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Abstract

/

The aim of this thesis is to determine what kind of thing a
Lockean °idea” is. The argument is divided into two main
sections. In the first, taking a cue from John W. Yolton's
influential paper "Ideas and Knowledge in the Seventeenth
Century®”, I survey what I take to be some of Locke"s main
influences., I argue that Yolton’s reconstruction, as
representative of a3 general tendency to repudiate the
traditional view of Locke’s position is not supported by a
study of the major figures in the history,of perceptual and
concept-acquisition theories. I also argue that the history
of such theories reveals at least two distinct approaches to
the problem of the awareness of things. In the second
section, I lay out my positive thesis, i.e. that ldeas for
Locke are physically=-real intermediates, which are both caused
by and are representative of external objectsa. 1 support this
thesis, first, by detailing the various uses to which Locke
put the term “idea’. Second, I examine Locke’s criticisms of
competing representationalist theories. Third, I examine
Locke’s materialist tendencies. Taken together, these
disparate aspects leave very little room for doubt. I accept
the fact that Locke is considered to be vague on key issues,
but argue throughout that the texts, taken as a whole, point
in only one direction.
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L°objectif de ce mémoire consiste a determiner ce qu’est une
idee selon Locke. L°argumentation se divise en deux parties
principales. En premier lieu, prenant comme point départ un
important article de John W. Yolton "Ideas and Knowledge in
the Seventeenth Century®, jJe parcours c¢e que je crois etre
quelques unes des influences principales de Locke. Je
soutiens que la reconstruction par Yolton, représentant une
tendance generals a repudier l%entendement traditionel de la
position de Locke, n'est pas supportée par une etude des
figures principales de 1°histoire des theories d acquisition
perceptuelle et conceptuelle. Je soutiens aussi que
l1”histoire de ces théories nous révele deux approches
distinctes par rapport a la question de la conscilience des
choses. En second lieu, j"avance une these positive, c ' est-a-
dire que les idées sont, pour Locke, des intermediares
physiques réels, representant et causés par les objets
exterieurs, Le support de cette theése se retrouve
premierement dans 1"6tude détaillée de 1°emploi varie, par
Locke, du terme “idea’. Deuxiement, j"examine les critiques
faites par Locke concernant les differentes theories de la
representationalisme. Et troisiement, j"explore les tendances
materialistes de notre auteur,’ Pris ensembles, ces trois

,aspects ne laisse plus de place au doute. J'accepte que Locke

soit consideré vague sur les questions clefs, mais je soutiens
toujours ques les textes, pris en entier, ne visent qu'en une
direction.
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(ﬁ fﬁia ghesis'will be .concerned ufth an allegedly
intra;tabl; issue in Lotke scholarship: Hh;t ?ind o( thinga
ar; ideas? ‘If we considér Locke a representationalist, and I
, will ébgde later that in spite of much argumqntatioh to the
contrarg_we must, theﬁ it seems’osv}oua that ideas are things
of one sort or another. But for a long time this issue'was

/
considered unimportant, since I can .find very little mention

~

of it in the literature, and recently it has been cbnaidered
;o .undecidable.! "I take issue with both points. Fi?st, it is
important to decide what kind ofkthings ideas are in order to
decide what Locke had in mind in the notion of "human under-
standihg' (of courﬁé, one could decide this independently of a
discussifg,of ideas, but given Locke’s emphasis on the term
‘x' » ) this seems to me a difficult and roundabout means when another
avenue is open.) Second, the question is, as I will argue,
decidable, perhaps not within the compass of the Essay alone,
yet at least within the corpus of Locke’s philosophical works.
I begin, then, with the assumptionq thatnlhe ontological

— 3
) status of 1ideas is important for understanding Locke

Fi

- generally, aﬁd that the issue can be decided, within an allow-
able degree of accuracy, by appeal £3”;Mvariety of texts in
which it comes up.2 One thing to be emphasized at the outset
i$ this: that an appreciation of the term ‘idea’ necessitates
a fair bit of backtracking, of tracing the history of the
term. Locke, like any philosopher, is heir to a large number

(X," of philosophical problems and solutions to those problems,

™
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and, while he may be in the minority in not acknowledging his
heritage, the debt he owes ”hi- predecessors is readily
apparent to anyone who will take the time to lcocok for i.t. M
such, any exegesis involves unpacking Locke's presumptions
(presumptions precisely because they would have been obvious,
or nearly so, to his contolpoz-ar.ioo.) inta an explicit form.
For this reason, my plan of attack is to build up to Locke's
theory of ideas in the mahner in which he would have done so
himself, by a survey of the uses to which 'ideas’ (and related
terms like phaniau) were put by his philosophical creditors.
While this methodology entails exegetical problems in its own
right, it is a neées:ary evil.

'With this material in hand, it will be far easier to
decide what Loc)ge meant to refer to by the term ‘idea’; what
he meant in spite of the fact that it seems he meant -Qny
things. Delineating Locke's ontology generally will make it
possible to narrow down the field to a very few possibilities,
an;l. given the context described above, it will be possible to
settle on a single alternative. My next move, then, is to lay
out those genéral principles which govern the ontology of
ideas. Throughout, I will be concerned with the gquestion:
What is a thing? This question has different answers for the
Aristotelians, the Cartesians, and for Locke. The problem

that I will be wrestling with is this: if we include in

‘thing’ all the things we can speak of, that is everything

from my copy of Homer's Illiad to the number 1, then ideas
will be things but in a very trivial sense; if we restrict the

application of ‘thing' to what we might be tempted to call
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‘common-sense objects’, then we are forced, in many cases, to

talk either about ‘higher-order objects’ o;:' different levels

-
)

of 'being’. ; In this case, ideas may not turn out to be
‘things’, but th‘ou neither will many others. We will be
concerned with what exists, but it seems that apart fro;
fictions (e.g. unicorns) everything we speak of cxi-t‘o. in
some sense or octher. I don't pretend to answer this puzzle,
in fact, I take it for granted throughout that a ‘thing' is”a
common-sense object, for instance a table or a chair. .uy
approach here will be to delineate, for Locke, those features
of a 'thiug” which make it so, with the aim of duonstratihng
that ideas share essential features with things like tables

and chairs. Rather than answering the question -- What is a

thing? -- I will be attempting to show that an ‘idea’ is a

‘thing' in exactly the same way that a table or a chai‘r is a
‘thing’. This is to say, in short,  that how it is that any
given object is a thing is so problematic that our time will

be better served here if we assume that tables and chairs are

paradigmatic ‘things' and decide whether ideas are like these,

paradigms in enough respects to consider them so also.
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A short history of perceptual andconcept-acquisition theories

[

, ¢ . .

My il‘lt.tﬁlt in this topic was stimulated Sy a paper by
John W. Yolton, \entitleq‘ "Ideas and Knowl edge ?'.n the. Seven-
teenth Century"3, which seems to me to be both interesting and
‘vr‘ong. Yolton had argued, by setting out several distinct
thdori;l of ié;ation form Aristotle to Arnauld, that Loc)se
‘should not be seen as a-mpresent;tionalist.l This thesis
seemed to me patently false, but I had very little evidence
then witﬁ which to refute it. It has been the search for such
evidence that has led me to this thesis. Throughout this
search, I discovered that in order to do fustice to Yol‘ton's
f‘argunents I would have to retrace his footsteps, 80 to speak,
and lay out exactly where and in what way Yolton went wronge.
And this séemed to me necessary also because t:.he ontological
statu:us of ideas is directly connected to the question of

:

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

whether they are things or not. My claim is that if Locke is

a representationalist, then ideas are tertia quid (which is

not yet to say whether they are material or immaterial

- 4
things); if he is not, then ideas may be mental dispositions,

4

or linguistic entities, or heuristic entities introduced for
pragmatic reasons,? in any case, they will not be things. I
believe that this representationalism question must be

clarified at the outset. I do that by retracing the history
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that Yolton offers, filling in what I take to be major gaps in
his story, correcting what I take to be his misunderstandings;
and, with this amended picture, thus showing Locke to be the
indirect realist, the representative realist, that Thomas

Reid> took him to be the paradigm case of.

1.Plato: Yolton begins his history of ‘idea' with an account
of Aristotle's views. There are certain good reasons for
starting here, not the least of which is the fact that the
scholastic account, _and thus the account most likely to have
been the target of “17"-h century versions, depends heavily on
Aristotle’s. Admittedly, Plato does nét figure prominently in
the scholastic debates, but Leibniz for one thought the diffe-
rence between his position and Locke's could be characterized
as that dividing Aristotle and Plato.® I don't think one
should take Leibnig's characterization lightly. The so-called

rationalists share many features with the .account of ideation
~o

and percéption given in the Meno and the Theaetetus, and

—

thinkers of the time were not unfamiliar with the general form
of the Platonic program (witness the strength and popularity
of the Cambridge Platonists.)’ In particular, I will argue
later that two other figures of importance here -- Descartes
and Malebranche /- are substantially Platonistic¢ in addition
to being influencd4d by the Aristotelian/néhola:tic account.
Furthermore, this will tend to undermine Yolton's account even
;nore. But I get ahead of myqelf.

In the Theaestetus, Plato has Socrates outline the follo-
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wing theory of perception (attributed by him to Protagoras but
by all appearances accepted by Plato as well): -

The point is that all these things are,
as we were saying, in motion, but there
is a quickness or slowness in their
motion. The slow sort has its motion .
without change of place and with respect
to what comes within range of it, and
that is how it generates offspring, but
the offspring generated are quicker,
inasmuch as they move from place to place
and their motion consists in change of
place.(the preceding seems to be Plato's
crude mechanics of perception) As soon,
then, as an eye and something else vhose
structure is adjusted to the eyecomes
within range and give birth to the
whiteness together with its cognate
perception -- things that would never
have come into existence if either of the
two had approached anything else —--"then
it is that, as the vision from the ¥yes
and the whiteness from the thing that
joins in giving birth to the color pass
in the space between, the eye becomes
filled with vision and now sees, and
becomes, not vision, but a seeing eye,
while the other parent of the color is
saturated with whiteness and becomes, on
its side, not whiteness, but a white
thing, be it stick or stone or whatever
else may chance to be so colored.

Plato here gives an account of perception in causal terms

which involve- four explanatory entities: two parontl' and
two offspring « In more modern terms, the parents are 1l)a
perceiving subject and 2)a thing porceiveci: the offspring of
their union are 3)an act of perception (i.e. a 'seeing’ in the
above example) and 4)a percept (which here appears to‘{bc some
one determinate property e.g. whiteness). The account given
seems rather straightforward: a subject suitably disposed

(i.e. 1)) encounters a suitably structured object (i.e. 2)),

which meeting gives rise to an act of perception (i.e. 3)) and

6
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““a percept (i.e. 4)) such that the subject perceives some

object O with some determinate property P, say the colour
white. The caveat, that these things (i.e. the offspring)
"would never have come into existence if either of the two
[parents] had approached anything else”, implies th:t 3) and
4) are private objects i.e. they are unique to a given
perceiver. What is left open here, and which is not answered
at least not in this text and not unambiguously anywhere else,
is whether 3) and 4) are the same objects whenever the saio 1)

and 2) encounter each other. This question need not bother us

for the time being, but I will returm to it later. All we.

really need to know i'- wvhat status 4) has. From the above, we

know that 1) and 2) are public objects, say Socrates and a

[NERa-

]

white stick for-example, that 3) is an act, a power of 1), but '

4) does n;:t fit into any conveniernt category. It is not an
object; since it cannot be assigned a place; it is not a
propc}ty of the thing pcrceivcd since the t'hling does not take
on the property, rather it iolwhat. iq virtue of which, a
thing is said to‘have a property but is not that property
i>t.:elf.‘ Socrates says, a little further on, that, with res-
pect to 3) and 4), the "conclusion from all tl;is is...that

nothing is one thing just by itself, but is always in the

process of becoming for someone, and being is to be ruled' out

altogcthcr."9 Plato clearly does not want to admit that 4) is
in any sense, only that it ‘comes about' or 'becomes’ as a
result of an interaction between existing things; that “what

you call white color has no being as a distinct.-thing outside

T Ir—
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your eyes nor yet inside then, nor must you assign it any
( fixed place.'lo Readers familiar with Plato's theory of
knowledge will not be surprised by this, since knowledge as

‘ Plato describes it is only of what is, and what is never

suffers ;:hange.ll In the Theaetetus his argument is that,_
since perceptual features are not, they cannot constitute
- knowledge:; for my purposes it is enough to point o;at simply
that they are not. Thus, there are for Plato two distinct
areas of human cognition, one in which we perceive things as
boiné such and such but they are not in fact, and another in )
vhif:h things are such and such but these features (i.e. forms)
are not perceived, they are intuited or remembered.l2 For the
time being, I will not deal with Plato’'s ‘reminiscence’
thcory.’othcr than to point out that there is some debate as
to how to interpret it and that there is at least one reading

of the theory as a dispositional theory of the mina.}3

2.A:riltot‘lo: I find it strange that Yolton ignored Plato when

e L g

' thcr.. are obvious parallels with theories propounded in the
17th é.ntury (particularly those involving innate ideas). On
the other hand, Aristotle's influence is wel l-documented and,
if he is not uniquely the major influence or target of the

17"’1‘ century, he is at least one of very few. We find, in the

De Anima, Aristotle using a metaphor that Plato used in the

st o Y e AP b
“

Theaetetus, namely that of the wax receiving an impression
from a signet ring. Plato had used it to illustrate how

. C) knowledge could be clearer in some cases than in others (the
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impriession _is sharp or blurry'aa the wax is either hard or
soft) and not as analogy of sense-perception. Aristotle does

use it as a model of sense-perception, and I think it is

= -

Mseful to consider why. Of sensation in general, he says:
i AN

By a ‘sense’ is meant what has the power

of receiving into itself the sensible -
foras of things without the matter. This
must be conceived of as taking place in
the way in which a piece of wax takes on
the impress of a signet-ring without the
iron or gold; we say that what produces
the impression is a signet of bronze or
gold, but its particular metallic

constitution makes no difference: in a,
similar way the sense is affected by what
is coloured or flavoured or sounding, but
it is indifferent what in each case the
substance is; what alone matters is what

quality it has, i.e. in What ratio its
constituents are combined. ;

H

Form, as Aristotle construes it both here and elsewhere, is
matter-independent; it exists, unlike what we would call pro-
perties or attributes, independently of the matter in which it
exiatsf It also exists in different ways, 1.e. both in an
object and in a ‘soul”, and these two ways of existing can be
simultaneous. "We are in the habit," says Aristotle, "of
recognizing, as one determinate kind of what is, substance,
and that*iu‘several senses, a) in the sense of matter or that
which in igaelr is not ‘a this®, and b) in the sense of fora
or essence, which ig that precisely in virtue of which a thing
is called ‘a this®, and thirdly c) in the sense of that which
is compounded of both a) and b). Now matter is potentiality,
fork actuality."'5 Since, by the above definitions, a particu-
lar is of a determinate kind in virtue of its form, it makes

no sense to demand, at least not for Aristotle, that numeriec
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identity, 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

idehtity. 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 form. Since the soul has the same form as
the object 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. To put this simply, I think it correct to say, with
Yolton, that "it is the form of the object, not the object,

which is in the soul."1©

The immediately noticeable difference here from Plato's
model of sense perception is that what is sensed (I mean the
form since the individual, the matter, i; not sensed) is not
unique to the perceiver. And this accounts to some extent for
the reluctance to use the wax-impression model for sense-
perception -- Plato's ‘cognate perception’ is not ‘'in the

mind', but where it is, on the other hand, cannot be disco-

vered from what Plato tells us in the Theaetetus. Whereas

Plato's model undermines any empirical basis for knowledge,
Aristotle's is meant to do just the opposite. The relevant
similarities are that both Plato and Aristotle take knowledge
to be of universals and not particulars. But all similarities

pretty well end here. While Plato allows that knowledge of

10
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forms is independent of sense, Ariatople explicitly denies
this -- "no one can learn or understand anything in the
absence of sense"”.'T And this perhaps not for the reasog that
sense is the gg¢casion for understanding, but that sense 18 the
source of intelligible tpﬁngs; this distinguishes sharply the
Platonic and the Aristotelian notions of concept acquisition.
Also, for Aristotle, %"when the mind is actively aware of
anything it 1s necessarily avare of it along with an image",
where image is construed "as like sensuous contents except
that they contain no matter“.18 ’

Given that this definition seems to correspond gxactly to
that given of form, it seems an obvious move to identify these
images with the form of an object as it exists in a soul. VWe
should say then that we are aware of an image of an object
rather than the object itself. But what of the phrase "along
with®; is Aristotle saying we are directly aware both of an
image and an object (this seems unlikely; the redundancy has
no justification) or is he saying that we are directly ;ware
of an image and indirectly aware of an object? I do not
answer this question since it involves more textual searching
that I can afford at the present time; it is ;nough to point
out that one could read it eithér way, li.e. one oéuld read
Aristotle either as a direct realist or as an 1indirect
realist.

What ontological place do we assign to Aristotle’s forms
in the sensitive soul and to the images present in intellec-

tion (since they are both forms, they ahould have the same

*

’

1




ontological status fegardless of whether they are identical or
not)? First, Aristotle construes matter, as was noted above,
as potentiality and form as actuality, where matter is
potentially a this (always, however, a 'what') and form is
actually a ‘'this'. In respect of being, however, they are
equivalent. Since both the forms appprehended in sense and
the images present in intel lection 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.

v I 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 above’

analysis, we are not aware of particulars but only of univer-
sals (which seems to contradict our experience), but more on
this later. Yolton does mention in a footnotel? that this is
relevant to the debate between Arnauld and Malebranche but
does not develop it, to the detriment of his acc?unt. What I
find unusual also is that he does not deal with Ockham's

treatment of this, and related problems, especially since the

disagreement between Locke and the Cartesians is a version of

the realism/nominalism debate. For the 17th century, it is

12
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not just Aquinas’s reconstruction of Aristotle that is impor-
tant, but also Ockham’s fjicta and Suarez’s gbjective reality.
Both of these notions, 80 important when we turn to Descartes
and Locke, are hardly mentioned by Yolton. We will see that
it %s in the context of a scholastic debate, using scholastic.
notions (not simply thomistic ones) that the Cartesian program

gets off the ground.

3.0¢ckham: Ockham is remembered ohilefly for his razor and the
realism/nominalism debate ovor'universals, but .he is a water-
shed figure in another area as well: he seems to be one of the
first tolist systematically the various merits of two
competing theories of cognition -- the objective-existence
theory and the mental act theory. The first of these is more
popularly known as Ockham”s ficta theory, and for a long time
this was considered the one which he eapou;ed; but Boehner
has shown that Ockham changed his mind in favour of the mental
act theory, and this for the reason of ontological
pars{pony.zo He considered both of these in response to a
question which we will see arising in other contexts: What is
it that I am aua}e of when either 1 am thinking of or I anm
ﬁerceiving something which does not exist? M.M. Adansz1 and
Stephen Read®2 have both dealt with this issue in Ockhanm and
the following borrows a lot from their reconsatruotions. From
the little that I have said about Aristotle, it can be seen
€bnt there is a problea for him with non-veridicil perception

and conception. Since whenever 1 conceive, my mind tukcowoﬁ

13
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the form of ah object without its matter, what is happening

when there is no such object? Adams points out at:
~ // /b'l
Ockham assumes that whatever is thought
of must have some sort of ontological
status. When we think of something that
really exists, its ontological status is -
straightforward. What &about when we
think of things that do not and/or cannot
really exist? Ockham insists that even
these must be something that is not
nothing. Otherwise, we would be thinking
of nothing. He says that such unreal
objects 'of thought have "objective",
"intensional", or "cognised" existence as
opposed tp "subjective"™ or real
existence.23 ,

.

Notie;’how similar this 'intensional existence’ is to

Aristotle’s substantial form (not surprising since Ockham ac-

ycepts the Aristotelian account of substance.) But since

. Ockham takes very much to heart the principle that everything

which exists 1s a particular, or is singular, he finds it
difficult to admit, with Aristotle, that the thing having
“intensional existence’ is identical with some external object
(i.e. in respect of form.) Since, for Ockham, "no universal

is a substance that is single and numerically one”2u, then "no

'singular substance [i.e. no object in the world] is a

\iniversal".25 Further, universals as objects of knowledge,
e-xist only in themind. The "universal is a mental content of

such a nature as to be predicated of many things."26 To sum °

up: ,

a proposition is either in the mind or
in spoken or written words,
Consequently, its parts are either in the
mind or in speech or in writing. Such
things, however, are not particular
substances. Therefore, it is established
that no proposition can be composed of

18
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/ substances; but a proposition is composed
of universals; hence universals are in no
way substances.2’
So, in what way do such 'ideas' exist? Ockham coqoidgrl
two alternatives: 1) a universal is a thought-object:; 2) a
universal is an act of the intellect. His account of 1) is as*_

follows:

The intellect, seeing a thing outside
the mind, forms in the mind a picture
resembling it, in such a way that if the
mind had the power to produce as it has
the power to picture, it would produce by

* this act a real outside thing which would
be only numericaﬁéy distinct from the
former real thing.

kY
This 'thought-object' seems quite a bit like Aristotle's image

and Locke's ‘idea, especially given the notion of resemblance
({here construed as specific 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 isonly the role as universal that is being considered.

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

intellectus], and not insofar as they are perceived [esse est

percipil, so that some 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 not
the same function as Aristotle's form in the sensitive soul
(vhich seems to fulfill both cognitive and perceptual roles.)
This will turn out to be important by Descartes's time, when
the pr:ponderance 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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implies a plethora of ‘things’' (e.g. chimeras, unicorns, round
squares, etc.) which stand (as is inpiied in the notion of
immediate cognition) in the relation of effect to cause to the
things known, but which are numerically distinct both from the

mind and the external object.30 This, as was pointed out

4

above, is deemed necessary in order to avoid a problem of the
A

cognition of non-existent things.3! problems associated with

this view seem to be: a worlgl of mental entities, two 'levels'’

of existence, reail and mental, as well as the fact that the

Aristotelian problem ;af the cognition of singulars is n‘ot
circumvented -- the individuals which cause these pictures ar;
not themselves known.

Oc!tham seems to have been aware of the difficulties just-
intimated and offered an alternative: f:.he mental act theory.

Boehner has provided both textual and extra-textual evidence

to support the claim that Ockham did in fact reject 1) at a

a

later date in favour of 2). Given Ockham's concerns,
simplicity of explanation as well as an eye more for cognitive

than for perceptive functions of the mind, this is not surpri-

sing. He gives a brief declaration of the theofy as follows:

The mind's own intel lectual acts are
called states of mind. By their nature
they stand for the actual things outside
the mind or for other things in the mind,
just as the spoken words stand for them
by convention...32 (emphasis added)

Ockham again construes the applicability of a universal as a

function of its nature, of a greater or lesser degree of
resembl ance to its object (i.e. "this is so because of some

specific likeness between these individuals that does not

16
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exist between others.”)33 while this relation is no clearer
here than in 1), Ockham gains at least two advantages over 1):
his ontology includes only minds and common-sense objects,
namely tables, chairs, etc., and doesn't involve ‘non-existent
(and especially not logically impossible) objects; there is
only one kind of existence, namely“the ‘real’ ki;ud. Mental
acts are also mental states which, in virtue of an undefined
but incontestable nature, represent or make known to the
intellect those things external to it, as well as those things
proper to it, i.e. its own operations. Here we have a
complete parity between world-order and mind-order, i.e.

L]
things in the world are bearers of properties (accidents),

! minds are bearers of some other (related and resembl ing)

propor‘tics. And Ockham has provided what will become the
standard formulation of the act/object distinction, as well as

the fundamental virtues and vices of 'placing the 'idea’ in

.either of these two places.

-

From the above, it nigi:t. seem that Ockham is not concerned

with problems of perception, but this is not the case. He is

not concerned with the problems that we might be tempted to

‘deal with. But one questibn he does raise and éoes\give an

interesting answer to. To the question -- What is it that I
am perceiving when what I perceive does not exist? - ockham
brings a notion of ‘intuitive cognition'. Abstractive cogni-
tion is an act of the mind which apprehends the universals
considered above; it concerns things but without consideration“
as to their existence or non-existence, i.e. is purely concep-

tual.3% 1Intuitive cognition, on the other hand, is what
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allows us to say whether something exists or not; its function
is similar to the modern 'sénse-data' of sense-~data or
phé?omenaliqs»theor%?a in its incorrigibility. He puts it
this way: ‘ )

J Intuitive cognition of a- thing’ is
cognition that enables us to know whether .
the thing exists or does not exist, in
such a way that, if the thing exists,
then the intellect immediately judges
that it exists and evidently knows that.
it exists, unless the judgement happens
to be impeded through the imperfection of
this cognit}on.35

Further on he says: .

’

.esintuitive cognition is such that when .
one thing known by means of it 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: things
gives us an immediate knowledge whether a
certain thing inheres or does not inhere

in another, or whether it is distant from

it or not, and so on for other contingent
‘truths...s

Ll

How does this answer the 3bove question about non~veridical
perception? Quite éimply, by appeal to definition: "It is a
contradiption that an act of seeing should exist while that
which is seen neither exists nor can exist in’real;tyf37 But
Ockham is not insensitive to the issue here, i.e. that there

are ‘such 'seeings'. His resolution is two-fold: first, he

argues that God can cause me to have a perception witﬁaut a

secondary capse;38 yet, he argues, this is an extraordinary

case, and for the most part:

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

v

18




be caused, or brought from nothing into
being, by that which is nothing. Hence,
if we are speaking of the natural mode of
causation, it requires for its existence
both 3 productive and a -preservative
cause.>?

While this does not seems to really resolve the issue, inas-

much as it still leaves us in the dark as to how to distin-

guish the two cases, Ockham points out th? error is a func-
tion of judgement, not of perception, and ’"gives the following

argument: .
You may object: 'If someone sees the sun
and then enters a dark room, it appears
to him that he sees the sun in the same
place and of the same size. Hence a
sight of the sun remains, when the sun is
absent; and for the same reason would
remain, even if it did not exist.' To
this I answer: 'No sight of the sun does
remain; but there does remain a quality,
viz. the light-impression in the eye, and
it is this quality that is seen. And if
the intellect formulates such a
proposition as "Light is seen at the same
place, etc." and gives its assent to it,
it is deceived by thi: quality or
impresgsion which it sees. 0 .
»
To sum up, then. We have discovered the following about

Ockham’'s cognitive theory:

1) a thought-object theory of cognition

2) a mental act theory of cognition

3) two kinds of cognition: a) abstractive (conceptual) whose
‘object' is a universal; i

b) intuitive, whose ' 'object' is a

sense-datum (I leave it open
what this sense-datum is, but
from the above a likely
candidate, at least for.vis-
sion, 1is the image on the re-
tina.)

We've found that, for Ockham, 1) implies the existence of
mental entities, objects which have ‘borrowed' existence, that

2) involves an undefined relation between a given mental state

19
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and some object, such that the mental state is said to be 'of'

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

notion of resemblance;4l that while 1) is ontologically more

complex than 2), an accou'nt of‘ the 'idea‘'s’' relation to its
Object can be given in relativeiy simple terms, i.e. on a
picture model; and that 2) while ontologically simpler, has
less explanatory power, i.e. it solves the given problems more
by fiat than anything elsé. Note also that 3) is compatible
with either 1) or 2), but that 3)a) seems intuitively to have
a better fit with 1) than with 2) since there is some entity

of which one could say that it either *does or does not exist.

4.Sua;'cz: Two notions that Suarez contriputes to this history
of the theory of ideas are a formulation of ;:he notion of
“"objective existence” that we met above in Ockham, and three
important kinds. of \distinction: modal, rca:l. and mental. Both
of these features are borrowed wholesale by Descartes and they
are central tco'his theory. How different Descartes’'s theory
ig, and how differently he uses certain key terms, is only
brought out in contrast with the use of the same tefms by

¥
Suareg.

The term objective existence (or reality) is for Suarez
not a term denoting the ontological status of ideas, concepts,

or universals in the mind, as it seems to be for Ockham, but

is a denomination of the thing “known or perceived by their

means.4Z ywhile Suarez was sympathetic to the claims of the

R

nominalists, and ceded to them to some extent by advocating
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the mental act theory of cognition, his advocacy was more for
Thomistic-Aristotelianism than it was for ontological
parsimony. This is apparent in his distinction of formal and
objective concept, which throws a considerable light on his
cognitive theory. The distinction is made out as follows:

The formal concept is said to be the very

act, or what is the same, the word by

which the intellect conceives a common

meaning (ratio)...The objective concept

is said to be that thing or meaning

(ratio), which is properly and

immedIately known or re%resented through

the formal concept.4
The formal concept here plays the role of Ockham's mental act,
but the objective concept (having objective existence) is the
object itself (Ockham's singular). The reason for Suarez's
designating the object understood via the formal concept an

h /.;'

objective concept (it does seem, on the face of it, a useless
designation since Suarez himself points out that it adds no-
thing to the object) seems to be that he is focusing attention
here on what is understood, not the object in its entirety

(never its unique singularity), but some aspect of it. So,

when we speak or think of ‘some object, says Suarez, the formal

-
~

concept (i.e. the mind acting in such and such a manner) picks
out some object, and that object only insofar as it comes
under the scope of that particular formal concept.44 It might
be useful to think of this as analogous to Davidson's “"object
under a description”".45 Why this should be important for
Suarez will pbecome clearer through an .examination of the three

<

kinds of distinctions.
In. the Disputatione Metam.icao‘m Suarez argues for the

21

.
aa T T R ST W R —————



B e T I N e e 4 mer ws Coge - . D Ll E e e R A S IR T

' \

»

] gdmiuibility of a third kind of distinct‘i‘.on than the ones
Q\r\ ) that had been generally recognized (i.e. real and mental),.
namely a modal distinction. A real distinction is t';mt
*between thing and thing";47 a mental distinction '(-Qmetimel‘
called a distinction of reason) “does not formally and -~
actually L@atergene between the things designated as d‘{lstinct.
as they ax;.\‘gt in.the;mselves, but only as they exist in our
ideas, from.which they receive some d:nomination.“43 The
first of these is relatively ltraightfbrward, we can construe
it as that distinct\.ion/ thiéh allows for numerical
distinctness, the second r{equire. some explication. One can .
have a mental distinction only between two aspects of a given
thing which do not, and cannot, really be distinct in nature.
Thus, there is a real distinction between this page and the

.last one, but only a distinction of reason between the

mental distinctions, seemed enough for some to seperate real
[

2

;

?

‘ ' existence of this page and its duration. These two, real and
{ from chimerical existences and real from chimerical properties
;

of existents. But Suarex points out that there is some

? ‘ Intuitive basis for the opinion that attributes or acci:dents
;a of things are distinct in some sense both from the each other
(distinct in a stronger sense than existence is from duration)
and from the things of which they are attributes. It is this
‘ki,nd of distinction that Suarez means to capture in his ‘modal
distinction'. A mode "considered precisely in itself, is not
properly a thing or entity",4? nevertheless "“there

O are..certain real modes that are something positive and of

¢

+ {
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ltho-selves modify the very entities by conferring on theam

sopething that 1s over and above the complete easence as
individual and as existing in nature."30 Modes, as here
conntruid, are qualifications of soms general property such
that the individual is said to be in some determinate atate.

Suareg gives the following example:
.s.in quantity, for example, Hhicbu
inheres in a substance, two aspects may
be considered: one is the entity of
quantity itself, the other is the union
" opr actual inherence of this quantity in
the substance./ The first we call simply
the thing or being of quantity...The
second aspect, inherence, we call a sode

“ of quantity...
By this means, Suarez ihtrodpcea a category between real and
fictional; tables, say, exist in nature and are to be denomi-
nated real; duration, say, distinct from an enduring thing,
does not exist in nature and is a fictional entity (or no
entity at all). But determinate properties, say being a cubic
metre in volume, can be construed as something positive and
5
real; not existing on their own but not identical with exis-
ting things either (since there is no necessity that they
should have one volume rather than some other.)
Opjective existence, as was pointed out, refers to sone
aspect of a fognized object (further, some aspect which stands
in a reae-bgance relation to another aspect of some other
object,) and this existence seems to correspond rather nicely
to Suarez’s mode, i.e. objective existence refers to some mode
of an object that is under consideration by the intellect,
4

When that mode i3 being considered by the intellect, i# is

said to have objective existence. In this sense, okJective

23
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existence adds nothing to the ‘reality' of the thing known.
The formal concept has a modal interpretation as well: it is a
mode of the soul, i.e. a modification of the mind's existing
power to act such that the mind represents to itself some

thing .

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

easy to reconstruct given the above clues. The following
picture emerges: all things which exist, exist either as mat-
ter, form, or a combination of both (this Suarez shares with
all the Aristotelians); in addition to these, there are some
gquasi-existents (it might be better to_5;11 them, paraphrasing
Suarez, realizérs,) namely modes, which determine the exact
nature of a particular thing, as well as real relations exis-
ting between things (e.g. knowing.) If my characterization of
the formal concept is correct, it fits into the modal
category. If it is correct to call it an idea, and éhere
seems to be no reason not to, then it is clear that, for
Suarez, ideas are not things, they are modifications of things
(granted, such modifications have a status between real and
fictional, but in the case of ideas such queerness is
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 perceiveﬁ
the object. It is 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

24
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is picked out is a mode of the thing known, and that via a
mode of the intellect (the formal concept.) 1In 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 éxiatence since it is a determinate property of an
existing thing ~~ the mind. But th%s is not a line developed
by Suarez; rather, it is a cons\equ’ence that is picked l;‘lp, 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 Agquinas
and Suarez) influences, as well 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 matters already taken for éranted or
considered beyond reproach. The Refor@ation Plays no smal}
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;32 and everyone from Gassendi and
Hobbes to Pere Mersenne was infected with it: It*s not

inappropriate to say that Descartes's forced the discourse on

cognition to be approached in a different manner, such that

25
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the scholastic solutions (including the ones considered here)
seemed inadequate and new guestions 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-~

nem). It's through this term that Descartes most influenced
not only Locke but all of his contemporaries. It is a Hercu-
lean task to trace the use of mentalistic terms that culmi-

nated in Descartes's choice of 'idea®’ (from the Gre‘ek 78{5.

F-4
§50 , but also ﬁt(i/Ta( ik, and from the Latin similacrum and

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

myself here. But some sense of that history should already
have been grasped by the selections I've chosen to deal with.
Descartes calls an idea "a word by which I understand the form
of any thought, that form by the immediate awareness of which
I am conscious of that said thought."53 Here he seems to be
distinguishing a definite, feature of consciousness, namely its
content; and this fits well with the definition of thought

given in the Principles: "By the word thought I understand all

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

is why not alone understanding, willing, imagining, but also
feeling, are here the same thing as thought."54 Here, it
seems almost impossible not to construe the thought/idea
dichotomy as the act/object distinction of Aristotle and the
scholastics. But just as Ockham maintained this 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 substence.) This is borne

26




out I take it merely by the language h§ uses in the above
passages: the mind has certain ideas, and gxercises certain
functions.

' The way in which the mind hap ideas, or, which is the
same, the way in which ideas are “in the mind”, will indicate
to what extent Descartes borrows from Suarez and to what
extent he d%es not. But to that end, it’s best to go over
some of the principles involved. Firat, there are the

A

distinctions inherited from Suarez: real, modal, and of rea-
son. Of real distinctions he says: "The real is prope:ly
speaking’found between two or more substances; and we can
conclude that two asubstances are really distinct one from the
other from the sole fact that we can conceive the one clearly
and distinctly without the other."> 0Of modal distinctions,
he notes that there are two kinds: "the one between the moée
properly speaking, and the substance of which it is the mode,
and the ot;er between two modes of the same substance."56 The
real distinction corresponds closely to Suarez’s ("between
thing and thing"); the second, however, while clearly based on
Suarez’s, makea explicit two considerations which do not seen
to be presented in the pPisp., Met., i.e. the relation between a
mode and 1ts substance is not the same as that between two
modes-of the same substance and that the distinction between
two modes of different substances is not a modal distinction.
Descartes writes: "As for the distinction whereby the mode of
one substance is different from another substance, or from the

mode of another substance, as the movement of one body 1is

27




different from another body or from mind, or else as movement
is different from duration; it appears to me that we should
call it real rather than modal; because we cannot clearly
conc*eive these modes apart from the substances of which they
are modes and which are really distinct."57 We can see this
as Descartes's expansion of Suarez's principles, so 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. Where
Suarez's mental distinction is clearly mere coﬁceptual
difference, Degcartes's has some interesting ontological
twists. He says the distinction "is between substance and
some one of its attributes without which it is not possible
that we should have a distinct knowledge of it, or between two
such attributes of the same substance.”>8 At first, there
seems to be no real difference between this and a modal
distinction. And Descartes himgel f points ocut that in the

Meditations and the Replies to the first set of Objections he

did not distinguish them.%2? The relevant difference is the
following: "...we cannot have a clear and distinct idea st
such a substance if we exclude from it such an attribute; or
we cannot have a clear idea of the one of the two attributes
if we seperate from it the other."60 pescartes seems here to
be trading on the notion of essential properties, i.e. we can
distinguish in thought duration or quantity 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 attributes

of a certain kind. We can, however, have both a clear and a
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distinct idea of a substance without its various modes (e.g.
being a cubic metre in volume). It is essential to corporeal
substance that it endure through time (hence a distinction of
reason only between duration and the enduring substance,) but

it is not essential that it have a certain volume, it must

have some volume or other but not necessarily this one (hcrﬂce
a modal distinction between corporeal substance and being a

cubic metre in volume.)

These distinctions can be applied mutatis mutandis to the

above-mentioned definitions of thought and idea., Keeping in
mind the arguments leading up to "je pense, donc je suis” in

the Meditations, it should be clear that there is a

distinction of reason between any given operation of the mind
(e.g. willing, imagining, etc.) and' the mind itself, or
thinking substance. We cannot have a clear and distinct idea
of the mind without including in that 'idea the attribute of
thinking, which, as has been noted, includes "understanding,
willing, imagining” and also "feeling" (there is no-indication
that this is a complete list, however) since l;éscartes says
these are "the same thing as thought”. Further, given
Descartes's distinction of thought and idea (i.e. "the form of
any thought",) no great leap is 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.)

We have already in hand some essential negative features

Ky
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 of Descartes's 'idea’, namely that it is not an act of the

mind (like Ockham), that it is not an object (intentional or
otherwise) or some feature of an object (like Aristotle and
Suarez respectively.) The only positive features so far enu-
merated is that it is a mode of thought; and Descartes defines
mode as follows: *...when we...-peak_\of modes we mean nothing
more than what elsevhere is termed attribute or gualitx."‘l

He distinguishes the latter two from modes in the foiloving

ways

...Wwhen we consider substance as modified

& or diversified by them [i.e. attributes
or qualities], I avail myself of the word
mode; and when from the disposition or
variation it can be named as of such and
such a kind, we shall use the word
ualities (to designate the different
modes which cause it to be so termed);

| " and finally when we more generally
congider that these modes or qualities
are in ststance we term them
attributes.®

In the Notes, he says also that: “the nature of a mode con-
li;tl in this, that it can .by no means be comprehended, excépt
it involves in its own concept the concept of the thing of
thch it is a mode”;®63 "it belongs to the theory of modes
that: though we can easily comprehend a substance apart from a
mode, we cannot, conversely, clearly comprehend a mode unless

at the same time we conceive the substance of which it is a

i

mode. w64

With respect to the mind, then, we can say that, insofar

as ideas are considered in themselves, they are modes, but

more generally they are qualities of thinking substance. And

since it is just insofar as they are in themselves that the
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noti)on of representation is important, I will use ﬁode exclu-
sively when talking about ideas.

Descartes's use of idea to refer to the content of thought
aroused some controversy in his time, and the replies to the
‘objections afford us a unigue opportunity to discover what
features of cognition that he was concerned with. Descartes
also picks up from the scholastics, again likely Suarez, the
notions of formal and objective reality or existence. Formal
reality pertains to substance(s), and by extenlio:x to modes,
qualities and attributes,5 but objective reality is a feature

of a certain kind of mode ~-— ideas. Descartes, at least in

‘the Meditations, is not clear as to exactly what he's getting

at with the notion of objective reality; in the Principles, he

“when we reflect on the wvarious ideas that are

3

says only that,
in us, it is ;n‘sy to perceive that there is not much
difference between them when they are fcdnsidergd only as modes
of thinking, but they are widely dif_ferent in another way,
since the one represents one thing, and the other another; w66
and this on the sub'ject of "the objective perfection of our
ideas.”" In the replies to th; first set of objections, where
Caterus is most likely working within a Suarezian notion of
objective re#lity ("Objective existence in the mind is the
determination of the act of mind by a modification due to an
object, which is merely an extrinsic appellation and nothing
belonging to the object."), Descartes replies:

Now, here it must be noticed firstly that

he [i.e. Caterus] refers to the thing

itself, which is as it were, placed

outside the understanding and respecting -
which it is certainly an extrinsic
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attribute to be objectively in the
understanding, and secondly, ‘that what I
speak of is the idea, which at no time
exists outside the mind, and the case of
which ‘'objective existence' is
indistinguishable from being in the
understanding in that wag in which
objects are wont to be tpere. 7

-

and a little further o;n, by way of example:

..o.the idea of the sun will be the sun
itself existing in the mind, not indeed
formally, as it exists in the sky, but
objectively i.e..in the wayY objects are
wont to exist in the mind.
/
Caterus, arguing Suarez's line i.e. that objective existence

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

Descartes's response that it is rather the object itself exis-

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

existence stands for that thing which the mind is aware of via

an idea, not that the idea is an extra entity ("a thing exis-

ting in the mind through an idea, is not an actual entity."),
but that the idea is a vehicle, a determina£e feature of con-
sciousness which actounts for being aware of this rather than
ihat. Ideas are nothing else but the mind modified in‘a cer-
tain way, but the objective existence of ideas are the things
known by their me'ans. And this is Iaorne out by this passage

from the Arguments: "By the objective reality of an idea I

mean that in respect of which the thing represented in the

jdea is an entity [entitatem rei representatae per ideam], in

.

8o far as that exists in the idea."%?

From all of the above, both from the notion of ideas as
modes and from the, account (ultimately unsatisfying) of objec-
tive existence, we can conclude that, at the very least,

i
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Descartes wants to avoid giving the idea any ontological
status in its own right. The relation of mind ¢to thought
seems straighkiforwardly substance/attribute; _the rela}ion of .
idea to mind, while not so unproblematic, is at least
plausible on a non-essential property basis. The mind exer-
cises its faculties (thinking) in the same way that body
exercises its functions (motion);70 it has ideas in the same
way that body has a given extension. This much I think will
be allowed on all sides. The relation of idea to object is,
unfortuhately, left no better explained by Descartes than it
had been 5y his antecedents. Louis de la Forgé put it nicely
when he complained that all the obscurity in Descartes’s

system stems from the obscurity surrounding ideas.!

-

6.Arpnauld and Malebranche: It was this same obscurity that

engend;red the by now infamous controversy beiween Antoine
Arnauld and Nicolas Malebranche. Both cited Descartes as an
authority in the matter, but their conclusions could nﬂfﬂbe
further apart, And the controversy is important for us for
two reasons: 1) because Malebranche argued for a representa-
tive theory of perception, and 2) because Locke dealt
explicitly with this theory in hia Apn Examipation of P.
Malebrapnche and Remarks Upon some of Mr. Norris's Books, two
texts which have been marshalled in support of the thesis thit
Locke was not a representationalist.. For thcqe reasons, I
find it unusual that Yolton did not deal with Malebranche in

his paper, yet did pay close attention to Arnauld. _
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Malebranche contrasts perceiving things by themsel ves and
by ideas i.e. "through things different frona the-selvea,'72
but by itself this makes very little sense. 1In section 1,
Part II, chapter I of Ihe Search After Iruth, Malebranche
takes it as obviaées that "we do not perceive objects extornnl/{l
to us by themselves®”, but the reason he gives for th}a is a
strange one: "We see the sun, the stars, and an infinity (siec)
of objects external to us: and it is not likely that the soul
Should leave the body to stroll about the heavens, as it were,
in order to behold all these objects."’3 It seems here as if
Malebranche thinks an object must be co-present and co-spatial
with the mind perceiving it (which also has a location of
sorts i.e. in the—body to which it is united) in order for
perception to take place, i.e. it must be in the head. The
naivete of this view should give us pause, and engendar‘aole
doubt as to whether this is the reason behind Malebranche’s
representationalism. Certainly, the ridicule he received at
Arnauld’s hands, who accuses him of "infantile prejudices” and
a "confusion between local and objective presence™ among other
thinqs, shows that hi; contemporaries apprgeiated the
absurdity of the poaitiog so-expressed. But I think there is
a more fundamental principle at work here (although the no-
tions of local and objective “presence’ are important, and I
will ;eturn to them later) and one not so open to criticism
(at least, not from a self-avowed Cartesian.) It revolves
around the radical separation of mind and body. At the v;ry
least, Malebranche is sensitive to the implications of this

‘ﬁdualia-. laif% from God, there exist minds and modes of mind,
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extension and modes of extension, where a mode is construed as
only conceptually distinct from the substance of which it is a
mode. It is partly on this basis that Malebranche argued
against the efficacy of secondary causes: since modes aré
particular to a given substance, they cannot be transferred
(this is a logical as well as a physical constraint.) While
Malebranche’s example is most often the billiard-ball one,7"
the case applies g fortiori to any transfer of modes between
kinds of substance. This accounts to a large extent for
Malebranche’s rejection of the causal theories of perceptionJ
prevalent in his tine,75 since it also makes it impossible to
account for how a mental mode can be like an extended mode.
Malebranche’s move is to deny that mental modes represent the
external world. Modes of thinking substance "represent to the
aohl ﬁothiug different from itself.w76 In order to avoid
cutting ui/orf entf%q}y from the world, Malebranche counts as
such modes only sensations (gentiments); but puts ideas of
extension, duration, number, and God outside of the =aind,
specifically, in God’s mind. This move does three things
which Malebranche finds satisfying: it makes man immediately
dcpendent‘on his God for enlightenment, it getsaround the
problem of mind/body interaction by denying any interaction,
and it provides a solution to the'problel of intentionality
inherent in the Cartesian substance/mode diatinction as ap-
plied to the mind. But it 3133 entails that some non-material
entity goes bail for the external world, and through the
internediary of which ve come to have knowledge of it. Since

Py
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similarity of utructur‘e seemus to be ruled out by the radical
division between mind and body.r ideas represent their objects
in a very narrow and precise sense. *In Bk.3, Pt.II, chpt.vVl
of the Search, Malebranche lists four possible ways of
perceiving things:

The first is know things by themselves.
The second is to know them through their
ideas, i.e. as I mean it here, through
something different from themselves.

The third is to know them through
consciousness, or inner sensation.

The fov.xrt@,,is to know them through
~conjecture.

Here, Malebranche would seem to be denying the possibility of
representation by resemblance since an idea is "something dif-
ferent from"™ the thing of which it is an idea. But

Malebranche equivocates on the use of the term \idea. sometimes

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

sometimes meaning only clear ideas such as when he says that
we have no idea of our soul, and sometimes for repre-'ontati.v\e
entities. Arnauld i(a -ensit:}ve to this equivocation but does
not seem to able to elicit any elucidat:}.on from Malebranche on
this point.73 One thing is clear, however, and that is that
Malebranche consistently uses the term ‘represent' in the
sense of ‘'to make known' or 'to be presant to consciousness’,
and in more attenuated versions 'to be able to nanipjulato or
make predictions'. The reasons for trhi-, with a little
reflection, are fcw)!alobranchc distinguilho‘l two br;xoad
categories of porcep,tiou (following Descartes's lead in

bringing all the activities of the mind under the rubric of

perception) -- inner sensation (udtimt) and ideation. Un-
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der the former fall all those mental modes I mentioned culie;
which cannot, in virtue of being modifications of the soul,
represent anything outside of it; undez: tl;o latter fall those
ihings which are 'true of' the externalﬁ world and which can-
not, in virtue of fulfilling this function, appertain to
mind.’9 Malebranche sees the necessity of representationalism
as an entailment of Cartesian dualism. Note in particular the
importance of the distinction between sentiment and ideas in
leading Malebranche to this position, and the similarity of
this distinction, at least epistemically, with the primary/se-.
condary quality distinction.

In my reconstruction of Malebranche's position, he seems
to be bothered by certain implications of the notion of two
radically different kinds of substances in the world -- mind
and body. For him, if an idea is just ‘a mode of the mind (an
assumption he never questions,) then “we do not perceive
objects external to us by \\thensolvea." but only by or through
the mediation of some idea. 1It's clear from passages such as
the following -~ "...the immediate object of our mind, when it
sees the sun, for instance, is not the sun, but something
which is intimately joined to our soul, and this is what I -
call an idea."80 _. that Malebranche sees this diffcrem‘.:e as
implying the necessity of a third thing standing between the
porcoivcx; and tl;e object perceived, something which brings a
spatial object into an intelligible place. Malebranche ap-
peals to the same Cartesian texts that Arnauld does when the

latter attempts to refute him. But note that the terms that

Malebranche uses in the above passage mirror those in the

| -

!
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plfaasc quoted from the replies to Caterus, vhere Descartes
says the objective existence of the sun is the sun itself.
Arnauld thinks he can resolve the difficulty by a careful
exposition of what it means to say that I perceive things
directly by means of representative ideas. Arnauld thinks it
is correct to say that I perceive a thing ‘by means of° an
idea when we conliddr that "notre pensee ou perception est
essentiellement reflechissante sure elle-meme: ou, ce qui se
dit plus heureusement en latin, gst aui ggnggi;.'a‘ Since the
mind 13 avare of itself, and through itself, of some object,
we perceive yis ideas (i.e. modifications of the mind) without
those ideas being entities in their own right. Arnauld seems
to0 conquer in virtue of the ontological simplicity he appeals
to, For this reason, Arnauld thinks Descartes’s theory of
ideas does not imply the Malebranchean tertium guid. And this
seems very plausible since Malebranche’s “two ways of knowing
things’ (i.e. gsentimept and ideas) is nowhere to be found in
Descartes. On my reading of Descartes, we know objects 1in
only o#c way: via clear and distinct ideas and the
benevolence of an omnipotent God. What Malebranche seems to
be picking up on here is Descartes’s assertion that "the
perceptions of the senses do not teach us what is really in
thinga, but merely that whereby £hey are useful or hurtful to
man’s composite nature",az but this is not knowledge. Arnauld
is8 clearly arguing the case I made out earlier when he says:
®If faut neamoins remarquer que cette chose, quoique unique, a

deux rapports: 1°un a 1 ame qu’elle modifie, 1°autre a la
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chose apercue, en tant qu'elle est objectivement dans 1l'ame,
et que le mot de perception marque plus directment le premier
rapport, et celui d'idee 1le dernier."83

Arnauld's postive contribution to this history, aside from
any light he sheds on Descartes's cognitive theory, is the
distinction he makes, in arguing against Malebranche's repre-
sentationslism, between "presence locale" and "presence objec-
tive".84 He makes the point that Malebranche takes a term
used in talking about physical objects (presence) and confuses
'being there in the world' with 'being there in the mind'.
Malebranche is, according to Arnauld, confusing the fact that
an idea must be (in virtue of the theory of modes) 'a part
of', or inhere in, a mind, with the fact that an object must
stand in some 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 properly answer the questions which a theory of
cognition responds to. Given the radical division of mind and
body, which both Arnauld and Malebranche accept, an account of
how an object causes changes in the brain of a perceiver can
have nothing to say about how certain features of the mind
(i.e. ideas) are directed towards, or are about, things in the
world. And this for the reas;bn that the brain is not the
mind.85 What Arnauld says about retinal images in the
following passages applies equally well to any corporeal state
whatsoever that has to do with perception: "...11 est certain

neamoins gue nos yeux ne voient pas ces petites images peintes

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

explique dans sa Dioptrique.8é I 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 accou;t of perception (here
construed as an essentially mechanic?l account and not the
mental operation known as ‘perceptivity') which can be of use
in accounting for how the mind is about something.

Yolton argues that "spatial or local presence has nothing
to do with cognithxf297 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 put
what he should have pointed out, and didn't, 1is 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 kinds

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

¢ v

distinction between spatial and cognitive presence. The dis-

tinction bears on Malebranche's theory just because

Malebranche is working with many of the same metaphysical
assumptions that Arnauld is. I would point out that a materia-
list would reject the distinction as spurious, however sound
he might consider ;rnauld’s arguments against represéﬁtationa-
lism. This point will become important in a very short while,

“
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wvhen I turn to Locke's theory of ideas.

7.Hobbes: The last stop on t'hia tour will be Thomas Hobbes.
As a contemporary of Descartes and Locke's immediate predeces-
sor in England, Hobbes is important historically. Considering
also 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, epistemological, and ethi-
cal views is at times so striking that I again find it diffi-
cult to understand how Yolton could have ignored Hobbes's
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
philosophical works 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
materialist. The contrast both with the Aristotelians
(form/matter dualists) and the Cartesians (mind/body dualists)
is essential for understanding Locke.

Conveniently, for us, Hobbes was one of the "learned

gentlemen" Mersenne sent copies of the Meditations to for

commex:xt prior to publication. Some of the objections that
were returned we've already looked at (i.e. the 18% set by
Caterus); Hobbes's are enlightening. He makes a remark early
on to the effect that thinking and having images are the same

thing ("From the fact that I think, or have an inugc..."39)
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which already sets him head to head with Descartes who denied
(}M , that corporeal images were ideas. This is brought out even
more sharply later when, responding to Descartes’'s talk of the

two distinct ideas of the sun (one from astronomical observa-

tions, the other from sensory information), he says:

It seems that at one and the same time
; the idea of the sun must be single
‘ whether it is beheld by the eyes, or is
’ given by our intelligence as many times
larger than it appears. For this latter
i thought is not an idea of the sun, but an
inference by argument that the idea of
the sun would be many times larger if we
viewed the sun from a much nearer

distance.90

To which Descartes replies: "Here too what is said not to be
an idea of the sun, but is, ﬂeverthelass, described, is
f exactly what I call an idea."9l Here the contrast is very

clear; for Hobbes, ideas (idees, phantasma) are images,

whereas for Descartes the range of application of the term is
much larger. Hobbes is at odds with Descartes on the whole of
the theory of ideas. Denying that the acts of the mind are
themselves objects of thought, or constitute any kind of

thinking, he says:

When a man wills or fears, he has indeed
an image of the thing he fears or of the
action he wills; but no explanation is
given of what is further embraced in the
thought of him who wills or fears. If
indeed fearing be thinking, I fail to see
how it can be anything other than the
thought of the thing feared. In what
respect does the fear produced by the
onrush of a lion differ from the idea of
the lion as it rushes on us, together
with its effect (produced by such an idea
in the heart), which impels the fearful
man towards that animal motion we call
o flight? Now this motion of flight is not
thought; whence we are left to infer that

‘ 42 \ﬁ\
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in fearing there is no thinking save
that which consists in the representation
of the thing /Aatcd. 'She same account
holds true of volition.?

This objection to the notion that willing, fearing, imagining,
etc. are the same thing as thinking, Descartes finds unintel-

ligible. Hobbes's behaviouristic account of action goes right

_ by Descartes, who says that he "sees nothing here that needs

an answer"93, as if Hobbes's account were not merely wrong but
incoherent. And this should not be surprising if we consider
how far apart these two are on a very ba-ic‘ level. Throughout
these objections, what is inplici; is that the notion of
action is borrowed from that of corporeal Knotion:94 that
thinking may very well be a property of matter;?5 that
essences are ling;xi.tic entities;96 all of which deny much
common ground for the two to argue from. And vhat should be
clear is the extent to which both theories of ideas are pro-
ducts of ‘balic metaphysical principles and categories.

Hobbes is very explicit in other places about his own

theory. "Sense”, he says, "can be nothing else but motion in.

some of the internal parts of the sentient.*%7 While Descartes
admitted a role for the mechanical theory in an account of
cognition, a role which Arnauld and Malebranche disputed over
but did not reject, Hobbes here speaks of the identity of the
mechanics of perception with perception itself. This is
clearer in other places:

.eethere be in our minds continually

certain images or conceptions of things

without us, gﬁ‘ﬁsomuch that if a man could

be alive, and all the rest of the world

annihilated, he should nevertheless
retain the imngc thereof, and all those
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things which he had before seen or

perceived in it;...This imagery and
rcgrencntationa of the qual Itfca of the
t

ng without, is that we call our
conception, ima in%ion, ideas, notice or -
knowIeage of them.

And later:

«s.upon every great agitation or concus-
sion of the brain...whereby the optic
nerve suffereth any great violence, there
aggeareth before the eyes a certain

ght, which light is nothing without,
but an apparition only, all that 1is real
being the concussion or motion of the

_parts of that nerve; from which
experience we may conclude, that

a rition of light is really nothing but
noE;on within.Y?

And again further on:

««cOolour is but an apparition to us of
that motion, agitation, or alteration
which the object worketh in the brain or
spirits, or some internal substance in
the head.lO

His disagreement with Descartes is over whether there is
anything in thinking other than tl{e succession of ideas (phan-

tasms), i.e. the perception (which Descartes's inspectio men-

tis is a npoc;jcl Qf) of things other than sensory particulars.
Hobbes is concerned to point out that the mechanical theory of
perception completely accounts for both what we are aware of
and how, which the Cartesian theory does not. The mechanical

theory is, for Hobbes, also a theory of mind. This is evident

. in the following:

The perpetual arising of phantasms, both
in sense and imagination, is that which
‘ we commonly call discourse of the mind,
and is common to men with other living
creatures. For he that thinketh,
compareth the phantasms that pass, that
is, taketh notice of their likeness or
unlikeness to one another. And as he
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that observes readily the likenesses of
things of different natures, or that are
very remote from one another, is said to
have a good fancy; so he is said to have
a good judgement, that finds out the
unlikenesses or differences of things
that are like one another. Now this
observation of differences 1is not
perception made by a common organ of
sense, distinct from sense or perception
properly so called, but is memory of the
differences of particular phantasms
remaining for some time; as the
distinction between hot and lucid, is

' nothing else but the memory both of a
heating, and of an enlightening
object.101l

3

Though Hobbes is willing to admit that "all phantasms are not
imgel"loz (wvhere images are construed as pictures,) and that
"the object of sight, properly so called, is neither light nor
colour, but the body itself which is lucid, or enlightened, or
coloured; =103 ltt’m thing which is immediat&ly present to the

mind is a phantasm. That all phantasms are not pictures is

obvious (though we might like to call other sense givens,

like sound for instance, auditory pictures) and does not imply
that non—imagistic phantasms are not things. The above talk
about the proper object of sight is Hobbes's statement of an

indirect realism. But what is immediately 'ccni/mred' or ‘ob-

served’' is the phantasm (of colour, taste, or whatever) it-
self. Now, it might seem a misnomer to call the phantasm a
thing, since phantasms are nothing but motions in the sen-
tient, but given Hobbes's identification of motion with the
mobile thingl04 the move is not implausible.

It is inf)ortant to note here again, how the ontological

status of Hobbes's '‘phantasm’ is found to derive from broader

metaphysical claims. His nominalism is well-known, and

re-
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clearly motivates much 6f what he says about language and the
theory of knowledge. It motivates also this.talk of phan-

tasms; they are, on this account, material particulars, whose

universal character, (in knowledge claims) derives from their

s

use. They are not uiversal naturaliter (as was the case withw

Ockham), they could not be because they are entities (of the
properties of entities) on an exact par with entities (or
their properties) in the external world. And this for the
reason that phantasms are motions, as for instance fire is a
motion. |

Hobbes sees no necessityein Aintroducing any other category
of 'substance' other than matter, and what is explained with
spirit (orAsoul. or mind) is explained well enough without it.
He 'joins Descartes in rej;cting scholastic Aristotelianism,
but feels that this rejection entails the wholesale acceptance
of the hypothetico-d'eductiye model of 'natural philosophy’.
Givep the science of his day, Hobbes can be seen as attempting
to lay the philosophical foundation for natural science, among

other things. This Descartes tried to do as well, but his

theory of mind demonstrates that he.thought no science of mind .

was possible. Thislopinion Hobbes did not share. The.  essen-
. tial dlfference between Descartes and Hobbes can be seen in
the fact that both had inherence doctrines, the identification
of mode and thing modified, but Descartes's dualism led him to
reject cofpore;l motions in the brain as cognitive activity,
'whilé Hobbes took the exéct opposite line. Not impressed by
the Cartesian conceivability arguments for the re;1

s "
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distinction of mind and body, Hobbes felt there is just as
much reason to argue for thinking matter as for immaterial
substance, and moreso for the former given the success of the
materialist hypothesis of the New Science. Book I of

Leviathan is just the science of mind that Descartes argued

was impossible; and it is psychophysiology, pure and simple.
Hobbes saw Cartesian dualismlO05 ag obscpyrantisem. His
fundamental principle is that progress could only be made on
the assumption that éhe ‘mind’ operated in the same way as the
physical system in which it is found. 1It's this emphasis, 1
want to argue, that Locke ch;mg\:gona again::msomf Hobbes's
own targets (e._'g. Descartes),s‘ using a more sophisticated
scientific language than that available to Hobbesg, that of
Boyle and Newton. Thus it is Hobbes rather than Descartes who
‘marks the turning point in the philosophy of mind. While
Cartegsianism would remain the doqinant force on the continent
for a hundred years yet, it is Hobbes's championing of
Baconian empiricism that will win out in the end.

This completes my whirlwind tour of the history of 'ideas’
up to Locke. ' What should be apparent, since I have not co-
vered any of the variations on the above themes, is that
‘ideas' were many things to many people. Thus it is no sur-

prise that ‘the way of ideas’ .should have generated

}'controversy in Locke*s own time and persisted in some measure

to this day. But this is not to say that nothing can be
gleaned here. Far from it. Let us recap exactly what kinds
of uses that the ‘terms ‘idea’, ‘notion’, ‘phantasa’, and

‘species’ were put to. ) N
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Plato we found used the term “idea’ (£28%X_) to refer to
the immutable and eternal forms. These forms existed
somewhere outside of the phenomenal world (not, howe,er, out-
side of the ‘receptacle’; Cf. Iimaeua). They were the objects
of thought but not mental entities. All phenomenal proper-
ties, on the other hand, result from the interaction of per-
cei;ers and things perceived (thus their being is to be per-
ceived.) Plato divides awvareness into the perceptual (of

phenomenal properties) and the cognitive (of forms); if there

are any extra entities, they are the forms, but note these are

not, strictly speaking, mental entities though we have access
to them via some peculiar mental operation. Given that sensa-
tions are not ‘true of° objects, Plato is not’' a
representationalist. He is, in some sense, a direct realist.
Aristotle, for whatever reasons but primarily because of
an emphasis on empirical science, rejected Plato’s theor; of
forms (£56%_) and ‘the theory of mind that went with it. While
there is a division between the intellective and the sensitive
soul, all‘puareneal including sensation is of particular
forms. While there is some ambiguity in Aristotle’s theory,
it is pot implausible to construe him as an Y;direct realist.
The'inases, without which thimking is impossible, are the very
forms of the objects of which they are images. They are,
however, qualitatively and not numerically identical.
Aristotle’s images are parndiélatic representative -;ntal

entities, 4.e. thc} stand in a coaprehensive one-to-one

correspondence with their oﬁjocta. On his own teras, they are
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not entities in their own right (but note this depends on the

acceptance of the form/matter distinction), but I have already

pointed out that they were taken to be entities of a special

kind by some individuals (Ockham is an example.) If
A\;i-totle': images (forms in the sensitive soul) are taken to
be entities in their own right, then he is a representationa-
list, if they are not so construed, then he can be seen as a
direct realist (yet there will be very little common ground
with later versions of this position.) It is not important
for me to establish either of these interpretations since
historically both of these have been espoused by so-called
Aristotelians. The Aristotelian act/object distinction is
much more important and produces, by fol lowﬁing through its
ramifications, both the thought-object and the mental-act
theories of ideas. This is the significance for this history

of Ockham and Suarez.

The debate, as Descartes cast it and as Locke found him-
self embroiled in, is very much a continuation of the above
contrasting theories. Desc‘AFtes saw himsel f as lifting the
philosophy of mind out of the mire which scholastic
Aristotelianism had floundered in. But as we've seen his
theory nc;t only is pern;ated through and through with
Aristotelian assumptions but, in replacing form/matter dualism
with mind/body dualism, Descartes fails to disambiguiate the

status of idea-.‘ The radical move that he does make is to

bring all awareness under the rubric of perception, some of

these perceptions are veridical (clear and distinct ideas) and
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some not (obscure and confused ideas.) The concern ia, as
Yolton argues, with epistemological rather than metaphysical
issues, but these latter could not be ignored. It is
Descartes’s fallure to satisfy his contemporaries on this
score that‘rueled controversy for many years after his death,

He is clear on at least one issue of concern to us here, that

"is that ideas are not mental entities. He hedges his bdet

somewhat, however, in the doctrine of modea. It’s this last
scholastic vestige that Locke will attempt to purge froa the
theory of ideas.

The systematic pur;1£1 of the implications of basic Carte-
sian principles led inevitably to the debates between Arnauld
and Malebranche. Arnauld argues for a direct realism, inter-
preting "representation" of ideas as a function of the mind’s
action on its own actions, that is, by reflection on percep-
tion. Malebranche, on the other hand, argues for a kind of
Platonic idealism. Since sensations are unique to a given

perceiver, they cannot represent anything real and permanent

outside the mind (this is a oqgg;qucuéé/of the Cartesian doc-

trine of modes.) /;deii/ire entities of a special kind exis-

ting in God’s mind, to which we have direct access, and
through which we are said to have knowledge of the external
world. The nécessity of making ideas entities is construed by
Malebranche as a consequénce of their representative function,
that is, they must share certain features with the external
world in order to represent it, features vhich are inconsis-
tent with the essential properties of mind. Arnauld sees

Malebranche’s representationalism as engendered by a confu-
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sion between spatial and cognitive (or local and objective)
presence; but, if I°m correct in my reconstruction of

Malebranche’s position, this is somewhat off the mark. The

-question for Malebranche is: how cana property of the mind be

N ¢
like a property of body when there is absolutely no parity

between mind and body? He answers this by denying that ideas
are properties (or acts) of the mind. If Malebranche’s prob-
lem were explaining how the cognized object, or some aspect of
it, happens to arrive at the bodily place where the mind acta
(1.¢:khe brain), Arnauld’s distinction would be cgnoclusive.
It would because, as we've seen, the Ca}tesian mind/bocy
dualism prevents any purely lcchénical explanation from remo-

ving the difficulties a theory of ideas is addressed to. This

. o
is the single most important thing to remember about .the

Arnauld/Malebranche debate when I turn to Locke s theory of
ideas.

Finally, Hobbes was found to be important both for his in-
fluence on Locke and the contraqt his views on ideas pressnt
to the Cartesian. Hobbes is not only a nominalist bﬁt a
materialist, and the immediate consequences of these positions
are the identification of mental states with brain states, and
the construal of ideas ("phantasms”) as material particulars.
Hobbes’s view is a paradigm representative of the picture-~
original theory of ideas; and it°s important to note about
Hobbes that he presents this view in Bppoaition to the
Cartesian model. This will be important for assessing Locke’s

criticisms of Malebranche’s position. It will be important
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because both Hobbes and Malebranche are indirect r.lliltl; one
is a no-in.liatle-pirtciat,the other a Cartesian-rationalist.
It°s important to ke;p in mind that Hobbes codld reject a
Cartesian account implying indirect realism (this is how he
construed Descartes’s position, rightly or wrongly) whilc.
-aintaininq a similarly indirect realism himself. It’s also
important to keep in mind about Hobbes that the primacy of
physical explanation and the rejection of realisa concerning
universals are the primary motivations for his theory of
ideas. This too will be central to my account of Loocke,
since, while most will accept that Locke is a nominalist, some
argument will have to be given for that)ract that, like
Hobbes, he is a materialist as well.

The following, then, are ny major criticiasms of Yolton's
reconstruction of the history of ‘ideas’:

1) he ignores the Platonic account, which bears a close
affinity to Malebranche’s. It is also extremely influential
on Locke’s other contemporaries, notably the Ca-bridg; Plato-
nists (part of the target of Locke’s polemic against innate
i1deas in Book I of the Eaaay.)'%6

2) he 1ignores the -;dieval nominalists, particulary
Ockham, and consequently underplays the importance of nomina-
lism in determining the form of a theory of ideas.

3) his accoqnt Of Arnauld’s theory,upon which much ofhis
argument depends, 1is inadequate and in some reap:cta mislea-
ding. This tends to undermine his picture of an Arnauld/Locke .
theory oflideaa.

4) he ignores Malebranche’s account, important both be-
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cause Locke explicitly deals with it and because it is a

representationlist account, precisely the view at issue.

5) he ignores Hobbes's account, important again because it
is a representationalist account, but also because it is dis-
tincf from the Cartesian version, and perhaps most importantly
bcékulo Hobbes may be the single most influential of Locke's
sources for the theory of ideas.

The above reasons, taken together, seem to me eﬁough to
reject Yolton's history as support for ﬁis claim that Locke is
not a representationalist. We must reject his recpnstruction
first because, even if Locke were following through some of
the Cartesian resolutions, we've seen that there are at least
two divergent views of those resolutions and Yolton has not
demonstrated which of these Locke was adopting. Second, the
failure to treat of Malebranche and Hobbes would tempt a hasty
reader to accuse Yolton 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. Third, the history
that I've reconstructed here, if it shows anything at all,
shows that theories of ideas in general deal with two, dis-
tinct kinds of guestion -~ i) what exactly is the individual'?
relation to an object when that individual is said to cognize]
know, or perceive that object?; ii) in what way do the effects
(causal or otherwise) of an object guarantee that the indivi-

dual in question truly perceives, knows, Or cbgnizea that
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object? Historically, answers to boqh i) and ii) have taken
the form of ‘having an idea of', but what is important about
i&'ll may be vastly different depending upon which of i) or
ii) is considered most important. An answer to i) need not
appeal to entities of any kind, the question is rather more
epistemological than ontological. But answers t‘o ii), while
not necessarily metaphysical, have more often than not taken
the form of discourses on the form, properties, or attributes
of a certain class of objects, namely ideas. Thus, the ques-
tion of whether or not Locke is a representationalist is best

answered by considering whether it is i) or ii) that Locke's

theory is answer to; and if both, whether reprejsentfﬁtionalisml

is implied by the conjunction. This too Yolton failed to

consider, and his account is the weaker for it.
All of this, however, does not establish that Locke _if_ a

representationalist. It only establishes that he is not a

direct realist on the grounds that Yolton provides. To
establish the positive claim, I must show that Locke's theory
entails talk of ideas as entities, and, if there is 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 Tﬁ;ory of Ideas
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The welter that Locke inherits is also the well he draws
from; and this 1s why the preceding history is so important.
We know that Locke was familiar with classical authors, his
education would have 1ncluded Plato and Aristotle, and he was
also familiar with Sextus Empiricus, Lucretius, Democritus,
and Epicurus. He had Descartes 1n his libraryl, though he
mentions him by name on very few occasions in his published
works. Many of the leading scholastics, including Ockham and
Suarez, were also 1n his library. His familiarity with the
Arnauld/Malebranche controversy has already been attested to.
Hobbes he could not have been unfamili;r with, though only one
of Hobbes's works 1s to be found in his library; he met the
Braitish philosopher of the preceding generation on only one
occasion and then only brlefly.2 He was conversant with all
of the major scientific as well as philosophical issues of the
time; while in Holland he edited and wrote for the

Bibliotheque Universelle3. His knowledge of and admiration

for the works of Boyle and Newton 1s well-known, and their
influence upon him has been shown by a number of scholars.?
All of this speaks for a well-read man, aware of both thé
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 throughaseveral editions
be fore his death, argues for the view that Locke waited, as

)
Descartes mentions of himself in his Meditations, until he had




sufficient experiential material to work with to give a consi-
dered opinion on the topics he dealt with., Of course, the
Esaay is more than consid;;?é opinion, but Locke deals with so
many issues in it tﬁat it sometimes appears to be more a
compendium of philosophical issues than a systematic treatment
of "human understanding’. As such, the .scope of the Essay
reveals the years that went into its making; and the often
painstaking collecting of examples with which to illustrate
his aégunenta. From the appearance of the Essay, it's clear
that Locke was concerned to demonstrate the applicability of
his general theory through examples and to make the work
itself an example of the theory by depending more on empirical
observation than on conclusions from a3 priori reasoning. The
concern with the meanings and functions of words falls under
this general plan. Locke’s choice of the term “idea’, then,
must be considered in the light of this.

Locke introduces the term as "whatever is the Object of
the Understanding when a Man thinks™, and " whatever is meant
by Phantasm, MNotiomn, Species, or whatever it is, which the
Mind can be employ”d bout in thinking."(1.1.8) What is appa-
rent about Book I of the Egpay-is Locke’s unwillingness to
become embroiled in a controversy over a choice of terms, and
a desire to avoid implicating a particular theory in which
teras like “phantasm’ or ‘species’ figure prominently. Book I
is meant to clear the air before embarking on the positive
progra-.s As such, Locke is careful to avoid tipping his hand

too sooﬁ. The ambiguity of the above passage has been commen~-
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ted on many times®, but notice one interesting feature o'f his
language: he says "whatever it is which the Mind can be em-
ploy'd about in thinking®"(my emphasis). Had Locke been
speaking of what might be called the 'proper’ ob;ject of the
senses (i.e. 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
possibi1lity cannot be deduced from this passage alone. I
point this out because it does'not seem to have been noticed
before, and will turn out to be important for my reconstruc-
tion. It seems unlikely that Locke would bring our attention ,
to logical possibility, since he takes it for granted that
there is an external world; but, again, this is not conclu-
sive.

It is 1n Book II that Locke begins togive us his positive
theory of ideas, but it takes several chapters before a clear
sense can be gotten from the term. Many have ‘argued that
Locke uses the term in several distinct ways7, but in what
‘follows 1 will argue that there are only two legitimate

senses, and that only one of them is of rea(l concéern. Locke

begins with this passage:
Every man being conscious to himself,
That he thinks, and that which his Mind
is employ'd about whilst thinking, being
the Ideas, that are there, ‘tis past
doubt, that Men have in their Minds
several Ideas, such as are those
expressed Dy the words, Whiteness,
Hardness, Sweetness, Thinking, Motion,
Man, Elephant, Army, Drunkeness, and
others . (11.1.T1]

The language is somewhat liberal in this passage, since the
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examples given are of simple and complex ideas, and of mixed

( modes. But since Locke’s purpose here is to talk “of Iﬂill in
general, and their Original®™, this is to be expected. The
next crucjial passage d?es not occur until chapter 8, after “of
simple ldeas”, "Of ldeas of one Sense”, "0f Solidity", "Of
simple Jdeas of Reflection", and "0Of simple Ideas of both
Sensation and Reflection®, all of which deal with examples of
various atomic ideas. In chapter 7, he says: "Whatsoever the
Mind perceives in it self, or is the immediate object of
Perception, Théught, or Understanding, that I call
Jdea."(11.7.8); a passage which demonstrates as uncomamitted a
stance as the previous one. Passages such as these, and they
are many, lend some support. to the thesis that Locke vas
simply not concerned with the question of what kind of thing
an idea is. This is an ill-considered view, however, because
Locke was not s0 much insensitive to the question as he vas
avare of the poaaiailitioa that were open to him.

]

1.Different Sensea of the Ierm “ldea

Stephen Nathanson® has distinguished five senses of the
term “1idea’” as used by Locke in the Easay; they are:

a. By "idea"™ Locke often means what 1
shall call a percept. A percept is a
mental object...[and] having an idea
(percept) 4is the occuring of an svent in
- the mind, and that event is the appearing
- before the mnind of an idea (percept).
{(11.8.8; II.1.9; II.&.1] ,
b. Locke often speaks of having
; ideas...vhen he is refering to certain
mental capacities.{IXX.2.2; II1.10.2;

¢ | I1.11.15]
c. A third use of Yidea®"™ is one in which .

e

64

N LB e AT K i




it is usually modified by words like
. “general"” and "abstract". For this
( sense, 1 shall use the term "abstract
concept.”(11.9.9; I1I.3.13]
d. "Idea"” is often used by Locke to mean
a belief or bit of knowledge.[IV.4.3]
e. Locke often uses "idea"
interchangeably with "quality.*[11.8.8]
~—Lists very similar to this one are to be found in Aaron,
o'Connor, Ryle, and Jackson?, but Nathanson's is perhaps the ,
most comprehensive, and for this reason I will treat it as
representative. The first of these senses (a.) seems to me
not 80 unproblematic as Nathanson seems to think. While there
are numerous passages that support reading "percept"” for
“idea”, the key phrase is always “object of thought®, and this
‘object’ is not clearly either a percept or an external ob-
T ject. Yolton's argument is that this ‘'object' is not a mental
entity but some physical entity, and on the face of it there
is some plausibility to this view., While “having ideas” is
’
clearly an event, process, or capacity (as the passage at

I1.1.9 indicates) this is consonant with either indirect (per-

cept theory) or direct (external object theory) realism.

.

However, I think Nathanson is essentially correct. As Locke

himself admits, having ideas and perception are the same

s i

thing; the chapter entitled "0f Perception” (9 of Book I1) is

v et

a crucial one for deciding whether Locke is a representationa-

bl O

.

\,
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list or not. There he says:

<seWhatever alterations are made in the
Body, if they reach not the .mind;
- whatever impressions are made on the
outward parts,if they are not taken
notice of within, there is no Perception. .
Fire may burn our Bodies, with no other
(‘; . effect, than it does aBillet, unless the
motion be continued to the Brain, and
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there the sense of Heat, or Idea of Pain,
be produced in the Mind, wherein consists
actual Perception.(II1.9.3)

Yolton would no doubt argue that the question here is not
whether some mechanical operation is necessary for perception )
but whether this operation is itself perceived. The quastion
posed by the above passage is whether the end-product of the
bodily motions or alterations is perceived or whether these
motions or alterations are merely necessary but not sufficient
conditions for perception. Put this way, it must be admitted
that the language implicates the former rather than the lat-
ter. When Locke speaks of clear and obscure ideas, he say: "a

-

distinct ldea is that wherein the Mind perceives a difference

from all other; and a confused Idea is such a one, as is not

-ufficientlyl distinguished from another, from which it ought
to be different”(11.29.4), where what is being distinguished
are the ideas themselves, not the objects of which they are
ideas. This is quite clear in the following passage from “Of

True and False Ideas":

Neither would it carry any Imputation of
Falshood to our simple Ideas, if by the

erent Structure of our Organs, it
were 8o ordered, That the same ob;‘ect
should produce in several Men's Minds

erent ldeas at the same time; V.g. i
the 1dea, that a Violet produced in one
Man's Mind by his Eyes, were the same
that a Marigold produced in another
Man‘'s, and vice versd. For since this
could never be known: because one Man's
Mind could not pass into another Man's
Body, to perceive, what Appearances were
produced by those Organs; neither the
Ideas hereby, nor the Names, would be at
all confounded, or any Falshood be in
either. For all Things, that had the
Texture of a Violet, producing constantly
the ldea, which he called Blue; and those
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which had the Texture of a Marigold,
producing constantly the Idea, which he
as constantly called Yellow, whatever
those Appearances were in his Mind; he
would be able as regularly to distinguish
Things for his Use by those Appearances,
and understand, and signify those
distinctions, marked by the Names Blue
and Yellow, as if the Appearances, oOr
ideas in his Mind, received from those
two Flowers, were exactly the same, with
the ldeas in other Men's Minds. I .am
nevertheless very apt to think, that the
sensible ldeas, produced by any Object in .
different Men's Minds, are most commonly ’
very near and undiscernibly alike. Por
which Opinion, I think, there might be
many Reasons offered: but that being
besides my present Business, I shall not \
trouble my Reader with them; but only
mind him, that the contrary Supposition,
if it could be proved, is of little use,
either for the Improvement of our
Knowledge, or Conveniency of Life; and so
we need not trouble our selves to examine
it.(11.32.15)

Here ideas are spoken of as appearances existing in a particu-
lar place, i.e. the mind of him whose ideas they are (cf.
11.32.20; 1I1.32.25; 11.33.5). in all of the passages here
adduced, an idea is spoken of as an object. Whether or not
this.is loose talk on Locke's part, I willicome back to in a
moment. But let us take as est.aab‘linhedxthat, in a sufficient
number of cases, Locke does use the term 'Idea‘ to refer to a
percept or an appearance, distinct from its causal antecedent
or the thing of uhich' it is an appearance.

The second sense of 'idea' (b.), is so often mentioned
that I think it has been accepted uncritically. The first
appearance of this sense is in Book I when Locke is attempting
to refute innate ideas. Here Locke finds ‘idea’ being.used by

several to indicate either principles, propositions, or maxims
. X
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(Locke will eventpally treat these as technical terms, having
a very strict application. Cf. iv.ﬁ & 7). I do not, at this
time, wish to cover what Locke has to say aboutpropositions
and maxims; suffice it to say that, in his use of these terms,
the phrase 'innate idea’ meax;ing ‘innate principle’ is not so
much false as senseless. ;n any case, Locke argues that "if
the Capacity of knowing be the natural Impression contended
for, all the Trdths a Man ever comes to know, will, by this
Account, be, every one of them, innate; and this great Point
will amount to no more, but onlyvto a ve;y iméfbper Qay of
speaking; which whilst it pretends to assert thg contrary.
says nothing different from those, who deny innate
Principles.“tL23§) Here Locke admits that he too (as an
opponent of the innate principle doctrine) uses ‘idea’ loosely
in the sense of capacity, but also admits that this is an
inappropriate way of speaking. In chapter 6 of Book II, he
sa&sz ;The Mind receiving the iggsg.“fron without, when it
turns its view inward upon it self aqd observes its an Ac~
tions about those Ideas it h?s. takes from thence other ldeas,
vhich are as capable to be the Objects_of its Contemplation,
as any of those it received from foreign things."(11.6.1) H:
counts as such ideas principally pereception and volition, but
also re;soning. judging, knowledge and faith. All of these
admittedly are powers or capacities (the last two are more
like conditions) of the mind, and Locke seems to refer to them
as 'ideas'. When he speaks of memory, Locke again seems toO
equate 'idea' with ‘capacity’': "our Ideas are said to be in

our Memories, when indeed, they are actually nowhere, but only
R
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there is an ability in the Mind, whem it will, to revive them
“ain.'(ll.io.z) Here again, hov.ovor, Locke intimates that
the language of idoa; is inappropriate when speaking of powers
of the mind; that we, strictly speaking, "have” no ideas in
our memories, but we have a power to ‘recreate’ them. 10

This 1is essentially all of the evidence there is for the

r . .
claim that Locke uses “idea’ to refer to capacities, powers,

grufuuctions of the mind (I say ‘essentially’ .because the
passages quoted adbove are representative of the chapters in
the kaaay in which they occur;:there are very fev other places
_ul;orc Locke is this clear.) And what should be obvious to
even the casual reader is that this evidence is thin and
/%ry at best. . in the passags fros Book .1.. Locke is only
.admitting that supporters of a dispositional view of innate
ideas agree with him in all relevant respects. He does not
admit the he uses “1des’ in this sense, and 1n‘fuut upbraids
his ‘opponents’ for their misleading use of language (let’s
leave aside for the nonoce whctb?r this is an example of drama~
tic irony or not.) An Idea, he wants to say but does not
until later, is the object of thought, and it is not equiva-
lent to a mode of thinking.!! As to the passage at 1I.6.1,
Loocke explicitly says th.t'g the actions (operations) of the
sind wvhich come to be ideas, upon reflection (another opera-~
tion, notice), but not that these operations, by themselves,
are ideas. He i"'i‘y'l they are “as capable to be th; Objeat of
its [(i.e. the mind’'s]) Conto-pratfo&n. as any of those it re-

cesived from foreign things." When the mind treats itself as
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an object of thought, it merely observes the effects of one
‘thing' (i.e. itself) upon another ‘thing’ (i.e. an idea), in
the same way as it observes the effect of, for exgnple. one
billiard-ball in motion on, another which is at rest. The
distinction between ideas of sensation and of reflection,
which after all is what sense b. of 'idea' turns on, is a
éiffei‘ehce in causal antecedent but not a difference in idea.
To unpack Locke's language here in a consistent manner, it

would be more accurate to say, rather than that the mind

observes its own operations, that the mind observes the ef-

fects of its inherent powers.12 Without entering into a

debate about whether or not Locke is a mind/body dualist (I'll
come back to this a little later), the relevant difference
between minds and bodies for Locke is the fact that the former
but not the latter can initiate change wit.houtj prior causes.
I say this guardedly because, as 1I.21 shows clearly, Locke's '
account of the u;ill is strictly deterministic. If the mind
can at all exerc.;ise what Locke calls "active power” (i.e. the
ability "to make...;ny change” 11.21.2), it can only be with
respect to ideas, and not to bodily actions. It's cilo:ar from
Locke's account of 'power', that the mind's own 6pex:ations. as
operations, are not ideas, but t;ha’t effects of these opera-
tions can be. An example here might make my meaning clearer:
Say I have a simple idea of blue. My’mind can do various
things with it, one of these being the ability to compare it
to another idea of blue, for instance by calling it up from
memory. | I can now consider whether these two ideas "agree or

disagree®; if they do agree, then I can say "These two shadss

-
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of blue are the same”. After all this, I can review this
succession of ideas, compare it to another 'idea' of a succes-
sion of ideas, perceive whether they agree or dina?ree. and
judge that the process involved is either the same or
different. I have done several things: I have had an-idea,
used the capacity of my mind to recall and compare, but\ I have
not had access, nor will I, to those naked capacities

themselves. 1 have only been able to consider them through

‘their effects, i.e. the appearahce of the idea from memory,

the two ideas being side by side, the re-occurence of the
original succession of ideas, and so on. The difficulty with
this reconstruction is not the fact that it is not Locke's
view, I am convinced that it is, but that it is impossible to

account for my being aware of the operations of my mind while

1 am using them. I should not say 'impossible’ because it is
not implausible to assume that I would not recognize, on
Locke's account, some given succession of ideas being manipu-
lated by my mind, as a mental operation, if'it was th’e‘ first
occurence of such an operation, If this is pla’ugible, and
Locke's empirical approach to every subject 1enés it some

crodibilfty, then we must reject Nathanson's'construal of

‘idea’ as 'mental operation’. I think we must reject it also

.because the account that 1 give is simpler in contrast with

Nathanson's. And Nathanson seems to agree with me because he
distinguishes 'having' ideas or concepts from the ideas or

concepts themselves, yet then goes on to speak of a mental

_capacity/idea as the ‘having’ of a concept or idea. From what
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I've just argued, it should be clear that the passage at
I1.10.2 concerning the memory 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 ability in the Mind,
when it will, to revive them again", and he nowhere unequivo-

cally refers to it as an 'idea’‘.’

Since sense c. of 'idea' is said by Nathanson to be "a

capacity, but the capacity is...more sophisticated"13, the
arguments presented against b. should bear with equal weight
against c.; énd, in fact, we'll find that the case is even in
stronger in.this instance than it was in the formexr. 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 "“general idea"
occur. But it would be useful to consider the passage in
which Locke introduces the notion of an abstract idea:

The use of Words then bging to stand as
outward Marks of our internal Ideas, 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 Ideas,
received from particular Objects, become
general; which is done 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 any other
concomitant Ideas. This is called~J
ABSTRACTION, whereby Ideas taken from
particular Beings, bécome general
Representatives of all of the same kind:
and their Names general Names, applicable
to whatever exists conformable to such
abstract Ideas. Such precise, naked
Appearances in the Mind, ‘without .
considering, how, whence, or with what
others they came there, the Understanding

72




lays up (with Names commonly annexed to
them) as the Standards to rank real .
Existences into sorts, 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 all of that kind; and
having given it the name Whiteness, it by
that sound signifies the same quality
wheresoever to be imagin'd or met with;
and thus Universals, whether Ideas or
Terms, are made. (II.11.9)

We should note first that abstraction is motivated by a prag-
matic constraint, that is, the fact that were we to give ;
name to evéry idea, the process of naming would be ehdless.
It 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, we should notice that it is thre

-

use of a particular idea that makes that idea 'abstract'. It

does not by this process become a new idea, and the use to
which it is put could not itself be considered an idea.
Locke's example makes this clear. I have, he says, three
distinct simple ideas of white, derived from (i.e. caused by)
chalk, snow and imilk. Now, I want to make it known to someone
else that I perceive an agreemené between these ideas. There-
fore, 1 piék one of these ideas, and any one will do, disre-
gard the circumstances undé€ér which I received the idea, i.e.
time, place, the fact that it was produced by some external
object: and any other simple ideas that will have been re-
ceived at the same time (such as a simple idea of.texture,'c;fr

14
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smell, and so on), and use the idea whenever I wish to think
of the agreement 1 formeély‘perceived. If I wish to communi-
cate this, I append the name "whiteness’ to the idea, and by
this means can communicate my ;hought. Now, I will not argue
that this account is free of difricult;a}{ in fact it is rife _
with then} but I am arguing that it is Locke’s view on the’
matter. Someone might argue against this that the abstract
idea 1in question signifies the “agreement’ between 1déas, and
that this agreemenﬁ is not an.idea (in the =sense of a
percept), therefore Locke does use “idea’ in another sense
than I'm here admitting. To thi; I can only respond that, for
Locke, a train of i1deas connected by agreement is like a
string of words in a sentence: the individual words (ideas)
can be manipulated (pérceived, abstracted), bul the connection
between the words, i.e. the grammar or the logic of the
sentence, is nowhere visible in the sentence. Siliﬂarly,‘the
agreement of the ideas is not identifiable. The things which
agree can be ‘pointed to’, but not the agreement. Again, I do
‘not sant’ to say that this is not problematig, in fact I am
willing to admit that there is somethin 1rreducibiy'
mysterious in "“the perception of the agreement or disagreenent
of any two 1deaa"“, but it remains true that the ”abstrédt
idea” is &n idea in the very same sense of “idea” as a., it is

an individual percept.15

«

Nathanson gives .a erent reconstruction, however. He
argues ty;t "having an apatract concept involves an intellec-
tual recognition of what the instances of a concept have in

common. Being faqiliaé with this red and that red, I isolate
{ .
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the coamon feature, disregard incidentals and thus get the
abstract concept of redness. In the same way, 1 can forna
abstract concepts which correspond to the‘co-pound and rela-
tional concepts which have been previously acquired."16 This
(account is seriously marred by one crucial mistake, and that
is that Locke only says that the circumstances of real
Existence, time and place, and goncomjitant ideas are what are
disregarded. Yet to vindicate Nathanson's use of concept,
everything particular about the particular idea would have to

be disregarded (this is what Berkeley thought Locke meant

also). And this is not supported by the text. To be fair to

T

[ 4

Nathanson, however, he bases his distinction between concept
and percept on the fact that having a percept is a necessary
but no} sufficient condition for having a concept: "Thus, when
Locke speaks of ideas as being both "furnished" (or “conveyed"
or "impringfd') and "suggested” by the senses, it is the
percepts which are furnished and the concepts which are
suggested. As with all things suggested, the concept may or
may not be taken up, It may require further percepts or the
appiication of attention Qerore the concept 1is acquired. It
s, as Locke says, "by degrees" that we get our ideas. If we

cou recognize percepts automatically upon having them, this

would amount to having innate concepts, something which Locke
certainly re ects."!'T  But the passage that he appeals to does
not seem me to support his claim: "He that has not before
‘received .into his mind, by the proper inlet, the simple ;dea

which any word stands for, can never come to know the aigni?i-

v
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cation of that word by any other words or sounds
whatsoever...The only way is, by applying to his senses the
proper object; and so producing that 1idea in him, for which he
has learned the name already."(111.4.11) Lock’e here only says
that having the requisite 1dea 15 necessary for knowing the

signification of a word, 1.e. knowing what 1dea 1s appended to

it. It 1s not necessary to introduce concepts here, if we

remind ourselves of the fact that a general term stands, via
its mental representative, an abstract idea, for a cluster of
1deas; otherwise it is just a proper name. The genelral term
‘whiteness' refers to the particular simple 1dea of white that
1 have merely for convenience's sake.l8 The account that I
give can accomodate -the relevant passages without introducing
concepts, and this seems reason enough to avoid doing so. As
to Nathanson's charge that any other account would entail
having Locke accept the existence of innate ideas, I contend
that Locke would not reject the innate 'idea' of perceptivity,

which is all that 1is con‘tended for (cf. II1.21.73).

’

Even Nathanson himself admits a problem with his interpre-

tation. He says: "WI;ile I have spoken of concepts. being
learned, and not being possessed by the mind prior to acquain-
tance with instances, Lockes seems to speak of recognition as
an unacquired capacity, calling it "the first act of the mind"
and saying it occurs "as soon as ever" a man has ideaé’."19

Nathanson's response is to offer two alternatives: either the

inconsistency is only apparent (he appeals to the fact thtt
/

W'\

the objectionable passages occur in Book IV while the rele. ant

material is in Book I1I) 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 dilemma, precisely because I take it that Locke does not
mean by 'idea’ a 'mental capacity'. 7To be sure, the powers of
recognition and perception are 'hard-wired' in the mind, but
they are not ideas on my account, therefore I have no
difficulty with innate ideas. On my interpretation, Locke
argues that we have two cognitive areas, ideas ('in sense a.)
and innate capacities to manipulate these ideas. Only if we
turn these capacities into ideas do we encounter the diffi@'}-
ties that Nathanson for one (but others as well) has met.

The next sensg of 'idea' which Nathanson lists, idea as "a
belief or bit of knowledge" is actually the weakest case for
the view that Locke used 'idea' in a variety of ways. Locke
seems to turn to the use of the term in this way especially in
Book 1V. He defines knowledge as "the perception of the
connexion and agreement, or disagreement and repugnancy of ;ny
of our Ideas."(IV.1.2); and this is not an idea, but a condi-

\
tion. However, a bit of knowledge, a belief about the nature
of things, say for instance that all swans are white, might be
an idea. In all of chapter '1, however, Locke never x:efers t,o
a "truth" as ag; ‘idea'. Similarly, with chapter 2. 1In this
chapter, Locke defines intuitive, demonstrative, and sensitive
knowledge; " thé first being the bare perception of a connexion.
between any two ideas, the second simply a more sophisticatedu
version of the first (the agreement of two ideas via a third

\

!
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idea which agrees with the original two in some relevant
respect), the third, sensitive knowledge, concerns the percep-
tion of the fact that some idea has an objective counterpart
in the real world.?9 But in all of this, not once does Locke
refer to a bit of knowledge or a beligf as an idea. Indeed we
would be hard pressed to find a single instance of dﬁ. 1f
anywhere, we should expect/i:o find an instance of d. in chap-
ters 5 through 11, but no such instances are to be found in
these places. Nathanson's argument is essentially that, since
Locke views knowledge as a species of perception, and all
perception 1s of ideas, he is committed to the view that
beliefs and truths and the like are ideas. However, since my
aim here is exegetical, this argument can have no force.
Locke may well be 80 committed, but he does not see himself as
so committed, and he never uses 'idea' in the sense of d..

The last senséfsgﬁlideaf’(e.) Nathanson presents us with
is obviously spurious. Locke himself admils that it is just
loose talk to refer to a ‘quality' as an 'idea' and begs our
indulgence if perchance he refers to 'idea’ when he means to
sa&'quality%r So, while Locke occasionally does slip into
this usage, we can automatically make the appropriate changes.

1t makes no sense to me why Nathanson bothers to mention it at

all.

a

From the reconstruction that I've given here, the only
; )

»

legitimate use of 'idea' for Locke is a.. I 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.. I also was brief with a. in order to spend

[l
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more time on it now.

In the crucial passage at 11.8.8, where Locke says that an
idea is "whatsoever the Mind perceives in it nelf: or is the
immediate object of Perception, Thought, or Understanding®,
the traditional view of Locke as a representationalist is
considered to be vindicated in the use of the term ‘object” to
refer to an idea plus the fact that this ‘object’ is said to
exist “in the mind’. MNow, much of the debate turns around the
21

term ‘object’ in passages like these. Yolton’s arguments

often turn on treating ‘object” as "content’ in the manner of

Arnauld and Descartes, rather than as 'obJect' in the fictunm

theory of Ockham or the image (84 ) theory of Aristotle. Im
all of these arguments, the act/object distinction:is taken to
be central, and the ontological twiast given it by Descartes
taken to be an indication that ‘'we cannot straightforwardly
read for "object of thought” ‘mental entity’ in theories such
as Arnauld’s and particularly, says Yolton, Locke’s. There is
& high degree of plausibility to this view, and this is a

major reason why I have spent much of my time, /by sometimes

roundabout mehns,‘rebutting it., I take a frontal attack on

this view to be possible by examining Locke’s attacksnon a

paradigmatic idea/object theory, Malebranche”s (and his

English counterpart, John Norris.)22 I will now deal with

these. At the end of thia, I hope to have shown that there is

no possible way one can'plaunibly‘construe Locke as anything

but a representaCTﬁnaliat.
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2. Locke's Criticisms of Malebranche and liorris S

In An Examination of P. Malebranche's Veiw of “SQeiqg All

Things in God", Locke's ostensible purpose is to show whether
Malebranche's hypothésis, “concerning the nature and manner of
ideas in our understanding”, of seeing all things in God “when
examined and the parts of it put togetber, can be thought to
cure our ignorance, or is intelligible and satisfactory to one
who wodid not deceive himself, take words for things, and
think he knows what he knows not."22 At the outset, it is
clear that Locke, for one, do%s not take issue with
Malebranche's*use 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,
does not relieve our ignoragce about what ideas are and how
'they exist in the mind. It'é important to keep this in mind,
that Locke is taking issue more with Malebranche's notion of

perceiving representative entities in the mind of God, than

with anything else.
" He first givés a brief synopsis of the theory, then goes
on to criticize it point by point. Taking issue first with

‘Malebranche's contention that corporeal motions cannot account

°

. ©
for perception, Locke retorts: "If I should say, that it is

possible God has made our souls s0, and so united them to our
™~
bodies, that upon certain motions made in our bogies by exter-

nal objects, the soul should have such perceptions or ideas,

though in a way inconceivable to us; this perhaps would appear

-

> ]
ag true and as instructive a proposition as what is so
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‘positively laid down.23 To some extent, Locke is here both
rejescting the Cartesian denial of causal interaction botﬁein
mindand body and admitting his incapacity to acoount for how

it is exactly that ideas exist. So, while he hedges his bet
\

somewhat, it’s clear:still that his inclination is more to-
wards a physical than a spiritual explanation (aa his
championing of the Aristotelian/Epicurean species doctrine as
equally Intel}igible as Malebranche’s in the passage just
following the above demonatrates.) quke next goes on to show
‘ééu the mechanical explanntién of perception is at least as
plausible as Hnlebranchg'a; he points oqt:

But when by this means [i.e. material
causes] an image is made on the retina,
how we see it, I conceive no more than
when I am told we see it in God. How we
see it is, I confess, what I understand
not in the one or in the other, only it
appears to me more difficult to conceive
a distinct visible image in the uniform
invariable essence of God, than in
variously modifiable matter; but the
manner how I see either, still escapes my
comprehension. Impreasions made on the
retina by rays of 1light, I think I
understand; and motions from thence
continued to the brain may be conceived, .
and that these produce ideas in our
minds, I am persuadedb but in a manner to
me incomprehenaible.2

Here there seems to be material for both Yolton’s and my point
of view. Locke argues for equal plgusibiliﬁy'for mechanism
and 6ccasionalism,”pginting'dﬁt'that both views are incapable
of giving a dedﬁctive move from either métions or God's will

e

to the existence of ideas. But the passage is interesting

because Locke says at first that we perceive the image on the

retina, fuel for the representationalist interpretation, but-
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then goes on to distinguish the light striking the eye, the
modifications in the matter o} the eye, th; motions to the
brain, the modifications in the dbrain, and finally the ideas
produced in the mind, something which seems to argue for the
Yoltonian interpretation, inasmuch as ideas are not the

Hobbesian motions,nor is the mind here identical with the
s
A\

brain} This can be acodunted for soneud&t by rioting Locke’s
original purpose, which 1s to see whether Haieb §d5;§13 view
adds anything to our knowledge; as such, either &uew} ainéc
both are causal as opposed to Malebranchean ;ccaaioé\lisl, is

acceptable. But it is intriguing that Locke would &gnit as
i RS

plausible that we see the image on the retina. Hiioould
remain in this equivocal position were it not dor the fact
that Locke, two paragraphs late}, seconds the view\tbat we see
thg retinal image. Responding to Halebranuhefé'argunents
against the Aristotelian species doctrine, he says:

The change of bigness in the ideas of
'visible objects, by distance and optic-
glasses, which is the next argument he
[Malebranche] uses against visible
species, is a good argument against them,
as supposed by the peripatetics; but when
considered, would persuade one that we
see the figures and magnitudes 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 »
bigness of the area, on the bottom .of our
eyes, that is affected by the rays which
paint the image there; and we may be said
to see the picture in the retina, as,
when it is pricked, we are truly said to
" feel the pain in our finger.

We could not ask for a clearer expression of Locke’s position
on this matter. If it is objected that Locke compares the

retinal image to the sensation of pain, which pain is-not an
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affectation of an external object, I respond that the relevant
différence is oniy that the retinal image represents while the
sensation of pvain does xlxot, real qualities of the object which
produces them. However, we are truly said to immediately
perceive both of these object-ideas, as Locke cleadrly states.
Later, whén Locke is considering Malebranche's resolution
of Descartes's problem of expltaining 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 secords an objectlon

made by Hobbes against Descartes: "I shall here only take

notice how inconceivable it is to me, that a spiritual, i.e.

an unextended substance, should represent to the mind an
extended, figure¢, v.g. a triangle of unequal, sides, or two
triangles of different magnitudes."26 Admittedly, this incon-

ceivability is no argument for seeing Locke as espousing a

materialist position with respect to ideas, especially given

the fact that he has already granted that he cannot conceive

how we perceive retinal images (although we do;) yet, Locke is
. . s
clearly leaning in this direction. This tendency) is 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 idea to be "actually present

to the mind", by wh&i.ch he means not cognitive presence (be-

cause this notion is supposedly to be found in the notion of

'discovering to') but some other kind of presence, he 'goes on

to say:
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He [Malebranche] pretends to explain to
. us how we come_ to perceive anything, 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 it. And those ideas are present to
the mind, only because God, in whom they
are, is present to the mind. This so far
hangs together, and is of a piece. But
when after this I am told, that their
presence is not enough to make them be
seen, but God must do something farther
to discover them to me, I am as much .in

i the dark as I was at first: and all this
talk of their presence in my mind
explains nothing of the way wherein I
perceive them, nor ever will, till he

1 also-makes me understand, what God does .

more than make them present f.,o my mind,
when he discovers them to me.2 )

We should notice two things here: first, that Locke, in the

' early.part of théfpassage, considers the Malebranchean tﬁeory
at least consistent; he accepts the dictum of not perceiving

things at a distance, and he considers the r;otion that ideas

s exist in - the mind of God and are present to our minds in
virtue of God's ubiquity, as at least conceivable. This point

is important since it seems to argue for the fact that Locke

does not, contrary to Yolton's thesis about Arnauld, éppre-:

’ ciate, or does not consider as r:alevant, the distinction

between spatial and cognitive presence. Second, what Locke

does take issue with 1is Malebranche's contention that

/ something else, besides presence, is needed to explain how it
is that some idea is pérceived. It is not, and this should
gjve us pause, that Locke rejects the notion of presence, he

®

only rejects the notion that °'God' does any explanatory work,

* =77 """  or that 'discovering to' makes things any more intelligible -
O than simple 'presence' does.
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Locke also has some difficulty with Malebranche's
distinction between idea and sentiment. In the last chapter,
I point‘ed out that the distinction, on an epistemological
level, is equivalent' to Locke's primary/secondary quality

distinction; ideas represent real things, sentiments do not.

13
Thus, if Locke were concerned ‘only with epistemic problems, he

should not have had any difficulty with the distinction what~

soever. I submit that he was concerned with the ontological

features of it. However, Locke construes the distinction a

little differently than Malebranche, i.e. as an act/object

distinction rather than as a mode/entity distinction. Never-

theless, what he does say is interesting:

"

If by "sentiment"...he means the act of
sensation, or the operation of the mind
in perceiving; and by "pure idea," the
immediate object of that perception,
which is the definitionof ideas he gives

. us here in the first chapter; there is
some foundation for it, t%ing ideas for
real beings or substances.

Here Locke notes that Malebranche defines 'idea' in the same

[ .t

way that he does (i.e. as "the immediate object of...percep-
tion"),, and he admits, on this basis, that there is some
"foundation" for construing ideas as "real beings". His dif-
ficulty 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 act of percepticn. nor the
idea perceived. I confess I know noié what it is, nor have any
conception at all of it."29 Locke has no conception of what

sentiment is because he does not accept the Cartesian

distinction between mind and body.3° He can understand what

[

7
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it is for an idea to be a distinct real thing r;preaenting the
external world, but he sees no necessity of introducing
another thing, sepntiment (a mode of thinking substance), which
does no explanatory work., For boekg, we need only distinguish
between ideas uhichlffgrcaent and those which do not (i.e.
those of prilary/and those "0of secondary qualities
respectively,)/nnﬁjue do not have to introduce an ontological
daff;renoe between these sets of ideas by calling one "pure

ideas™ and tﬁg other";gngllgn&j'. We should notice that,

throughout ali these passages, Locke nowvhere finds the notion’

2

‘of ideas as entities objectionable; in fact, we've seen that

he is‘quite willing to concede this out of hand. This 1is
perhaps nowhere clearer than when Locke rejects Malebranche’s

Platonic argument for the existence of "transcendent” ideas.

- >

. L)
Since ideds must represent many particulars, they cannot be

mental particulars or we would need an infinity of ideas in
our minds to represent things external to us. Thus ideas

exist in God’s mind and are not mental entitiqs. Locke re-

jJects this by saying: "he [Malebranche] calls the ideas that

are in God particular beings. I grant that whatever exists is
particular, it cannot be otherwise; but that which is particu-
lar in existence may be universal in representation, which I
take to be all the universal beings we know or can conceive to
be."3! Here he is concerned to argue that particulaf ‘imma-
nent” ideas can fulfill all the requirements needed of them.
What we, can conclude from Locke’s c¢riticisms of

Malebranche is this: 1) he does not take issue with the view

that ideas are representative entities; 2) he argues that we .
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need only one category of such entities -- ideas ~- and re-
jects entirely Malebranche's sentiment (the 'content' in
Arnauld's theory). Given these conclusions, it's hard to
imagine how anyone could construe Locke as anything put a
representationalist, But to be fair to those who do not, the
strongest case against my reconstruction is also to be found
in th;s same attack on Malebranche. The argument is this:

Locke could not have been a representationalist because he

presents s.ubstantive arguments against this view in the Exami-

nation; and he could not have been unaware that the same

arguments bore with equal weight on his own, szeged,
representationalism. It must be admitted that thi; is a
powerful argument, and it ca;not be déqied that Locke does
raise just the sorts of questions about Malebranche'§ position
ﬁhdt-one would expect to find someone raising against any kind
of representative realism. But I think this argument can be
rebutted by examining Locke's arguments and the language he
uses in stating them,

While I have omitted some passages whicﬂ support my view,
because they seemed redundant, I cannot afford that luxury

with those that do not. There are four passages in the

Examination in which Locke seems to attack representationalism

as such.: The first occurs in the context of Malebranche's~
Platoniq argument for 'transcendent' ideas (mentioned ;bove);
Locke notes:- ‘

He farther says, that had we a magazine

of all ideas that are necessary for
seeing things, they would be of no use,

since the mind could not know which to N
. 3 .
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choose, and set before itself to see the
sun. What he here means by the sun is
( ‘ hard to conceive, and according to his
‘ ! hypothesis of "seeing all things in God," s
how can he kmow 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 of the sun
in God, which God has exhibited to him; .
but the sun, because it cannot be united
to his soul, he cannot see.. How then
does he know that there is a sun which he
never saw? And since God does all things
by the most compendious ways, what need
is there that God should make a sun that
we might see its idea in him when he is

<

+7 pPleased to exhibit it, when this might as
well be done withput any real sun at
all.32
From the rhetorical questiqns -- "how can he know that there

is any such real’'being in the world as the sun? Did he ‘ever

d

see the sun? No.." -- it certainly looks as thougﬂ E¥cke

recognizes the skeptical “problem igherenﬁ ‘in
fepresentationalism. But when we consider-that Loake here
brings out attention to Mglebranche'schcasionalism, this
seeming recognition vanishfs. Locke is ,arguing here that if

. /
the sun has no causal role to play in the production of an e
-e

idea of it, then there is no reason_to supppse that there is a

J

sun at all, since it is"only in virtueNof this relation thiﬁf

we know the existence of anything. Since, on Malebranche's

» -

account, the sun is not a sufficient condition for having'an

idea of it (plus the relevant factors concerning dis%ance, the

- e »

position of the eyes, etc¢.), and since God is not constrained

* by the existence of the. sun (he can, if he wills, f;}$\¢°

' - I . -
i ) '‘exhibit' the idea of the sun when the sun is cdrrectly posi-
: . )

‘} - tioned such that I 'should' perceive it),, thé existence of the

L]
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sun is not ncce-sax:y on this account. This is the thrust of
‘ Locke's remark to the effect: "What he here means by the sun

is bard to conceive, and according to his hypothesis...how can

he know that there is any such real being in the world as the
sun?”(my emphases). But Locke himself is not open to this
objection because the sun (plus the other relevant conditions)
is both a necessary and a sufficient condition for my having
an idea of 1t (provided of course that God creates the world
in the way in which he has; this extra factor 1s all that is
-oﬂnt by the admission of the inconcgivabilit‘y of the secret
workings and connections which allow us to perceive‘.) on
Locke'd account, once God has created the world, nothing else
is needed in order for it to work in the way in which it does;
any other hypothesis, particularly one like Malebranche's,
where God's hand is needed on the tiller at every instant in
order to ensure that all goes well, destroys the necessary

connection between idea and thing. The other three passages

canall begiven this same reading.

When considering Malebranche's account,of our knowledge of
e

God, he makes these remarks:

penetrate a thing that is unextended?
These 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
discovering himself; as if one were the
cause of- the other, and explained it: but
I not conceiving anything of the
penetration of an unextended thing, it is
lost upon me. But next, God penetrates
our souls, and therefore we "see him by a
0 direct and immediate "view,” as he says . -
in the following words. The ideas of all

Ay
First, I would know what it is t0j \ ‘
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things which are in God, he elsewvhere
tells us, are not at all different from
God himself; and if God's penetrating our
minds be the cause o©of our direct and
immediate seeing of God, we have a direct
and immediate view of all that we sese;
for we see nothing but God and ideas; and
it is impossible for us to know that
there is any thing else in the universe;
for since we see, and can see nothing but
God and ideas, how can we know there is
anything else which we neither do norcan
see? '

Again here, Locke is objecting to Malebranche's failure to tie
ideas to the world. As he says, if we see God directly, then
we see ideas directly without the necessity of introducing the
notion of God 'discovering' ideas to us. Admittedly, Locke
does say "we see nothing but God and ideas”, and it is on this
basis that he objects that we cannot know there \is anything

~
else. But I submit, off hhe basis of the earlier passage (and

the two to follow), that all Locke is objecting to is

occasionalism and not representationalism, although it appears
as if he is.

- The next passage occurs in the context of Locke's objec~-
tions to Malebranche's description of ideas. He notes: /

In his Eclaircissements on the Nature of
Ideas, p.535 of the quarto edition, he
says, that "he is certain that the ideas
of things are unchangeable.” This I
cannot comprehend; for how can 1 know
that the picture of any thing is like
that thing, when I never see that which
it represents? For if these words do not
mean that ideas are true unchangeable
representations of things, I khow not to
what purpose they are. And if that be
not their meaning, then they can only
signify, that the idea I have once will
be unchangeably the same as long as it
recurs the same in my memory; but when
another different from that comes into my
mind, it will not be that. Thus the idea

90
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of a horse, and the idea of a centaur,
will, as often as they recur in my mind,
be unchangeably the same; which is no
more 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 ex1sts, that, upon his
principles, neither our author nor
anybody else can know. 34

Pirst, Locke attacks Malebranche for cavilling with words.

Malebranche had put ideas 1n God's mind, as eternal, immutable
essences (on a Platonic model), in order to ensure their
representative function; but by so doing he had blocked any

knowledge of the world., Locke tries to rescue Malebranche,

¢

but cannot do so because Malebranche denies any causal link
between ideas and things. Granted, says Locke, you have
‘ensured that an idea, once given, will always represent the
same thing, but you have failed to produce a reason why 1
should believe it represents anything in the first place.

Locke's argqument is essentially that "upon his principles”,

'

knowledge of things is impossible; but, again, this cannot be
imyuted of Locke. .
This reading is again possible with the last passage:

I 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 being risen, and the
horse brought within convenient distance,
and so being present to my eyes, God
shows me their ideas in himself: and I
say, God shows me these ideas when he
Pleases, without the presence of any such
bodies to my eyes. For when I think I
see a star at such a distance from me;
which truly I do not see, but the i1dea 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 I think I see it, more than
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when I dream of such a star. For until 4

it be proved that there is a candle in

the room by which I write this, the

supposition of my seeing in God the

pyramidical 1dea of 1ts flame, upon

occasion of the candle's being there, 18

begging what 1s 1n question. And to

prove to me that God exhibilits to me that

idea, upon occasion of the presence of

the candle, it must first be proved to me

that there 1s a candle there, which _upon

these principles can never be done.
Here the points that I made earlier come through loud and
clear. Locke points out that the presence of the sun is not a
reason for my having an 1dea of 1t ("God shows me these ideas
when he pleases"”). Also, he makes the distinction between a
perception of a star and an dream-image of a star, where the
relevant difference is the causal relation in the one case and
the lack of it 1in the other; and argues that, on Malebranche's
principles, I cannot be sure my idea is anything more than a
dream. lie also makes the very important point that the order
of proof is first to prove that there is an external world
(which Locke does via the causal relation between ideas and
things), and then to show how I 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
objectionable. It's important to keep in mind 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 view that ideas are representative entities. Given that
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this is precisely what those who would view Locke as a direct
realist must expect to find in an extended critique of an
indirect realist, and what is not to be found, we must find
the Exapipation to be support for, rather than evidence
against, the view that Locke is a representationalist.
Essentially the same arguments are to found in Remarks.

Since much of the material merely reiterates what Locke says
in the Examipnation, I will not go over it in detail. .I do,
however, wish to point out a few passages which expand on
points already made. As further support for the claim that
Locke does not reject indirect realism but simply
Malebranche”s attempt to relieve our ignorance about the ‘real
nature’ of ideas, consider the following:

By "giving an account of the nature of
ideas™ is not meant that 1 should make
known to men their ideas; for 1 think
nobody can imagine that any articulate
sounds of mine, or anybody else, can make
known to another what his ideas, that 1is,
what his perceptions, are, better than he
himself knows and perceives them to be;
which is enough for affirmations or
negations about them. By "the nature of
ideas,” therefore, i3 meant here their
causes and manner of production in the
mind, i.e. in what alteration of the mind
this perception consists: and as to that,
I 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: all the alteration
we can conceive being only of the
alteration of compounded substances, §Ed
that only by a transposition of parts.

Locke here, as in the Examination, takes pains to point out
that no theory can explain the mysterious connections between

causes and effects, particularly between the causes of ideas
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and 1deas themselves. All that is needed, so far as Locke is
concerned, is an enumeration of causes and effects, i.e. what
objects cause which 1deas, and a description (not an explana-
tion, notice) of those ideas. Here he attacks Norris for
pretending to give an explanation where none can be given.
If, as Norris and Malebranche believed, knowledge is only
possible on the model of a deductive science of nature, then
we would need what they pretend to give in their theory of
ideas; but, for Locke, no such science 18 possible ("no man
can give an account of any alteration made in any simple
substance"). But he does not attack the notion of 'idea' that
Norris presents; in fact, he seems to accept it as a matter of
course.

As further support for the claim that Locke is concerned
to show that Malebranche's and Norris's theory cannot account
for the existence of the external world, not because ideas
stand between us and the world, but because no causal lirk
exists, consider the following passage:

He that understands optics ever so
little, must needs admire the wonderful
make of the eye, not only for the variety
and neatness of the parts, but as suited
to the nature of refraction, so as to
paint the 1mage of the object 1n the
retina; which these men [1.e. Malebranche
and Norris] must confess to be all lost
labour, 1f 1t contributes nothing at all,
in the ordinary way of causes and
effects, to the producing that 1dea in
the mind.37
Clearly Locke is arguing against Malebranchean occasional

causation, and championing a mechanical explanation of percep-

tion against 1it.
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The importance of mechanism (and materialism) to Locke's

theory is borne out by the following:

Ideas may be real belings though not

substances; as motion is a real being,

though not a substance; and 1t seems

probable that, in us, i1deas depend on,

and are some way or other the effect of

motion; since they are so fleeting, it

being, as I have élsewhere observed, so

hard and almost impossible to keep 1in our

minds the same unvaried 1idea long

together, unless when the object that

produces it 1is present to the senses;

from which the same motion that first

produced it, beiling %ontinued, the idea

itself may continue.3
Here Locke is clearly leaning towards materjialism; ideas are
"real beings", he’s clear on this 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 motion (and
motion 18 clearly an attribute of material, as opposed to
immaterial, substance.) Arguably, this does not straightfor-
wardly support a reading of Locke as a representationalist,
since the inexplicable manner in which material causes produce
ideas mayjust be the same inexplicable manner in which body
acts on mind (in the Cartesian sense.) However, given what
Locke says about motion and power in Book II of the 2313139.
it is not implausible that thias is just what is being implied
here. This, it seems to me, is the only plausible way to
construe Locke’s talk of "real beings™, since he is not borro-
wing the phrase from Norris, The only consistent reconstruc-

tion is to say that Locke is saying that ideas can still be

representative entities, without being transcendent entities,
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i.e. without the necessity of their existing in a Platonic
heaven. This implies, quite straightforwardly, that he does
accept the view that ideas are entities.

As final support for this thesis, I offer a curious state-
ment Locke makes near the end of the Remarks. Commenting on
what he considers an impious thesis, that we are directly
aware of God s essence (since, according to Norris and
Malebranche, ideas comprise God' s essence), Locke asks this
rhetorical question: "Is ne [God], whilst we see through the
Yeail of our mortal flesh here, intimately present to our
nindu?"“o(ny emphasis). It is at the very least curious that
Locke, who on Yolton's account cannot be accused of advanoing
the "veil of perception” joctrine, should use the very terns
that those who would see him as a direct realist find so
objectionable. ] do not think a clearer statement of his

position is to found anywhere.

3. The Ontological Status of Ideas

Il take it, then, that the thesis that Locke is a represen-
tationalist, where this is taken to mean that we do not per-
ceive objects directly but rather through the intermediary of
some other entities, which are proxies for objects,is now
adequately established. As such, there remains but one task
before it can be said whnt:the ontological status of an idea
is. I have established that an idea is an entity, but I have
yet to establiah what kind of an entity it 1is. Given that

Locke is often construed as a mind/body dualist, and given
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further that the material/immaterial substance distinction had
more adherents in Locke's time than in our own, I have yet to
establish whether an idea 1s a material (physical) or an
immaterial (spiritual) entity. 1t's this task that has led
ﬁﬁany commentators to despair, because Locke 1s notoriously
vague just when we need him to be clear. 1 plan to capture
this slippery eel Dby successively penning him 1n, until such
time as, even 1f he refuses to be handled (and this wilkl
happen),lstill the area within which he wi1ill be able to move
around in will be sufficiently small that we shall be able to
say that no serious harm will come if he does. I propose to
do this by showing that, for Locke, ideas are 'things' i1n the
sense that they are properties of some 12al essence (as
changes 1n an object are the effects of that object's real
essence). 1 will also arque that, while Locke is genuinely
ambivalent about either materialism or dualism, when pressed
(and we some evidence for this, as we shall see) he inclines
towards the former. It is my view that, were circumstances
different, Locke would have wholeheartedly accepted the
materialist thesis, but I recognize that this must remain
speculation. In any event, Locke's views on the soul commit
him to saying that it does not have any oObservable p¥operties
({though 1t does have observable effects, i.e. ideas of
reflection); and 1ts on this basis, 1 take 1t, that, willy-
nilly, he is committed to the view that 1deas are properties
of the man (more accurately the real essence of the man),

rather than the person, in which they exist.

~
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I take as my point of departure the distinction argued for
earlier between ideas and the 'having of' ideas. 1 want to
use this distinction to make the point that, even if Locke is
a mind/body dualist, this will not affect the status of ideas.
1 take this to be so because, though an idea is the object of
thought, it does not follow from this that it must be a mind-
dependent }entity. .

While 1 do not take ideas to be mental entities, in the
sense that they are 1mmaterial, still, strangely enough, it
seems obvious tod me that Locke is a mind/body dualist. But he
is a dualist 1n a very narrow sense.4! Locke gives several

characterizations of the mind or 'soul', one of the clearest

of which occurs in chapter 23 of the Essay ("Of ourComplex

Ideas of Substances"), where the soul 1is described as "a

Substance that thinks, and has a power of exciting Motion in
Body, by Will, or Thought."(11.23.22) A little later, he
states that we have as clear an 1dea of spirit as we do of
body (of body we recognize two primary gqualities, solid cohe-
rent parts and impulée). and that spirit similarly has two
essential primary qualities: "So likewise we know, and have
distinct clear Ideas of two primary Qualities, or Properties
of Spirit, viz. Thinking, and a power of Action: i.e. a power
of beginning, or stopping several Thoughts or
Motions."(11.23.30) In addition, as we have ideas of modes of
body, "we have likewise the Ideas of the several modes of

Thinking, viz. Believingg, Doubting, Intending, Fearing,

\——ﬂ-\oping; all of which, are but the several modes of

j\inking."(II.ZB.BO) But Locke does not want to commit him-
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self to thw view that thinking is the essence of mind
(something apparent from his contention that the mind doesn't
always think), which he puts this way: "1 ask, whether i1t be

not probable, that thinking 18 the Action, and not the Essence

of the S50ul? Since the Operations of Agents will easily admit
of i‘ntention and remission; but the Essences of things, are
not conceived capable of any such va"r\j\.ation."(II.l9.4) Still,
Locke ‘seems committed to the view ‘that the maind is, 1n the
sense of being describable as, the 1deas we have of its opera-
tions; he only here wonders whether or not the mind might be
in esse some substance of which we have no idea at all (in
which case mind would be like Eody in the sense that we have
no access to its real nature.) S0, Locke has an oﬁerational
definition of the self (in his sense of definition) and a
substance doctrine of the mind. This is clear from his
distinction of the bare ‘'power' and that ‘power' in action:
“This Power which the mind has, thus to order the Considera-
tion of any ldea, or the forbearing to consider 1t; or to
prefer the motion of any part of the body to its rest, and

vice versd 1n any particular instance is that which we call

the Will. The actual exercise of that power, by directing any
particular action, or its forbearance is that which we call
Volition or Willing."(II.21.5) .

I 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 is true of th‘c
other basic 'power’ of the mind, understanding: "The Power of

. - !
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Pérception is that which we call Underltandin'g. Perception,

which we make the act of the Understanding, is of three sorts:
1. The Perception of ldeas 1n our Minds. 2. The Perception of
the Signification of Signs. '3. The Perception of the Conne-
xion or Repugnancy, Agreement or Disagreement, that there is
between any of our Ideas.”(11.21.5) The mind, for Locke, is a
substance, having a real essence, which exercises two basic
powers, will and understanding, but does not have as any of
its consequences (in the sense that 180-degree-ness is a
consequence of the real essence of a triangle. Cf.II1.31l. 6 &
7) ideas of any kind. It does have as the effects of its
operations, ideas of reflection, but these are no more proper-
ties of the mind than the consequent motion of a billiard-ball
is a property of another billiard-ball in motion which strikes
it. The only relevant sense in which the existence of ideas
depend upon the mind is that, in order for x:xe to ‘'have' ideas,
I 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.“2 And it
could be plausibly maintained that ideas exist even when I do
not notice them43, though of what use they might be then Locke
is dubious.

The point that I have been arguing for is this: 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 status of ideas whether or not Locke is

a mind/body dualist. It makes no difference because answering
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the one question will not contribute to the answer of the
v other. This, I think, has been established. I now want to
show in what sense 1 take it that ideas are depenient on the
man (as opposed to the person.) i .

In "Of Identity and Diversity”, Locke lays out his compo-
sitional dualism in terms of the distinction between 'man' and
‘person'. The identity of a man, he says, "@onsists...in
nothing but a participation of the same continued Life, by
qon;tantly fleeting Particles of Matter, in succession vitally
united to the same organized Body."(I1.27.6); also: "An Animal
is a living organized Body; and consequently the same
Animal...1s the same continued Life communicated to different
:Zrticles of Matter, as they happen to successively to be

ited to that organiz'd living Body. And whatever is talked
of other definitions, ingenuous observation puts it past
doubt, that the Idea in our Minds, of which the Sound Man in
our Mouths is the Sign, is nothing else but of an Animal of
such a certain Form: Since I think I may be confident, that
whoever should see a Creature of his own Shape and Make,
though it had no more reason all its Life, than a Cat or a
Parrot, would call him still a Man; or whoever should hear a

Cat or a Parrot discourse, reason, and philosophize, would

call or think it nothing but a Cat or a Parrot; and say, the

one was a dull irrational Man, and the other a very intelli-
gent rational Parrot."(I1I1.27.8) A person, on the other hand,
“is a thinking intelligent Being, that has reason and reflec-

tion, and can consider it self as it self, the same thinking
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thing in different times and places; which it does only by
that consciousness, which is inseparable from thinking, and as
it seems to me essential to it: It being impossible for any
one to perceive, without perceiving, that ﬂ: does per-
ceive."(11.27.9) Person here seems identical to mind, but
there are significant differences. Notable among these
differencaa is the fact that Locke '‘contends personal identity
does not consist in identity of mental substance over tinm

(cf.11.27.15 & 16), whereas this mental substance, or -enth

real essence, it seems clear, is the mind. Granted, pdn'sona\l"/“*~

consciousness may depend on the aind (though Locke admits a
change of substance does not entail change of consciousness)
but is not identical with {it, This is important because it
seems to show that consciousness is a capacity (specifically,
a reflective capacity to perceive our perceiving) in exactly
the same sense as bare perception or volition is a capacity.
I point this out in order to block the move that would hav;
ideas depend for their existence on the perception of them;
since perceiving is a capacity, it can only act upon what is
already existing, it cannot bring into existence anything
since it is itself a dependent existent (dependent on the real
essence of the mind). And since consciousness is the
perceiving, ideas do not depend for their existence on the
perception of them; their ggsae is'not for Locke their percipi.,
they are not mere intentional objects. Of course, ideas might
depend on a mental real essence, but in what follows here, 1

hope to make it clear that this cannot be maintained.

For Locke, a man is not identical with a bagy. A body is

L 3
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identified with a collection of parts of a certain kind,
having powers of a certain aort;\put a =man 1;*;130 a
"continued Life". A man is a body plus a functional
principle, A corpse is a body but is not a man. A man is a
body only in the sense that it continually produces the same
ideas of shape, colour, texture, etc., to others, but is not
’ghe body insofar as that conaists of "particles of matter”,
Just as consciousness depends on substance but is not tied to
any one substance (not necessarily, but may be as a matter of
contingent fact), s0o too the man depends on the body, but the
same man survives changes in that body (not merely altera-
tions, but also wholesale change of the particles of matter
vhich constitute it.) The "havimg of” ideas, it seems to me,
is dependent on the existence both of the person (necessary

for the experiencing 'of the ideas) and of the man (necessary

for the producing of those ideas.) This is as far as 1 anm

)hvillin; to allow that ideas are, for Locke, dependent on any

kind of mental principle. And note that I'a here only admit-
ting that the ‘having of’ ideas is 3o dependent; but this says
nothing of the ideas themselves. These it seems to me are
obviously dependent on material causal conditions. There is
an object X, it exerts certain influences on my bOdzf‘

consequently an idea of X appears to my aind. The material
conditions are paramount, While it seems equally obvious
that, wvere there no person to be comnscious of the idea of X, I
could not be said to "have’ it, no possibility exists for
having ideas at all without the body. And it does not follow

\
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from this that the idea of X does not exist.' None of the
material on personal identity goes against this
interpretation. While the puzzle cases seem to argue for the

fact that ideas could be transferred from one body to another

{

(i.e. one man's memories in another's body) all that is im-

plied is the ability to recall past experiences. This does
not presuppose that the ideas are 'carried’' with the person,
for surely Locke did not mean that ideas in the memory
literally exist there. Memories, for Loéke, 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 not. 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 I am disembodied), the man is necessary for the idea in
the first place. If I have an idea of this page, it 1is
necessary that the man 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 this is so, and all the
puzzle cases presuppose that it is, then ideas (though not the
‘having' of them) 18 tied to the man and not the person.
Further, then, the existence of ideas is a fortiori not depen-
dent on the mind.

Ideas, then, it seems by default alone, are dependent for
their existence on the man. Can they be further identified
with the man, i.e. are they one of the groups of "constantly

fleeting Particles of Matter” which from time to time are
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united to "an organiz'd Body" which makes a man? The short
answer to this\questisg is -- yes. The fuller answer will
take a bit lonééru The model that I propose is a simple one;
it goes under various names, but the most accurate ] think is

the picture-original theory. Mackie gives a succinct descrip-~

tion of it in his Problems from Locke:

What 1f someone ever since birth had a
large box attached in front of his eyes,
on the inside of which, for him to see,
fairly faithful pictures of outsaide,
surrounding things were somehow produced?
Apart from the sheer cumbrousness of the
apparatus, this person would be no worse
‘of £ than we are. Moving around, picking
things up, conveying food to his mouth, .
and soon he would surely take himself to
be visually directly aware of the very
things he stepped on and picked up.
Unconscious corrections would have grown
up for any systematic distortions 1in the
pictures on the inside of his box. If he_
: lived for, say, twenty years without
touching the box, without seeing himself
in a mirror, and without anyone else's
being so tactless as to comment on his
non-standard appearance, it would
presumably be a surprise to him if after
all that time he learned that he had been
visually so enclosed. But when he
' learned this, he (and the rest of us who
would have known about the box all the
time) would surely say that he was shut
up in a private picture-gallery. But if
he could be like this, and not know it,
and practically speaking be no worse off
//// than we are, if follows that we may be a
'bit like this all the time: we may be
related to our retinal images in very

— N much the same way that he would be
related to the pictures on the inside of
his box.4
\«f/*\\NM/, With appropriate changes, this model is an accurate one for

Locke. While the "private picture-gallery” is relatively

unproblematic, we seem to have some difficulty in imagining a
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similar "box" for the!other senses. This is the reason, 1
think, for Locke's emphasis for the most part on vision rather
than the other sense modalities, and the moti‘étion for occa-
sionally saying that we do see our retinal images. A more
consistent view would have been for him to say that we see

images 1n the brain, where images are construed pictorially as

well auditorially, and so on. In the Examination, he seems

intrigued by this notion, and from the tenor of his
questioning, seems 1nclined to agree with 1t:

One who thinks 1deas are nothing but
perceptions of the mind annexed to
certain motions of the body by the will
of God, who hath ordered such percegtions
always to accompany such motions, %though
we know not how they are produced; does
in effect concelve these 1deas OFr
perceptions to be only passions of the
mind, when produced 1n 1t, whether we
will or no, by external objects. But he
[Malebranche] c¢onceives them to be a
mixture ofaction and passion when the
mind attends to them, or revives them 1in
the memory. Wwhether the soul has such a
power as this, we shall perhaps have
occasion to consider hereafter; and this
power our author does not deny, since 1in
this very chapter he says, "wWwhen we
concelve a square by pure understanding,
we can yet imaglne 1t; l.e. perceive 1t
inoursel ves by tracing an 1mage of 1t on
the brain.” Here then he al lows the soul
power to trace 1mages on the brain, and
perceive them. This, to me, 18 a matter
of new perplexity i1n his hypothesis; for
if the soul be sc united to the Lrain as
to trace 1images on 1t, and perceive them,
1 do not see how this consists with what
he says a little before 1i1n the first

chapter, viz. "that certainly material
things cannot be united to our souls
after a manne necessary to 1its

perceiving them."
[}

Here Locke camplains of the fact that Malebranche presents a

pPlausible theory, but one which he cannot appeal to because he

)
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has already blocked its admission; he has done 30 by denying
that any sort of material thing can be "united to our souls
after a manner necessary to its perceiving.” Yet Locke ob-
viously does not accept this principle; he says "this power
[of 'tracing images on the brain] our author does not deny" as
if to say that Malebranche comes close to, but falls short of,
the truth.

Locke makes a more definite statement in Book IV of the
Easay, when he says: "Diagrams drawn on Paper are Copies of
the Jdeaps in the Mind, and not liable to the lUncertainty that
Uords‘carry in their Signification."(IV.3.19) 1t cannot be
objected that Locke is here making the point that a Platonist
or a mathematical realist would make, i.e. that diagrams are
imperfect copies of jdeal entities, because Locke’s philosophy
of mathematics and geometry is as radically empiricist as
Mill’s, perhaps moreso than Hill's.n6 And, were this not so,
still]l we would not be entitled to read 'repreacntation' for
“copy’, since Locke contrasts diagrams with words, and the
obvious basis for the distinction is natural versus
conventional signification. Diagrams are copies in the sense
that they reseable (the implication being that there is a
perfect, one-to-one mapping) ideas in the mind.}7 1f they so
reseable, it seems correct to say that ideas have the proper-
ties which they exemplify, both secondary and primary, that
is, they are coloured, extended, solid, and so on.

This view 13 seconded by comments that Locke makes on John

Sargeant’s Mathod Lo Science and Solid Philoagphy. Some of the
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marginal comments have been p;bliahed“a, but several which
have not are revealing. Sargeant presents a paradigmatically
Aristotelian position gopgtra Locke, and Locke made copious
comments on passages which he felt either misrepresented his
position or were false from his philosophical perspective.
Sargeant throughout championed the scholastic “notion” over
the Lockean “"i1ides’, but Locke points out that, on Bsany
occasions, Sargeantis reduced to treating a notion exactly
like a Lockean idea. when Sargeant makesthe point that
notions bear some of the properties of the thingas which they
are notions of (on the Aristotelian model that the mind is
qualitatively identical with its object), Locke makes this
comment: "The Jdesa then of a stone in our mind is not hard.
but the Notion of a stone in our mind is hard."9 Locke is so
often bitterly sarcastic in his private comments, and the
context of this reply is so clear, that one cannot help but
conclude that what he here says about a notion of a atone
applies to an idea of a stone. And {f an idea of a stone is
hard, then it must also be coloured, figured, textured, and so
on. In Sglid Philoesophy, he makes comments of a similar

nature: "Soe yt by these 2 arguments JS has proved Jldeas to be
Notions & why then soe auch quarrell about the name?¥; "And
s8oe the good Author has at last proved yt his jNotions are
Likenesases of things.'so After having made this identity
statement between ‘notion” and "idea’, Locke says: "Sense ye
same with jotion how then does Notion & phantasme dirrer?'S1
Considering how “phantasm’ is used by Hobbes and others, Locke

can only mean here that an idea is an image of a certain kind.
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This is borne out a little later in the text. WhenSargeant
says "1 pass by the Oddness of the Position, that ghi ldea,
which {is a Picture, should be a Picture of it &111. or
repreasent it self", which reference i{s to a fictitious idea,
Locke responds: "May not colours put together in figures of
plaster the painter make a picture wCh shall have noe
reference to any real thing?'52 Here it seems that Locke 1is
making a clear compariason of pictures and ideas; he does not
object that his ideas are not pictures, and he gives an
explanation of how a picture can remain one without
representing anything. This seems an obvious statement of the
picture-original theory of perception. The analogy between a
sculpture or a picture which does not represent and an idea
which does not represent, is a strong one. The positive
analogy is that the representing thing shares a context with,
i.e. i8s a bearer of at least some of the properties of, the
thing of which it is a representation; and when it represents
no existing thing, still it shares a context with a possible
existent or previously-exiasting existent.

I have avoided until now the debate over thinking
matter.?3 The reason I've done s0, when it seems as if this
debate might be supportive of my position, is this: I argued
earlier that there is a great difference between thinking
(i.e. the "having of” ideas and the ‘powers’ exercised on
them) and ideas. Thus, Locke s tendency to view materialism
in a positive lightsu. by arguing that it is possible that

matter could think, cannot support my thesis. However, I do
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have a few comments to make. The thesis of thinking matter
does lend some ancillary support to my position since it shows
that Locke was prepared to reduce his explanation to the
simplest possible. He was not committed a priori to the
gxistence of mind, so much is clear; and the implication is
that, if he could have, he would have wholeheartedly accepted
the materialist thesis. His only reservation was this thesis
would not be able to explain how it is that we think, and so
no gains were to be made by accepting it. God could well have
'auper-added' thinking to matter (as he super-added gravita-
tional attraction to matter), says Locke, and so the materia-
list thesis could well be true, but, so far as the connec-
tions, the cohesion of parts and the "how’” of two events (in
this case, motion and thinking) are concerned, g theory can
be adequate, Thus, for Locke, nothing central to phis account
hangs on a proof of thinking matter. Yet insofar as Locke was
willing to accept the possibility of a single category of
substance, 80 far was he willing to admit that ideas were
physical entities. My approach here has been to show that the
only irreducible element in Locke’s philosophy of ideas is the
thinking, the “having of” ideas, but this does not imply that
ideas themselves are irreducibly mental. The evidence, it

seeas to me, points in the other direction.
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Lopclusion

The route to these conclusions has admittedly been tortu-
rous, but not, I think, without some benefits. The picture of
Locke that emerges from this is in some ways of a more modern
figure than some other accounts, though they pretend other-
wise, would have it. To see Locke as a direct realist, to
portray ideas a® intentional entities (whose gsse is their
bercipi), is not a view supported by the text, this has been a
large part of my argument; but neither is it fair to Locke.
Locke’s scientific bent has been attested to so many times
that I need only mention it here. The scientific plausibility
of an imagistic theory of ideas is borne out by the fact that
the debate still goes on today, and, strangely enough,
probably has more adherents now th;n at any time in history.55
Thus, it’s not unlikely that Locke too recognized its
plausibility. .

Furthermore, when we consider the point that, if Locke was
not a representationalist then it cannot be said that anyone
was or is, the incentive to so consider him takes precedence
over much argumentation to the contréry. The paradigm case
argument must be allowed to have some weight. Locke, it seems
to me, is a paradigm case of a representationalist; we judge
others with reference to him, and should we find the
traditional picture of Locke to be false, the term ‘represen-

tationalism’” becomes almost vacuous. This conclusion ought to

be avoided. .
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The traditional picture of Locke as a dualist with
materialist tendencies is here vindicated as well. I have
shown to what extent Locke felt materialism answered jhia
questions (so far as ideas, but not so far as thinking it-
self,) and to what extent it ;id not. In addition, my
reconstruction of the text has the virtue of disambiguating
much of Locke’s talk of ideas. If we take “idea’ in the sense
I"ve argued for, all of the talk of "operations”, "capaci-
ties”, and ‘powers’ of the mind can be seen to be of a piece.
The difficulties lig not so much with ideas per se¢ as with
what is done with then. Turning ideas into concepts does
nothing it seems to me to alleviate the real problems that are
inherent in Locke’s theory of signiricntion. his theory of
representation, and his general theory of language. I think
it far better to leave well enough alone; and to admit that
there are real problems without torturing the text or bending
it to a task to which it is not suited.

The thesis presented here is obviously not radical in the
sense that it flies in the face of most of Lockean scholar-
ship. Yet it is radical in the sense that 1t goes much fur-
ther than the traditional view of Locke does. What 1°ve tried
to do here, with some success I think, is to show that the
traditional view does not go far enough. The traditional view
is admjittedly weak in that it admits of too many inconsisten-
cies in Locke’s account. I have tried to correct this fault
by pushing the physically-real intermediate view of ideas to

its logical conclusion. This approach gives as consistent an
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account of the text as is in may view possible, given Locke’s
notorious vagueness on key iassues and teras. It is not, 1
admit, a theory we should like to advance as entirely
plausible from a modern perspective. But I remain copvincod
that it is what Locke was concerned to argue for. it has
several virtues to recommend it, and it has no more faults I
think than any other account.

I have not been able to cover all of the ground that I
would have liked to. Many of Locke’s scientific and
metaphysical claims lend support to the view that I°ve
advanced, and I would have l1ike to have been able to present
them. As it is, I can only hint at them. Locke’s atomisnm,
for one,has not been adequately studied; to give a consiateng
account of it necessitates, in my opinion, accepting many of
the conclusions that I°ve advanced. His debt to the the Greek
atomists, his acceptance of some of the features of the
Aristotelian causal theory of perception (the so-called
Aristotelian account, but more accurately the Epicurean),
points unwaveringly to my thesis. Locke’s nominalism, a moti-
v;tion for his atomism, has also been largely ignored, and it
too tends to support my thesis (I have hinted at how it does
in several places in chapter 1I1I). As these accounts receive
more attention, I am optimistic that the view I've presented
will nppcaé more and more the correct one. 1l expect the
reader conversant with modern scholarship will perhaps remain
a bit skeptical, but I am sure that the close reader of the
text must, in the end, side with me on all of the really

important points.
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NOTES

! Por a list and a discussion of the works in Locke’s
library, cf. John Harrison and Peter Laslett, The Library of
Jdobn Logcke 2P9 edition (Oxford: At the Clarendon Press, 1971).

2 None of this bespeaks Locke’s debt to Hobbes. There are
several, compelling reasons for Locke’s public repudiation of
Hobbes, not the least of which is a healthy regard for the
parliamentary censure Hobbes”s radicalism brought him; but
also the distaste with which "Hobbists® were regarded
generally.

3 See Maurice Cranston, A Bicography of John Locke (London:
Langmans, Green & Co, 1957), p-256, pp.289frr.

4 Cf. E. M. Curley, "Locke, Boyle, and the Distinction
Between Primary and Secondary Qualities®™ Phil Rey 81, 438-64,
O 72; L. Laudan, "The Nature and Sources of Locke's View on
Hypotheses" J His Ideas 28, 67; T. M. Lennon "Locke’s Atomisa"
forthcoming in Phil Research Archives; David Palmer, "Boyle’s

Corpuscular Hypothesis and Locke’s Primary-Secondary Quality
Distinction® Phil Stud 29, Mr 76; also Yolton, John Locke amnd
the Nay of ldeas, opR.Cit,.-

5 Cf. chapter 1 of Yolton®s John Locks and the ¥ay of
ldeas, oD, cit..

6 Every major commentator mentions it, 1i.e. Ryle,
O0°Connor, Armstrong, Jackson, etc..

7 Cf. Reginald Jackson, "Locke”s Version of the Doctrine
of Representative Perception®™, 1in Locke and Berkeley: A
Lollectiop of Critical Easays, eds., C. B. Martin & D. M.

Armstrong (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1968);

J. L. Mackie, Problems From Locke (Oxford: At the Clarendon
Press, 1976); R. S. Woolhouse, Locke s Philosophy of Science

ARnd Kpowledge (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1971).

8 Stephen Nathanson, "Locke’s Theory of Ideas"™ JHP 11, Ja
73. The 1list just following is on pp.30-32.

-

9 Op., ¢it..

10 An interesting point is that Locke argues that such
recreated ideas are "none of them new ones™.(I1.10.7).

11 Cf, 11.19. This sharply distinguishes Locke from the
Cartesians. Descartes and Arnauld both construe "idea” as a
mode of thinking “substance”.
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12 Cf. 11.21, Comparing the operations of the mind, to
} & the powers of bodies leads to some interesting conclusions.
Notably, that the effects of bodies upon one another are as
mysteriously connnected to their ’“powers” as the mind’s

effects on its own ideas are to its “powers’.

]

13 Nathanson, gp, ¢it., p.31.

.14 Cf. Margaret Wilson, "Superadded Properties: The Limits
of Mechanism in Locke"” APQ 16, Ap 79.

15 I have no!, it will be noticed, 1inquired into the
nature of ‘percept”’. For the time being, think of it as a
mental entity, with the proviso that not until later will I
develop Locke’s views on the mental.

o 16 Nathanson, op, git., pP.33.

17 1bid..

18 It°s important to keep in mind through all this that
Locke is a nominalist.

19 Nathanson, 9p, g¢it.:, pP.35.

20 The skeptical problem with "sensitive knowledge™ should
be obvious, and Locke does not seem to have recognized it. At
IV.2.14, he dismisses the Cartesian dream hypothesis as
spurious, and this more than anything else supports the clain
that Locke was not at all sensitive to some kinds of skeptical
objections,

21 Yolton, "Ideas and Knowledge"™, pp.162ff.

22 John Locke, An Examination of P. Malebranche’s Opinjion

of Seeing All Ihings in God, in Ihe Korks of Jobn Locke,
vol.1ii (Germany: Scientia Verlag Aalen, 1963 [reprint]),

p.211.

23 lbid., p.215.
24 Ibid., p.217.
25
26

.y PP.217-18.

ey P.219.

28

dbid
Abid

27 Ibid., p.228.
ibid., pp.232-33.
Abid

29 -» P.233.

30 I say the Cartesian distinction because Loocke is in
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some sense a dualist as 3e11.

31 Locke, Examination, p.241.
32 Ibid.,s p.221.

33 Locke, Examination, p.239.
34 Ibid., p.250. ‘

35 lbid., pp.253-54.

36 John Locke, Remarks Upon Some of Mr. Morris"s Book,
uherein he asserts P. Malebranche’s Opinion of Qur Seeing All
Ibings in God, in Locke 8 Phi ld Norka, vol.2, ed., U.

A. St. John (London: George Beill & Sons, 181(1:\i.l60.
37 1bid., p.461. 5,

38 Ibid., p.469.

39 "Poyer being the Source from whence all Action
proceeds, the Substances wherein these Powers are, when they
exert this Power into Act, are called Causes; and the
Substances which thereupon are produced, or the simple Jdeas
which are introduced into any subject by the exertin of that
Power, are called Effects. The efficacy whereby the new
Subatance or Jldea is produced, is called, in the subject
exerting that Power, Action; but in the subject, wherein any
simple Jdea is changed or produced, it is called Passion:
¥hich efficacy however various, and the effects almost
infinite; yet we can, I think, concéive it, in Intellectual
Agents, to be nothing elase but Modes of Thinking and Willing;
in corporeal Af®nts, nothing else but Modifications of
Motion."(1I1.22.11). See also "Of the Modes of Thinking"
(1I1.19).

M0 Locke, Remarks, p.471.

41 Cf. Douglas Odegard, "Locke and Mind-Body Dualism" Phil
§5, 87-105, Ap T70.

82 What Locke has to say about the perceptions that
animals have {3 relevant here. Cf. also WNilson, op. cit.,
p.145, where she argues agianst the immaterial soul on the
basis that animals have perceptions and thoughts but not
immaterial souls.

43 Locke’s arguments against innate ideas depend to a
large extent on the view that they are useless, Similarly,
the mind does not, a la Descartes, need to be always thinkin
(or "having” ideas) in order to exist; . otherwise, I ‘have
ideas but'\am not aware of thea, which Locke <calls a very
useless a%rﬁ of cognition. But he does not argue that this

SAppot be the case.
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84 J. L. Mackie, Probleams From Locke, p.8%.

45 Looke, Examination, pp.218-19.
'6 cro 11016; 11017..9-‘1; 1'07-'5; Iv.8.3-; 1'0‘2"-3.“50

7 The fact that this is one of very few places where
Lockes uses the term “copies’ ought to at least make us atop
and consider what reseablance relation he is focusing our
attention on.

48 John Yolton, "Locke’s Unpublished Marginal Replies to
John Sargeant®™ J Hia Jdeas 12, 528-559, 0 S1.

N9 Locke's Annotaticns on Sergsant’s Mathod to Scismce,
transcript by Janet Laslett, August 1962. [I was lucky enough
to get a copy of this from Prof. Harry M. Bracken] Page 2.
Para.6. Line 8.

50 The following marginal replies are from a maircrofila
copy, which again I was lucky enough to obtain from Prdf.
Harry M. Bracken, of John Logke’s copy of John Sargent’s Solid
Philosophy. I have adopted the following convention to refer
to them: the page numbder refers to the page in the original
volume, and the number followed by the # sign indicates the
position of the comment in the series, e.g. p.35, #7 should be
read as p.35 of Sargent, the seventh marginal reply. pp.36-
T+#9; pp.37-8,#10.

51 Ibid., p.39, #11. .
52 Ibid., p.343, #63. .

53 A8 this thesis was very near completion, it was brought
to my attention that Yolton had published a new book on the
subject+of thinking matter. While I did not get the chance to
read it, I remain optimistic that it will not present anything
of serious damage to the views advanced here.

58 Cf. 1IV.3.6 & 7. See also "First Letter to the Bishop ]
of Worcester", pp.33-36. v :

55 For some sense of thia, see Imagery, ed., Ned Block
(Cambridge, Mass./London: The MIT Press, 1981).
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