180 that Locke's debt to Hobbes is enormous, though he never 

acknowledged it, we might find Hobbes's theory of ideas illu-

minating when we turn to Locke's. The similarities between 

the two philosopher's metaphysical, epistemo1ogica1, and ethi-

ca1 views is at times so striking that l again ~ind it diffi-

cu1t.~o understand how Yolton could have ignored Hobbes'. 

contribution. While there are many differences, the points of 

similarity are often at such a fundamental level. that it is 

difficult to understand the historical context of Locke's 

phi10sophical W;orks without taking a look at Hobbes. Hobbes 

is important also for the reason that he is our earliest 

example (if we omit the Greek atomists) of a thorough-going 

material ist. The contrast both with the Aristotel.ians 

(form/matter dualists) and the Cartesians (mind/body dual.ists) 

i8 essential for understanding Locke. 

Conveniently, for us, Hobbes was one of the "l.earned 

gentlemen" Hersenne sent copies of the Medit.at.ion. to for 

comment prior to publication. Some of the objections that. 

vere returned we've already looked at (i.e. the lst set by 

Cateru.): Hobbes's are enlightening. He .. k •• a remark early 

on to the effect tpat thinking and having image. are the .... 

tbing ("FrOID th. fact that l think, or have an i. •• g ••••• 89 ) 
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which already sets him head to he ad with Descartes who denied 

that corporeal images were ideas. This is brought out even 

more sharply later when, responding ta Descartes's talk of the 

two distinct ideas of the sun (one from astronomical observa-

tiona, the other from sensory info~ation), he saysl 

It seems that at one and the same time 
the ide a of the sun must be single 
whether it is beheld by the eyes, or is 
given by our intelligence as many timea 
larger than it appears. For this latter 
thought is not an idea of the sun, but an 
inference by argument that the idea of 
the sun would be many times larg'er if we 
viewed the sun from a much nearer 
distance. gO 

To which Descartes replieaa "Here too vhat i. aaid Dot to be 

an idea of the sun, but ia, neverthele88, deacribed, ia 

exactly what 1 call an idea."gl Here the contraat ia very 

clear: for HObbes, ideas (idees, phanta8ma) are imag.s, 

whereas for Descartes the range of application of the tenm ia 

much larger. Hobbes is at odds vith Descartes on the whole of 

the theory of ideas. Denying that the acts of the mind are 

themaelves objects of thought, or constitute Any kind of 

thinking, he saya: 

When a man wi 11 s or fears, he has indeed 
an image of the thing he fears or of tbe 
action he wills: but no explanation i. 
given of what ia further embraced in the 
thought of him who willa or fears. If 
indeed fearing be thinking, 1 fail ta see 
how it can be anything other th an the 
thought of the thing feared. In what 
re.pect doe. the fear produced by the 
onrush of a 1 ion differ from the idea of 
the lion as it rushea on ua, together 
with its effect (produced by such an idea 
in the heart), which impel s the fearful 
.an toward. that animal motion va calI 
flight? New thi. motion of flight ia not 
thought: whence wa are left ta infer that 
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in f.aring th.r. i. no thinking .av. 
that wbich con~.t. in th. r.pr ••• ntation 
of th. thing t~ar.d. 91h. .... account 
hold. tru. of volition. 

Thi. obj.ction to th. notion that willing, f.aring, ~glning, 

.tc. are th. .... thing a. thinking, ne.çart.. fina. unint.l­

ligible. Hobbe.'. behaviourl.tic account of action g08. right 

by D •• cart •• , who .ay. that he ••••• nothing her. that n •• a. 

an an.wer·93, a. if Hobbe.'. account ver. not _r.ly wrong but 

incoherent. And thi •• bould Dot be .urpri.ing if w. con.id.r 

how far apart th ••• two are on a v.ry ba.ic l.v.l. '1'brougbout 

th ••• obj.ction., what i. implicit i. that th. notion of 

action i. borrow.a fro. that of corpor.al aotion: 94 that 

thinking a.y v.rr w.ll b. a prop.rty of aatt.r,95 that 

•••• nc •• are 1 ingui.tic .nti t.i •• , 96 all of which d.DY mucb 

co_on ground for the two to argue froa. And wbat .hould b. 

cl.ar i. th •• xtent to whicb both th.ori •• of id.a. are pro-

duct. of ba.ic .. taphy.ical principle. and categori ••• 

Hobb •• i. v.ry explicit in oth.r place. about bis OWD 

th.ory. ·S.n •• -, h •• ay., ·can be notbing e l8e but motion in, 

aa.e of tbe internal parts of the •• ntient. M91 While De.cart •• 

adaitted a rol. for th. m~chanical theory in an account of 

cognition, a roI. which Arnauld and Maiebranche disputed over 

but did not reject, Hobbe. here speak. of the identity of the 

•• chanic. of perception with perception it.elf. 

cl.arer in other places • 

••• there be in our mind. continually 
certain ima~. or conception. of thing. 
without ua, .oauch that if a man could 
be alive, and all the reat of th. world 
annihilated, he .hould n.verthele •• 
retain the image thareof, and all tho •• 
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thing. which he had before ••• n or 
perc.ived in it: ... Thia imagery and 
re~re.entationa of the qualitr.. of th. 
tnng wlthout, ia that we call our 
conception, imagintiion, ideas, notice or 
knowlêdge of them. 

And latara 

... upon every great agitation or concu.­
sion of the braln ... where6y the optlc 
DirVe suffereth any great violence, there 
a~peareth before the eye. a certain 
1 ght, which light ia nothing without, 
but an apparition only, aIl that i. real 
being the ccincussion or motion of th. 
part. of that nervel frOiD which 
experience we ma.y conclude, that 
ap[jrition of light i. realll nothing but 
JIO on wlthln." - -

And again further ona 

•• colour i. but an apparition to us of 
that motion, agitation, or alteration 
which the object worketh in the orain or 
spirits, or some internal substance in 
the head. l oct 

Bis disagreement with cescartes i. over whether th.re i. 

anything in thinking other than t~e auccession of ideas (phan­

ta_), i.e. the perception (which nescart •• ' s inspectio !!!!!::. 

ti. is a .pecies ~f) of things other than sen.ory partic~lars. 

Hobbes i. cODcerDed ta point out that t~e mechanical theory of 

perception caapletely accounts for bath what we are avare of 

and how. whiçh the Carte.ian theory does note The mechanical 

theory i., for Hobbe., al.o a theory of mind. Thi. i. evident 

, ia the following. 

The perpetuaI arising of phantaUls, bath 
in .en.e and imagination, ia that which 
~ cc:amonly call discourse of the mind, 
abd i. common to men with other living 
creatur... For he that thinketh, 
ca.pareth the phanta8ma that pa8a, that 
is, teketh notice of their 1 ikeneaa or 
unlikenea. to one another. And a. he 
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that ob.erve. readily the likene •• es of 
thing. of different nature., or that are 
very remote fram one another, ia aaid to 
have a good fancy; so he is said to have 
a good judgement, that finds out t~e 
unlikenesses or differences of things 
that are like one another. Now this 
observation of differences is not 
perception made by a common organ of 
.enae, distinct from sense or perception 
properly so called, but is memory of the 
differences, of particular phantasms 
relD.aining for some time; as the 
distinction between hot and 1ucid, is 
nothing elae but the memory both of a 
heatinq, and of an enlightening 
object.lOl 

'l'hough Hobbes ia willing to admit that "all phantasma are not 

t.ages .. 102 (where images are con.trued as picturea,) and"that 

"the object of .ight, properly ao called, i. neither light nor 

cblour, but the body itself which is lucid, or enlightened, or 
, ~ 

coloured: .. 103 the thing which i. immediately present to the 

mind i. a phantaam. That all phanta ••• are not picturea is 

obviou. (though we migh,t like to call other sense givena, 

like sound for in.tance, auditory pictur •• ) and does not imply 

that non-imagistic phanta ... ar.- not thing •• The above talk 

about the proper obj.ct of aight is Hobbe.· •• tatement of an 

indirect reali ... 
;' 

But what is ~ediatelY 'cOIIpared' or 'ob-

.erved' i. the phanta •• (of colour, ta.te, or whatever) it­

•• 1 f. Row, it aight •• em a aisnom.r to call t.he phanta •• a 

thing, .inc. phanta ••• are nothing but motiona in the .en­

tient.. but given Hobb •• •• identification of motion with the 

mobile thingl04 t.he BIOV. i. not iaplau.ible. 

It i. important. to note here again, hoW the ont.ological 

.tatu. of Hobbe.·. 'phant.a_· i. found t.o d.rive fr~ broader 

•• taphy.ical clai ••• ai. oOllin&li •• i. well-known, and 
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clearly moti~ates much of what he says about language and, th~ 

theory of knowledge. It motivat~~ also thi8~talk of phan-

tasms; they are, on thi. accoun~material particulars, whose 

universal character, (in knowledge claims) 'derives from their 

use. ~ey are not uiversat naturaliter (as was the case vith 

Ockham), they could not be because they are entities (or the 

properties of entities) on an exact par with entities (o~ 

their properties) in the external world. And th!. for the 

reason that phantasms are motions, as for instance fl're ia a 

motion. 

Hobbes sees no necessity in jntroducing Any other category 

of 'substance' other than matter, and what i. explained vith 

spirit (or soul, or mind) ls explained well enough without it. 

He 'joins Descartes in rejecting scholastic Aristotelianiam, 
-

but feels that this rejection entails the wholesale acceptance 
. 

of the hypothetico-deducti ve mode 1 of 'natural phi l;0sophy'. , 

Given the science of his day, Hobbes can be à.en as attempti~g 

to lay the philosophical foundation for natural science, among 

# 9ther things. This Descartes tried to do as well, but his 

theor~ o~ mind demonstrates that he.thought no science of mind 

was possible. This opinion Hobbes did not share. The. essen-

tial difference between Descartes and Hobbes can be se en in 

the fact that both had inherence doctrines, the iaentificati~n 
. 1 

of mode and thing mOdified, but Descartes'. dualism led h~ to 

reject corporeal m~tions in the brain as cognitive activity, 

. whil. Hobbes took the exact opposite line. Not impreased by 

the Cartesian conceivability a,rguments for t:he real . " l 
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distinction of mind and body, Hobbes felt there is just as 

much reason to argue for thinking matter as for illlDlaterial 

substance, and moreso for the former gi ven the success of the 

materia l ist hypothesis of the New Science. Book l of 

Lev iathan is j ust the science of mind that Descartes argued 

was impossible: and i t is psychophysiology, pure and simple. 

Hobbes saw Cart~~ian dualismlOS as obsc»Fantism. His 

fundamental principle is that progress could only be made on 
., 

the assumption that the 'mind' opeJ?ated in the same way as the 

physical system in which it is found. It's this e.phasis, l 

want to argue, that Locke champions against so--...of Hobbes' s 
"; -

own targets (e.g. Descartes),· using a more sophisticated -
scientifiê language than that available to Hobbes, ,that of 

Boyle and Newton. Thua it is Hobbes rather than Descartes who 

'marks the turning point in the philosophy of .ind. While 

Cartesianism would remain the dominant force on the continent 

for a hundred years yet, it is Hobbes' s cha.pioning of 

Baconian .. piricism ·that wi~ l win out in the end. 

This complete •• y whir~wind tour of the hi.t.ory of 'ido.' 

up to Locke. ( What ahould be apparent, since l have not co-

vered any of the variations on the above thea.s, i. tbat 

'ide.s' were IRAny tbing. to .any people. Thu. it i. no eur-

prise that "the w~y of ide.s" ..• hould have generated 
~._. 

} controveray in Locke:;'. oWn tille aIId persi.tecl in sc:.e _.ure 

to thi. dey. But t.hi. i. not to .ay that nothiDg can be 

gl_an.d here. Far fram it. Let u. recap esactly what 1t~nd. 

of u... that tbe "tera. • idea". 'notion'. 'phanta •• ". and 

".peeies· were put to. 
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Pla t 0 we r 0 und ua e d t. b et.. ra" ide a' (J _!-':!-- ) t. 0 r ete r t 0 

tbe i.aut.able and eternal toraa. Tbea. Coraa exist.ed 

aoa.wbere out.ide or t.be pbenoaenal vorld (not., boveyer, ou.t­

.ide ot tbe 'receptacle"; Ct. Tiaaeus). Tbey vere t.be· objecta 

or tboUlbt but not aental .ntlties. AlI pbenoaenal proper-

t.ie., on tbe otber band, reault rroa tbe interaction ot per-

ceivera and tbings percei'led (tbu. tbeir beins i. ta be per-

ceived.) Plato di'lidea avareneas into tbe perceptual (ot 

pbenoaenal propertiea) and tbe cOlnltive (or toraa); it tbere 

are any extra enti tiea, tbe, are tbe tor.a, but note tb ••• are, 

not, atrictl, apeaking, aental entitiea tboulb ve baye acce.a 1 

to tbe. via aoae peculiar aeDtal operation. Gi yen tba t .eDaa-

tiona are not 'true ot' objecta, Plato is not' a 

repreaentationalist. Be ia, in ao.e aense, a dlrect realist. 

Ariatotle, tor vhatever reaaona' but priaaril, becau.e ot 

an e.pbaais on e.pirical acienee, rejected Plat.o'. tbeor, of 

toraa (~€(~-) and 'tbe tbeory oC aind tbat vent vi tb i t. Wbile 

t.bere 1. a dlY1alon between tbe Int.ellectiye and t.be aenaitlye 

aoul, aIl ,.avarenea. lncludiDS' aen.ation ia of' partieular 

toraa. Wbile tbere la aoa. a.biguit, in Ariatotle'a tb.or,., 
v 

it i. Dot laplauaibl. to conatru. bi. aa an indirect rea~iat. 

Tbe 1.age., vitbout vblob t.b1DkiDI i. iapoa.ible, are tbe ver, 

tor.a or tbe obJ ecta ot vbicb tbe, are iaa.ea. Tbe, are, 

boveyer, qualitativel, and Dot nuaerlcall, ideDt1eal. 

Arlototle'. 1.aaeo are paradigaatic repre.entatlye aental 

eDtl tlea, i.e. the, atand ln a coaprebenai 'le one-t.o-oDe 

corre.pondeDce vitb tbeir obJect~. On bl. OVD ter.a, tb~ are 

• __ oc Q. au SAS' _ r % .... iLJ ___ win _ 
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DOt entitie. iD their OWD right (but note this dependa on the 

acceptance of the fona/_tter distinction), but 1 have already 

pointed out that they vere taken to be enti ties of a .pecial 

kind by .ome- individual. (Ockham i. an e][ample .• ) ,If 

Ari.totle". ~ge. (foras in th •• en.itive .oul) are taken to 

be entitie. in their own right, th.n he i. a repre.entationa-

l i.t, if they are not .0 construed, then h. can be ••• n a. a 

direct realist (yet there viII be very little co.-on ground 

with later version. of thi. position.) It i. not important 

for me to eatabli.h either of the.. interpretation. .ince 

hi.torically both of these have been e.pou.ed by .o-called 

Ari.totelians. The Ariatotelian act/abject distinction i. 

much more important and producea, by following through it. 

ramifications, both the thought-object and the mental-act 

theories of idea •• Thi. is the significance for this hi.tory 

of Ockh.... and Suarez. 

The debate, a. Descartes ca.t it and a. Locke found him-

.elf e.broiled in, is veryauch a continuation of the abov. 
, 

contrasting th.ori.a. Descaftes saw hi •• el f as lifting the 

philosophy of .ind out of the aire whiC'b schola.tic 

Ari.toteliania. had floundered in. But .s ve've s.en hi. 

theory not only i. peraeated through and through vith 

Ari.totelian a.sumption. but, in replacing Lora/ .. ~t.r duali .. 

with .ind/body duali .. , Descarte. fail. to di • .-biguiate the 

.tatu. of idea.. The radical move that he doe. make i. to 

bring aIl awarene •• under the rubric of perception, .o.e of 

th ••• perception. are veridical (clear and di.tinct id ... ) and 
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.o.e not (ob.cur. and oontu •• d id •••• ) Tbe oonoern i., a. 

Yolton araue.. vitb epl.t.e.oloaloal ratber tban •• t.Pb,..loal 

1.aua •• but t.b ••• latt..r could not b. llDored. It la 

» •• oart •• '. rallur~ to .ati.r,. bi. oODt •• por.rie. OD tbi. 

acore tbat tueled controyer.y tor .an,. yeara att.r bl. d •• tb~ , 

aa i. c l •• r OD at laa.t one iaau. ot cono.rn to u. b.re, tba t 

1. tbat ideas Ar. not .ental antitla •. He b.dse. hl. bet 

ao.e.b.t, bovever. lD tbe doctrine ot .ode •• It'a tbi. la.t 

aobola.tio .a.tise tbat Locke vll1 att •• pt to purse tro. the 

tbeor,. ot ide ••• 
l r'i 

Tbe ayat •• atio purault ot tbe i.plioation. or ba.ic Carte-

alan prinoiplea led inevltably to tbe debate. bet •• en Arnauld 

and Malebrancbe. Arnauld arsue. tor a direct re.li •• , Inter­

pretina -repreaent.tlon- or idea. aa a tunotlon ot tbe .ind'. 

aotlon on ita own actiona, tbat ia. b,. r.rleotion on perc.p-

tlon. Malebranohe, on the other band. arauea ror a kind or 

Platonie idealiaa. Since a.na~ion. are unique to a given 

perceiyer, tbey oann4t repreaent anythins r~.l and per.anent 

outaide the .1nd (tbia ia a oonaequ..ce ot tbe C.rteai.n doo-
~ -- -----

trine or .odes.) jd-e-a. -are en ti tles ot a .pecial klnd' exi.­

tins in God'a- .ind. to vblcb ve b.Ye direct aoc •••• and 

throUlb vhicb ve are aaid to b. ye knovledle ot the ext.rnal 

vorld. Tbe nece •• ity ot •• king ideaa entiti.a 1. conatrued b,. 

M.lebrancbe a. a cona.quenc. ot their repr ••• ntative runctlon. 

tbat i •• the,. .uat ahar. oertain teat~r.~ vitb tb~ .xternal 

world in ord.r to r.pre •• nt 1t, te.ture. vbicb are inc~n.1.-

tent vitb tbe •••• ntl.1 propertiea or .ind. Arnauld •••• 

Malebranobe'a repre.entationali.. a. .nl.ndered by • coatu-
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.ion bet_veen .patial and 'colniti"e (or looal .nd obJecti".) 

pr •• ence; but, ir l'. correct, in .7 reoon.truction or 

Malebranobe'. poaition, tbia ia ao.evbat orr tbe .arle. Tbe 

. que.tion ror "al'branche ia: bov can a propertl or the .ind be 

" like a property or body vben tbere is .baolutel, no p.rit, 

betveen .ind and body? He anawera" tbi. by den,lnl tbat ideas 

are propertiea (or acts) or the .ind. Ir Malebranobe'. prob­

le. vere explaininl bov the cOlnized objeot, or ao.e aapect ot 

it, bappena to .rri ve at tbe bodily place wbere the .lnd acta 
"\ 

(i ••• the braln), Arnauld'a diatinotion vould be cqnoluaive. 

It vould becau.e, aa we'yè' aeen, tbe Carteaian .1nd/booy 

du.li,. pre venta .ny purel, •• cba~ioal explanation rro. re.o-

vlns tbe dirrioultles a tbeory ot idea. 1 •• ddre •• ed to. Thi • 
..... 

is tbe ain,le .o.t i.port.nt tbinl to re.e.ber about 1 tbe 

Arnauld/Halebrancbe debate vben I turn to Locke'. tbeory or 

Idea •• 

Fin.lly, Hobbea va. round to be i.portant both for bi. in-

rl uenoe on Looke and the oontra.t bi. "ièvs on idea. pre.ent 

to tbe Carte.lan • Hobbea 1. not only a no.in.li.t but. 

• ateriali.t, and the i •• edi.te oonaequenoe. or tbea. po.itions 

are the identirication or .ental at.t.s"vitb brain .tat ••• and 

th. oonatru.l ot ide •• (·pb.nt •••• ·) a. .ateri.l p.rtioul.r •• 

Hobbe,'. "iev la a par.dia. reprea.ntati"e ot tb. plctur.­

oriain.l theor, or ide •• ; .nd it'. 1.port.nt to note about 
\ 

Hobbe. tb.t he pr ••• nta thia "iew in oppo.ition to tb. 

e.rt •• iae .od.l. Tbl. ~ill be 1.port.nt tor •••••• 1n. Look.'. 

oritioia •• or Na1.branch.'. pO.ltlon. It tdll be i.portant 
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bec.u.e both Hobbe •• nd Mal"rancbe .re Indlrect reallata, one 

i •• nO.inall."e.pirlci.t,tbe o'ber a Carte.ian-rationali.'. 

lt". i.portant to keep ln alnd tbat Hobbe. coold reJeot a 

Carte.lan aocount iaplylns ~ndlreot reali •• (tbl. 1. how be 

con.trued De.carte .... po.itlon, riabtly or "ronaly) wbile 

.aintainlna a sl.ilarl, indireot realis. bi •• elr. lt'. alao 

1.portant to keep ln alnd about HObbe. tbat the priaacy or 

pb,.tcal explanatlon and tbe rejeotton ot reall •• coneernlns 

univer.al. are tbe prl.ary .otivation. ror bl. tb.ory ot 

Idea •• Tbi. too will be central to .y account or Looke, 

• 1nce, vbile .o.t will aeeept tbat Loek. 1. a no.lnali.t, .0 •• 

arlu.ent vlll bave to be alven tor tbat tact tbat, llk. 

Hobbe., he ia a .aterlali.t aa vell. 

Tbe tollovina, tbeD, are a, aajor cri tiol •• a ot 101 ton". 

recon.truction or tbe bl.tory ot .. id ..... : 

1) be ignorea tbe Platonia account, vbicb b.ara a clo.e 

atrinit, to Halebranahe"a. lt is alao extremely inrluential,. 

on Looke's other oonte.porarie., notably tbe Ca.brids. Plato­

niata (part or tbe target oC Locke'. pole.io agalnst lnnate 

id.a. in Book 1 ot tbe I •• a,.) 106 

2) be ignore. tb ••• di.,al nO.inalista, partiou'lary 

Ookba., and aon.equently und.rplaya tbe i.portanoe or no.ina-

11 •• ln deteralnlDS tbe tor. of a tbeory ot Ideas. 

3) bl. aoaount or Arnauld". tbeory,upon vhlch auch otbi. 
'h 

arauaent depends, ls Inadequate and ln sOII.e respects .ls1ea-

cl1ne_ Tbl. tend. to under.lne bls plcture ot an Arnauld/Locke 

tb.ory or ideaa. 

,) be ianore. "alebrancbs". aooount, iaportant both be-
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cau •• Lock •• aplicitly deal. wi~h it and becau •• it i. a 

r.pr ••• nta~ionli.t account, pr.ci •• ly th~ vi.,., a~ i •• ,ue. 

S) h. ignore. Hobbe.'. aOcoÛDt, important again becau •• it 

i. a repr ••• ntationali.t account, but also becau.e it ia di.­

ti~1 frcm th. Carteaian ver.ion, and perhapa mo.t importantly -­

becau •• Hobb •• may be the aingle moat influential of Locke' • 

• ourc.. for th. th.ory of ideaa. 

• The above rea.ona, taken togeth.r, •••• to me enough to 

reject Yolton'. hi.tory a. aupport for hi. clat. that Lock. ia 

not a °repr •• entationali.t. w. mu.t rejec~ hia reconstruction 

firat becau.e, even if Locke were following through some of 

the Carte.ian reaolutiona, wa've seen that there are at leaat 

.... two divergent views of thoae reaolutions and Yolton has not 

demon.trated which of these Locke was adopting. Second, the 

failure to treat of Malebranche and Hobbes would ~empt a hast y 

raader to accuae Yol ton of stacking the cards in his favour, 

but if not that at least force us to say that he has not 

presented an adequate case for the opposing side, by not 

dealing with the Immediate Antecedents to, if not the 

influences of, Locke's views on ideas. ~hird, the history 

that l've reconstructed here, if it shows anything at all, 

.howa that theories of ideas in general deal with two, dis-

., tinct kinds of ,-question -- i) what exactly ia the indi vidual'\ 

relation to an object when that individual is said to cognize) 

know, or perceive that object?; ii) in what way do the effecta 

(cauaal or otherwise) of an object guarantee that the indivi-

dual in question truly perceives, knows, or cognizes that 
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objeat.? Hiat.orically, anawera to both 1) and ii) have talcen 

t.he for. of 'having an idea of', but what i. important about 
i 

idea. may be vastly different depending upon which of i) or 

ii) i. considered MOSt important. An answar to i) need not 

appeal to entities of any kind, the question i. rather Dior. 

api.tamological than ontological. But anawers to ii), Whil. 

not necesaarily metaphysical, have more often than not talcen 

the fo~ of.~i.cour8es on the form, propertias, or attribut •• 

of a certain claS8 of objecta, namely ideas. Thua, the qu.a~ 

tion of whether or not Loçke i. a repreaentationalist is be.t 

anawerad by considering whether it is i) or ii) that Locke'. 

theory is answer to: and if both, whether represenbttionali.m 
J 

i. implied by the conjunction. This too Yolton failed to 

consider, and his account is the weaker for i t: 

All of this, however, does not establish that Locke i. a 

representationalist. It only establishes that he is not a 

direct realist ~ the grounds that Yolton provides. To 

establish the positive claim, l m~st show that Lockels theory 

entails talk of ideas as ent~ties, and, if there i~ an absence 

of strong textual evidence either way, to show that his answer 

to ii) leaves very little room for doubt. To this task, I 

turn in the next chapter. 
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Locke • s n{eory of Ideas 
\ 

The welter that Locke inher.1.ts is also the weIl he draws 

from; and this .1.8 why the preceding history is so important. 

We ~now that Locke was familiar with classical authors, his 

educat.1.on would have .1.ncluded Plato and Aristotle, and he was 

also fam.1.l.1.ar with Sextus Empiricus, Lucret.1.us, Democritus, 

and Ep.1.curus. He had Descartes .1.n his libraryl, though he 

ment.1.ons h.1.m by name on very few occasions in h.1.s published 

works. Many of the lead.1.ng scholast.1.cs, includ.1.ng Ockham and 

Suarez, were al so .1.n his l .1.brary. His fami l iar i ty W.1. th the 

Arnauld/Malebranche controversy has ~ready been attested to. 
'-. 

Hobbes he could not have been unfamiliar with, though only one 

of Hobbes's works .1.S to be found in his library; he met the 

Br.1.tish ph.1.10sopher of the preceding generation on only one 

occaS.1.on and then only br.1.efly.2 He was conversant with aIl 

of the maJor scientific as weIl as philosophical issues of the 

time; whil·e in Holland he edited and wroté for the 

Bibliotheque Universelle3 • His knowledge of and admiration 

for the works of Boyle and Newton .1.S well-known, and their 

- influence upon him has been shown by a number of scholars. 4 

AlI of this speaks for a well-read man, aware of both the 

perennial and contemporary issues. The fact that Locke 

published the Essay late in his life, though he worked on it 

for many years, and that it went through several editions . 
before his death, a~gues for the, view that Locke waited, as , 
Descartes mentions of himself in ,his Meditations, until he had 
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auCticient experiential .aterial to vork vitb to give a conai-

dered opinion on tbe topics he dealt vith. Of' course, the 
,-

Es,ax i, more tban conaidered opinion, but Locke dea l, vitb ao 

.any isaues in it tbat it soaetiae, appears to be aore a 

compendium of pbiiosophicai isauea than a ayateaatic t~eataent 

of 'buman understanding". l s suc h , the -a c 0 p e 0 C the E ,.a y 

reveals the yeara that vent into its making; and the otten 

pain~aking coilecting of exaap lea vith which to illuatrate 

his arguaents. Frol! tbe appearance ot the ESlal, it ", Iclear 

tbat Locke vaa ooncerned to de.onstrate the applicability ot 

bis generai theory through examples and to make tbe vork 

itselC an exaaple oC the tbeory by depending more on eapirical 

observation tban on oonclusions Croa A DrAori reaaoning. Tbe 

coneern vi tb tbe aeaninga and funetions of' vorda CalI, under 

tbis general plan. Locke's cboiee of the ter. "ldea", tben, 

must be considered ln tbe ligbt oC tbls. 

Locke introducea tbe term aa "vbatever is tbe Objeet of 

tbe Underatandlng when a Man t.blnks·, and • wbatever ia .eant 

by Pbantal., Motion, Speciel, or vbatever it ia, vhicb tbe 

"lnd oan be eaplo,."d bout in tbinking."(1.1.8) Wbat is appa-

rent about Book 1 of tbe Elsay·is Locke'. unvl11~ngnea. to 

becolle e.brol1ed in a eontroIers1 over a cboiee of teras, and 

a desire to avoid laplicating a particular the ory in wblcb 

teras 11ke "pbantaaa' or' "speoles" flgure pro.inently. Book 1 

ia .eant to clear tbe air betore e.barking on tbe posltl'Ye 

progra •• 5 As sueh, Lo&ke ls careful to avoid tipplng bis band 

too soon. Tbe a.bigulty of tbe abOIe pass •• e bal been oo ••• n-
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ted on many times6 , but notice one interesting feature of hi. 

language: he says "whatever it is which the Miod can be em-

ploy'd about in thinking"(my emphasis). Bad Locke been 

speaking of what might be called the 'proper' object of the 

senses (Le. an external object), the key phrase should have 

. been "is employ'd about". The emphasis here is on what is 

possible, though whether this is logical or physical 

possib11ity cannot be deduced from this passage alone. l 

point this out because i t does 'not séem to have been noticed 

be fore, and wi Il turn out to be important for my reconstruc­

tion. It seems unlikely that Locke would bring our attention 

to logical possibility, since ~e takes it for granted that 

there i8 an external world; but, again, this is not conclu-

s.i:ve. 

It is 1n Book II that Locke begins to give us his positive 

theory of ideas, but it takes several chapters before a clear 

sense can be gotten from the terme Many have ~rgued that 

Locke uses the term in several distinct ways7, but in what 

, follows l will argue that there are only two legitimate 

senses, and that only one of them is of rea~ èOnCern. L,ocke 

begins with this passage: 

Every man being conseious to himsel f.­
That he thinks, and that whieh his Mind 
is employ'd about whilst thinkiog. being 
the Ideas, that are there, Otis past 
doubt; that" Men- ha-ve in their Minds 
several ideas" sueh as are those 
expressed-cy-t.he word., Whiteness, 
Hardness, Sweetness, ~hinking, Motion, 
Man. Elef.hant, Army, Drunk'eness. and 
others.(I .l.i) .. 

The language is aomewhat ,liberal in thi. pa •• age, since the 
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exa.plea ,iven .re ot .iaple and coapllx ide •• , .nd ot .ix.d 

aode.. But .ince Locke'. purpoa. bere ia to tslk ·ot Ide •• 1n 

seneral, a~d tbeir Oris1nal·, tbl. la to be explcted. Tb. 

next crucial pa •• ase doe. not occur untll ch.pter 8, att.~ ·ot 
~ 

ai.ple ldoaa·, ·Of' Ide." of one Senao-, ·Of Solldit)'·, ·ot 

.i.ple Ideaa of aetlect10n·, .nd ·or aiaple Id.a. ot botb 

Sena.tion and Reflection·, .11 of vhleb d.al vith ex •• ple. ot 

variou •• to.1e Id.... In cb.pter 7. be .a)'a: ,·Wb.taoev.r tb. 

Mind percelvea in it aelt, or la tbe 1.aedl.te object ot 

P.rceptlon, Tbougbt, or Undèr.tandlng. th.t 1 c.ll 

.l..slu. •• ( Il.7.8); a p.a.a,e wbleh de.onatrat •• aa unco.aitted a 

.tanee aa tbe prev10ua one. P •••• 'ea .ucb •• th •• e, and tb.y 

sre aany, lend .oae .upport, to t-bl th •• i. that Locke ".a 

alaply not coneerned witb tbe que.tion,or vbat kind ot tb1nS, 

an Idea la. Tbl. 1. an ill-conaidered viev, bowever, becau •• 

Locke wa. not .0 aucb In.en.it1.e to tbe qUI.tion •• he " •• 

avare ot tbe po •• ib111ti •• tb.t were open to b1a. 

1.Ditr.rept S.p ••• ~ lÂ& ~ 'ld •• ' 

Stephen .atbaa_ôn8 h •• di.tingu1.bed tiv •• en ••• ôt tb. 

ter. 'ide.' a. uaed by Locke in tb. '.,al; tbey ar.: 

# a 

a. By -ides· Locke orten a.an. wb.t 1 
.ball call • percept. 'percept 1 •• 
• ental object ••• {.nd] bav1nl an lcl •• 
(pero.pt) 1. tb. occur1nl ot an •• ,nt 1D 
tbe aind, and tbat eV'Dt i. tbe app •• riDS 
betor. tbe .iad ot aD> id •• (percept). 
[11.8 .. 8; 11.1.9; 11.'.1] , 
b. Locke ,ott.n .peak. ot ba.inl 
id •••••• wb.a. be i. r.terinl to o.rta1D 
aental oapac1t1 ••• (II.2.2; IZ.l0.2; 
Il.11.15l 
c. A tbird u •• ot -id.a- i. one 1D vb10b 
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it ia uaually modified by worda Iike 
"general" and Mabatract". For thia 
sense, 1 shall uae the term Mabstract 
concept."[Il.9.9: 111.3.13] 
d. "Idea" ia often uaed by Locke to Mean 
a belief or bit of knowledge.(IV.4.3] 
e. Locke often uaes "idea" 
interchangeably with "quality.M[II.8.B] 

'- ------'Liata very aimi lar 'to thia one are to be found in Aaron, 

O'Connor, Ryle, and Jackaon9 , but Nathanaon' a ia perhaps the 

most comprehensive, and for thia reason 1 will treat it as 

representati ve. The first of these senaes (a.) seems to me 

not ao unproblematic aa Nathan.on aeems to think. While there 

are numeroua passagea that aupport reading "perceptM for 

lIidea ll
, the Key phrase is alwaya MObject of thought", and thia 

'object' is not clearly either a percept or an external ob- . 

ject. Yol ton's argument ia that thia 'object' ia not a mental 

entity but some physi'cal entity, and on the face of it there 

is some plauaibility to this view. While -having, ideasM is , 
clearly ~n event, process, or capacity (as the passage at 

II.1.9 indicates) thi. ia conaonant witb either indirect (per-

cept theory) or direct (external object theory) realiam. 

However, 1 think Nathanson ia •••• ntially correct. As Locke 

himself admits, having ideas and perception are the aa.e' 

thiog: the chapter entitled IIOf perception" (9 of Book II) ia 

a crucial one for deciding whether Locke i. a repr •• entationa-

l iat or note There he aays: 

••• whatever alteration. are IDAde in the 
Body, if they reach not th. ".ind, 
"hatever i.pr ••• ion. are aade on the 
outward parts,if they are not taken 
notice of wi thin, th.re i. no Perception.' 
rire may burn- our Bodi •• , vith no other 
.ff.ct, than it does a Bill.t, unl ••• th. 
aotion be continued to th. arain. and 
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there the •• na. of Heat, or Idea of Pain, 
be produced in the Hind, wher.ë:ün consiats 
actual perception.(II.9.3) 

Yolton would no doubt argue that the queation here i. net 

whether some mechanica1 operation ia necessary for perception, 

but whether this operation is itself perceived. The question 

poaed by the above passage is whether the end-product of the 

bodi ly mo,tiona or alterations is perceived or whether the.e 

motions or alterations are merely nece.sary but not .ufficient 

conditions for perception. Put this way, it must be adm~tted 

that the language impl. icate. the former rather than the lat-

ter. When LOcke speaks of clear and ob.cure ideaa, he aay: Ma 

distinct ~ is that wherein the Mind perceive. a difference 

from all other; and a confused Idea i. such a one, a. i. not 

aufficiently di.tinguiahed from another, from wbich it ought 
1 

to be different"(II.29.4), where what i. being di.tinguished, 

are the ideas thelll.~l vea, not the objects of which they are 

ideas: This is quite cl.ear in the following passage fro. "Of 

True and Fa lse Ideas-, 

Ueither would it carry any Imputation of 
Fal.hood to our ailllpl.e Ideaa, if by the 
allferent Structure of our organs, it 
were so ordered, That the aame ob~ect 
should produce in severaI Hen'. M1na. 
aillerent Ideas it the $tUIle time; ~ Il 
the Idea, that a Violet produced~ooe 
Man'. Mind by his Eyes, were the saille 
that a Mari~old produced in another 
Mao's, ana v1cë-versâ. For since thi. 
could never be known: because one Han'. 
Mind could not pass into another Hao'. 
Body, to perceive, what Af-L,earancea were 
produced by those Organs; neither the 
Idea. hereby, nor the Names, would be at 
aIl confounded, or Any Falshood be in 
either. For all Things, that had th. 
Texture of a Violet, producing con.tantly 
the Idea, which he cal.led Blue; and tho •• 
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whicb had the Texture" of a Marigold, 
producing constàntly the Ide~, whlch he 
a. constantly called Yellow, whatever 
those Appearancea vere~-nr. Mind: he 
would be able aa regularly to distingui.b 
Thinga for hia Uae by those Appearance.; 
and understand, and signify tho.e 
distinctions. marked by the Names Blue 
and Yellow, aa if the Appearances, or 
Ideai:rn-hls Mind, received from thoae 
two Flovera, were exactly the same, with 
the Ideas in other Men' s Minds. 1; ,am 
neverthelea8 very apt to think. that the 
senaible 1dea.. produced by any abject in 
different Men's Minds, are moat cCIIIIIDOoly 
very near and undi.cernibly al ike. por 
which Opinion, 1 think, there might be 
many Reaaona offerad. but that being 
be.id.s .y pre.ent Bu.in ••• , 1 .ball not \ 
trouble my aeader vith them: but only 
mind him, that the contrary Supposition, 
if it,could be proved, i. of little use, 
.ither for: the l.prove.ent of our 
Knowledge, or Conveniency of Life: and ao 
we need not trouble our aelves to exaaine 
it.(II.32.15) 

Uere ideas are apoken of aa appearances e~isting in a partic:u­

lar place, i.e. the mind of hi .. whos. idea. they are (cf. 

11.32.20: 11.32.25: Il.33.5). ln all of th.e pas.ages hera 

addueed, an idea i. apoken of a. an objecte Whether or not 

this,ta 100.e talle on Locke'. part, 1 will~'ca.. back to in a 

moment. But let us take •• eatabli.hed tbat, in a aufficient 

number of caaea, Locke do.a u.e the tera 'idea' to refer to a 

percept or an appearance, distinct fra. ita cau.al antecedant 

or the thing of Which it is an appearance. 

Tbe .econd sense of • idea' (b.), i. so often mentioned 

that 1 think it bas be.n accepted uncriticallY. Tbe first 

appearance of this sen •• is in Book 1 when Locke i. attempting 

ta refut. innate idea.. Here Locke find. lidea' being,used by 

several ta indica~. either principl.s, proposition., or maxilu 
'~ 
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'(Locke will eventpa11y tr.at the~e a. teehnical tena •• having 

a very strict application. Cf. IV.6 ,,1). 1 do not, et thi. 

tilll., wish to cover what Locke has to say aboutpropositions 

and maxima: suffie. it to say that. in his use of these teras. 

thé phrase • innate idea' meaning • innate princip1e' i. not so 

lDuch fal.e as sen.ele... In any ca.e, Locke argue. that -if 

the Capacity of knowing l?e the natural Iapre •• ion contended 

for, all the Trltha a Man ever cd .... to know. will, by thi • . 
ACCDunt, be, every one of the., innatel and thi. great Point 

will a.oun~ to no more, but on1y to a very im~bper way of 

.peaking: which whilat it pretends to aa •• rt the contrary. 

says nothing di f ferent ,from thos.. who deny innate 

Her. Locke admite that he too (as an 

opponent of the innate princip1e doctrine) uses 'idea' loos.ly 

in the aense of capacity. but a1so admits that this i. an 

inappropriate vay of speaking. ".ln chapter 6 of Book II. he 

sayas "The Mind receiving the Id.a •••• fro. without. wh.n it 

turns it. view inward ~n it .e1f and ob.erv •• ,it. own Ac­

tions about tho.e Idea. it ha.. teke. fro. thenee other ldea., 

which are as capable to be the Objecta of it. Contemplation, 

as Any of thôae it rec.ivecl from forei9n things."(II.6.l) a. 
" eount. a. sueh ideas principally pereception and volition, but 

also reasoning, judging. know1edge and faith. All of the •• 

admittedly are powers or capacitiea (the 1ast two are more 

like conditions) of the mind, and Locke aeama to refer to th .. 

as 'ideaa'. When he speaks of memory, Locke again seema to 

equate 'idea' with 'capacity'z "our Ideas are said to be in 

our Memaries, when indeed, they are actua11y nownere, but only 
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tb .... 1. an ,bl11t, 1. tb. Mlncl, .~ •• it vl11", to raYlY. tb •• 

••• lD.-(11.10.2) a.r •••• in, bo •• y.r, Look. lnti •• t •• tb.t 

tba l ••• u.,. ot ld... 1. 1 •• p, .. opri.t. vban .pa.kln, ot pOver. 

o~ tb •• 1nd; tb.t w., .trictl, .p •• ki.,. -b.Y.- no ld ••• lD 

o .. r ••• orl •• , but •• b.y. a po •• r to 'r.cr •• t.· tb ••• 10 

Tbl. 1 •••• ~ntl.111 .11 or tb •• Yld.no. tb.r. 1. ror tb. 
1 

01.1. tb.t Look. u ••• 'ld.a· to ... r.r to c.p.clti ••• pov.r., 

or tunotion. ot tb •• 1nd (1 •• , • •••• ntl.11'· ~b.o.u.a tb. 

p •••• , •• quot.d .bo.a .r. rapr •• a.t.ttya or tb. cbapt .... ln 

tb. 1 ••• , ln vblcb tb., ooour; ,tb.r •• r. y.r, r.v ot'b.r pl.o •• 

vb.r. Look. 1. tbl. ol •• r.) And vb.t .bould b. obYlou., to 

••• n tb. oa8u.l r •• d.r i. tb.t tbl •• yld.no. 1. tbln •• d 

~r, .t b •• t. ' ID tb. p •••••• troa Book 1. Looke 1. onl, 

,.d.lttin. tb. t .upport ... a ot • d l.po.i tl0D.l y 1.v' or 1,nn.t. 

ld ••• •• r •• 'vitb bl. ln ._11 r.l.yant r •• p.ot.. H. do •• Dot 

.d.lt tb .... u ••• 'Id •• ' ln tbl ••• na., and ln t.ct us;abr.ld. 

hl. 'oppon.nt.' ror tb.lr at.l •• dln& u •• ot lan.ua •• (let'. 

la.'y ••• 1d. tor t~. nono. wb.tb;r tbl. 1 •• n .x •• pl., or dr ••• -

tl0 lroD, or not.) An Id.a, b. vanta to .a, but do •• not 

uatil l.t.r, 1. tb. obJ.ot ot tbou,bt, .nd it 1. Dot .quly.~ 

leDt to a .od. or tblnklnl. 11 ,. to tb. p •••••• at II.6.1, 
, 

Look ••• plloitl, •• ,. tb.t-t tb •• otlon. (op.r.tion.) ot tb. 

alnd vblob co •• to b. ld .... , upon r.t leotioll (.notb.r op.r.-

tlon, notl0.), but Ilot tb.t tb ••• op.ratioD., b, tb •••• ly •• , 
°t/' • -

ar. id.... a ••• ,. tb., .re - •• o.p.bl. to b. tb. ObJ.ot ot . . ~ 
lt. [l.e. tb •• lnd al Cont •• p~ation. a. aD, or tbo •• it r.-

oely.d rroa roretell tbln.a.- Wben tb •• tnd_ tr •• t. it •• lt •• 
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an object. of thought, i t aerely ob.erve. the effect. of one 

'~bing' (i.e. it.s.lf) upon anot.ber 'thing' (i.e. an idea), in 

the same vay as it ob.erves the effect. of, for example, ODe 
1 

billiard-ball in motion on. anot.her vhich i. at reste Tbe 

distinction betveen idea. of sen.ation and of reflection, 

wbicb after all is vhat sense b. of 'idea' turns on, i. a 

difference in causal antecedent but not a difference in idea. 

To unpac~ Locke's language here in a cQnsiatent m~nner, it 

vould be more accurate to say, rather than tha~ the mind 

observes its ovn operations, that the mind observes the ef­

fecta of its inherent povers.12 without entering into a 

debate about whether or not Locke ia a mind/body dualist (l'Il 

co.e back to this a 1 ittle later), the relevant edifference 

between minds and bodies for Locke i. the fact tbat the former 

but. not the lat.ter can initiate change vithout prior cau.e •• 

1 aay this guardedly because, as II.21 showa clearly, Locke'. 

account of tbe viII ia strictly datermini.tic. If the mind 

can at aIl exerciae vbat Locke calls lIactive powerll (i.e. the 

ability IIto make ••• any change" Il.21.2), it can oDly be vith 

respect to ideas, and not to bodily actions. It'. c'lear fran 

Locke'. account of 'power', that the miDd'. 0Wn operationa, a. 

operationa, are not ideaa, but tha't effect. of theae ope,ra-

tione can be. An exaœple here might make my meaning clearer, 

Say 1 have a aimple idea of blue. MyJmind can do variou. 

thing. with it, one of thes. being the ability t.o compare it 

to another idea of blue, for inat'ance by calling it up from 

meaory. 1 can now con.i4er vhet.her the.e two ide.. -_gree or 

dia.gree ll
: if they do Agree, then 1 can .ay -Tbe •• two .had •• 
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of biue are the •••••• After all thi •• 1 can review this 

.ucce.sion of ide.s, ec:apare it to another 'idea' of a sueeea­

sion of ide.a, perc.ive whether they agree or dia.?ree, and 

judge ~hat the proe.ss involved is either the' sam. or 

different. 1 have done several things, 1 have had an 'idea, 

useci the capaci ty of my mind to recall and compare, but 1 have - , 

not had acceas, nor will l, to those n~ked capacitiea 

the ... ae 1 ves. 1 have onl y been abl e to consider them through 
, 

'their effects. i.e. the appearance 'of the idea from memory, 

the two ideas being side by side, the re-occurence of the 

original succession of ideas, and sa on. The difficulty with 

this reconstruction is not the fact that it is not Locke's 

view, 1 ~ convinced~that it is, but that it is impossible to 

account for my being aware of the operations of my mind while 

.! .!! using them. 1 should not Bay' iapossible' because i t is 

not implausible to assume that 1 would not recognize, on 

Locke's account, some given auccession of ideas being manipu-

lated by my mind, as a mental operation, if' it was the· first 

occurence of sueh an operation~ If this is plausible, and 
'> 

Locke'_ empirical approach to every Bubject lends it some 

cr.dibili\y, then we must reject Nathanson's'construal of 

'idea' as 'mental operation'. 1 think we muat reject it also 

·becauae th. account t.hat 1 give ia aimpler in contrast with 

Hathanaon'.. And Nathanaon se ... ta Agree with me because he 

diatinguishea 'having' ideas or concepts from the ideas or 

concepts thema.lves, yet then gQes on,to speak of a mental 

. eapacity/idea as the 'having' of a conc.pt. or, id.a. PraD wh.t 
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l've juat argued, it should be clear that the passage at 

II.lO~2 concerning the me~ory fits with my account. Even if 

Locke had not said that ideas in the memory do not, strictly 

speaking" exist, still the memory is "an abil i ty in the Hind, 

when i t wi Il, to rev ive them again", and he nowhere unequi vo-

c'al.l'y refers to i t as an 1 ide a '.' 

Since sense c. of 'idea ' is said by Nathanson to be lia 

c~pacity, but, the capacity is •.• more sophisticated" 13 , the 

a~guments presented against b. should bear with equal weight 

against c.: and, in fact, wei 11 find that the case is even in 

stronger in,this instance than it was in the former. Locke 

speaks of abstract or general ideas so often that it would be 

impossible to cover all, nor even'a significant number of the 

passages in which the terms "abstract idea" or "g~neral idea" 

occur. But it would be use fuI to consider the passage in 

which Locke introduces the notion of an abstract idea: 

. " -

Th~ uae of Words then b~ing to stand as 
outward Marks of our internal làeas, and 
those Ideas being taken from particular 
things, if every particular Idea that we 
take in, should have a distinct Name, 
Names must be endless. To prevent this, 
the Mind makes the particular Idèas, 
re~eived from particular Objects, become 
general: which is dohe by considering 
them as they are in the Mind 'such 
Appearances, seperate from '"all other 
Existences, and the circumstances of real 
Existence, as Time, Place, or ~ny othe~ , 
concomitant Ideas. This is callett--J 
ABSTRACTION, whereby Ideas taken from 
particular Beings, 6ècome general 
Representatives of a~l of the same kind: 
and their Name. general Names, applicable 
to whatever exists conformable to such 
abatract Ideas. Such precise, naked 
Ap.pearance sin the Hi nd, 'wi tho ut 
conaidering, how, whenc~or with what 
othera th~y came there, the Underatanding 
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lays up (wi th Names commonly, annexed to 
them) as the Standards to rank real ' 
Existences into sor,ts, as they agree with 
these Patterns, and to denominate them 
accordingly. Thus the same Colour being 
observed to day in ChalK or Snow, which 
the Mind yesterday received from Milk, it 
considers that Appearance alone, makes it 
a representative of aIl of th'at kind; and 
having given it the name Whiteness, it by 
tqat sound signifies the same quality 
wheresoever to be imagin'd or met with; 
and thus Universals, whether 1deas or 
Terms, are made~ (11.11.9) 

We should note first that abstraction is motivated by a prag-

matic constraint, that is, the fact that were we to give a 

name to every idea, the process of naming would be ehdless. 

1t is because of this constraint also that propositions and 

maxims are possible (not, however, knowledge, because 

knowledge is the perception of "the agreement or disagreement 

of any two ideas", which perception is possible without any 

names whatsoever .. > Second, w~ should notice that it is tHe 

use of a particul~ idea that makèa that idea 'abstract'. 
... 

1t 

does not by this process become a new idea, and the use to 

which it is put could not itself be consldered an idea. ---- . Locke~s example makes th~s clear. l have, he says, three 

distinct simple ideas of white, derived from (i.e. caused by) 

• chalk, snow and Milk. New, l want to make it known to someone 
• 1 

-else ,that l perce~ve an agreement. between these ideas. There-

fore, ..I pick one of these ideas, and any one will do, disre-

gard the circumstances undér which l recei ved the idea, i.e. 

time, pl ace, the fact that i t was produced by sorne extJ.ernal 

object, and any.other simple ideas that will have been re-

ceived at the same time (.such as a simple idea of. texture, 'of 
l' 
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s.ell, and s~ on), and use .. the idea whenever I wish to think 
, . 

ot the agreeaent I formerly perceived. If l wiah to oomlluni-

oate this, I append tbe name ·whiteness- to the idea, and by 

this aeans oan oommunieate my thought. Now, 1 vill not argue 

that this aooount is free of diffioult~" in faot it ia rife 

with thea, but I a. arguing that it is Locke·s view on th~-

matter. Someone might argue against th!s that the abatract 
" 

idea in question signifies the - - . agreement betveen ideas, and 

1 
that tbis agreement is not an. idea (in the ~nse of a 

percept), therefore Locke does use -idea- in another sense 

tban I-. here admittipg. To this I eao only respond that, for 

Locke, a train of ideas connected by agreement is like a 

string of vords in a sentence; the individual words (i~as) 
" can be lIanipulated (perceived, abstracted), but the connection 

betveen the words, l.e. the gramllar or the logic or the 
, ' 

8~ntenoe, ia nowhere viaible in the sentenoe. Silli~arly, the 

agreeaent of the ideas is not identifiable. The thinga whicb 

agree can be -pointed to- , but not the agree.ent. Again, I ~o ., 

'not Mant' to say that this is not prObl •• ati~ in faot I ail 

villing to adait that there is sOlletbin irreducibly' 

lIysterious in "the peroeption of the agreellent or disagreement 

or an1 two id.as"l~, but it rellaina true tbat the "abstr~~t 
1 

i-dea" la .n ldea in ~he very sa_e aenae of -idea- aa a., it is 

an lndiv ldual peroept. 15 

Matbans.on gives .a ~erent reoonstruotion, bowever. He 

argues t~at "bavlDg .n a~stract concept involves an intelleo­

tual recognition of wbat tbe instances of a conoept have in 

J 
0011110.0. Being ra.,iliar vi tb t,bia red and tbat red t 1 isolat. 

\ 
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tbe co.aon feature, disresard incidentala and thus get the 

abstract concept of redaess. In the sa.e vay, l can for. 

abs tract concep t s whi cb correapond to the co_pound and re l a-

tional concepts whicb have been previously acquired.,,16 This 

account is seriouely _arred by one crucial lIIiatake~ and tbat 

ia that Locke only sa ys that the circuastances of real 

Existence ~ time and place, and conco.itant ideas are wbat are 

disregarded. let to Ylndicat~ lIatbanson"s use of concept, 

everything particular about the partlcular idee would bave to 

be diaresarèled (tbis ia .. hat Berkeley tbou.ht Locke _eant 

also). And this is not aupported by the text. To be fair to 

Na thanaon t bove ver, he basea hia d iat inc tion betveen c9ncept 

and percept on the fact }hat having a percept la a nec..esaary 

but not sufflcient condition for having a concept: "Thua, vben 

Locke speaks of ideas as being botb "furniahed" (or "conveyed" 

or "imprinted") and ·suggested" by the senses, it ls the 
"' 

percepts vhlch are furnished and the concepts vblch are 

suggested. As vith all thinga suggested, the concept lIay or 

may not be taken up. It may require further percepts or the 

appl ~cation of attention before the concept i8 acquired. lt 

~ aa Locke say., "by degree.' that ve get our ideae. IC ve 

cou percepts au tomati ca 11 y upon ha v Ing them, this 

would to hav ing inna te concepts, something which Locke 

certainly ects. II17 But t he passage tha t h..e appea l s to does 

me to support his claim: wHe that has not beCore , 
received ,into his .ind, by the proper inlet, the simple idea 

1 

vb1ch any word stands for, can never coae to know the ai.D~ri-

15 

\ 
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cation of that word by any other words or sounds 

whatsoever ••• The only way is. by apply~ng to his senses the 

proper obJect; a~d so produc~ng that ~dea in him, for which he 

has learned the name already."(I1I.4.1l} Locke here only says 

that having the requLsite Ldea lS necessary for knowing the 

signif~cation of a word, ~.e. knowing what Ldea l.S appended to 

it. It lS not necessary to introduce concepts here, if we, 

remLnd ourse l ves of the fact that a genera l term stands, via 

its mental representative, an abstract idea, for a cluster of 

Ldeas: otherwlse it is Just a proper narne. The general term 

'whL teness' refers to the particular siropl e Ldea of white that 

l have merely for convenLence's sake. lB The account that l 

g~ve can accomQdate ~the relevant passages without introducing 

concepts, and this seems reason enough to avoid doing so. As 

to Nathanson's charge that any other account woul d entai 1 

having Locke accept the existence of innate ideas, l contend 

that Locke would not reject the innate 1 idea ' of per:ceptivi ty, 

which is aIl that is contended for (cf. II.21.73). 

Even Nathanson himself admits a problem with his interpre-

tation. He says: "Whi leI have spoken of concepts. being 

learned, and not being possessed by the mind prior to acquain-

tance wi th instances, Lockes seems to speak of recognition as 

an unacquired capacity, calling it "the first act of the mind" 

and saying i t occurs "as soon' as ever" a man has idea~~ 1119 

Nathanson's response is to offer t'NO al ternati,ves: ei ther the 

inconsisten~c i~ only apparent (he appeals to the fact th'\t 

the objectionable passages occur in Book IV while the rele .. ant 

material is in Book II) or there is a real inconsistency. 
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Now, 1t is an accepted practice to accuse Locke of 

inconsistency, and to Nathanson's credit he chooses the former 

of the two alternatives. But my account is not faced with 

this d1lemma, prec1sely because 1 take it that Locke does not 

mean by 'idea' a 'mental capacity'. 1'0 be sure, the powers of 

recogn1t1on and perception are 'hard-wired' in the mind, but' 

they are not ideas on 'rny account, therefore 1 have no 

diff1culty w1th innate ideas. On my interpretation, Locke 

argues that we have two cognitive areas, ideas ('in sense a.) 

and ihnate capac1ties to rnanipulate these ideas. Only if we 

turn these capacities into ideas do we encounter the diffi~:­

ties that Nathanson for one (but others as weIl) has met. 

The next sens~ of 'idea' which Nathanson lists, idea as lia 

belïef or bit of KnQwledge" is actually the weakest case for 

the v iew tha t Locke used 'idea' in a var iety 0 f wa"Ys. Locke 

seems to turn to the use of the terrn in this way especially in 

Book IV. He defines knowledge as "the perception of the 

connexion and agreement, or disagreement and repugnancy of any 

of our Ideas."(IV.I.2); and this is not an idea, but a condi-

tion. However, a bit of knowledge, a belief about the nature 

of things, ~ay for instance that aIl swans are white, might be 

an idea. In aIl of chapter l, however, Locke never refers to 

a "truth ll as an 'idea'. Sirnilarly, with chapter 2. In this 

chapter, Locke defines intuitive, demonstrative, and sensitive 

knowledge;' the first being the ba~e perception of a connexion, 

between any two ideas, the second simply a more sophisticated 

version of th~ first (the agreement of two ideas v ia a third 
\ 
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idea which agrees with the original two in some relevant 

respect), ~he third, sensitive knowledge, concerns the percep-

tion of the fact that sorne idea has an objective counterpart 

in the real wor Id.20 But in all of this, not once does Locke 

refer to a bit of knowledge or a belief as an idea. lndeed we 

would be hard pressed to find a 8ingl e instance of -1.. 1 f 

anywhere, we should expect/to find an instan"ce of d. in chap-

ters 5 through 11, but no such instances are to be found in 

these places. Nath~nson's argument is essentially that, since 

Locke views knowl~dge as a species of perceptio~, and all 

perception ~s of ideas, he is committed to the view that 

beliefs and trutos and the like are ideas. However, since my 

aim here is exegetical, ,this argument can have no force. 

Locke May well be so commi tted, but he does no,t see himse 1 f as 

so commi tted, and he never uses 1 idea 1 in the sense of d •• 
\ 

The lasOt sensêr9f._',idea-(e.) Nathanson presents us with 
"-

is obviously spurious. Locke himself admits that it is just 

loose talk to refer ta a 'qualîty' as an 'idea' and begs our 

indulgence if perchance he refers to 1 idea 1 when he means to 

say 'qua l i ty'. 50, while Locke occasionally does slip into • 

this usage, we can automatically make the appropriate changes. 

lt makes no sense to me why Nathanson both-ers to mention it at 

aIl. 

From the reconstruction that live given her-é, the only 
l 

" 4_ ) 

legitimate use of 0 '-idea ' for Locke i6 a •• 1 deliberately 

spent more time with b. and c., in order to show that, even if 

Locke does occasionally slip into these usages, they are 
, ' 

dependent on a.. l also was brief with a. in order ta spend 
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.ore tl •• on it no". 

In tb, cruclal p •••• 'e .t 11.8.8, vbere Looke aa,. tb.t an 
Q 

ldea ls -.,b.taoever tbe "lnd perceiyes in it .elt', or i. tbe 

i •• ediate obJect or Perception, Tbousbt, or Underat'andins-, 

tbe tradltional vl • ., or Look ••• a repr.s.ntatlonall.t i. 

eon.ldered to be Ylndicated ln tbe use ot' tbe ter. 'object', to 

ret'er to an ldea .Ill.U. tbe tact tb.t tbla 'objeot· la a.id to 

exlat 'in tbe alnd'. lov, aucb ot tbe debate turna around tbe 

ter. 'object' in p •• aa,.s 11ke tbe.e. lolton'. arsuaents21 

otten turn on tre.ting 'object' •• 'content' ln the .anner ot 

Arnauld and D •• cart.a, rather than as ·obJect' ln the tigtua 

theory ot' Oekba. or tbe 1.ase (Cil:<) the ory ot' Arlatotle. In 

aIl ct tbeae arau •• nt., tbe act/object dlatlnctlon\i. taken to 

be central, and tbe ontological tvist given it by Deacartes 

taken to be an indlca~ion tb.t'we cannot stralgbtforvardly 

read tor 'object ot thought' '.ental entity' ln theories auch 

a. Arnauld'. and particularly, saya lolton, Locke·a. There ls 

a hi8b degree of plauaibl11ty to thia view, ai' thla i8 a 

lIajop reason wby 1 have spent Iluch of .y tiae'f Y soaetiaes 

roundabout Dlehna, rebutting it. 1 take a fronta~ attack on 
1 

th1s view to be possible by exaainins Locke'. attacka on a 
\J. .. 

paradigEatio idea/objeot theory, Malebranche·s (and his 

. Engl18h_ coünterpart, John N-orria.)22 1 viII nOw,~eal vith , 

these. At the end of thi., 1 h~pe to have shown that there is 

no possibl e way one can' plau.ibl y conatrue Looke as anyt,bing 

but • repreaent.~n.11st. 

, '-19 
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2. Locke's Criticisms of Malebranche and Norris 

ln An Examination of P. Malebranche's Veiw of "Seeing AlI 

Things in God", Locke's o8tensib~e purpose is to show whether 

Malebranche ' s hypothesis, "concerning the na~ure and manner of 

ideas in our underatanding", of seeing aIl things in God "when 

examined and the parts of i t put together, can be thought to 

~ cure our ignorance, or is intelligible and satisfactory to one 

---who would not deceive himself, take words for things, and 

think he knows what he knows not.,,22 At the outset, i t is' 

clear that Locke, for one" do\s not take issue with 

Malebranche's~u~e of 'idea', and, for another, is more 

concerned to show that Malebranche's view of seeing all things 

in God, not, notice, his representationalism particularly, 
1 

.does not relieve our ignorahce about what ideas are and how 

they exi'st in the mind. It' s important to keep this in mind, 

that Locke ia taking issue more with Malebranche's notion of 

perceiving representative entities in the mind of God, than -- -
with anything else • 

. 
He first gives a bx:ief synopsis of the theory, then goes 

on to criticize it point by point. Taking issue first with 

·Malebra~che's conten~ion that corporeal motions cannot account 
.1:1 

for perception, Locke retorts: "If 1 should say, that it is 

possible God has made Qur souls so, and so united them to our 
"\\ 

bodies, that upon certain motions made in our b09ies by exter-

nal objects, the soul should have such perceptions or ideas, 

though in a way in~onceivable to us; this perhaps would appear, 
~ 

as' true and as instructive a proposition as what is so 
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po.l~1 •• ly lald dOvn. 23 To soae- .xtent, Locke la bere botb 

reJ.ct1nl tbe Cart.alan denlal ot cau.al interaction betv.en 

.1ndand body and adaltting hi. !ncapaclty ta account for bow 

1t la exactl, tbat Id.as exiat. Sa, while be bedges his bet 

aoa.wbat, J.t·a olear'atill tbat bla inolinatlon ia aore ta-

vards a pbyalcal than a aplritual explanatlon (a. bia 

chaapionina ot tbe Ariatotelian/lpicurean specles dao trine a. 

equally intelllgible as Malebranobe-a ln the paasage Just 

tollowlng tbe above deaonstrates_) Looke next aoea on to sbow 
... 
bow the a.chanloal explanatioD of' perception i. at least a. 

plausible aa MalebraDoh~·a; he pointa out: 

But wh en by tbia' aean. [i.e. aaterlal 
causea] an laase ia made on the retina, 
how we a •• it, 1 con~elve no aore than 
wben 1 aa told ve aee it ln God. How we 
aee It ,la, 1 conteaa, what 1 underatand" 
not in the one or in the other, only it 
appeara to me more difflcult ta conoeive 
a diatinct visible image in the uniform 
invarlable esaence of' God, than in 
variously modifiable matter; but the 
_anner how 1 see either. atill eacapes Il' 
oOllprehension. Impreasions made on the 
retina by rays of light, 1 think 1 
underatandj and motions from thence 
continued to the brain may be conceived, ~ 

and that these produce ideas in our 
minda, 1 am persuaded l but in a manner to 
me incomprehensible. 2Q 

\ 
Here there seems to be material for both lolton-s and my pQlnt 

of view. Locke argues for equal plausibility for mechanis. 

and occasionalism, pc;>inting' oût that both views are incapable 

of' giving a deductive move from either motions or God·s will .. ~ 
to the existence of ideas. But the passage is interesting 

becauae Looke sa ys at tirat that we perceive the image on th~ 

retina, fuel for the representationalist interpretation. but· 

81 



t 

, 
f 

• 

\ . 

CI 

s ..... 1 a.... _4_ 
a 

, 
then coea on to di.t1nau1ab tbe 11aht atrik1ns tb •• Je. the 

aocUtio.tiona in the a.tter ot tbe eye. the aëition. to t.-be 

br.ln, the aoditieations ln the brain, and t1nally the ideaa 

produeed in the .1nd. soaething vhlch aeeae to argue tor the 

foltonl.n int.rpretation. in.aauoh aa ideae are not the 

Hobbeai.n aotiona.nor ie the alnd here identioal vitb tae 
{ 
\ 

br a 1 n, Th i 21 ca n b e a c a cru n t e d t 0 r a o. a v I\a t b Y ~t 1 n a Loc k e • a 

orisinal purpoae. which ia to aee ilhether Hal'eb a~a view , 
adda anyt~ing to our knovledaej aa sucb, either v\1ev', aino. 

both are causal as opposed to Malebrancbeaa oocasio~\lia •• 

aooeptable. But it la intrigulng that Locke would ~d.lt 
,~ 

is 

aa 

plauaible that we aea the i.age on the retlna. V.\ oould 

remain in ~hla equivoeal position were it no~ ~or the fa~t 
1 

that Locke, tvo paragraphs later. seoonda tbe viev tbat we see 

the retlnal laage. Reaponding to Halebranobe~s araumenta 

agalnst the Aristotelian speciea doctrine. he says: 

The ehange of bigneas in the ideaa ot 
'visible objects .. by distance and optie­
~lasses, which is the next arguaent he 
[Halebranche] uses against visible 
species, is a good argument against them, 
as supposed by the perlpatetics; but when 
conaidered, would persuade one that we 
see the figures and Ibagni tudes of things 
rather in the bottom of our eyes than in 
God: the idea we have of them and their 
grandeur being still proportional to "the 
big{leJ'a of the area .. on the bottem .of .our 
eyes, that is afreoted by the rays whlch 
paint the lmage there; and we may be sald 
to see the picture in the retina, as, 
wh e n" i t 1 a p rie k e d, we are t r u 1 y sai d t 0 

reel the pain ln our flnge~.25 

\ 

Ve oeuld not aSK for a clearer expression of Locke', position 

on this matter. If It 18 objected that Looke oompares the 

ratina.l laag. to the senaation of pain, whioh pain ia 'net an 
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affectation of an external object, l respond that the relevant 

difference is only that the retinai image represents while the 
',..1 , • 

sensation of pain does not, real qualities..of the object which 

produce1s them. However, we are truly said"to immedia~ely 

perceive both of these object-ideas, as Locke clearly states. 

Later, whèn Locke is considering Malebranche' s resol ution 

of Descartes's problem of explaining how a modification of 

thinking substance can represent a modification of extended 

substance, which, as was pointed out in the last chapter,. is 

by moving ideas out of the mind, Locke seconds an objection 
, 

made by' Hobbes against Descartes: "1 cshall here only take 

notice ho\\' inconceivable it is to me, ·th~t a spiritual, i.e. 
J 

an unextended substance, should represent to the mind an 

extended. figur~, ~ a triang le of unequà 1. sides, or two 

triàn5)les of different magnitudes."26 Admittedly, this inco~­

ceivability is no argument for seeil1g Locke as espousing a 

materialist position -,with respect to ideas, especially given 

the fact· that he has a lready granted that he c~nn9t conceive 

how we perceive retinal images (although 'Ile do:) yet, Locke is ,., 
clearly leaning in this direction. This tendency) ifi even more 

obvious when he considers Malebranche's notion of God 

"discovering ideas" to us. Granting Malebranche that he 

understands what it means for an ide a t.o be "actually present 

'to the mind ", by wh~ ch he rneans not c09ni t ive pre sence (be­

cause th'is notion is supposedly to 1;>e foun'd in the notion of 

'discovering to') but sorne other kind of presence, he 'goe8 on 

to say: 
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He C Ma 1 ebranche] pretends to expl ain to 
us how we come, to perceive a'hything, and 
that is by having the-ideas of them 
present in our minds: for the soul cannot 
perceive things at a,distance, or remote 
from i t. And those ideas are present to 
the mind, onl y because God, in whom they 
are, is present to the mind. This so far 
hangs together, and is of .! prëëe-. - S';'t 
when after this l am tord, that the~r 
presence is not enough to make them be 
seen, but God must do èomething farther 
to discov~r them to me,I am as much ~n 
the dark as l was at first: and aIl this 
talk of their presence in my mind 
explains nothing of the way wherein l 
perceive them, nor ever will, till he 
also·makes me understandl what God does 
more than make them present tco ~y mind, 
when he discovers them to me. 21 

We should notice two things here: first, that,Locke, in the 

early part of the passage, considers the Malebranchean theory 

at least consistent; he accepts the dictum of not perceiving 
( 

things at a distance, and he considers the notion that ideas 

" " e-xi,st in - the' mind of God and are present to our minds in 

) 

virtue of God's ubiquity, as at least conceivabl"e. This point 

is important since it seems to argue for the fact that Locke 

does not, contr..ary to Yolton's thesis about Arnauld, appre-
1 

ciate, or does not consider as relevant, the distinction 

between spatia land cogni ti ve pr~sence. Second, what Locke 

does take issue with is Malebranche's contention that 

something else, besides presence, i5 needed to explain how it 

is that s'ome' idea is p~rceived. It ia not, and this should 

<jjNe us pause, that Locke' rejects the notion of presence, he 
, . 

only rejects the notion that 'God' does any explanatory work, 

or that 'discovering to' makes things any more intelligible 

th an simpl e 'presence' does. 
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Locke aiso has sorne difficulty with Malebranche's 

distinctioQ bet~een idea and sentiment. In the last chapter, 

l pointed out that the distinction, on an epistemological 

level, is equivalent' to Locke's primary/secondary quality 

distinction: ideas represent real things, sentiments do note 
1; 

Thus, if Locke were concerned'only with ~pistemic problems, he 

should not have had any difficulty with the distinction what-

soever. l submit that he was concerned with the ontological 

features of it. However, Locke constI'ues the distinction a 

little differently than Malebranche, i.e •. ~s an act/object 

,distinction rather than as a mode/entity distinction. Never­

theless, what he does say is interesting: 

. ,-

If by .. sentiment" ••• he means ~be act of 
<sensation, or the operation ol the mind 
in percei v ing; and by "pure idea," the 
immediaee object of that perception, 
which is the definition of ideas he gives 
us here in the first chapter; there is 
some foundation for it, t~ing ideas for 
reai beings or substaQces. 

.) 

Here Locke notes that Malebranche defines • idea' in the sarne 
'\ .. 

way that he does (Le. as "the immediate object of .... percep-

tion~·),. and he admi ts, on this basis, that there is sorne 

"foundation" for construing ideas as "reaJ. beings". His dif-

ficui ty is. with the notion of sentiment. Locke does not 

understand what can be' meant by this: "If by .. sentiment ..... he 

means something that is neither the aCct of perception. nor the 

idea perceived. l confess l know not what it is, nor have any 

conception at aIl of it.·~29 Locke has no conception of what 

sentiment ia because he does not accept the Cartesian 

distinction between mind and body.30 He can understand what 
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it is tor an ide a to be a diatinct real tbina representins tbe 

• x t. r na l v o'r l d • but b. a.. • non. CI •• i t Y 0 t 1 n t r 0 duc i D a 

anotb.r tbina. ,.pti.,nt (a wod. ot tbinklng .ub.tance), vhicb 

do •• no .xplanatory vork. For ~cke. VI neld only diatinsula~ 
- , 

----" b.tvI.D idea. vhlch l.pre.ent and tho.e vhlcb do not (i.e. 
/ 

tbos. ot priwary and thoa.·of secondary qual1tle. 
, 

reapeotlyelY,),-anc('ve do not have to iDtroduoe .D ontololl0.1 

d"l t ter. n c e ~ • t v e e n t b e s ~ a. t. 0 t 1 d • a a b y o. 1 1 1 D son. " pur. 
v " "-ideas" and tb~ otb.r ." •• ptl.ept,". lie .bould notic. that, 

" 

tbroulbout al1 tb.a. p •••• ae •• Lock. novb.re tlnd. tb. notio~ 

~\'of idea. as .otitiea objection.ble; ln tact, v,·ye se.n that 

b. is~~ulte villloa to concede thl. out o~ b.nd. Tbls 1. 

perbapa novbere cl.arer tban vb.n Locke reject. Malebranche·. 

Platonic arauaent for ~b, ,xi.t.nce ot ·transcendent- idea •• 
, 

Since Ide8's aust re.present .any partlcu lar., tbey. cannot b • 

•• ntal particulars or ve vould need an inflnlty of ideas in 

our ,1nds to repre.ent tbinas external to us. Thus ideas 

exlst ln God·s .ind and are not .ental entitie.. Locke r.-

j.cta tbl. by .aying: "be [Halebrancbe] oalls tbe ideaa that 

are ln God partioular beinss. 1 grant that vhatever exists la 

partloular, It oannot be otbervisej but tbat vhiob Is partlou­

lar in existence may be univer.al in repre.entation, vhich Î 

take to be all the universal beings ve knov 0'" oan oonoelvé to 

b.:ft31 Here he is oonoerned to argue that partioular -111118- " 

nen t· ideas oan ru 1 fi 11 a 11 the requirellen ts needed of them. 

What vel oan oonolude froll Looke-s orit.ioisJlI of 

Malebranohe i8 th1.: 1) h. doe. not talce issue with tbe view 

tbat ideas are repr ••• ntative eotitiea; 2) h. arau •• that ve 
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need only one category of such entities -- ideas -- and re-

jects entire ly Mal ebranche' s sentiment (the 'content' in 

Arnauld' s theory). Given these conclusions, it's hard to 

---.--. imagine how anyone could construe Locke as anything but a 

representationalist. But to be fair to those who do not, the 

str~:mgest case against my reconstruction is a l-so. to be found 
l 

in this same attack on Malebranche. The argument is this: 

Locke could not have been a representationalist because he 

presents s.!bstantive arguments against this view in tl)e Exami-

nation; and he could not have been unaware that the same 

arguments bore with equal weight on his own, r.: a 11 eged, 
. 

representationalism. It must be admitted that this is a 

power fuI argtiment, and it cannot be d~nied that Locke does 

raise just the sorts of questions about Malebranche'sposition 

that ·one would expect to find someone raising against any kind 

of representative realism. But l think this argument can be 

rebutted by examining Locke's arguments and the language he 

uses in stating them. 
... 

While l have omitted sorne passages which support my view, 

because they seemed redundant, l cannot afford that luxury . . 
with those that do note There are four passag es in the 

Examination in which Locke seems to attack representationalism 

as s~ch~ The first occurs in'the context of Malebiançhe'~ 

Platonic argument for 'transcendent' ideas (mentioned above): 

Locke notess 

He farther" says',- that had we a magazine 
of aIl ideas that are necessary for 
seeing things,' they would be of no use, 
since the mind could not know· which t:o 

r. 
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choose, and set be fore i tse If to seé the 
sun. What he here means by the sun is 
hard to conceive, and according to his 
hypothesis of "seeing aIl things in God, Il 
how can he kœbw that there is any such 
real being in the world as the sun? Did 
he ever see the sun? NO', but on the 
occasion of the presence of the sun to 
his eyes, he has seen the idea qf the sun 
in God, which Gpd has exqibited to him: 
but the sun, because i t cannot be uni ted 
to hi s sou l, he cannot see.. How then 
does he ,know that there i6 a sun which he 
never saw? And since God does aIl things 
b~ the most pompendious ways, what need 
is there tha,t God should make a sun that· 
we might see its idea in him when he is 
p1eased to exhibit it, when this might as 
wel1

2
be done withput any real sun at 

a11. 3 

, 

From the rhetorical questiqns -- "how can he know that there 

i8 any such real'being in the world as the 'sun? Did he 'ever 
.-' 

see the sun? No .. Il it certainly looks as thoug~ Nbcke 

recognizes the skept.ical 0 problem inherent :in 

~epr~sentationalism. But when we~consider.that Locke here 

brings out attention to M~lebranChe's/~ccasiona~isrn, this 

seeming reC'ogni tion vanishes. , l Locke is prguing here that if 
) 

the sun has no causal role to 'play in the production of an • 
'l':l 

idea of it, then there is no reason to supppse that thére is a 

sun at all.~ .. ince it iS"O'nlY ~f tht. relation th~ 
we know the existence of anything. Sinee, on Malebranche's 

account, t.he sun iE! not a sufficient condition for having~ an 

idea of it (plus the relevant factors coneerning di~ance, the 

pOQition of t,he eyes, etc.), and 'sinee God is not eonstrained' 

. by the existence o'f tlle~'sun (he can, i.f,he w~ills, f~o ... --
'exhibit' the ide a of the sun wh,en the- sun 'is correctly posi-

tidned such that 1 'should' pex:-ceivè it),. thè existence of the 
, . 

l~' 2 J 
• 1 
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aun ia not nec •• aary on thi. account. Thi. i. the thruat of 

Locke' a re.-ark to the effecta ·What he her. aeana by th. aun 

ia bard to conceive, and according ~ hia hypothe.i .... how can 

he know that there ia any .uc,h real beinq in t1ae world as the 

aun?-(my emphasea). But Locke himaelf ia not open to thi. 

obJection because the sun (plua the otber relevant conditions) 

ia both a necesaary and a sufficient condition for .Y ~av ing 

an idea of ~ t (prov ided of course that God create. the wor ld 

in the way in which he has: thia extra factor ~a aIl that is 

~nt by the adm~as~on of the inconceivabilit~ of the aecret 
, 

workings and connections which a llow ua to percei ve.) On 

Locke'" account, 'once Gad ha. created the world, nothing ela. 

ia needed in order for it to work in the way in which it doea: 

any other hypothesis, particularly one like Malebranche's, 

where God's hand is needed on the tiller at every inatant in 

order to ensure that a Il goe8 weIl, destroy. the nece.aary 

connection between idea and thing. The other three passages 

can all be given this same reading. 

When con.idering Malebranche'. account"of our know1edge of 
/' 

Gad, he makea these remarks, 

Fir.t, l would know what it ia to j 
penetrate a thing that i. unextended? 
Theae are ways of speaking, which taken 
from body when they are applied to 
spirit, signify nothing, nor show us any 
thing but our ignorance. To God' s 
penetrating our spirits, he joins his 
di.covering himself: as if one were the 
cause of-the other, and explained it: but 
1 not conceiving anything of the 
penetration of an unextended thing, it is 
lost upon me. But next, God penetrates 
our souls, and therefore ve ·see him by a 
direct and immediate "view,· as he says 
in the folloving words. The ideas of a 11 
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thiag. wh1ch are in God, he el.ewhere 
tell. ua, are not at all different fra. 
GOcl hillaelf; and if GOd'. penetrat1ng our 
.10cl. be the cau.e of our direct 4nd 
~1ate aeein9 of Gad, we have a direct 
and i ... diate V1ew of all that we' ••• ; 
for ..... nothing but God and idea_; and 
it ia i.poaa1ble for ua to know that 
ther. ia any thing elae in the univer_1 
foc aince we aee, and can aee nothing but 
Gad and ideas, hov can ve knov the~e ia 

o anything else which we neither do norcan 
•• e?33 . 

~', 

Ag.in b.r., Locke is ob)ect.ing to Malebranche'. failur. to ti. 

ide.a to the world. As he says, if wa see God directly, Uf.n 

va •• e idea. direétly without the nece •• ity of introducing th. 

notion of God 'diacovering' ideas to ua. Adlllittedly, Loek. 

doe. say IOwe see nothing but Gad ~nd idea.-, and it is on thia 

basis that he objects that ve cannot know there ,.is anythin9 
~ 

e lae. But 1 submi t, 04 ~e basi. of the ear 1 ier pasaage (and 

the two to follov), that all Locke ia objecting to i. 

occasionaliam and not ~epresentationaliam, although it appear. 

as if he is. 

The next passage occurs in the context of Locke's obj.e~ 

tions 1:0 Malebranche's description of ideas. He noteal 

In his EClaircissements on the Natûre of 
Ideas, p.535 of the quarto edition, he 
saya, that "he is certain that the ideas 
of things are Lmchangeable." This 1 
cannot comprehend: for how can 1 know 
that the picture of any thing is like 
that thing, when 1 nev.er see that which 
it represents? For if these words do not 
mean that ideas are true unchangeable 
representations of things, 1 §now not to 
what purpose they are. And if that be 
not their mean1ng, then they can only 
aignify, that the id~a 1 have once will 
be unchangeably the same as long as it 
recurs the same in my memory: but when 
another different fram that comes into my 
mind, it will not be that. Thus the idea 
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C 
of a hor.e, and the idea of a centaur, 
will, a8 often as they recur in my mind, 
be unchangeably the same; which is no 
~re than this, the same idea will always 
be the same idea;but whether the one or 
the'other be the true representation of 
anything that eXl.sts, that, upon his 
principles, nel.ther our author nor 
anybody else can know. 34 

Pir.t, Locke attacks Malebranche for cav111ing with vords. 
f 

Malebranche had put ideas l.n God's mind, as eternal, immutable 

•••• nces (on a Platonic model), in order to ensure their 

repreaentati ve function; but by so doing he had blocked Any 

knovledge of the world. Locke tries to rescue Malebranche, 

but cannot do so because Malebranche denies Any causa 1 l ink 

between ideas and things. Granted, says Locke, you have 

'en.ured that an idea, once given, will always represent the 

same thing, but you have failed to produce a reason why 1 

ehould believe it represents anything in the first place. 

Lockè's argument is essentially that "upon his principles", 

knowledge of things is impossible; but, again, this cannot be 

imfuted of Locke. 

This reading is again possible with the last passage: 

1 see the sun, or a horse; no, says our 
author, that is impossible, they cannot 
be seen, because being bodies they cannot 
be united to my mind, and be present to 
it. But the sun bel.ng risen, and the 
horse brought wl.thin conven1ent d1stance, 
and so being present to my eyes, God 
shows me thel.r ideas in h1mself: and 1 
say, God shows me these ideas when he 
pleases, wl.thout the presence of Any such 
bodie s to my eye s. For when -f'""\ think 1 
see a star at such a distance from me; 
which truly l do not see, ))IIt ,*,l'\e 1dea of 
it which God shows me: i would have it 
proved to me that there is such a star 
existing ,a million of million of miles 
from me when 1 think 1 see i t, more than 
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when l dream of such a star. For until 
it be proved that there is a candIe in 
the room by which l write this, the 
suppositl0n of my seeing ~n God the 
pyramidical ldea of lts flame, upon 
OccaSlon of the candle's belng there, 1.S 

begging what lS ln questlon. And to 
prove to me that God eXhl.Dl.ts ta me that 
idea, upon accaSl0n of the ~resence of 
the candie, it must flrst be proved to me 
that there l.S a candie there, which upon 
these prlnciples can never be done. 35 

i 

Here the points that l made earller come through loud and 

clear. Locke points out that the presence of the sun is not a 

reason for my ha v ing an l.dea of ~ t ("God shows me these ideas 

when he pleases"). Also, he makes the dlstl.nctl0n between a 

perception of a star and an dream-image of a star, where the 

relevant difference is the causal relat~on in the one case and 

the lack of it ~n the other; and argues that, on Malebranche's 

pr inclpl e s, l cannat be sure my idea i s anything more than a 

dream. He also l1'lakes the very important point that the order 

of proof is fl.rst to prove that there is an external world 

(which Locke does v ia the causa l relation between ideas and 

things), and then to show how l have ideas of it, while 

Malebranche does it the other way around. 

While all of the above passages appear, at first glance, 

to argue against my position, when unpacked they are not so 

ob Jectionabl e. It's important to keep in m~nd that Locke's 

ostensible purpose in the Examination was to see whether 

Malebranche's views explained what they purported to. His 

ObJections, given this aim, centre around superfluous and 

ambiguous language. But nowhere does Locke take issue with 

the v iew that ideas are representati ve enti ties. Given that 
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tbia ia preciaely what thoae who vould view Locke aa a direct 

~.Ii.t luat expect to find in an extended critique of an 

indirect realiat, and what ia not to be found, we muat find 

the Elilination ta be support for, rather than evidence 

aaainat, the vlew that Locke ia a representationalist. 

Easentially the aalIIe argu.ents are ta found in Be •• rka. 

Sinee lIIuch of the lIIaterial merely reiterates what Locke aaya 

in the Ela.inltion, 1 will not go over it in detail. 1 do, 

bovever, wish to point out a fev passages which expand on 

points already made. As further support for the clai. that 

Locke does not reject indirect realism but siœply 

Malebranche-s attempt to relieve our ignorance about the ·real 

nature· of ideas, conaider the following: 

8y "giving an account of the nature of 
ideas" is not meant that 1 should maka 
known to men their ideas; for 1 think 
nobody can imagine that any articulate 
aounda of mlne, or anybody else, can make 
known ta another what his ideas, that Is, 
what his perceptions, are, better than he 
hiaself know3 élud I-ercelves them to be; 
which i3 enough for affirmations or 
negations about them. By "the nature of 
ideas," therefore, 18 meant here their 
causes and manner of production in the 
.ind, i.e. in what alteration of the mind 
this perception consists: and as to that, 
1 answer, no man can tell; for which 1 
not only appeal to experience, which were 
enough, but shall add this reason, viz., 
because no man can give any account of 
any alteration made in any simple 
substance whatsoever: aIl the alteration 
we can conceive being only of the 
al teration of cOllpounded substances, ~gd 
that only by a transposition of partao 

Locke here. as in the Exa.inatiQ~, takes pains to point out 

that no theory can explain the .yaterious connections between 

cauaes and e ffec ta, particu l ar l y be tween the causea of ideaa 
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and ~deas themselves. All that is needed, so far as Locke i8 

concerned, is an enumerat~on of causes and effects, i.e. what 

abjects cause which 1deas, and a description (not an explana-

tion, notice) of those ideas. Here he attacks Norris for 

pretend1ng ta give an explanation where none can be given. 

If, as Norr1s and Malebranche bel1eved, knowledge is only 

possible on the model of a deductive science of nature, then 

we would need what they pretend to give in the1r theory of 

ideas; but, for Locke, no such SC1ence 1S possible ("no man 

can g1ve an account of any alteration made in any s1mple 

substance") . But he does not attack the notion of 'idea' that 

Norris presentsi in fact, he seems ta accept it as a matter of 

course. 

As f.urther support for the c laim that Locke is concerned 

ta show that Malebranche's and Norris's theory cannat account 

for the existence of the external world, not because ideas 

stand between us and the world, but because no causal lin~ 

exists, consider the following passage: 

He that understands optics ever sa 
little, must needs admire the wonderful 
make of the eye, not only for the variety 
and neatness of the parts, but as suited 
ta the nature of refract10n, 50 as to 
pa1nt the 1mage of the obJect 1n the 
ret1na; Wh1Ch these men [1.e. Malebranche 
and Norr1s] must confess to be aIl lost 
labour, 1f 1t contr~butes noth1ng at all, 
in the ordinary way of causes and 
effects, ta the produc1ng that 1dea in 
the mind. 37 

Clearly Locke is arguing against Malebranchean occaeional 

causation, and champ~oning a mechanical explanation of percep-

tion against 1 t. 
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The importance of lDechaniam (and materiallslD) to Locke·s 

theory is borne out by the following: 

ldeas lIay be real belngs though not 
substances; as motion ls a real being, 
though not a substance; and lt 3eemB 
probable that, in us, Ideas depend on, 
and are some way or other the effect of 
aotion; since they are sa fleeting, it 
being, as l have êlsewhere observed, so 
hard and almost impossible to keep in our 
lIinds the same unvaried idea long 
together, unless when the object that 
produces it lB present ta the senses; 
froID which the same motion that first 
produced it, being G.,.onlinued, the idea 
itaelf May continue. 3tl 

Here Locke Is clearly leanlng towards materialism; ideas are 

l "real beings", he·s clear on thi!! point. but in what sense he 

is not sure. They are dependent on, he thinks, motion (the 

sense here being as properties are dependent on SUbstances), 

and are in some inexplicable way the effects of 1D0tion (and 

.otion i8 clearly an attribute of material, as opposed to 

i •• aterial, substance.) Arguably, this does not straightfor-

vardly support a reading of Locke as a representationalist, 

sinee the inexplicable manner ln which material causes produce 

ideas lIayJust be the same inexplicable lIanner in which body 

acts on aind (in the Cartesian sense.) However. given what 

Locke saya about aotion and power in Book II of the E:uay 39, 

it ia not iaplauaible that this is Just what ia being implied 

here. This, it aeells to Ile, ls the only plausible way to 

construe Locke·s talk of "real beings", since he Is not borro-

v ing the phrase Cro. Norr i s. The on l y cons i sten t reconstruc-

tlon ia ta say that Locke ia saying that idea. can still be 

repr.a.ntatlve entiti ••• without beins tranacendeDt entiti.a, 
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!.e. vltbout the necesalty of their exiat!ng ln • Platonie 

heaven. This Implies, quite straightforwardly, that he doea 

aeeept the view that ideas are entitles. 

As final support for this thesis, l offer a eurious state­

aent Locke makes near the end of the .Ji~ark". Coament!ng on 

what he conaiders an impious thesis, that we are directly 

avare of God·s essence (sinee, aceording to Norr!s and 

Malebranche, ideas comprise God"s essence), Locke asks thie 

rhetorieal question: "la he [Gad], 1ÙL1...ltl ~ ~ .!JlrQugh ~ 

Ili1. 5Lf.. Ql.II • 0 r t • .1 .!.luJl .h.Ju:..J:., i n t 1 .. a tel y pre. e n t tao u r 

It is at the very least eurious that 

Locke. who on lo 1 ton·. account cannot be ace u sed of ad v ana ing 

the "veil of perception" Joctrine, should use the very tera 

that tho.e who would se. hi .. as a direct r.alist find so 

objectionable. 1 do not think a clearer atateaent oC his 

posltion is to found anywhere. 

3. The Ontological Status of Ideas 

1 take it. then .. that the theaia that Lock. la a repreaen-

ta t ion a lia t, v h e r e, t bis i a t a ken t 0 • e • n t h a t ve don 0 t P e r-

ceive objecta directly but ratber throuah the inter •• dlary oC 

ao.e other entitie ... whieh are proxlea for objecta.i. nov 

ade4uately establiahed. Aa auch, there re.aina but one taak 

bel'ore it can be s.id what the ontolo&leal atatua oC an id.a 

la. 1 have eatabliahed that an id •• la an entity. but 1 bave 

yet to eatabliah "bat k:ind 01' an entity it is. Given that 

Locke 1_ oCt.n con_trued aa a .ind/body dualiat .. and &lven 
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further that the material/i~terial substançe distinction had 

more adherents in Locke's t~me than in our own, l have yet to 

establish whether an idea 15 a material (physical) or an 

immaterial (spiritual) entity. It's this task that has led 

---
many comrnentators to despa~r, because Locke 1S notoriously 

vague Just when we need h~rn to be clear. l plan to capture 

this 51~ppery eel by successively penn~ng hirn ~n, until such 

time as, even ~f he refuses to be handled (and this wi.~l 

happen), still the area within which he w111 be able to move 

around in will be suff~ciently small that we shall be able to 

say that no ser ious harrn wi Il come if he does. l propose ta 

do this by show1ng that, for Locke, ideas are 'things' ~n the 

sense that they are properties of sorne ~ ~al essence (as 

changes 1n an abJect are the effects of that obJect's real 

essence) • l will also argue that, while Locke is genuinely 

ambivalent about either materia11sm or dua11srn, when pressed 

(and we sorne ev~dence for this, as we shall see) he inclines 

towards the former. It is my V1ew that, were C1rcumstances 

different, Locke would have wholeheartedly accepted the 

material~st thes15, but 1 recognize that this must rema1n 

5peculat~on. In any event, Locke's views on the soul commit 

him ta say1ng that it does not have any observable ~opert1es 

(though 1t does have observable effects, i.e. ideas of 

reflect10n); and ~ts on this basia, 1 take 1t, that, willy-

ni 11 y, he i s commi t ted to the v iew tha t 1deas are propert1es 

of the man (more accurately the real essence of the man), 

rather than the person, in which they existe 
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l take as my point of departure the distinction argued for 

earlier between ideas and the 'having of' ideas. l want to 

use this dist~nction to make the point that, even if Locke i8 

a mind/body dualist, this will not affect the status of ideas. 

1. take this to be 50 because, though an idea is the object of 

thought, it does not follow from this that it must be a m~nd­

dependent J enti ty. 

Wh i leI don 0 t ta k e ide a s t 0 b e men ta l en t i t i e 8, in the 

sense that they are ~mmaterial, still, strangely enough, it 

seems obvious td me that Locke is a mind/body dualiste But he 

is a dualist ~n a very narrow sense. 4l Locke gives several 

characterizations of the mind or 'soul', one of the clearest 

of which occurs in chapter 23 of the Essay ("Of ourComplex 

1deas of Substances"), where the soul is described as lia 

Substance that thinks, and has a power of excl.t~ng Motion in 

Body, by will, or Thought."(Il.23.22) A ll.ttle later, he 

states that we have as clear iin .ldea of spirit as we do of 

body (of body we recognize two primary qualities, solid cohe­

rent part~ and impulàe), and that spirit similarly has two 

essential primary qual~ties: "So likewise we know, and have 

distinct clear Ideas of two primary Qualities, or Properties 

of spirit, ~iz. Thinking, and a power of Action: Le. a power 

of beginning, or stopping several Thoughts or 

Motions. "( l 1.23.30) ln addition, as we have ideas of modes of 

body, "we have l ikewise the ldeas of the several modes of 

Think ing, 
\ 

viz. Believin9.tfJ> Doubting, Intending, Fearing, 

~OPing: all of which, are but the several mode. of 

~inking.II(II.23.30) But Locke does not want to commit him-
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- self to thw view that thinking i. the e.sence of mind 
( . 

(something apparent from his contention that the mind d(j)e.n't 

always think), which he puts this way: "1 ask, whether l.t be 

not probable, that. think~ng.!..! the Action, and not the Essence 

of the Soul? since the Operations of Agents will eas1.1y admit 

of intention and remission: but the Essences of things, are 

not conceived capable of any such vâx-,iation."(1I.19.4) Still, 

Locke seems committed to the view that the ml.nd is, ln the 

sense of being describabl e as, the l.d~ we have of its opera-

tl.ons; he only here wonders whether or not the ml.nd ml.ght be 

in esse sorne substance of which we have no idea at aIl (in 

which case ml.nd wou ld be l ike body in the sense that we have 
1 

no access to its real nature.) 50, Locke has an operational 

definition of the self (in his sense of definitlon) and a 

substance doctrine of the mind. Th i sis c l e a r f rom h i s 

distinction of the bare 'power' and that 'power' in act1.on: 

"This Power which the mind has, thus to order the Considera-

tion of any~, or the forbearing to consider lt; or ta 

prefer the motion of any part of the body to its rest, and 

vice versâ 1.n any particular l.nstance is that which we call 

the Wi 11. The actua l exercise of that power, by directing any 

particular action, or its forbearance is that which we call 

Volition or Will ingo"( II.21.5) 

l have already pointed out how the 'having of' ideas is, 

but ideas are not, a capacity or 'power' of the mind, and the 

above passage bears this out. And the same ia true of the 

( ath."r basic' power' of the mind, understand in91 "The Power of 
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Perception is that which we calI Underst4nding. perception, 

which we make the act of the Underatanding, ia of three sorta, 

1. The Perception 0 f Ideas ln our Mi nds. 2. The Perceptioh of 

the,.SignificatJ.on of Signs. 3. The Perceptlon of the Conne-

xion or Repugnancy, Agreement or Disagreement, that there is 

between any of our Ideas."(II.21.5) The mind, for Locke, i8 a 

8ubatance, havlng a real essence, which exercises two basic 

powers, will and understanding, but does not have as any of 

its consequences (in the sense that IBO-degree-ness is a 

consequence of the r~al essence of a triangle. Cf.lI.3!. ,6 " 
~ 

7) ideas of any kind. I t doe s na v e as the e f f e c t 5 0 f 'i-t s 

operations, ideas of reflection, but these are no more proper-

ties of the mind than the consequent motion of a bi Il iard-ball 

ia a property of another bl.lliard-ball in motion which strikes 

it. The only relevant senae in which the existence of ideas 

depend upon the mlnd ia that, in order for me to 'have' ideas, 

1 must bring my attention to bear on them: but this may only 

mean that the mind is a contributing cause for the 'having of' 

ideas, not necessarily that ideas depend on, it. 42 And it 

could be plausibly maintained that ideas exist even when 1 do 

not notlce them43 , though of what use they might be then Locke 

ia dubious. 

The point that 1 have been arguing for is thisl if ideas 

do not depend, in Any relevant sense. for their existence upon 

the mind, or if ideas are not properties of the mind (as 

solidity is a property of body), then it. makes no difference 

to the determining the statua of ideas whether or not Locke is 

a mind/body dualiste It makea no difference because an.wering 
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tb'e one question wi 11 not contribute to the answer of th~ • 
other. This, 1 think, has been established. l now 'liant to 

show in what sense l take i t tha t ideas are deR,enlient on the 

man (as opposed to the person.) 

In "Of Identity and Diversity", Locke lays out his cornpo-

litional dualisrn in terrns of the distinction between 'man' and 

• 
'peraon'. The identity of a man, he says, "CiJIOnsists .•• in 

nothing but a participation of the sarne continued Life, by 

~onstantly fleeting J;>articles of Matter, in succession vitally 

united to the sarne organized Body."(II.27.6); also: "An Animal 

is a living organized Body; and consequently the sarne 

Animal ... ~s the same continued Life cornmunicated to different 

p;rticles of Matter, as they happen to successively to be 

u4,ited to that organiz'd living Body. And whatever i8 talked 

of other definitions, ingenuous observation puts it past 

doubt, that the Idea in our Minds, df which the 'Sound Man in 

our Mouths is the Sign, is nothing el se but of an Anima l of 

auch a certain Form: Since l th~nk l may be confident, that 

whoever should see a Creature of his own. Shape and Make, 

though it had no more reason aIl its Life, than a Cat or a 

Parrot, would calI hirn still a Man; or whoever should hear a 

Cat or a Parrot discourse, reason, and philosophize, would 

calI or think it nothing but a Cat or a Parrot; and say, the 

one was a dull, irrational Man, and the othez;- a very intelli­

gent rationa l parrot." (1 1.27.8) A person, on the other hand, 

"ia a thinking intelligent Being, that has reason and reflec-

tion, and can consider it self as it self, the sarne thinldng 
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tblnl ln dirr.r.nt tl •• a and plac •• ; vblob lt doea on17 by 

tbat oODaclouanlaa, vblch la lD •• parable rro. tblnkln., aad a. 

lt •••• s to ae eaaential to it: 1t belng iapoaaible t'or Any 

one to perc.ive, without perceIv ing, that he doea p.r-

o.iY •. -(l1.21.9) P.raon her. aeeas identical to .ind, but 

tbere are aigniflcant dirterences. Notable aaon. theae 

dltterencea is the tact that l.ocke ~contends peraonal identity 

doea not consiat in identity ot •• ntal substanoe over tia) 

(cf.11.21.15 & 16), whereaa thi •• ental substance, or aent~l 

.... , 

r.al .aaence, it aee.s clear. la th. aind. Granted, personaY--

consciousneas .ay depend on the .ind (though Locke adaita a 

cbange of aubatance doea not ental1 cbange ot conaclouaDeaa) 

but ia not identical wlth it. Thls 1. laportant becauae lt 

aee.a to ahow that conaciouanea. la a capactty (apeoirlcally, 

a retlective capacity to perceive our peroeiving) in exactly 

tbe aaae senae aa bare perception or volltlon la a capaclty. 

l pOint thia out ln order to blook tbe .oye tbat would haye 

id,aa depend for tbe1r .Xl.~'DC' on tbe perception or tbea; 

aince peroeiYin. ia a capacity, 1t can only aot upon vbat la 

already exlating, it cannot br1ng lnto exiateDoe anytbiD. 

aince it 1a itaelt a dependent exiatent (dependent on the real 

eaaenc. ot tbe alnd). And aince oonaclouane.a '1. tbe 
'\ 

peroelYlng, ideaa do not depend tor tbeir exiatence on tbe 

perception or tbea; tbeir ........ ia'not tor Locke tbeir perclDi, 

tbey are not .ere intentlonal objecta. Of courae, ideaa aight 

depend on a aental real eaa.nce, but ln what Col lova here, l 

bope to aake 1 t al ear tba t tbla aannot b. aalntalned. 

For Loo le •• a • a n la no t, 1 den t 1 cal vit b a b ~y • A b od 7 1 • 

.. 
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ld.ntltl.d with a ooll.otlon or part. ot • c.rtala kiad, 

'­
ba.la, pow.r. ot • c.rt.in .ort;~ut ••• D ia alao • 

A •• n 1. • b a d y .aJ.Jl.A a fun 0 t 1 0 n a 1 

prinolpl., 'corp.e la a body but 18 not a •• n. A .an ls a 

body only ln tbe s.nse that It continu.lly produces tbe •••• 

lde •• or sbape, colour, texture, etc., to others, but 1. not 

/î'àe body Insor.r a. tbat oona.i.t. or ·p.rtlcle. ot .atter-. 

Juat .a con.clouan •• a depend.,on aub.t.noe but i. not tled to 

any one substance (not nece ••• rily, but .ay be as a •• tter ot 

oontlngent tact), 80 too the .an dependa on tbe body, but the 

.a._ •• n .urviv •• cban, •• ia tb.t body (not .er_ly alter.-

tlon., but al.o wbole •• l. ch.ng. ot tb. particl •• of •• tt.r 

vhlch conatltut. It.) Tbe -h.viaa or- id ••• , It ••••• to •• , 

i. d.p.nd_nt on tbe .xlat.nc. botb ot th. p.r.oD (necea •• r, 

r 0 r t b e e][ p e r 1. no 1 ni :0 r t bel d e a .) • n dot t b • • a n (n. ce •• a r y 

tor tb. producinl ot tbo •• id •••• ) Tbl. 1. a. tar a. 1 a. 

, v 11 1 1 nit 0 ail 0" t b. t 1 d • •• a r., t,a r Loc k e, d e pen d e ft ton • n , 

kind or •• ntal prinoipl •• lnd note tbat I~ b.r. only ad.it-

tina tbat tbe -ba v ln, or- id.a. i •• 0 d.p.nd.nt; but tbla •• ya 

notbinl ot th. id.aa th •••• l •••• The •• it ••••• to •• are 

1 
r 

obviou.ly dep.nd.nt on •• t.ri.l c.u •• l conditlon •• 

aD obj.ot l, it .x.rta c.rt.ln influ.nc •• on .'1 

Th.r. 1. / 

bOdy ~ , 
/ 

O'OD •• queDtl, .D id •• ot 1 .pp •• r. to .'1 .ind. Tb •• at.rlal 

oonditioD. Ar. p.r •• ount. Wbil. it ••••• equ.lly obvlou. 

tbat, v.r. tb.r. no p.r.on to b. con.ciou. ot tb. id •• ot l, 1 

oould not b ••• id to -bav.- It, DO po •• ibi11t, .xi.t. tor 

b.ylnl id ••• at .11 vltbout tb. bOd,. and it do •• Dot tol10. 

\ 
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frOm this that the idea of X doe. not exist.' None of the 

mat e ria Ion p ers 0 n a 1 ide n t i t Y go e s a 9 aJ. n s t t h i s 

interpretation. While the puzzle cases seem to argue for the 

fact that ideas could be transferred from one body to another 

(Le. one man's memories in another's body) aIl that is im-

pl ied is the abi l i ty to reca Il past exper iences. This does 

not presuppose that the ideas are 'carried' with the person, 

for sure ly Locke did not Mean that ideas in the memory 

literally exist there. Memories, for Locke, are new ideas in 

the sense that a memory-idea always carries the appended "this 

is not a new idea" with it, which the original did n~t. The 

puzzle cases do presuppose, on the other hand, that the person 

inhabiting the man received,his ideas in virtue of the man. 

While I may have the power to reconstruct my ideas (though not 

while 1 am disembodied), the man is necessary for the idea in 

the first place. If I have an idea of this page, it i8 

necessary that the mall. stand in some causal relation to this 

page, and any person inhabiting the man would have the same 

idea of this page were he to replace whatever person is 

contingently connected to it. If thi. is so, and aIl the 

puzzle cases presuppo.e that it i., then idea. (though not the 

"having' of them) ~s tied to the man and not the person. 

Pvrther, then, th~ exi.tence of idea. i. a fortiori not depen-

dent on the mind. 

Idea., then, it ..... by default alon., are dependent for 

th_ir exiatence on the _an. Can they be further identifi.d 

with the man, Le. are the y one of the group. of ·con.tantly 

fleeting Particle. of Matter· which fra. ti •• to ti.e are 
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united to "an organizld Body" whieh makes a man? The short 

----answer to this question 1"5 -- yeso The fuller answer will 
\ 
'-

take a bit longer. The model that 1 propose is a simple one: 

it goes under various names, but the most accurate l think is 

the picture-original theory. Nackie gives a succinct descrip--

tion of it in his Problems from Locke: 

What .1. f someone ever sinee birth .had a 
large box attached in front of his eyes, 
on the inside of which, for him to see, 
fairly fa1thful pictures of outs1de, 
surrounding things were somehow produced? 
Apart from the sheer cumbrousness of the 
apparatus, this person would be no worse 
'off than we are. Moving around, picking 
things up, conveying food to his mouth, 
and sa on he would surely take h1msel f to 
be visually directly aware of the very 
things he stepped on ând p1cked up. 
Uneonscious correct10ns would have grown ~ 

up for any systematic distortions 1n the 
pictures on the 1nside of his box. If~_ 
lived for, say, twenty years without 
touching the box, wi thout seeing himsel f 
in a mirror, 'and w1thout anyone elsels 
being so tactless as to comment on his 
non-standard appearance, it would 
presumably be a surprise to him if after 
aIl that t1me he learned that he had been 
visually so enclosed. But when he 
learned th1S, he (and the rest of us who 
would have known about the box aIl the 
time) would surely say that he was shut 
up in a private picture-gallery. But if 
he cou1d be 11ke th1s, and not know it, 
and practically speaking be no worse off 
than we are, if follows that we may be a 
bit like th1S aIl the time: we may be 
related to our retinal images in very 
much the same way that he would be 
re lated to the pictures on the 1nside of 
his box. 44 

With appropriate changes, thi. model is an accurate one for 

Locke. While the "private picture-gallery" i. relatively 

unproblematic, we seem ta ha~e .am. 4iffieul ty in imagining a 
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similar "box" for the'other senaes. This is the reaaon, 1 

think, for Locke's emphasia for the moat part on vision rather 

than the other sense modalities, and the motivation for occa-

sionally saylng that we do see our retinal images. A more 

consistent view would have been for him to say that Iole see 

images ln the brain, where images are construed plctorially as 

weIl auditorially, and so on. In the Examlnatlon, he seema 

intrlgued by thlS notion, and trom the tenor of hla 

queationing, 8eems lncllned to agree wlth lt: 

One who th~lnks ldeas are nothlng but 
perceptlons of the mlnd annexed to 
certain motlons of the body by the 101111 
of God, who hath ordered such perCe[tl0ns 
always to accompany such motlO!lS, though 
Iole know not how they arp produced; does 
i nef f e c t con cel v e l h t. 5 e l \1 e a 5 a r 
perceptlons to be only !J<lsslons of the 
ml n d , loi h e n pro ci u c c d l n l t, "" h t.' the r we 
will or no, by extern,.d obJects. Uut he 
[Malebranche] COnCl'lVeS them ta be a 
mixture ofactlon dnd ~dssl0n when the 
mind attends ta them, or revives them ln 
the memory. ~hether the soul has such a 
power as thlS, Iole shall perhdps have 
occaSlon to conslder nereaftec; ilnd thlS 
power our author does not deny, Since ln 
this very chapter he says, "when we 
concelve a square l.Jy pure understandlng, 
we can yet lmaglne lL; 1.C. l-'ercelve lt 
in oursel ves by traclng ar:i'"'1mage of lt on 
the braln." Iiere then he allows the soul 
power ta trace Images on the braln, and 
percelve them. ThiS, to me, 18 d matt.er 
of new perplexlt.y ln hlS hypothesu.; for 
if the soul be sa unlted lo the Lraln as 
to trace lmages on It, and percelve them, 
1 do not see how thls consist8 W1Lh what. 
he says a 11tt.le beiore ln the flrst 
chapter, V1Z. "that certalnly material 
thlngs cannat. be unlted t.o our souls 
after a manne! necessary t.o lta 
perce 1. Vl ng t.hem." 5 

Sere Lo~k~ ~~la~ns of the tact that Malebranche preaenta a 

plau.ible theory, but one wh~ch he cannot appeal to becau.e he 
\ 

• 
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ba. already blocked its adai •• ioni ba ha. done so by d.nyina 

that any sort of eaterial thina can be "united to our soula 

atter a .anner neces.ary to its perceiving." let Locke ob­

viously does not accept thi. princip le; he aays "this power 

(of'tracing i.ages on tbe brain] our author do.s not deny" a. 

it to sa, that Halebrancb. oos.s 0108e to, but falls sbort of, 

tb. truth. 

Locke sakea a .ore definite atate.ent in Book IV of the 

'a.ar, when he aays: "Diagrass dravn on Paper are Copie. of 

the Id,a. in tbe Hind, and not liable to tbe Unc.rtainty tbat 

Worda carry in their Sianiflcation."(IV.3.19) It oannot be 

obJeoted that Locke i8 here saking the point that a Platoni.t 

or a .athesatical realiat would .ake, 1.e. that dia,rae. ar. 

i_R'rr,et copies of id,al entitiea, because Locke-a phI10aoph, 

ot sath •• atics and geoeet!"; is aa radioally e.plricist aa 

And, w.re thia not ao, 

.t.ill we vould not be entitled to read °repreaentation- ror 

·copy·, ainee Locke contra.ta di.ara •• wlth vorda, and the 

obYioua baala for the di.tinction la natural versua 

conventional signification. Diag .. a.. are copi.. in the •• n •• 

tbat they rese.bl. (tbe isplication belng that there ia a 

p.rrect, one-t.o-one .applng) idea. in the .ind.- 1 If tbey .0 

r •••• bl., it aees. ~o .. rect to .ay that Ideas have the proper­

ti •• vbleb tb.)' ex •• plie" botb aecondar)' and pri.ary, tbat 

ia. tb.)' are colour.d, extended, solid, and .0 on. 

Tbia Y1ev is .econded by coe.ent. tbat Locke _akea on John 

Sarl.ant-s M,thod ~ ~ci.Qc, and Salid Pbilg_oRbr. Soe. or tbe 
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.aralnal co •• eata ha.e been publiabed" 8 , but ae.eral ",bicb 

ba.e not are revealing. Sargeant preaeata a paradis.atically 

'riatotelian position contra Lock., and Locke .ade coploua 

co.aenls on pasaages which h. felt elther aisrepre.ented hi. 

poailion or were false fro. his philosophical perspective. 

Sarleant throughout chaaploned tbe acbolastic -notion" over 

the Lockean "idea", but Locke points out that, on .anJ 

occa.iona, Sargeantia reduced to treating a notion exactly 

lU,. a Lockean idea. .hen Sargeant aake. the point that 

notions bear ao •• of the properties of the things which they 

are notiona of (on the Aristotelian aodel that the 8ind 1. 

qualltatively identieal ",ith ita obJect), Locke .akea thla 

co •• ent: -The ~ then of a stone ln our aind ia not harde 

but the Notlon of a stone in our alnd ia hard.- 49 Locke i a ao 

otten bltterly sarcaatic in hla private co •• ents. and the 

context of thia reply is ao clear, that one cannot help but 

conclude that ",hat he here saya about a notion of a atone 

applies to an ide. of a stone. And if an idea of a atone i. 

bard, then it aust a1so be coloured, figured, textured, and ao 

on. In .s.st.l..1J1 .f.ll.l~U. he .ake. co •• enta of a .i.l1ar 

nature: -So. yt by these 2 argu.ent. JS ha. proved Id ca. ta be 

lotions & why then aoe Auch quarrell about the na.e7-; -And 

aoe the good Author has at laat proved yt his lotiont are 

Likenesaea of thinga.- SO After having .ade thia identity 

atateaent bet",een "notion- and -idea-, Locke saya: -Senae ye 

aa.e with lotion ho", then doe. Motion & phantaa •• dlffer1- S1 

, , Conaidering ho", -phanta •• - is u.ed by Hobbea and other., Locke 

- \.. 
can only .ean here that an idea la an 1.a,. of a certaln klnd. 

108 

~----------------------------------------------------------------------------------._. 



i' 

Tbis is borne out a little later in tbe texte Wh. nS a r ,e a n t 

says "1 pass by the Oddnesa of the Position, that ~h-e u....&. 

v bic h i a a f,i c tu r e • s hou l d b e a Pic t ure sil il ~J...I. .su: 

rCRrllent il ..u:.l.!" , which reference is ta a fiotitioua idea, 

Locke re.ponds: "Hay not colours put together in figures of 

pl aster the painter aake a picture wch shall have noe 

reference to Any real thing1,,52 Here it seeas that Locke 115 

.aking a clear comparilSon of pictures and ideas; he does not 

object that his ideas are not pictures, and he gives an 

explanation of how a pioture oan reaain one without 

r.presenting anythlng. This seeas an obvioua atateaent or the 

picture-original theory of perception. The analogy betveen a 

sculpture or a picture which does not repreaent and an idea 

vbich doea not represent, ia a stron, one. The positive 

analogy ia that the representing thing ahares a context with, 

i.e. is a bearer of at least sOlle or the properties of, the 

thing of which it is a representation; and when it represents 

no exiatin, tbing, still it shares a context with a possible 

exiatent or previously-exi.tin, existent. 

1 have avoid.d until nov the debate over thinkin, 

.atter. 53 The reason l"ve done so, vhen it s.eas as if this 

debate ai,ht he supportive of ay position, is thi.: 1 argued 

earlier that there is a great difrerence betveen thinking 

(I.e. the ·having of" ideas and the ·povers l exercised on 

tb.a) and ideas. Thua, Locke". tendency to viev .ateriali.a 

in a positive li&bt 54 , by arguin, that it is possible that 

.atter could think, cannot support .y thesis. Hovever, 1 do 
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ha •• a fev coaaenta to aake. The the.i. of thinking a.tter 

doe. lend soae aneillary support to ay position since 1t shovs 

tbat Locke vas prepared to reduce his explanation to the 

aiaplest possible. He va. not coaa1tted A Driori to the 

exiatence of mind, so auch is clear; and the implication ia 

that, if he could have, he vould have vholeheartedly accepted 

tbe _aterialist thesis. His only reservation vas this theais 

vould Dot be able to explain hov it is that ve thlnk, and ao 

no gaina vere to be made by accepting it. God could weIl have 

-auper-added' thinking to matter (aa he super-added gravita-

tional attraction ta matter), says Locke, and sa the materia-

list thesl. could vell be true, but. ao far as the connec-

tions, the cohesion of parts and the "how· of tvo events (in 

tbis case, motion and thinking) are concerned, n~ theory can 

be adeQuate. Thus. for Locke, nothing central ta il..1.4 account 

banga on a proof of thinking aatter. let insofar as Locke vas 

villing to accept the posaibility of a slngle category of 

aubstance, so far vas he villing ta adait that ideas vere 

phyalcal entities. My approach here has been ta ahov that the 

only irreducible eleaent in Locke"s philosophy of ideas ia the 

thinking, the "ha.lng of- ideas, but this does not 1aply tbat 

idea. th ••• elve. are irreducibly aental. The evidence, it 

•• eas to ae, pointa in the other directIon. 
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Conclusion 

Tbe route to theae conclusions haa ad.ittedly been tortu-

roua, but not, 1 think, wlthout some benefits. The picture of 

Locke that amerges froll thia ia in aoae waya of a 1I0re 1I0dern 

figure than some other accounta, though they pretend other-

wiae, would have it. Ta see Locke as a direct realist. to 

portray ideas aB intentional entitiea (whose ~ ls their 

DerciD!), 15 not a view aupported by the text, thla has been a 

large part of .y argument; but neither is It fair to Locke. 

Locke·s scientific bent has been attested to so many ti.ea 

that 1 need only mention it here. The acientifie plausibility 

of an imagiatie theory of ideaa is borne out by the faet that 

the debate atill goea on today. and, strangely enough, 

probably has more adherents now than at any ti.e in hlstory.55 

Thus, it·a not unllkely that Locke too recognized ita 

plauaibilitl. 

Further.ore, when we conaider the point that, if Locke waa 

not a representationalist then it cannat be aaid that 8nyone 

was or ia, the ine.ntive ta so consider hi_ takea preeedence 

oyer lIuoh argu.entation ta the contrary. The paradia. oaae 

argu.ent .ust be allowed ta have ao.e weight. Looke, it ae •• a 

to .e, ia a paradig. caae of a repreaentationaliat; we Judge 

others with reference to hi., and ahould we find the 

traditiopal picture of Locke to be fala., the ter. • repreaen-

tationalis.- beco.ea al.oat vacuoua. Thia conclusion ought ta 

be avoided. 
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The traditional picture of LocKe'as a dualist vith 

.aterialist tendencies is here vindicated as vell. 1 have 

shovn to vhat extent LOCKe felt aaterialis. ansvered ~ 

questions (so far as ideas, but not so far as thinking it­
~ 

aelf.) and to vhat extent it cid Dot. In addition, .Y 

reconstruction of the text has the virtue of disa.biguating 

.uch of Locke·s talk ot idea •. If ve take "idea' in the sense 

l've argued for, all of the talk of ·operations·, ·capaci-

tiea·. and 'povera" of the aind can be seen to be ot a piece. 

The difficulties lie not so .uch vith ideas ~ ~ as vith 

vhat ia done vith the •• Turning ideas into concepts does 

nothing it seeas to ae to alleviate the real probleas that are 

inherent in LocKe"s theory ot aignification, his theory ot 

representation, and hi. general theory C?-t language. 1 think 

it far better to leave vell enough alone; and to adait that 

there are real proble.s vithout tortur1nl the text or bending 

it to a ta.k to vhich it ia not suited. 

The thesia preaented here is obvioualy not radical in the 

aen.e that it flie. in the face of aost of Lookean scholar-

ahip. let it is radical in the sen.e tbat 1t goe •• ucb fur-

ther than the traditional viev of Locke does. 

to do bere. vith soae sucees. 1 think. is to shov that the 

traditional viev doe. not go far enough. The traditional viev 

i. adaittedly veak in that it ad.its of too .any inoonaisten-

cie. in Locke"s account. 1 have tried to correct tbi. fault 

by puehinl the phyeically-real interaediate viev of idea. to -- it. 10lical conclusion. Tbis approacb live. a. con.i.tent an 
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.ocount of the text aa la ln .J Yle" poa.lble, 11yen Looke-. 

notcrioua vàluene.s on key lssues and ter.a. It ls not, 1 

ad.it, a theory ve ahould like to adyanoe aa entirely 

p laual b le fro. a .odern perspec t ive. But 1 r •• ain convinoed 

that it la what Locke was conoerned to arlue for. it ha. 

seyeral virtues to reco •• end it, and it bas no .ore fault. 1 

think than any other account. 

1 have not been able to cover all of tbe Iround tbat 1 

vould have liked to . HanJ of Locke-s acientifio and 

• etaphysical olai.s lend support to the viev that l·ye 

adyanced, and 1 vould have 11ke to bave been able to preaent 

As it Is. 1 can only hint at the •• 

for one,has not been adeQuately studied; to live a oonaiaten~ 

acaount or it neoessitates, in .y opinion, acceptinl .any of 

tbe oonoluslons that l·ve advanced. His debt to the the Greek 

ato.iats, hls aoceptanoe of so •• of the reaturea of the 

'riatotelian causal theory or perceptlon (the so-called 

Ariatotelian account, but aore accurately the Epicurean), 

point. unvaverinaly to .y tbeaia. 
"' 

yation ror hl. ato.ia., has also been largely ignored, and it 

too tends to support .y theai. (1 have hinted at hov it does 

in .eyeral plaoea in chapter Il). ,. these acoount. reoeive 

.ore attention, 1 a. opti.i.tio tbat the viev I-ve presented 

vill appear .ore and .ore the oorrect one. 1 expect the 

reader conyer.ant vith .odern aoholarabip vill perhaps re.aln 

a bit skeptieal, but 1 a. aure tbat tbe olose reader of tbe 

text .uat, in the end, .ide vith .e OD all ot tbe really 

1.portant pointa. 
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1 Por a li.t and a di.cu.sion ot tbe work. in Lock.-. 
library. ct. John Harrlson and Peter La.lett. l:Ju. Library J2.[ 
.i.AJUl Logk. 2 Dd ed i t 10n (Ox rord: At th. Clarendon Preas, 1971).' 

2 lone or this bespeaks Locke"s debt ta Hobbes. There are 
acycral, co.pelling reasons for Locke"s public repudlation or 
HObbea, not the least of which is a healthy regard ror tbc 
parlia.entary censure HObbes·s radicalia. brought hi.; but 
also the distaste with which "Hobbists" were rcgardcd 
•• neral1y. 

3 See Haurice Cranston, ~ BiolraDhy 2L ~ Lock. (London: 
Lang.ans, Green & Co, 1951), p.256, pp.269ff. 

Il cr. E. H. Curley, "Locke, Boyle, and the Distinction 
8etween Priaary and Secondary Qualities" fJLl.l b.!. 81, 4 38-6_, 
o 72; L. Laudan, "The Nature and Sources of Locke"s View on 
Hypotheses" J. li...1..A. Ideaa 28,67; 1. H. Lennon "Locke·s Ato.isa" 
rorthco.ing in.fJLLl. Res.arob ArcbiY'o: David Palaer, "Boylc·s 
Corpuscular Hypothesis and Locke"s Priœary-Secondary Quality 
Dl.tinction" f.JU.l. ~ 29, Hr 16: also Yolton, ~ Locke AJUl 
~ ~ ~ ldeaa, oD.cit •• 

5 cr. chapter 1 of Yolton·s J...QJl.A Loci' .I...IU1 u.. ~ 111 
Id.aa, i2...IU tlh. 

6 Every •• Jor co •• cntator acntions it, Le. Ryle, 
O·Connor, Arastrong, Jackson, etc •• 

7 Cf. Reginald Jackson, "Locke·. Ver.ion or the Doctrine 
o r R e pre a e n t a t ive P e r cep t ion" , i n Loc k e .&..Wl B. r k • .l.~ A 
.k..Q.l.l.ctiQU .sil. Critiç • .l Eoo.yo, eds., C. B. Hartin & D. H. 
Araatrong (Notre Daae: University of Notre Da.e Preas, 19(8): 

, J. L. Hackie, ~.l.~ ~ k2~ (Oxford: At the Clarendon 
v Preas, 1976): R. S. Woolhouse, LQckc':s f..b..J...lolSophy JÛ. Science 

.LQJl Kuowledce (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 197'). 

8 Stephen Nathanson, "Locke·s Theory of ldeas" Jl..Jlf. 11, Ja 
73. The list Just rollowing i. on pp.30-32. 

10 An interesting point is that Locke arguc. that such 
recreated ideas are -none or the. new one.-.(II.10.7). 

11 Cf. 11.19. Tbis aharply distlngui.hes Locke rroa the 
Cartea1ans. Descartes and Arnauld both construe ·idea· aa a 
aode or thinking ·substance·. 
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12 ct. 11.21. Co.parlns the operations of tbe .ind. to 
the povera ot bodiea leada to so •• interesting conclusions • 
• ot.bl" that the ettects of bodies upon on. another are a • 
• ,.terioualy connnected ta their ·powers· a. the .1nd" • 
• rreota OD 1ts own 1deas are to lta ·pow.ra~. 

13 Mathanson, ~~. p.31. 

,1_ Cf. Mar.laret ~ilson. "Superadded Propertiea: The Liaita 
ot Mechanisa in Locke" ~ 16, Ap 19. 

/ 
15 1 have not, it will be notieed, inquired into the 

nature of ·percept-. For the ti.e beins, think of it as a 
aental entity, vith the proviso that not until l.ter will 1 
develop Locke·s views on the mental. 

16 Mathanson, ~ ~, p.33. 

17 ilJJl •. 

18 It·s i.portant to keep in .ind throulh all thi. that 
Locke ia a no.inalist. 

19 Mathanaon, ~ ~, p.35. 

20 The skeptical problem with "sensitive knowledge n should 
be obvious. and Locke does not seea to have recognized it. At 
l , .2. 1 ~ , h e dis. i s ses the Car tes 1 and r e am h y pot h e s'i s a a 
.purious, and this more than anything else supports the clai. 
tbat Looke was not at all sensitive to some kinds of skeptical 
objections. 

21 Yolton, "Ideas and Knowledge", pp.162fr. 

22 John Locke, AD Ex.aination ~ ~ Malebranohe-, Opiniop 
~ Seeipi A~~ Tbinls in~, in ~ Worka ~ ~ Locke, 
vo1.1ii (Germany: Seientia Verlag Aalen, 1963 [reprint]). 
p.211. 

23 ~., p.215. 

2_ ~ .. p.217. 

25 ilJJl. , pp.211-18. 

26 ~., p.219. 

21 ilJJl· , p.228. 

28 ilJJl· , pp.232-33. 

29 ilJJl· , p.233. 

30 1 say the Cartesian distinotion becauae'Looke ia in 
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ao •• a.na. a dualiat aa ~.ll. 

31 Lock., Exa.inltioa, p. 2., • 

32 aJJl., p.221. 

3J Lock., Exa.inltion, p.239. 

3" l1lJJl. , p.250. 

35 aJJl. , pp. 253-5-. 

36 Jobn Lock., R ••• rk. ~ ~ ~ ~L& lorri.·, IOQk. 
wb.r.ia .b..I. aa •• rt. l.a. MIl.brancb,-, Qpi'niog R.L ~ S •• ipl .1.U. 
Ibin •• iJ:l~, in Loc k .- • .fJU,lolopbioJJ. WArk •• y 0 1.2 ... d •• U. 
A. St. John (London: G.org. B.ill , Sona, '~), P •• 'O. 

37 aJJl., p." 6 1. ''î.\, ~ 

39 ·~R~~~ being th. Sourc. tro. whence aIl Action 
proceeda, th. Substancea wberein the •• Power. ar., wh.n tb.y 
.x.rt thia Power into Act, are cIll.d kA~.a; and tb. 
Subatanc.s which th.reupon are produc.d, or th •• i.pl. Id •• , 
whicb are introduc.d into any aubj.ct by the exertin ot tbat 
pow.r. are call.d Effegt.. The o(figlcy wher.by the n.w 
Subatance or Id •• i. produced, ia cal1.d, in th. lubj.ot 
exerting th.t Power. Action; but in th. aubJect, wherein any 
.i.ple ~ la changed or produced, it ia call.d Pal.iop: 
Whicb erric.cy however yarioua, and the erfecta al.ost 
infin1te; yet we oan, 1 th1nk, co.ncè1ye 1t. in lnt.lleetu.l 
'a.nt., to be notRinl .1 •• but Modea of Tbinkiog Ind Willing; 
in corpor.al 'i"ntl, nothinl .la. but MOdification. or 
Motion.·(II.22.11). s •• 1110 ·or the Mod •• ot Tbinkins­
(11.19). 

.0 Look., R,.arkl, p.Jt71. 

At1 cr. Douglaa Od.gard, -Lock. and MiDd-Body Du.l i •• - lJl1l 
-5, 87-105, Ap 70. 

_2 What Lock. ha. to aa7 about th. pero.ptionl tb.t 
.ni.ala hav. 1. r.levlnt h.r •• Cf. alao Willon" op. oit., 
p.l.S, wber. ahe Irgue. agianat tb. ' •• aterial aoul on tb. 
bali. tbat ani.ala have perception •• nd thoulhta but not 
i •• ateriai soul,. 

- 3 Loc k • • a a r g u. , n t'a • gai n a t 1 n n a t • ide a ad. pen d t 0 a 
lar, •• xtent on th. vi.w tbat they are ua.le ••• Si.11arly, 
tb •• ind doe. not, a la D'lcart •• , n •• d to be alway. thinkin~ 
(or ·baYin,· id ,al) in ord.r to .xi.t;. otberw1ae, 1 e hav • 
id.a. but~a. not awar. of th •• , wbich Lock. oall. a v.ry 
uI.l •••• rt or cognition. But h. do •• not arlue th.t thi. 
A'QQQt be h. c •••• 
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" J. L. ".ck1., PrA'l ••• ~ LAAk •• p.'_. 

'5 Lock., Ix •• iA_tiol, pp.218-19. 

'6 cr. II.16; 11.17.9-11; 1'.7.15; IV.8.3.; 1'.12,1-3,115. 

'7 Tb. C.ot tbat tbl. 1. on. oC v.r, t.v plao •• vb.r. 
Lock •• ua •• tb. tera -copi •• - ouabt to at l.a.t ._k. u. atop 
and oon.id.r vh.t r •••• bl.nc. r.l.tion h. i. Coou.ina our 
.tt.ntlon on. 

_8 Jobn 101 toe, -Lock.-. Unpubll.h.d Maraln.l a.pll •• to 
Jobn S.ra.ant- • I!A Id ••• 12.528-559, 0 51. 

-9 Lock,-, Anlot_t.ioAa JUl S.r,.aAt -. '.'"A' ..t.Jl a.' •••• , 
tran.oript bJ Jan.t La.l.tt, Aucuat 1962. [1 va. 1 uok, .noulb 
to •• t a oOPJ oC thl, Cro. ProC. H.rrJ M. Bracken] Pac. 2. 
Para.6. Lin. 8. 

50 The tollovlna •• rain.l r.plie. ar. Cro. a alrorot11. 
cOPJ. vb1ch acaln 1 va. luckJ enouch ta obtaln Croa Proto 
aarr, M. Brack.n, oC Jobn Loqk.-, cOPJ oC John Sarsent-. Solisj 
Pbilo.gpby. 1 b ••• adopt.d tbe folloving conventlon ta reter 
to the.: the pa •• nu.ber reCer. ta tb. pale ln tbe orlaln.l 
volu •• , and tb. nuaber Colloved b, tb. , .isn indio.t., tbe 
poaltion oC the oo •• ent ln tb •• erl •• , •••• p.35, 17 .bould b, 
r.ad •• p.35 oC Sargent, tbe .eventb .arllnal r.pl,. pp.36-
7.19; pp.37-8,I10. 

51 .1ll.4., p.39, "1. 

53 A. this theal. v.a ver, n.ar ooapl.tlon, It va. brouabt 
to ., .ttention that Yolton had pub11.b'd a DIV book OD tbe 
.ubJlot,ot tbinkln, .atter. While 1 d1d not get the cbanoe to 
r.ad It, 1 r •• aln optl.1stlc that It viII not preaent .nJtblng 
oC .erioua da •• ge to tbe v lewa ad.anced bere. 

5- CC. IV.3.6 & 7. See also -Fir,t Letter to tbe Blabop 
ot Vorelater', PP.33-36. 

55 For so ••• ena. ot thi., a.e 1 •• "rl, .d., "Id Block 
(C •• brida" Ma ••• /London: The MIT pr.aa, 1981). 
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