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Abstract

Since John Locke repeatedly insists that his theory of bodies, endorsed in the Essay
concerning Human Understanding (1690), is a genuinely philosophical assessment of
bodies, the topic of his account adds up to a philosophical reflection on the so-called
scientific revolution in the seventeenth century. In this work, I will develop a line of
interpretation that undertakes to settle the issue what the genuinely philosophical issue
of Locke’s analysis of bodies consists in. This leads to a thorough re-examination of
Locke’s account, since the differences to other interpretations concern most prominent
issues on bodies and, correspondingly, many of their crucial concepts: the substratum of
bodies, primary and secondary qualities, resemblance, the role of corpuscularian theory,
archetypes, real and nominal essences, the argument on species and classification, the
significance of the analysis of language, the concept of knowledge, the ideal of scientific
understanding, and the account of the scope of contemporary knowledge. As will be
argued, Locke consciously assesses contemporary knowledge in the perspective of an ideal
scientific grasp of bodies and thus unfolds a philosophical framework for natural science
which: (1) specifies what a science of bodies ideally consists in, (2) assesses contemporary
knowledge in this perspective, (3) advances an own conception of a contemporary science
of bodies that proposes means to enhance contemporary knowledge, and (4) refutes

alternative ideas of a science of bodies.
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Abstract

Da John Locke wiederholt betont, dass seine Theorie von materiellen Korpern,
vorgebracht im Essay concerning Human  Understanding (1690), eine genuin
philosophische Darstellung von Korpern sei, summiert sich das Thema seiner
Ausfiihrungen zu einer philosophischen Reflektion der sogenannten wissenschaftlichen
Revolution im siebzehnten Jahrhundert auf. In dieser Arbeit werde ich eine
Interpretationslinie entwickeln, welche zu bestimmen versucht, worin das genuin
philosophische Anliegen von Lockes Analyse von Koérpern besteht. Sie fiihrt zu einer
umfassenden Neubetrachtung von Lockes Ausfithrungen, da Unterschiede zu anderen
Interpretationen gerade bei den zentralen Fragestellungen und der ihnen entsprechenden
Begriffen bestehen, namentlich von: dem Substratum von Korpern, primdren und
sekunddren Qualitdten, Ahnlichkeit, der Rolle der Korpuskulartheorie, Archetypen,
realen und nominalen Essenzen, dem Argument zu Spezien und Klassifikation, die
Bedeutung von Lockes Sprachanalyse, dem Wissensbegriff, dem Ideal wissenschaftlichem
Verstehens und der Bestimmung der Reichweite zeitgenossischen Wissens. Es wird
argumentiert, dass er bewusst zeitgendssisches Wissen von Korpern in der Perspektive
eines idealen, wissenschaftlichen Verstehens von ihnen bestimmt und dass er so einen
philosophischen Rahmen fiir die Naturwissenschaften entwirft, der: (1) spezifiziert,
worin eine Wissenschaft von Koérpern idealerweise besteht, (2) zeitgendssisches Wissen
in dieser Perspektive bestimmt, (3) eine eigene Konzeption fiir eine zeitgendssische
Wissenschaft beinhaltet, welche Mittel zur Verfligung stellt, dieses Wissen zu erweitern

und (4) alternative Ideen von einer Wissenschaft von Korpern zuriickweist.

Schlagworter

John Locke, Substanzen, Ideal der Wissenschaft, Reichweite von Wissen



To my parents

who gave me the capacity for happiness



John Locke’s Investigation into
our Knowledge of Bodies

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

GENERAL INTRODUCTION
A Note on Locke’s Works on Bodies
A Note on Terminology

PART I IDEAS: THEIR CONTENT AND ARCHETYPES

Introduction

1. Ideas and Archetypes
a. The Notion of Idea
b. Ideas of Bodies and their Archetypes

2. The Substratum of Bodies
a. The Notion of the Substratum of Bodies
b. The Confused Idea of Substratum
c. Locke’s Argument

d. Conclusion

3. Lockean Resemblance
a. The Relata of the Resemblance Relationship
b. Lockean Resemblance

c. The Perception-neutral Viewpoint

4. The Reality of Primary and Secondary Qualities
a. The Reality of Qualities and the Resemblance of Ideas
b. The Reality Doctrine in the Light of Boyle’s Criticism of Real Qualities
c. Objections against Alleged Textual Evidence for Alternative Readings

10
17
17

19

19

22
23
29

42
43
56
58
60

63
66
71
77

81
82
87
95



5. Locke’s Theory of Qualities
a. Locke’s Definition of Primary and Secondary Qualities

b. The Argument

PART II NAMES, SPECIES, AND ESSENCES

Introduction

6. Species and Essences
a. Locke’s General Semantic Views
b. The First Argument
c. The Second Argument
d. The Overarching Issue

7. Real Essences

7.1 The Real Essences of Bodies
a. ‘Real Essence’ and the Depend-on Relationship
b. ‘Real Essence’ in the Light of Locke’s Major Arguments
c. A Third Model for the Real Essences of Bodies

7.2 Further Textual Evidence
d. The Experience of Chemists
e. Human-like Creatures

f. Alleged Textual Evidence for the Two Prevailing Models

8. Imperfection and Abuses
8.1 Imperfection and Abuses
a. What the Imperfection and Abuses of Names of Bodies Consist in
b. The Obstructions of Knowledge and Locke’s Remedies
8.2 The Fifth Abuse in Detail
c. Contexts in which the Fifth Abuse Occurs
d. The Roots of the Fifth Abuse

106
107
115

127

127

131
132
139
141
147

150
152
152
159
167
179
179
183
186

196
197
197
202
209
210
212



PART IIT KNOWLEDGE OF BODIES 225

Introduction 225
9. Knowledge and its Degrees 228
a. Locke’s Definition of Knowledge and the Orthodox View 229
b. Knowledge and Truth 233
c. Rival Interpretations 241
d. The Three Degrees of Knowledge 250
e. Knowledge and its Degrees 262
10. Scope and Advancement of Knowledge 265
a. The Extent of Human Knowledge of Bodies 266
b. Real, Instructive Knowledge 277
c. The Axiomatic Character of an Ideal Science of Bodies 280
d. Remedies to Advance Contemporary Knowledge of Bodies 293
e. Prospects of Advancing Knowledge 299
CONCLUSION 308

BIBLIOGRAPHY 322



Acknowledgements

This doctorial thesis is the culmination of my academic education. Not surprisingly
therefore, most philosophers who have influenced my philosophical “upbringing” stand
in a close relationship to this thesis and their support was indispensable. First I want to
thank Professor Rolf-Peter Horstmann of Humboldt-Universitit zu Berlin, my
supervisor. In his seminars I learned in particular hermeneutic principles that are
prerequisite for any interpretation doing justice to an author. Moreover, Professor
Horstmann gave me what I always enjoyed most, namely both a maximum of freedom
and full support whenever being asked for.

I am likewise very grateful to Professor Wolfgang Carl of Georg-August-Universitit
Gottingen, my second supervisor, who was significantly more engaged than I could have
expected. Perhaps more importantly, I received my philosophical know-how in his
seminars during the studies for my master thesis. Similarly, I want to thank Professor
Konrad Cramer who first gave me both an access to and grasp of philosophical questions
and the late Professor Lorenz Kriiger who sharpened my understanding for philosophical
problems in discussions and lectures.

Professor Michael R. Ayers of Oxford University had a very specific and decisive impact
on the thesis. In long debates during my one year stay his criticism led not only to the
abandonment of some of my views on Locke, but more importantly paved the way for a
clarification of the underlying intuition of interpreting Locke. The basis of these fruitful
discussions has been an ideal mixture of sharing a common outlook on Locke and of
disagreeing on more particular issues.

Moreover, I am very grateful for the financial support without which the thesis would
have been impossible. This is especially true for the generous grants of the Deutscher
Akademischer Auslandsdienst for my research at Oxford and of the Land Berlin for the
last two years. Thanks to my parents who covered part of the tuition fees at the University

of Oxford.



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I am likewise very grateful to Sibylle Esser, Edward Vines, and Sean McGrath for their
proof readings and indispensable corrections. I also want to take the opportunity to thank
for the various help and stimulating debates which I received from friends over the years,
especially from Carl Hepfer, Olaf Miiller, Thomas Sturm, and Ralph Schumacher, to
mention just a few. Finally, a big hug and kiss for Elisabeth Patak who had to listen once

too often to monologues that clarified my thoughts.



General Introduction

Given the structure of the Essay concerning Human Understanding, John Locke’s theory
of bodies is clearly embedded in the overall argument. The account is evidently intended
to spell out the general programme of the Essay with respect to bodies, namely “to enquire
into the Original, Certainty, and Extent of humane Knowledge; together, with the
Grounds and Degrees of Belief, Opinion, and Assent”.! Locke moreover executes his
overarching project as to bodies in connection with contemporary natural philosophy.
This becomes manifest when he uses key terms of mechanists to express arguments, e. g.
Galileo Galilei’s and Robert Boyle’s distinction between primary and secondary qualities.
Similarly, Locke extensively discusses Boyle’s corpuscularian hypothesis and often adopts
it in his reasonings. And, moreover, he attempts to refute Cartesian and especially
Aristotelian views on bodies. In fact, in virtually all passages on bodies, Locke debates or
alludes to scientific accounts. Since he likewise repeatedly insists that this assessment of
bodies is genuinely philosophical,® the topic of his account adds up to a philosophical
reflection on the so-called scientific revolution, i. e. on the rise of the new, empirical
sciences in the seventeenth century.

This can be further specified. In the light of Locke’s various programmatic statements it
becomes plain that the analysis of the Essay leads up to its fourth and last book being
explicit on knowledge and opinion. The first book on innate notions forms the backdrop
of Locke’s own positive account and directly motivates the second book on ideas;” and
the third book on words is justified by its contribution to the fourth one.* Since,

moreover, the argument on knowledge first assesses contemporary knowledge to

43, 1.i.2. Cp. 44, Li.3. Quotations from the Essay refer to the Nidditch edition. I abbreviate them as follows:
page, book.chapter.paragraph. Citations from other works by Locke refer to the edition of his collected works
from 1823 and are identified by the short title ‘Works’. Other references are by page number to the editions
listed under ‘Bibliography’.

> Cp. 43, 1.i.2; 140, I1.viii.22; 287, I1.xxi.73; 376, I.xxxi.2;548, IV.iii.16.

’102f, Liv.25; 104, ILi.1.

4401, I1.xxxiii.19; 579, IV.vi.1.
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION

terminate then in a conception of a science of bodies, Locke’s comments apparently
evolve to a philosophical account of natural science. This corresponds to the final chapter
of the Essay where Locke classifies “All that can fall within the compass of Humane
Understanding” into three sciences of which one concerns bodies and spirits, namely
natural philosophy.” Locke therefore understands his clarification of knowledge as to its
origin, certainty, and extent in the context of bodies as a philosophical argument on
natural science.

However, despite Locke’s recurrent effort to make plain the relationship between natural
philosophy and his epistemology, there is an on-going debate on what the genuinely
philosophical issue of Locke’s analysis of bodies consists in. In this work, I will develop a
line of interpretation that undertakes to settle the issue. As will be argued, Locke
consciously assesses contemporary knowledge in the perspective of an ideal scientific
grasp of bodies and thus unfolds a philosophical framework for natural science.

This approach leads to a thorough re-examination of Locke’s account, since the differences
to other interpretations concern most prominent issues on bodies and, correspondingly,
many of their crucial concepts. To indicate the chief distinctions, the characteristics of this
reading will now be outlined by comparing it with competing interpretations as to central
issues comprising the programme of Locke’s theory of bodies. One can naturally
differentiate between five interrelated aspects. First, I turn to Locke’s analysis of ideas
regarding substratum, qualities, and resemblance and its relationship to corpuscularian
theory, the probably most hotly discussed topic.

According to Peter Alexander, for example, Locke’s philosophical reasoning on bodies
aims at establishing Boyle’s corpuscularian theory by demonstrating that it is an adequate
and plausible account of our everday experience and description of the world. Locke is
conceived as an advocat of the most convincing contemporary hypothesis on bodies who
not only additionally justifies, but also explains and popularizes the theory. This
effectively means, Locke’s analysis is a philosophical foundation of Boyle’s scientific

hypothesis, significantly complementing Boyle’s own experimentally based reasonings. By

5720, IV.xxi.1f.
¢ Alexander (1985), 6f.
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION

comparison, Edwin McCann maintains that Locke genuinely analyses our everyday
notion of body. But McCann similarly takes Locke to found philosophically the
corpuscularian hypothesis in so far as that it is the sole explanatory account which is in
accordance with our ordinary conceptual understanding of bodies and our commonsense
views on them and their qualities.”

One aim of the here expounded reading is to demonstrate that Alexander and McCann
misconceive the thrust of Locke’s explanations in connection with Boyle’s hypothesis (cp.
ch. 5 on Locke’s theory of qualities). Of course, Locke does regard corpuscularianism as the
best available scientific account being in line with our everyday concepion and experience
of bodies. Yet, generally speaking, Atherton rightly points out that the genuine issue is
not to establish corpuscularian theory, since even in the comments on qualities, where
Locke is most favourable to the theory, his is concerned with the epistemological topic of
resemblance.® Following this approach, I intend to show that Locke rather presupposes
than argues for corpuscularian theory. Locke does intend to establish the corpuscularian
account as, at his time, the only intelligible conception of bodies, but he does so only
because he needs the hypothesis as a premise in the argument on the epistemological
issue of resemblance. Crucially, the analysis makes likewise plain that Locke’s central
claims on qualities and resemblance assess our ordinary conceptual understanding of
bodies not in corpuscularian terms, but in concepts of an ideal scientific account.

Not less importantly, Locke’s conception of this ideal scientific viewpoint will be further
specified by an unorthodox analysis of what the issue of resemblance and its relationship
to corpuscularian theory are (cp. ch. 3 on Lockean resemblance). This view leads to an
enhanced reading of what it means that primary qualities are “in the things themselves”,
whereas secondary qualities are “nothing in the things themselves, but powers” (cp. ch. 4
on the reality of primary and secondary qualities). One substantial upshot is that Locke
describes bodies from a particular epistemological perspective which coincides with an
ideal scientific grasp. From this standpoint, bodies are understood in terms of being not

specific for our epistemic access to the world, i. e. for the human senses or our epistemic

7 McCann (1994), 58ff.
5 Atherton (1992), 122.
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION

apparatus respectively. This perception-neutral viewpoint is crucial to understand Locke
aright, since it relates to the substratum and real essences of bodies as well. To assess
bodies in this ideal scientific perspective, thus seems to me Locke’s stake in
corpuscularian theory, resemblance, and the distinction between primary and secondary
qualities.

This account, I contend, is in effect additionally supplemented by Locke’s assessment of
substratum (cp. ch. 2 on the substratum of bodies). The key to this reading is a detailed
analysis of Locke’s conception of substratum in the light of his corpuscularian
comprehension of bodies. As will be argued, commentators do not elucidate convincingly
the depiction of substratum as what gives rise to the “union of properties”, although they
usually acknowledge its importance. According to the here advanced view, Locke
conceives the substratum of bodies in explanatory terms which are neither confined to
corpuscularian nor to any other theory. Correspondingly, one has to read Locke’s
prominent claim that one’s idea of substratum is confused which thus turns out as an
assessment of the contemporary understanding of substratum from the standpoint of an
ideal scientific grasp.

Second, Locke’s theory of bodies includes a theory of classification. Commentators
typically conceive Locke’s comments on species and essences in the light of his criticism of
Aristotelian views on this subject matter.” Usually, one likewise takes Locke to
distinguish between contemporary classifications sorting bodies in the light of rather
superficial resemblances existing on the macrophysical stage and an ideal scheme sorting
bodies in accordance to their similarities on the explanatory, microphysical level. By
contrast, I will argue that this latter topic is the leading issue of the comments on species,
on essences, as well as on archetypes. To start with archetypes, on first thought Locke’s
claim that ideas are inadequate appears to be an emphasis that contemporary ideas do not
depict bodies by their real essences.'” The explanations of archetypes however add rather
up to a complex account of how our ideas are connected with the epistemic project of an

ideal scientific sorting of bodies regarding their similarities on the explanatory stage (cp.

° Cp. Ayers (1991), 11, 65-77; Mackie (1975), 85-88; Woolhouse (1971), 99-105; Yolton (1970), 28-34.
' Cp. Ayers (1991), 11, 76.
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION

ch. 1 on ideas and archetypes). A detailed analysis of the comments on names of bodies
will moreover reveal that Locke uses the distinction between nominal and real essences
to express the profound difference between ordinary species and classifications, on the one
hand, and an ideal scientific sorting in terms of real essences, on the other hand (cp. ch. 6
on species and essences). Both points thus establish that the aim of the argument on
species is not chiefly the refutation and substitution of Aristotelian views, but rather the
assessment of contemporary classifications by comparing it with an ideal scientific sorting.
This issue of ideal classification is furthermore interwoven with Locke’s notion of real
essences, I contend. In the light of his comments on archteypes, species and other topics,
an unorthodox reading of real essences emerges (cp. ch. 7 on real essences). A real essence,
I claim, is ascribed to a specimen as the set of features according to which the body is
sorted in an ideal scientific classification. This view profoundly diverges from the
prevailing one(s), but purports to show that many of Locke’s chief arguments on bodies
afford and imply the advanced understanding of real essences."' It thus turns out that
Locke’s assessment of contemporary classification in the perspective of an ideal sorting is
essentially linked to his conceptions of archetypes and essences. And since ‘real essence’ is
almost omnipresent in his account of bodies, the issue of an ideal classification is one of
Locke’s primary themes and present in many parts of his theory.

Third, there is Locke’s language critic. Locke puts much weight onto this analysis and
emphasizes its aim to refute competing views."”” In my eyes, however, his reasoning has
not yet been fully apprehended (cp. ch. 8 on imperfection and abuses). One aim of the
advanced reading therefore is to highlight Locke’s account and to make plain its
significance. This leads to a substantial re-interpretation of the argument, since the
proposed reading of real essences is decisive for a correct understanding. It thus becomes

plain how Locke’s language critic attempts to reject for once and for all Cartesian and

"'In other words: if the real essence of a specimen were traditionally conceived, namely as comprising the
microphysical properties corresponding to the nominal essence of its sort (or, alternatively, as comprising all
the microphysical features a body possesses), many of Locke’s prominent reasonings would be incoherent,
conceptually confused, or would in some passages openly contradict his use of ‘real essence’.

2 As Locke emphasizes when introducing the Essay to the reader, he attempts to “[remove] some of the
Rubbish, that lies in the way to Knowledge” by displaying “frivolous use of uncouth, affected, or
unintelligible Terms”. Cp.Epistle, 10.
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION

Aristotelian conceptions of a science of bodies on purely semantic grounds, paving the
way for his own conception of a science of bodies.

Fourth, in his comments on knowledge Locke advances an assessment of contemporary
knowledge (cp. ch. 10 on the scope and advancement of knowledge). I will argue for two
claims in particular. First, to understand aright Locke’s analysis of the scope of
contemporary knowledge, one has to take into account the developed view on real
essences. Both aspects are part and parcel of Locke’s argument to determine the extent of
contemporary knowledge and to propose an experimental conception for a contemporary
science of bodies that enhances human knowledge.

Importantly, this assessment of contemporary knowledge is advanced on the backdrop of
a conception of an ideal natural science. According to the orthodox view, Locke maintains
a mathematical-like, conception of an ideal science of bodies."” Roughly speaking, Locke is
taken to claim that one can deduce properties on the basis of knowledge of microphysical
structures by discovering conceptual-like relationships holding between these
microphysical features and the properties. By contrast, I will argue for the contention that
Locke is committed to an axiomatic, empirical theory that allows for mathematical-like
deductions of properties. The decisive difference is that in the latter case one affords
comprehensive knowledge of matter and causal interactions in the first place to develop
this axiomatic, empirical theory. An axiomatic theory of this kind simply represents a
thorough grasp of body. Given this kind of knowledge, Locke contends, one can then
deduce which specific features are possessed by bodies having a particular microphysical
structure. This conception of an ideal science of bodies thus complements the account of
an ideal scientific grasp of bodies from a perception-neutral, classificatory viewpoint.

The upshot is a partial re-positioning of Locke’s place in the history of philosophy. In
rough and ready terms, Locke’s conception of an ideal account of bodies is substantially
farer away from Descartes’s rationalism and closer to Hume’s empiricism than is usually
thought. The problem with Locke’s conception is not that it has a Cartesian,

mathematical-like a priori character, but that Locke is rather naive on the question of its

B Cp. Ayers (1970), 39; Ayers (1991), 1, 102, and 11, 147; Kriiger (1973), 243-46; Mackie (1975), 100-103; Wilson
(1979), 143 and 147; Wilson (1982), 249; Woolhouse (1971), 19, 25, and 136.
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION

material adequacy.

Finally, there is Locke’s comprehension of knowledge as to its certainty (cp. ch. 9 on
knowledge and its degrees). Commonly, Locke is perceived to advance an incoherent
account, namely that his definition of knowledge does not fit with the depiction of
sensitive, i. e. perceptual, knowledge.'* By contrast, a re-interpretation of both the
definition of knowledge and the portrayal of its so-called degrees show that Locke
proposes a coherent view. Accordingly, in both contexts the certainty of knowledge relates
to one’s grasp of the reasons in virtue of which one recognizes the obtaining of a fact.
Since the certainty of knowledge concerns Locke’s generic portrayal of knowledge, the
issue of certainty does not however specifically bear on Locke’s theory of bodies, but
pertains exclusively to the overall programme of the Essay.

The outline has made plain that the controversy concerns virtually all substantial topics
regarding bodies. It has also indicated that according to the here suggested reading Locke
develops a philosophical framework for natural science which: (1) specifies what a science
of bodies ideally consists in, (2) assesses contemporary knowledge in this perspective, (3)
advances an own conception of a contemporary science of bodies that proposes means to
enhance contemporary knowledge, and (4) refutes alternative ideas of a science of bodies. I
rather speak of a “philosophical framework” than of a “philosophical foundation” since
Locke does neither attempt to establish a particular theory, e. g. the corpuscularian
hypothesis, nor any fundamental laws, as Descartes respectively Kant do. Instead, Locke
solely wants to provide a philosophically clarified conception of a science of bodies, the
most that he believes one is able to achieve. In this sense, his theory of bodies intends to
set human knowledge of bodies on the right track: by pointing out which track the right
one is, that one is still at the beginning of the journey, and what the final destination of
the exploration is. He thus determines with epistemological and semantic arguments: the
ultimate goal of scientific knowledge and research, the actual limits of contemporary
knowledge and the probable limits of knowledge in the future, as well as the objectives

and means to enhance contemporary knowledge. Since the following interpretation of

" Cp. Alexander (1985), 282f; Ayers (1991), I, 103 and 126; Jenkins (1983), 196ff; Lowe (1995), 174; Specht
(1989), 129f.
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION

Locke’s account of bodies is structured along the lines of his own discussion, I will come
back to these issues in the final chapter and delineate how in the case of bodies the general
programme of the Essay evolves into a philosophical framework for a science of bodies

(cp. conclusion).

A Note on Locke’s Works on Bodies

The Essay is not only Locke’s major work on theoretical philosophy in general, but on
bodies in particular. To understand therefore aim and force of Locke’s philosophical
programme on bodies, one has to focus on the Essay even though some of its issues are
likewise discussed in his correspondence with Stillingfleet or touched on in The Elements
of Natural Philosophy and in Of the Conduct of the Understanding, which was originally
planned to supplement the Essay. Thus, except for few places, an interpretation of Locke’s
account of bodies is chiefly concerned with the Essay. Since there are only few important
differences amongst the various editions, I will generally quote the fourth one, i. e. the

last one published at Locke’s life time, if not otherwise pointed out.

A Note on Terminology

Locke himself does of course use the word ‘body’, but it is not his preferred term to denote
bodies in the sense I do. He rather uses ‘natural substance’ or even the more general term
‘substance’ to refer to bodies qua natural substances. These two words, however, signify
strictly speaking, not only bodies. Substances are bodies, spirits, and God; natural
substances are bodies and spirits. Natural substances are furthermore contrasted with
artificial substances. Natural substances are bodies qua members of a natural kind, e. g
men and gold, artificial substances are artefacts like pistols. To further complicate the
matter, bodies can also be characterized as relations, e. g. men as children. The difference
in this case is that only bodies qua natural substances are substances; in other words,
entities being grasped as relations are not conceived as being, or respectively as possessing,

a substratum. In the light of these considerations, it may not seem to be amiss to call

17



GENERAL INTRODUCTION

bodies qua natural substances simply bodies.

18



Part1

IDEAS: THEIR CONTENT AND ARCHETYPES

Introduction

In the first book of the Essay Locke begins the execution of his overall programme by a
thorough dismissal of a conception of knowledge based on innate ideas or propositions.'
For Locke, the proposal of innate ideas and propositions is the result of a misconception
of what our immediate assent to true propositions consists in.'® He thus rejects both that
there is knowledge adding up to innate ideas or propositions and that knowledge can be
justified by innate ideas or propositions serving as principles to enlarge human
knowledge."” On this backdrop, Locke motivates the analysis of the second book on ideas.
He intends to show that ideas are not innate, but acquired in the light of experience, e. g.

the idea of substance.” For this purpose, he inquires into the origin and content of our

5104, 1Li.1.

1699, Liv.22; 101, Liv.24.

7 Cp. 55, Lii.15; 58, Lii.19. Cp. ch. 8b and 10d.
8 48, 1.ii.1; 104, ILi.1f; 95, Liv.18.
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PARTI: INTRODUCTION

ideas, examines the faculties being involved in their genesis, and assesses their content in
different epistemological perspectives. This approach, Locke indicates, eventually leads to
an alternative explanation of knowledge and of what immediate assent consists in."”” The
general aim of the account thus is to pave the way for a correct assessment of human
knowledge by determining its foundation.*

In the comments specifically concerning ideas of bodies, Locke primarily aims at
establishing one’s limited grasp of bodies. The point of his reasoning is however not to
give simply an account of the content of our ideas, since he apparently has a specific
epistemological issue in mind. This becomes plain, when Locke insists that his
assessment is to be distinguished from a scientific, explanatory account of bodies, of their
properties, and of the physical processes that cause ideas in the human mind.* However,
as indicated in the introduction, despite his repeated efforts to differentiate his own
programme from that of a natural philosopher, it is hotly disputed what the
epistemological topic is.

The aim of this part is to make plain that Locke’s major contentions on ideas of bodies
determine their content from a specific, ideal scientific viewpoint. Locke thus intends to
show, I argue, that one’s conceptual understanding of bodies is far from being an ideal
scientific grasp. This account comprises several aspects specifying by which properties
bodies are ideally to be depicted and in which kind of concepts these properties are to be
understood.

In the first chapter, I will argue for two points. First, Locke’s analysis of ideas of bodies is
an assessment of one’s conceptual understanding of bodies, i. e. of the depiction of bodies
as it is entailed in our concepts of them, e. g. ‘gold’ and ‘man’. Second, in the comments
on archetypes Locke conceives ideas of bodies in the perspective of a specific epistemic
project, namely of an ideal scientific classification. The next chapter delineates Locke’s
characterization of the substratum of bodies and its identification with matter in
explanatory terms which are neither confined to corpuscularian nor to any other theory.

Chapters three, four, and five reconstruct successively: Locke’s notion of resemblance,

¥ Cp. 55, Lii.15.
2102, IL.iv.25.
21 Cp. 43, 1.i.2; 140, 1L.viii.22; 287, I1.xxi.73; 376, IL.xxxi.2; 548, IV iii.16.
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PARTI: INTRODUCTION

what it means for qualities (not) to be real, and the argument establishing the account of
qualities as a whole. As will be contended, crucially for all three aspects, ideas and
properties of bodies are discussed in an ideal scientific perspective depicting bodies and
their properties from a perception-neutral viewpoint.

Locke’s comments on ideas thus assess the contemporary conceptual comprehension of
bodies from a twofold epistemic viewpoint. It specifies both in virtue of which properties
and in terms of which concepts bodies are ideally grasped, depicted and classified. For this
purpose, Locke relies partly on corpuscularian theory and partly goes beyond it. In fact, the
result is an intriguing and complex relationship between Locke’s ideal epistemological
viewpoint and Boyle’s physical theory, since the intelligibility of Locke’s arguments draws
in part on Boyle’s model of body. But though Locke’s views on an ideal grasp are
decidedly inspired by Boyle’s hypothesis, it likewise becomes plain that he pursuits a
genuine philosophical project. The programme of Locke’s analysis is to determine one’s
conceptual grasp of bodies in the perspective of what he regards a scientific understanding

ideally to be.

21



1. Ideas and Archetypes

At the end of the second book of the Essay Locke compares the content of an ordinary idea
of bodies with its archetype. He conceives an archetype as what an idea is intended to
represent and identifies the archetype with a real essence. More specifically, some people
refer their ideas to Aristotelian real essences whereas others relate them to corpuscularian
real essences. Yet, despite this difference, all speakers understand the archetypes to be the
real essences of bodies experienced in nature. Locke’s primary claim is that our ideas of
bodies represent only inadequately their archetypes or real essences respectively. In
addition, the ideas are said to be inadequate representations as to the substratum of bodies.
Generally speaking, commentators do not pay much attention to the topic of archetypes in
the first place,® but if they do so, they tend to focus on corpuscularian real essences since
they apparently regard corpuscularian real essences as the true archetypes of ideas of
bodies and Aristotelian real essences as only alleged archetypes.”” But this picture does not
fit with Locke’s comments, as a closer examination will reveal. The upshot is a far more
complex account, namely that according to Locke a subject conceives an idea as standing
in the perspective of a certain epistemic project, which goes beyond the idea’s content,
when relating ideas to archetypes. An idea is formed to serve a specific classificatory end
that is not part of the idea. This epistemic intention varies among subjects in so far as they
have different ideas of what the real essences of bodies are, but they share the basic
conception to depict species experienced in nature and that real essences are the
archetypes of ideas of bodies. These insights will prove to be important in chapter seven
on real essences, but there is an immediate implication as well: Locke’s account that our
ideas of bodies are inadequate both as to corpuscularian real essences and as to their

substratum adds up to an assessment of our conceptual grasp of bodies from an ideal

*? There has however been a recent debate on the adequacy of simple ideas. Cp. Bermudez (1992) and Ferguson
(1996).

» This becomes plain when Locke’s assertion that ideas of bodies are inadequate is effectively reduced to the
claim that the ideas do not depict bodies by their corpuscularian real essences. However, ideas of bodies are
said to be inadequate as to Aristotelian real essences as well. Cp. Ayers (1991), II, 76.
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viewpoint of scientific classification.

The first step is to clarify what an idea is. Giving the gist of Yolton’s interpretation and of
Ayers’s supplemental account and acknowledging both views in principal, I argue in later
chapters that, pace Ayers, Yolton’s reading applies thoroughly to the context of bodies. The
punchline is to give the reader the established interpretation of Lockean ideas at hand as
well as to delineate Ayers’s account against which the argument is directed in the
following chapters. Then, an analysis of Locke’s comments on archetypes contends that
there he links ideas to the classificatory venture a subject has in mind. Both the
differences and the common ground of the Aristotelian and corpuscularian epistemic
project will be highlighted which, according to Locke, speakers pursue with their ideas.
Subsequently, I will make plain Locke’s assessment of our ideas from an ideal scientific
viewpoint. This latter result will be reconfirmed in the chapters on substratum, the

theory of qualities, and real essences.

a. The Notion of Idea

Locke’s central characterizations of ideas highlight them as “the immediate object of
Perception, Thought, or Understanding”.** Reading this portrayal on the philosophical
backdrop of Locke’s time, Yolton in particular has developed an interpretation which
comprehends Lockean ideas as intentional objects.”” The point is to explain how thought
can be concerned with entities which are “outside” the mind. Conceiving entities, the
claim is, is to grasp them by a mental representation. For example, one can think of tigers
by having a conception of tigers. In this explanation, tigers “appear” in two ways; namely,
firstly, tigers as the (material or physical) entities being referred to by one’s thinking of
tigers, and, secondly, tigers as the (intentional) entities being the content of one’s
conception of tigers, i. e. as the entities being referred to in so far as they are thought of. In
the second sense, tigers are the intentional object or the object of thought respectively,

namely the entities being conceived of in so far as they are conceived of. The difference

134, I.viii.8. Cp. 525, IV.i.1; Works 1V, 130. Cp. also 47, 1.i.8; 104, ILi.1.
» Yolton (1984), 88-104.
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between the two “ontological modes” becomes apparent with respect to their existence
conditions as to non-existant entities. When thinking of centaurs, there are centaurs as
the object of this thought of centaurs even though there are no centaurs in the world to
which the thought refers; while, on the other hand, when no one thinks of gold, there
would be gold in nature to which a thought refers even though there were no gold as the
object of a thought.

Interpreting Locke’s notion of the immediate objects of the understanding as intentional
objects, to say for Locke, ideas are the immediate objects of the understanding, is to
emphasize that one conceives entities only by thinking of them. One conceives entities in
terms of ideas, i. e. one grasps entities by them being the intentional object of one’s
thought. “Thought’ is taken here in a very general sense which signifies all kinds of
intentional states whether they are, for example, sensations or memories. For instance,
the thought of an particular apple might be one’s sensation or one’s memory of the apple.
Moreover, Locke speaks of ideas not only in the sense of them being the content or object
of intentional states, but also in the sense of them being an intentional state. For example,
with ‘idea of gold” Locke could mean either gold in so far as it is a thought of gold or gold
in so far as it is the object of thoughts of gold.

I prefer to speak of ideas in terms of mental representations.”® That is, Locke’s ideas are
either mental representations, i. e. intentional states representing entities, or the content
of representations, i. e. the object of thought. For example, in the first sense the idea of
centaurs is the mental representation of a sort of entities, namely of centaurs. In this sense
of idea, an idea is specified by its content. An idea is the mental depiction or portrayal of
specific entities, an idea is a mental state which represents entities. One can speak of
course not only of particular mental representations, but also of a type of mental
representations which is individuated by a common content. Two persons have the same
idea of gold, if the two mental representations have the same content, i. e. if they depict
the same entities. And Locke calls both types of mental representations and their token
idea. Moreover, whether ideas are understood as types or tokens of representations, to

highlight ideas as mental representations explains why in some contexts ideas are

% In this context, one should mention the classic article on this topic, namely Jackson (1930).
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identified with mental states being characterized by having a specific content and a causal
history, e. g. the sensation of yellow. On the other hand, in most contexts and especially in
connection with his comments we are concerned with, Locke means by idea the content
of mental representations, i. e. the object of thought. He examines our mental
representations with respect to the sort of entities they represent. For example, the
discussion of our ideas of bodies is an analysis of the kind of features by which bodies are
conceived as bodies. Since ideas in the sense of representations are genuinely
characterized by their content, there is a floating transition from ideas understood as
representations to ideas understood as the content of representations. Yet, one should
keep in mind that for Locke ‘idea’ can denote both the content of mental representations
as well as these mental representation themselves.

By and large, in some cases a Lockean idea might be regarded as making up the whole
content of a thought. For example, if one thinks of tigers simply in the sense that one
conceives of tigers as they are depicted by one’s idea, one could regard the whole cognitive
content of the thought as solely consisting of the idea of tigers. More precisely, however,
for Locke ideas serve as aspects of intentional content. This becomes evident in his theory
of knowledge where a “combination” of ideas represents a state of affairs. As will be
developed more in detail,” to know that a state of affairs holds is to perceive the holding
of that state of affairs, e. g. that gold is yellow. States of affairs are therefore likewise
content of intentional states where a single idea serves to represent an aspect of a state of
affairs, e. g. the idea of gold stands for gold. Moreover, given Locke’s emphasis that not
ideas but only propositions can be true or false,*® if pressed, Locke should concede that
one’s thought of tigers is not simply aquivalent to the idea of tigers, but to a proposition
representing a state of affairs expressing or spelling out the depiction of tigers as it is
entailed in the idea, e. g. ‘“Tigers are predatory cats with yellow and brown stripes’. Thus,
strictly speaking, Lockean ideas are aspects of thoughts.

There is a close connection between ideas and concepts. Words are regarded as signs

which acquire semantic content only when they are used to signify ideas.”” Categorematic

7 Cp. section 9b.
* Cp. 9b.
¥ Cp. 6a.
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terms like substantives, predicates, adjectives, and adverbs signify ideas whereas so-called
particles, i. e. syncategorematic terms, like ‘but’ refer to relations between ideas.’® This
shows, since ‘idea’ is the central notion of Locke’s theory, that from his perspective
concepts or the meaning of words have to be explained in terms of ideas, namely as the
content of ideas. Concepts, meaning, words, etc. are entities which have to be related to
intentional states of an epistemological subject, i. e. they terminate ultimately in the
content of mental representations. On the other hand, at central places Locke explains

ideas by referring to words. An idea represents what a word stands for:

“§1. EVERY Man being conscious to himself, That he thinks, and that which his
Mind is employ’d about whilst thinking, being the Ideas, "tis past doubt, that Men
have in their Minds several Ideas, such as are those expressed by the words,
Whiteness, Hardness, Sweetness, Thinking, Motion, Man, Elephant, Army,
Drunkenness, and others: [...]”.%!

Given this nexus between ideas and the meaning of words, an idea can be conceived of
characterizing entities in the way concepts do. An idea entails the kind of portrayal of
entities as it is entailed in concepts. In modern terms, the content of an idea amounts to
the meaning, or intension, of a concept.32 In this sense, one’s idea of entities represents
one’s conceptual understanding of these entities. In the contexts, where Locke focuses on
the content of ideas, ideas add up to what one usually calls concepts. For instance, Locke’s
analysis of the content of our ideas of bodies is effectively an account of our concepts of
bodies. More precisely, to discuss “our” or “the” ideas of bodies, means for Locke to
examine the kind of ideas which are commonly signified by our names of bodies. As his

repeated criticism of Descartes’s notion of bodies shows,* Locke is only interested in our

%°471-73, IL.vii. Alston overlooks Locke’s particles when being polemical against Locke: “Can you discern an
idea of “when”, “in”, “course”, “becomes”, etc., swimming into your ken as each word is pronounced? [...] What
are we supposed to look for by way of an idea of “when”? How can we tell whether we have it in mind or
not?”. Cp. Alston (1964), 24.

1104, 1Li.1.

2 As will be delineated in the next part, one mistakes Locke’s talk of ideas being the primary signification of
words if one reads it as the claim that ideas are the extension of words. Cp. 6a. Ashworth has convincingly
argued this point. Cp. Ashworth (1984), 60-64. That is, Locke does not contend in this modern sense of “‘meaning’
that the meaning of words are ideas, as some commentators do. Cp. Alston (1964), 22; Bennett (1971), 27;
O’Connor (1967), 131.

¥ Cp. 449, 11.vi.21; 603ff, IV.vii.12ff.
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usual concepts of bodies, namely in those ideas which are given by experience and which
therefore represent entities in the world. Having said that, one should keep in mind
however that in connection with other issues it is relevant that ideas are mental
representations.

Ayers has complemented Yolton’s account of Lockean ideas by adding another
understanding of ideas which is present in some of Locke’s comments on simple ideas.
An idea is understood as a mental state in the sense of a “blank effect” of an external
cause.” A blank effect is a mental state characterized by phenomenological features and
caused by an external power or property. The idea of yellow is, for instance, the kind of
effect which is caused by yellow objects. The phenomenological feature of the idea of
yellow is thereby contrasted by the phenomenological features of other sorts of sensations,
e. g. the phenomenological feature of sensations of green. As Ayers has convincingly
shown, this understanding of ideas is indeed present in Locke’s arguments.*

Now, matters become complicated if one asks what is the content of a simple idea. In
many contexts, a simple idea is said to be about the property that causes the simple idea in
ordinary sensation. For example, the idea of yellow is about the feature of material objects
which causes the sensation of yellow when one visually perceives yellow. Given this
“causal understanding” of the content of simple ideas, there is a seemingly innocuous
connection between ideas as blank effects and ideas as intentional objects. Simple ideas of
sensible qualities, e. g. colours, tastes and sounds, are individuated by phenomenological
features. Yellow is the property of bodies that causes sensations of yellow, whereas green
is the feature producing sensations of green. But this kind of characterization does not
apply to all simple ideas. For example, the idea of the form of globes is the mental
representation of the form of globes whether one has a visual or tactual idea of the
shape.’® In other words, for Locke there is no difference between a visual and a tactual
idea of the form of globes as there is a difference between the idea of yellow and the idea
of green. On first thought, one might want to explain this difference by pointing out that

it is justified for Locke to take the visual and the tactual idea of a shape to be the same

* Ayers (1991), 1, 62.
¥ Cp. 372, IL.xxx.2; 375, IL.xxxi.2.
% Cp. 127, ILv; 145f, ILix.8.
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ideas, since they represent the same property. These two ideas, one might add, are only
different in the sense that they have been received by different senses. And indeed Locke
does hold that experience has to show that the tactual and the visual idea of globes have
the same content.”” Lockean simple ideas, one could move on, are mental representations
that are prima facie individuated by their specific phenomenological features, but which
are identified by their content, namely by the kind of property causing this sort of mental
representations in sensation. Simple ideas are portrayed as mental representations having
both a property as their content and phenomenological features by which one specifies the
content.

However, Locke’s position is not that straight forward, since there are other passages in
which a simple idea is depicted as an intentional state whose content consists in the
phenomenological features of a mental state. Sensations are the paradigm again. For
example, in some passages the idea of pain is understood as a mental state being
characterized by phenomenological features which differ from sensations of colour.’® In
this sense, one can move on to distinguish between pondering and stinging pain, i. e.
between ideas representing various sorts of pains. Here, simple ideas do not represent
their cause, but their phenomenological features. In sensations, such a simple idea is
effectively a self-representing mental state; but since there are also other intentional states
than sensations, e. g. memories of one’s having been in pain, simple ideas in this sense
need not to be self-representing states. Rather, more generally, simple ideas of this kind
represent mental states being characterized by phenomenological features. Ayers’s speaks
therefore rightly of two different models of ideas which are partly interrelated and partly
excluding each other. On the one hand, by characterizing simple ideas as blank effects one
can explain how they represent their cause, namely by asserting that a simple idea
represents the property which causes a certain kind of blank effect. On the other hand, in
other contexts simple ideas are said to represent a blank effect.

Ayers shows convincingly both that Locke’s understanding of simple ideas as blank effects

is part and parcel of his conception of ideas as being mental representations of their cause

%7 145f, 11.ix.8. This is the so-called Molyneux problem.
% 229-33, I1.xx.
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and that the blank-effect model is employed in some places to specify the content of a
simple idea as a blank effect. But I disagree with Ayers with respect to the range of contexts
in which the content of a simple idea is identified with a blank effect. In particular, I will
argue that in Locke’s theory of qualities and resemblance the content of ideas of secondary
qualities is identified with their cause.”” For example, the idea of pain is conceived there
as representing the property of bodies which causes the idea of pain, i. e. as standing for
the disposition of bodies to produce pain. This interpretation of ideas of secondary
qualities implies that Locke only uses rarely the blank effect model to determine a simple
idea as a blank effect representing a mental state being characterized by phenomenological
features. Pace Ayers, there is no clash between the two models, but rather a peaceful
coexistence.”” On the other hand, as we have seen, Ayers correctly points to unclarified
parts of Locke’s theory. Some simple ideas, e. g. the idea of pain, are in some contexts
portrayed as representing blank effects, but in other ones as representing its cause; some
simple ideas, e. g. the visual and the tactual ideas of the shape of a globe, are said to be one
idea conveyed by different senses, whereas other simple ideas being likewise conveyed by
different senses, e. g. ideas of colours and of smells, are said to be different. These are no
contradictions but represent either ambiguities or the lack to clarify exactly what mental
representations should have in common to be signified by the same name, e. g. by “pain’

or ‘globe’.

b. Ideas of Bodies and their Archetypes

Ideas, we have seen, are mental representations of entities. This means for ideas of bodies
more specifically that they each stand for a species of bodies having a distinct set of
properties. For example, a particular idea of bodies might depict the class of bodies being
yellow and having a metallic shine. Bodies are thereby understood as entities having a

substratum, consisting of coherent solid parts as well as being extended and capable of

¥ Cp. 4c.
“ Cp. Ayers (1991), I, 63ff.
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communicating motion by impulse.*’ As will be delineated in the next chapter, the
substratum of bodies is the kind of stuff they consist of, namely matter.*” Thus, an idea of
bodies comprises the idea of substratum, the ideas of extension, solidity and motion as
well as a set of other ideas of properties which specify the depicted class of bodies as a
particular species, e. g. as gold.*> Now, Locke assesses our ideas of bodies in comparison
with the epistemic project a subject pursues with his or her ideas. As will now be argued,
Locke’s comments entail that his account on ideas being inadequate as to corpuscularian
real essences and substratum is an examination of our conceptual grasp of bodies from an
ideal scientific viewpoint.

At various places, Locke comprehends ideas of bodies to depict a class of bodies which one
has regularly experienced. For example, in the chapter on the ideas of substances, Locke
asserts that one forms an idea of substances in the light of the repeated experience of
substances having a particular set of properties.** To experience recurrently various bodies
being yellow and fixed, leads to the genesis of an idea of bodies being yellow and fixed. In
other passages, an idea of substances is said to copy an existing pattern, e. g. bodies being
yellow and fixed. An idea of bodies depicts therefore an existing class of bodies, since the
idea has been formed in the light of bodies displaying a common set of features. In this
sense, substances are said to be the “standard” of an idea, namely the entities according to
which one generates the idea. The idea has its standard in nature.* Similarly, one puts
together properties in an idea because there are bodies in nature which show a
corresponding union of these properties: “the Union in Nature of these Qualities” is “the
true Ground of their Union in one complex Idea”.*

This account is developed further in his theory of real and fantastical ideas. An idea of
substance is real if it depicts existing substances: if there “are such Combinations of simple

Ideas, as are really united, and coexist in Things without us”.*” By contrast, fantastical idea

41305, I11.xxiii.15; 306, I1.xxiii.17f; 307, I1.xxiii.22; 312f, II.xxiii.29f.
“ Cp. 2a.

297, Il.xxiii.4.

#4205 Il.xxiii.1.

% Cp. 468f, 11.vi.46ff.

4 483, II1.ix.13.

47374, T1.xxx.5.
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of substances “are made up of such Collections of simple Ideas, as were really never
united, never were found together in any Substance.”** A fantastical idea is not a copy of
an existing pattern or standard. For example, the idea of a centaur or the idea of a body
possessing the colour of gold and the weight of iron are fantastical, since one has not
experienced bodies of this kind. Yet, Locke insists, a fantastical idea might represent
substances existing in the world even though one does not know whether this is
possible.”” One is ignorant of whether these bodies could exist because one’s idea is not a
copy. Locke speaks at some places of real ideas as if specimens must actually exist so that
the idea is real. However, the characterization of fantastical ideas and their opposition to
real ones as well as passages on real knowledge show that an idea is real even if no
specimens exist presently. Real ideas of substances “[have to] be taken from something
that does or has existed”.’® Once the idea is made, there need not to be members of the
depicted sort. Locke’s point is that a real idea must be a copy and thus guaranteeing the
possibility that specimens exist.

Locke’s distinction of real and fantastical ideas makes plain that ideas of bodies
corresponding to our everyday concepts of natural kinds serve as copies for species
existing in nature. The epistemic purpose of real ideas of bodies is to portray classes of
bodies which do exist or at least have existed in the world. This becomes evident by the
contrast between substances and mixed modes or relations.”’ Ideas of mixed modes or of
relations might have been made in accordance with features of an existing entity, but this
need not to be the case: they are “not always copied from Nature”.”> Correspondingly, an
idea of mixed modes is real even if it is not a copy and is fantastical only if it depicts
entities by properties which exclude each other logically.”

Locke’s account of fantastical ideas likewise makes clear that an idea of bodies represents

8 374; TL.xxx.5.

49374, T1.xxx.5.

%568, IV.iv.12. Cp. 385, IL.xxxii.5.

°1 429, IM1.v.3; 430f, IIL.v.5f; 434, 111.v.10; 435-37; IL.v.12-15.

%2431, Ill.v.7. In this context Locke refers to mixed modes; but as other passages show, his claims relate
likewise to ideas of relations. Cp. 437, 1IL.v.16.

> By contrast, ideas of substances are real only if they are copies; fantastical if they are contradictory or not
copies. Cp. 374, IL.xxx.5.
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entities in the world even if the idea is not a copy. In this sense, the representative
content of ideas is independent of its epistemic purpose for which it has been introduced.
Whatever epistemic function a subject attaches to its ideas, they represent the kind of
bodies which they depict. A fantastical idea portrays, in principle, bodies in the world
even if it is not truly a copy of some specimens of the sort. This independence of an idea’s
content from the opinions and intentions of a speaker is affirmed rigorously by Locke in
his theory of true and false ideas. According to Locke, a truth value can be ascribed only to
propositions because only they express a state of affairs.”* Properly speaking, he maintains,
an idea cannot be judged to be true or false, since ideas, if taken by themselves, represent
simply the kind of entities they do. For this reason it does not make sense to call them
either true or false.”” Only ideas which include properties logically contradicting each

other may be termed false as to their content®

- since such ideas do not really portray any
kind of entity. Usually, however, one asserts an idea to be true or false in reference to
another entity.”” As to substances, this means, an idea is related to another entity in the
sense that the idea depicts this entity.”® For example, our common ideas of bodies are false
in the way that they do not depict bodies by microphysical properties, namely by their
corpuscularian real essences.

We have seen, ideas of bodies are designed to copy real existing patterns, i. e. classes of
bodies possessing a common set of properties. But besides this epistemic function, a
speaker has further epistemic intentions with regard to his ideas. One does not only aim
at portraying an existing class of bodies by the set of properties one has experienced.
Rather, one intends to depict these bodies also by properties which exceed the set of
features one has experienced and which go thus beyond the content of the idea. This
means, one has a conception of the bodies that are represented by one’s idea which goes

beyond the depiction of the idea.

Aristotelians, for example, grasp the species being portrayed by their ideas of bodies as

5 384, I.xxxii.1; 391, IL.xxxii.19. Cp. 9b.
% 384, II.xxxii.1; 392f, II.xxxii.20-24.

% 393, TI.xxxii.26.

%7 384, I.xxxii.1.; cp. 385; IL.xxxii.5.

% 390f, I1.xxxii.18; 392f, II.xxxii.22-25.
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classes which are characterized by an Aristotelian real essence. By contrast, other speakers
understand the bodies being depicted by their ideas to possess corpuscularian real
essences. Epistemic subjects therefore comprehend the specimens of a sort by properties
which are not included in their ideas. In other words, they conceive the members of a sort
as being a particular kind of entities, e. g. as entities having an Aristotelian real essence in
common. This account of Locke becomes obvious in his theory of (in-) adequate ideas.
Ideas of bodies, he explains, are used in two ways. Either one refers them to a class of
bodies sharing an Aristotelian real essence, or to a class of bodies possessing
corpuscularian real essences.” Either way, ideas of bodies are inadequate, since they do
not include either type of real essences.”

This means, a subject comprehends the specimens of a sort as of a particular kind of
entities. Speakers conceive of bodies as being of a certain type of entities what is not
entailed in their ideas. Importantly, one does not only grasp bodies being depicted by an
idea to be such entities; one also intends to represent bodies as such entities, e. g. as bodies
having the same Aristotelian real essence. If one knew real essences, one would form
ideas including these real essences and thus representing bodies as the entities as one
conceives them. In this case, one’s ideas of bodies were adequate since they would
represent the bodies they depict by the features one intends to portray the bodies. More
precisely, according to Locke subjects intend to portray bodies not only by their real
essence, but by their substratum as well. An idea is therefore adequate if it depicts the
represented bodies by their real essence and substratum. One’s intentions as to
representing bodies involves therefore a conception of the properties by which one ideally
wants to portray bodies by one’s ideas.

This comprehension of the specimens of a sort of bodies is entailed in Locke’s notion of
archetype. Archetypes are the entities one regards to be the originals or standards of one’s
ideas. The archetype of an idea is the entity “which the Mind supposes [to have] taken [the
idea] from”.*" One conceives of the standard of an idea to be the archetype of the idea; the

archetype is the entity which one takes the standard to be. In the case of bodies, speakers

% 378, I1.xxxi.6.
0 378-83, II.xxxi.6-13.
61 375, IL.xxxi.1.
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thus conceive of their ideas as copies of their archetype. The archetype is the entity which
one believes the standard to be and according to which one has formed the idea. A subject
grasps the standard as the idea’s archetype, and comprehends the idea as a copy of the
features the archetype has displayed. The archetype of an idea is therefore a conception of
the standard of the idea - a conception portraying the standard beyond the experienced
properties and serving as the ideal as what kind of entity one wants to depict the standard.
Given this notion of archetype and Locke’s corpuscularian belief that bodies possess
corpuscularian real essences, it is legitimate for Locke to apprehend the standard of an
idea as a corpuscularian archetype and to signify the standard with ‘archtetype’” when
discussing the corpuscularian use of ideas.”” This identification of standards and
corpuscularian archetypes is natural for Locke, but one has to keep in mind that an
archetype is not defined as the kind of entity which actually serves as the original of our
ideas. Only if one has an understanding of archetypes which discerns correctly the

(unknown) features of one’s standards, standards can be conceived as instantiations of
one’s archetypes. The case of Aristotelian archetypes exemplifies this. Since speakers
intend their ideas to represent the archetype which they have in mind and since speakers
take their archetypes to be the originals of their ideas, Aristotelians conceive the standards
of their ideas as having an Aristotelian real essence. But according to Locke, bodies do not
have Aristotelian real essences; the conception of Aristotelian real essences is for him
even incomprehensible.”” The Aristotelian case shows, the archetype of an idea need not
to be also the idea’s standard. An archetype is only the kind of entity which one conceives
the original of our ideas to be.

Furthermore, an archetype is not only a speaker’s comprehension of his standard. More
specifically, a subject intends his idea to represent its archetype, i. e. one refers the idea to
its archetype. Locke therefore calls ideas inadequate because they are “a partial, or
incomplete representation of those Archetypes to which they are referred”, because they
do not “perfectly represent those Archetypes ... which it [scil. the mind] intends them [scil.
the ideas] to stand for, and to which it [scil. the mind] refers them”.** The kind of

2381, II.xxxi.8; 482f, I1.ix.13.
63380, IL.xxxi.6.
6 375, IL.xxxi.1.
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archetype, which an idea has, depends on the way it is used by a speaker. An Aristotelian
use of ideas ascribes Aristotelian-real-essence archetypes to ideas, a corpuscularian use
refers ideas to corpuscularian real essences. Locke calls therefore ideas inadequate because
they do not portray the archetype as one uses one’s ideas: “[with respect to both ways in
which ideas of bodies can be used] these Copies of those Originals, and Archetypes, are
imperfect and inadequate” .* In other words, ideas of bodies are inadequate depictions of
their archetypes - whether one wants to represent bodies by Aristotelian or by
corpuscularian real essences - since either kind of real essences is not contained in our
ideas. This entails, the archetype of an idea represents the kind of entity as which one
would like ideally to portray its standard. More generally, one’s comprehension of
archetypes embodies a conception of the features by which one would ideally represent a
body.

We have seen, the notion of archetype relates directly to one’s grasp of standards, but it
entails indirectly a corresponding understanding which one has of bodies, species and
ideas. For example, due to their comprehension of real essences, Aristotelians grasp every
body to possess an Aristotelian real essence and to be classified by it into a species. The
members of each species are regarded to share the same Aristotelian real essence.
Consequently, they believe that the inclusion of further properties of the macrophysical
level, which are displayed by several specimens, is a perfection of the idea they already
have of that species. The possession of the same Aristotelian real essence is seen to
guarantee that all members of a species have in common the same features of the
macrophysical level. Locke brands this understanding of one’s ideas (and words) as an
abuse of language which according to him leads to false knowledge claims raised by the
Aristotelians.® Moreover, due to their comprehension of species, real essences and
archetypes, Aristotelians conceive their ideas as part of a scientific project to classifiy
bodies ideally according to their respective Aristotelian real essence. Corpuscularians, by
contrast, see themselves to sort bodies ultimately as to corpuscularian real essences. In the

chapter on language and species, I will highlight this latter claim. Thus, from their own

% 378, IL.xxxi.6.
% 499-503, 111.x.17-21. Cp. 8.2.
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1. IDEAS AND ARCHETYPES

perspective speakers pursue a certain epistemic project of classification; and depending on
their understanding of bodies, species and real essences, subjects might have a different
outlook on their depiction of bodies by their ideas.

Yet, despite the differences, both Aristotelians and corpuscularians recognize that their
ideas are copies of standards in nature. Ideas are not only partial representations of their
archetypes, but foremost copies of an experienced set of properties. Aristotelians and
corpuscularians disagree over the epistemic purpose of their ideas only as to what goes
beyond experience or respectively beyond the content of their ideas. Their respective
beliefs in archetypes affect solely the broader outlook of the classification represented by
their ideas. This corresponds to Locke’s stance that the representative content of an idea is
independent of the opinions and intentions one has. Thus for Locke, Aristotelians still
have ideas of bodies which relate to bodies in the world regardless of their thoroughly
false conception of bodies, species and real essences. The common ground of Aristotelians
and corpuscularians is their use of ideas to copy and represent existing sorts of bodies.
Importantly, since Locke regards the corpuscularian understanding of archetypes as
correct, his more specific comments on the corpuscularian use of ideas are effectively an
assessment of one’s ideas and classification of bodies from an ideal scientific viewpoint.
As we have seen, for Locke ideas ideally depict bodies by their corpuscularian real
essences. Consequently, Locke regards our ordinary ideas as provisional. According to
him, one makes use of features of the macrophyiscal level only because of our ignorance
of corpuscularian real essences and as a substitution for real essences.” Properties of the
macrophysical level serve as a substitution of unknown real essences because one takes
only those properties into one’s ideas which one believes to be identical with parts of the
real essence of the standard. Here the corpuscularian understanding of the reduction or
identification of properties comes into play. For example, the colour of a body is
comprehended as being identical to parts of the microphysical surface of the body.
Features of the macrophyiscal level are thus identified with microphysical properties.

Rough and ready in Lockean terms, features of the macrophysical level depend on the

7 301, ILxxiii.11; 584, IV.vi.10.; 587f, IV.vi.12; 647, IV.xii.12.
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1. IDEAS AND ARCHETYPES

real essence of the body.” Therefore, due to this correspondence or identity relationship
between properties of the macrophysical level with features of the microphysical stage,
the former can be taken as placeholders and substitutions for the latter. All properties of a
standard which depend on its real essence, or microphysical internal constitution
respectively, have a right to be included.”” Correspondingly, according to Locke one does
not include features in an idea which one regards as not depending on the real essence of
its standard. For example, if one generates an idea of gold, one does not take the form of
its standard into the idea because one cannot conceive its form to depend on its real
essence.”” The precedence of real essences over properties of the macrophysical level finds
also expression when Locke judges our ideas still as inadequate even if they contained all
the features of the macrophysical level which depend on the real essences of their
standards.”' Thus, the inclusion of properties in an idea is understood in the perspective
of representing the corpuscularian real essence of the standard.

On the other hand, when portraying ideas of bodies in general, Locke puts forward
another conception of ideas, namely that ideas serve to copy sets of features experienced
recurrently. Consequently, this means for him, every property or set of properties may be
taken into an idea which has been experienced repeatedly. As he puts it, every property,
which has been found together with other features, has the right to be included in an idea:
“For the complex Ideas of Substances, being made up of such simple ones as are supposed
to coexist in Nature, every one has a right to put into his complex Idea, those Qualities he
has found to be united together.””? In other words, properties making up an idea have
“no more original precedency, or right to put it, and make the specifick Idea, more than
others that are left out”.”” Since this is a general conception as to ideas of substances in so
far as they are (real) ideas of substances, an ideal idea is a copy of a recurrently experienced
set of features.

The present point is that at first sight Locke gives two different conceptions of the

% Cp. 7a-b.

9 Cp. 382, IL.xxxi.10; 486, 1I.ix.17.
70 Cp. 381, IL.xxxi.9.

7t 377, I.xxxi.3; 383, I1.xxxi.13.

72 483, 1ILix.13. Cp. 485f, 1IL.ix.17.
78 381, IL.xxxi.8.

37



1. IDEAS AND ARCHETYPES

properties which are included and which are ideally to be included in ideas. On the one
hand, ideas include only properties depending on the real essence of their standard as a
substitution for the standard’s unknown, corpuscularian real essence which ideas ideally
contain. On the other hand, ideas comprise and ideally comprise features that are found
repeatedly together in various bodies. Crucially, these two conceptions of ideas are not
detached from one another. They apparently go hand in hand, since Locke mentions
them in the same contexts: properties of an idea’s standard which are regarded as being
left out are features that both depend on the real essence and go together regularly.”

How can these two conceptions of ideas of bodies be squared with one another? The usual
readings of corpuscularian real essences cannot accomplish this, as we will see in chapter
seven.” And as will be argued there as well, in the light of a different understanding of
what Locke’s corpuscularian real essences are, both conceptions turn out to be effectively
aquivalent.”® By and large, a classification as to real essences, is the sorting of bodies
according to their microphysical similarities. And since similarities are sets of features
which can be experienced repeatedly, the recurrent experience of microphysical properties
that coexist in bodies, is the experience of microphysical similarities among bodies. To
represent bodies by their real essence, is thus effectively the depiction of bodies by the
largest set of microphyiscal features which recurrently coexists, namely by their
microphysical similarities. If real essences are thus understood, it likewise becomes plain
how features of the macrophysical level serve as substitutions for real essences. Due to the
correspondence relationship, similarities on the macrophysical stage correspond to
similarities on the microphysical level. A sorting of bodies in accordance with repeatedly
experienced similarities on the macrophysical level approximates a classification of bodies
in accordance with their microphysical similarities. By contrast, the traditional
comprehension of Lockean real essences fails to deliver a satisfying answer as to the role
properties of the macrophyiscal level play as substitutions for corpuscularian real
essences.

As argued, ideas are said to be inadequate as to Aristotelian and corpuscularian

™ Cp. 382, I1.xxxi.10; 486, IILix.17.
7 Cp. 7.1.
7 Cp.7.1.
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1. IDEAS AND ARCHETYPES

archetypes. That is, ideas of bodies are inadequate as to the features by which a speaker
ideally wants to portray bodies. Ideas are therefore inadequate as to Aristotelian and
corpuscularian real essences as well as to the substratum of bodies. However, in his
comments Locke evidently focuses on corpuscularian real essences. In the summary of
IL.xxxi, the inadequacy as to Aristolian real essences is not mentioned any longer and the
one as to substratum is briefly acknowledged for the first time. Moreover, in subsequent
discussions ideas of bodies are said to be (in-) adequate, more or less, only with respect to
corpuscularian real essences.”” In addition, Locke’s comments on our general epistemic
venture and on the specific corpuscularian project naturally relate to his theory of an
ideal classification since ideas of bodies represent species. To say that bodies are to be
depicted by sets of features which have been experienced repeatedly, is to maintain that
bodies are to be sorted according to their similarities. To assert that bodies are ideally
portrayed by their corpuscularian real essence, is to contend that one ideally classifies
bodies into species by their corpuscularian real essence. Thus, taking everything into
account, in his comments on inadequacy Locke effectively assesses our ideas of bodies in
the perspective of an ideal classification. That is, when claiming that ideas of bodies are
inadequate as to corpuscularian real essences, Locke determines our conceptual
understanding of bodies in the perspective of an ideal classification.

Importantly, the proposed ideal of ideas portraying bodies by their corpuscularian real
essences applies to our ideas solely from a scientific viewpoint. Locke concedes that in
everyday life one would still make use of our ordinary ideas, even if we knew real
essences, since with our senses one can recognize and determine substances of a particular
sort only by features of the macrophysical level.”® After all, we do not have microscopical
eyes to discover handily the real essence of a substance.” This acknowledgement of the
need of ideas for our everyday use implies a devision between two sorts of ideas and,

correspondingly, two sorts of language, namely one for everyday life and one for scientific

77383, IL.xxxi.13.

78300, II.xxiii.8.

7303, I.xxiii.12. Cp. 381, IL.xxxi.8: “Because endeavoring to make the signification of their specifick Names
as clear, and as little cumbersome as they can, they make their specifick Ideas of the sorts of Substances, for
the most part, of a few of those simple Ideas which are to be found in them: [...]”.

39



1. IDEAS AND ARCHETYPES

investigations. This ties in with Locke’s remark to Stillingfleet that he does not claim that
ideas of bodies are necessarily inadequate because not all speakers refer them to real
essences as the archetypes of their ideas.*” It depends on the speaker and his epistemic
interests. Yet, this does not imply a principal devision between, on the one hand, laymen
and, on the other hand, corpuscularians and Aristotelians, since for Locke both laymen
and Aristotelians abuse their names of bodies by referring them to unknown real
essences. In this latter case, there is only the difference that Aristotelians further obscure
their use of words by an unintelligible theory of real essences.*’ This indicates that,
according to Locke, speakers do generally refer their ideas of bodies to real essences qua
archetypes.

Locke’s focus is, however, on adequate ideas serving our scientific purposes and interests.
It is his epistemological backdrop why in his account adequate ideas take precedence over
our everyday, inadequate ideas. He is interested in determining the correct understanding
of the classificatory quest which looms in the content and formation of our everyday ideas
of bodies, and in assessing the content of our ideas from this ideal scientific viewpoint.
From the scientific perspective, Locke contends, one should comprehend our ideas in the
perspective of corpuscularian real essences.

This account is enhanced by the results of chapter five. For real essences are understood in
terms of microphysical primary qualities which, as will be argued, are features in terms of
which bodies are conceived from an ideal scientific viewpoint. The same applies to the
substratum of bodies, since it is likwise elucidated in terms of microphysical primary
qualities as will be delineated in the next section. This scientific standpoint is generally
speaking the physical one, but more specifically a particular epistemological one as well.
Locke’s focus on a corpuscularian understanding of archetypes thus means that his
argument on inadequacy determines our everyday comprehension of bodies from an
ideal scientific standpoint: our everyday ideas do neither characterize bodies by

corpuscularian real essences nor by their substratum. And, as has been shown, this

8 Works, 1V, 78.
1 Cp. 8.1.
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1. IDEAS AND ARCHETYPES

assessment stands in the perspective of an ideal classification.
This account becomes more clear in the following chapters. Having said that, we can turn
to the next section where Locke’s notion of substratum will be reconstructed and his

account that our comprehension of the substratum of bodies is confused.
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2. The Substratum of Bodies

Locke develops his theory of the substratum of bodies as part of his account of our
common ideas of substances. Every idea of substances, Locke asserts, contains the idea of
substratum. The inclusion of this idea, which is also called the general idea of substance,
is precisely what makes an idea of substances to an idea portraying (a class of) substances.
In other words, to have or be a substratum is to be a substance. A substratum is thereby
understood to be the “cause of the union” of all the other properties unified in an idea of
substances.®” Moreover, Locke presupposes general agreement rather than demonstrates
that our common ideas of bodies, finite spirits, e. g. human minds, and God include the
idea of substratum.® But this idea of substratum, Locke argues, is confused. The stress of
Locke’s chief contention that our ordinary ideas of bodies and of spirits contain a confused
idea of substratum, therefore does not lie on our possession of an idea of substratum, but
on the fact that we just have a confused one. Now, as to bodies, Locke’s explanations on
substratum add up to this general claim.* This means in the light of Locke’s notion of
idea that his chief reasoning is an argument for the thesis that our conceptual
comprehension of the substratum of bodies is in some sense confused.

This “knowledge thesis” comprises two aspects, namely what a substratum is and what it
means that the idea is confused. I will agree on the latter issue with what has been
suggested by other commentators, e. g. Ayers, even though I am going to disagree with
their interpretations of what a substratum consists in. One can hold on to the suggested
notion of confusion, but replace the understanding of substratum. With respect to
substratum, however, an alternative reading will be developed. There are two diverse,
common lines of interpretation. One is Bennett’s view that a substratum is a featureless,

pure logical subject, the other one highlights the substratum of bodies as a specific set of

82298, I1.xxiii.6; 305, IL.xxiii.14.

8 Cp. 174, 11.xiii.18ff; 297f, IL.xxiii..5. Below, the first passage will be discussed more in detail.

8 After arguing that every idea of substances contains an idea of substratum, Locke first establishes generally
that our idea of substratum is confused, and then more specifically that the idea of a substratum of spirits is as
confused as the idea of a substratum of bodies.
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(micro-) physical properties which has been differently determined by different
commentators. Generally speaking, I agree with those proponents of the latter line of
interpretation who identify the substratum of bodies as matter. But there is largely
disagreement with respect to the details of the argument. In my eyes, one commonly
misses the point of Locke’s formula that a substratum is the cause of the union of
coexisting properties. What he means by this depiction is usually not elucidated, but it
reveals both that his comments are more coherent and that he advances a more subtle
account than current readings suggest.

To come to grips with Locke’s reasoning for the knowledge thesis, his notion of the
substratum of bodies will first be discussed and subsequently the assertion that the idea of
substratum is confused. Then, Locke’s justification will be analysed that our ordinary
ideas of bodies contain a confused idea of their substratum. Finally, the conclusion will be
drawn that Locke conceives the substratum of bodies in the perspective of an ideal
scientific comprehension of bodies. This account will be confirmed in chapter five on the
theory of qualities which re-establishes that Locke’s analysis of the ideas of bodies assesses

our conceptual grasp of bodies from an ideal scientific viewpoint.*

a. The Notion of the Substratum of Bodies

At the beginning of the chapter on the ideas of substances, Locke officially introduces the
notion of substratum. The advanced characterization is repeated in the course of the
explanations and also in other passages.”® Moreover, since ‘to inhere in’ and ‘to support’

are aquivalent to ‘to subsist in’, as will be explained below, the same use of ‘substratum’

1.87

appears at further places as well.”” Locke introduces ‘substratum’ as follows:

“§1. THE Mind, being, as I have declared, furnished with a great number of the
simple Ideas, conveyed in by the Senses, as they are found in exteriour things, or by

Reflection on its own Operations, takes notice also, that a certain number of these
simple Ideas go constantly together; which being presumed to belong to one thing,

% Cp. 5b.
8 298, I1.xxiii.6; 305, I.xxiii.14; 316, II.xxiii.37.
8 175, 11.xiii.19f; 295ff, I1.xxiiii.2-5.
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and Words being suited to common apprehensions, and made use for quick
dispatch, are called so united in one subject, by one name; which by inadvertency
we are apt afterward to talk of and consider as one simple Idea, which indeed is a
complication of many Ideas together; Because, as I have said, not imagining how
these simple Ideas can subsist by themselves, we accustom our selves, to suppose
some Substratum, wherein they do subsist, and from which they do result, which
therefore we call Substance. ”®

In the first part of §1 Locke describes the process of acquiring the idea of substratum as part
of our forming ideas of substances. After having repeatedly experienced the same set of
properties in several particulars or in one’s own mind (“that a certain number of these
simple Ideas go constantly together”), these properties are regarded to belong to the same
subject: “which (i. e. properties) being presumed to belong to one thing, ..., are called so
united in one subject”. That is, the regularly experienced bond of properties results in our
assumption that these properties are features of the same entity. In the same light one has
to read the last part of §1 and in particular the notion of ‘to subsist’, since Locke refers back
to what he has said before (“as I have said”): the repeated experience of the same
properties being together leads to our assumption of a substratum, i. e. we suppose that
these entities have a substratum (“not imagining how these simple Ideas can subsist by
themselves, we accustom ourselves, to suppose some Substratum, wherein they do
subsist”). This means, Locke specifies our supposition that properties belong to the same
entity as the assumption of a substratum, namely as the supposition of a substratum being
understood as what explains the experienced union of properties. To say that the same
properties are found together because they are properties of the same entity, is for Locke to
say that the bond of the properties is due to a substratum. A substratum is therefore what
explains the bond of properties by elucidating how these features are properties of the
same entity.

In other words, ‘substratum’ is an explanatory notion introduced to designate that feature
of substances which accounts for the experienced union of the same properties.
Correspondingly, by ‘some x subsist in y’ Locke means roughly ‘the bond of some x is due
to y'. And likewise one has to understand similar expressions being used in subsequent

paragraphs and elsewhere; i. e. “to support’ and ‘to inhere in” denote the same relationship

8 295, I1.xxiii.1.
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between a set of properties and a substratum, namely, as Locke puts it, that the substratum
is the cause of the union of coexisting properties.*” Furthermore, Locke’s reference to
regularity means that the assumption of a substratum is caused by the recurring
experience of the same set of properties. This does not mean, however, that Lockean
substratum is defined by explaining this recurrence. One does not suppose a substratum to
explain the fact that one has repeatedly experienced a set of properties. This can be taken
from other passages where Locke uses similar phrases to depict substratum, but without
relating this to regularity.”” Rather, as Ayers has pointed out, the supposition of a
substratum is a specific response of the mind to the (repeated) experience of the union of
properties to explain the union of the features, but not the regularity of the experience.”!

The point seems to be that the experience of a set of properties cries for an explanation of
how these properties are interrelated, and our epistemic response is to assume that a real
or ontological bond exists between the features.”” The general character of this kind of
experience, namely that it is not confined to any particular properties, explains why
Locke’s conception of substratum applies to all kinds of features, i. e. to simple ideas of
sensation and of reflection. This is the reason why a substratum is purely functionally
understood as what accounts for the union of properties and as applying to all kinds of
substances. Locke expresses the functional conception of substratum by saying that “we
have no Idea of what it is, but only a confused obscure one of what it does.”” It is
important to note that ‘substratum’ is defined as a general conception which applies
uniformly to all kinds of substances, namely to bodies, finite spirits like human minds,
and God. For if one overlooks the uniformity of Locke’s conception, one is easily driven
into the direction Alexander goes, namely to understand ‘substratum’ as denoting a

mixed bag of different stuffs which do not have a generic conception of a substratum is

8 208, I1.xxiii.6; 305, II.xxiii.14.

%298, 1L.xxiii.6; 305, IL.xxiii.14; 316, IL.xxiii.37.

I Ayers (1991), T, 161f.

% This claim leaves open of course whether we can also acquire an idea of substances in cases where we have
experienced only a few times a particular set of properties, once we have acquired the conception of a
substratum.

%175, 11.xiii.19.
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common.”

As we have just seen, according to Locke the experience of the same set of properties leads
to one’s supposition of “some substratum” to explain the union of the features found
together. A substratum is thus functionally characterized as what explains the bond of
properties which one encounters. In this sense, a substratum is characterized by a causal
relationship: a substratum causes the union of features. To put it in slightly paradoxical
terms, a substratum is the bond of properties qua being the cause of their bond. This
causal understanding of Lockean substrata suggests, of course, that a substratum is to be
identified with a set of other properties which substances have, e. g. microphysical ones. A
substratum is the set of those properties of substances which explain the bond of the
experienced features of an entity. In what follows the leading question will be to assess
more precisely which properties of bodies comprise their substratum.

But before turning to the matter, a radically different line of interpretation should be
discussed first. For, according to Bennett, the advanced approach is already on the wrong
track and sets a completely false perspective in which to interpret Locke’s further
explanations. Bennett maintains what he calls the “Leibnizian interpretation”,” since he
believes that Leibinz has already interpreted Locke correctly: for Locke a substratum is a
“pure logical subject”. ‘Substratum’ is like the dummy concept ‘thing’ which can be used,

even if one gives an exhaustive description of an entity’s features: ‘This thing has the

* Alexander (1985), 204-235, esp. 221-235. He maintains that Locke identifies the substratum of bodies with
matter and the substratum of spirits with an analogous spiritual substance called spirit (224). According to
Alexander, a Lockean substratum is a stuff, a “substance-in-general”, which is specific for a particular kind of
substances, namely for bodies or spirits. As will be argued below, Alexander is right in identifying a
substratum with a general stuff, but wrong in understanding ‘substratum’ as designating a mixed bag of two
kinds of stuffs. The crucial defect of his view is to disregard Locke’s generic notion of substrata and,
consequently, to lack an explanation of how Locke can effectively denote two different stuffs with his uniform
conception. Thus, Alexander’s interpretation cannot account for those passages in which Locke introduces and
uses his general notion of substance. - To avoid misunderstandings, pace Alexander, Locke does not truly assert
that finite spirits are of an immaterial stuff. He instead holds an agnostic position leaving open whether
human minds are material or immaterial; cp. Ayers (1991), II, 42-47. God, on the other hand, an infinite spirit,
is immaterial. But Locke’s possibility of “thinking matter”, i. e. of materialism, adds weight on the prima-
facie incoherences of Alexander’s two-stuff interpretation.

% Bennett (1987), 197. Ayers however argues against Bennett’s interpretation of Leibniz. Cp. Ayers (1994), n.
59, 65.
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properties A, B, C, etc.””® In this sense a substratum is a featureless subject to which one
predicates properties only to make explicit that these properties belong to the same entity.
And a substratum is pure logical in so far as it is stripped off any features. This means, if
one equates a substratum with a set of explanatory basic properties, one is on the wrong
track. According to this reading, Locke puts forward an argument which explains the
substratum of a substance as a featureless something which serves as a subject in
predications to depict a substance.

However, this view faces three difficulties at least. Firstly, given Locke’s notion of obscure
and confused ideas, as understood below, the idea of substratum would be neither obscure
nor confused. Locke’s knowledge thesis would become obscure itself. Secondly, to
elucidate a substratum as a pure logical subject, would introduce incoherences in other
parts of his explanations. Given Bennett’s view, there would be no point for Locke to
discuss whether the substance of finite spirits could exist or not. If the substratum of finite
spirits were a pure logical subject, it would not make sense for Locke to argue that it
exists.”” Thirdly, in the very same context, Locke also suggests that there are two different
kinds of substrata, namely one for bodies and one for spirits. This becomes evident in the
Stillingfleet correspondence where Locke clarifies his explanations by asserting that the
substance of finite spirits need not to be necessarily immaterial, but could also be

material.”®

But a distinction between two kinds of substrata would be implausible, if
substrata were pure logical subjects. The alternative line of interpretation faces certainly

its own difficulties, in the way it has been developed by Alexander or Ayers.” Yet, despite

% Bennett (1965), 1f; Bennett (1971), 59-63. Bennett has recently modified his view, but in essence he re-
asserted it. Cp. Bennett (1987), 197-201.

%7298, IL.xxiii.5.

% Works 1V, 33-7.

* Alexander, see n. above. Ayers effectively combines both Mandelbaum’s - see below - and Alexander’s line of
interpretation. Cp. Ayer (1991), II, 37f.

For example, Ayers reads Locke’s corpuscularian model in the same way Mandelbaum does. More precisely, in
those passages (295f, II.xxiii.1f), where Locke clearly speaks of one idea of substratum, Ayers takes Locke to
endorse a general notion of substratum which applies to all kinds of substances. There ‘substratum’ is an
explanatory notion (1991, I, 49) signifying real essences of substances as what explains the union of properties
(1991, 11, 40). And at other places (e. g. 297f, 1I.xxiii.5), Locke is understood to use the notion of a general
substratum to denote a general stuff which can be different in various substances (1991, II, 38). For example,
bodies are of matter and God is of immaterial stuff. Ayers explains this ambivalence by a slip of Locke from
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Bennett's rebuttal of criticism, the objections to the former views are not as big as the
incoherences implied by his own one.'”

In §2 Locke moves on to argue that we have zero or only limited knowledge of substrata.
He claims subsequently that corpuscularians, children or the laymen do not really know
what the substratum of bodies is. In particular, the knowledge thesis is expressed in idea-
theoretic terms, namely that one does not have a clear and distinct, but only a confused
and obscure idea of substratum.'”’ We will come back to what this claim exactly means.
More importantly, when exemplifying one’s limited knowledge of substrata, Locke
delivers a corpuscularian conception for the substratum of bodies. This account will help
to examine what Locke means by substrata. The crucial question of interpretation is how

to understand the corpuscularian model:

“§2. So that if any one will examine himself concerning his Notion of pure
Substance in general, he will find he has no other Idea of it at all, but only a
Supposition of he knows not what support of such Qualities, which are capable of
producing simple Ideas in us; which Qualities are commonly called Accidents. If
any one should be asked, what is the subject wherein Colour or Weight inheres, he
would have nothing to say, but the solid extended parts: And if he were demanded,
what is it, that that Solidity and Extension inhere in, he would not be in a much
better case, than the Indian before mentioned; who, saying that the World was
supported by a great Elephant, was asked, what the Elephant rested on; to which his
answer was, a great Tortoise: But being again pressed to know what gave support to
the broad-back’d Tortoise, replied, something, he knew not what. And thus here, as
in all other cases, where we use Words without having clear and distinct Ideas, we
talk like Children; who, being questioned, what such thing is, which they know
not, readily give this satisfactory answer, That is it something; which in truth
signifies no more, when so used, either by Children or Men, but that they know not
what; and that the thing they pretend to know, and talk of, is what they have no
distinct Idea of at all, and so are perfectly ignorant of it, and in the dark. The Idea
then we have, to which we give the general name Substance, being nothing, but
the supposed, but unknown support of those Qualities, we find existing, which we
imagine cannot subsist, sine re substante, without something to support them, we

the first into the second usage of ‘substratum’ in the course of his explanations (1991, II, 38). By contrast, the
reading proposed below interprets Locke’s model differently, reconciles both types of passages and ascribes
thus to Locke an ambiguous notion.

1% Cp. Alexander (1985), 204-215, Ayers (1991), II, 51-64; Ayers (1994), 62-71. On the other hand, Bennett has
recently rejected Ayers’s criticism. Cp. Bennett (1987), 202-214.

101295, I.xxiii.2. This is also indicated by the summary of §2 at the beginning of §3, where the idea of
substratum is said to be confused and relative.
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call that Support Substantia; which, according to the true import of the Word, is in
plain English, standing under, or upholding.”'*

Locke argues that even corpuscularians and their sophisticated understanding of bodies
fall short in giving an adequate explanation of substratum. According to Locke, all of us, i.
e. including the corpuscularians, talk like children when speaking of the substratum of
bodies, since we do not know what it is. On the other hand, since Locke evidently believes
corpuscularian theory to be true, the corpuscularian model of bodies certainly embodies
the most intelligible conception of what one does not know, namely the most qualified
account of what explains the experienced bond of properties. To point out the ignorance
of corpuscularians, Locke draws the picture of three successive stages of explaining the
union of properties. He does this in analogy to the way an Indian philosopher makes
plain the “upholding of the world”. First there is the world being upholded, i. e. what has
to be explained; then there is an elephant holding up the world; then a tortoise holding
up the elephant; and then a one-knows-not-what holding up the tortoise. That is, the
Indian does not know what truly explains the upholding of the world. Likewise, Locke
expounds a corpuscularian-theory inspired model of three different levels of explanatory
properties. First there is the union of properties, i. e. what has to be explained; then
extension and solidity; and then a one-knows-not-what. Now, the decisive question is
how to understand this model and its implications for Locke’s conception of the
substratum of bodies.

Mandelbaum has suggested to identify the substratum of a body with its real essence.'”
He maintains the common view, criticized in part two, that the real essence is a
microphysical structure which is specific for the specimens of a sort. The basic argument
for this interpretation is that corpuscularian theory conceives the union of experienced
properties in terms of real essences. That is, the model Locke proposes in §2 is taken to
imply that the substrata (of sorts) of bodies are their real essences. If the argument were
true, it would be a strong one, since Locke’s affiliation to corpuscularian theory indicates

indeed that he comprehends the union of properties along corpuscularian lines. I will

102 995f, II.xxiii.2.
1% Mandelbaum (1964), 39. Cp. Bolton (1976), 501.
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contend, however, that a corpuscularian understanding of the bond of properties consists
in fact in a different view. But before delineating the alternative account it is worth
noting that Mandelbaum’s reading has difficulties to square Locke’s explanations.

First of all, Mandelbaum’s interpretation and similar ones hinge decisively on their
reading of Locke’s corpuscularian model, since there is virtually no additional textual
evidence supporting their reconstruction. Only §3 of the chapter on the ideas of
substances suggests prima facie that for Locke the substratum of a body is its real essence,
since he uses there an expression to denote the substratum of a sort which he otherwise
applies to its real essence, namely ‘the particular internal Constitution, or unknown
Essence of that Substance’. On the other hand, given strong evidence for an alternative
interpretation of ‘substratum’, one can also read Locke as being only (verbally) imprecise
in not distinguishing here properly between substratum and real essence. In any case, in
§3 Locke does not clearly equate ‘substratum’ with ‘real essence’, so that this passage alone
does not support sufficiently Mandelbaum’s reading if he is mistaken about the
corpuscularian understanding of bodies. To turn the tables, given the importance of both
notions, one would expect Locke to make plain such a significant identification, e. g.
when introducing ‘real essence’ officially."” But at no place Locke asserts explicitly that
‘real essence’ denotes substrata.'”

More importantly, whether his view of corpuscularian theory is correct or not, critics
have shown that Mandelbaum interprets effectively Locke’s explanation in §2 as
incoherent.'” The objection runs as follows. If one identifies the substratum of a body
with its real essence, the real essence appears as the one-knows-not-what on the third
level. In addition, according to corpuscularian theory the real essence of a body is

explained from a microphysical viewpoint in terms of the extension of cohering solid

¢ Cp. Alexander (1985), 217-221 and 232; Alexander (1980), 104f; Alexander (1981), 1-6.

% In some passages, Locke even clearly distinguishes the substratum and the real essence of a body. Cp. 383,
IT.xxxi.13. Locke’s comments to Stillingfleet moreover suggest the here proposed reading, namely that the
substratum, or substance, of bodies is matter and that their real essences are microphysical structure: the
internal constitutions of bodies is depicted as the “modification of [...] substance”. Cp. Works, IV, 82. But a
more elaborated reconstruction, e. g. Ayers’s one, can deal with these passages, since one can take Locke to use

‘substratum’ here with a second meaning.
106 Mackie (1976), 81.
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elementary particles, i. e. corpuscles. This means, if the substratum were a real essence,
microphysical solidity and extension would be assumed to be explanatory basic, i. e. to be
on the third stage. Consequently, as Yolton and Ayers have indeed maintained,'”” when
Locke says in §2 that a corpuscularian cannot explain solidity and extension, he must be
read as referring to macrophysical solidity and extension of bodies. But if this were so, the
critic now urges, Locke would not draw in §2 a picture of successive stages of explanation,
as he apparently intends to do. For macrophysical solidity and extension does neither
elucidate the experienced set of properties nor their bond. Macrophysical solidity and
extension are features of the same level as the experienced properties are. Even worse, for
Locke macrophysical extension and solidity are characteristics of bodies and therefore part
of the set of features whose bond is to be specified. In short, if Locke intended to elucidate
the substratum as the real essence by its explanatory role with respect to other properties,
he would have failed bluntly.

A closer analysis of what a corpuscularian account of the bond of experienced properties
consists in will reveal, however, that Locke does expound a corpuscularian model of the
substratum of bodies in terms of three different explanatory levels. The first stage, i. e. the
one of the experienced features, is of properties of the “macrophysical level”, e. g. colours
and macrophysical figure. According to corpuscularian theory every property of the
macrophysical level can be reduced to or explained by specific microphysical properties.
For example, a colour is identified with a minute particles being in motion on the surface
of coloured bodies and passing on motion by impulse to other tiny particles which finally

8

affect our senses.'” These microphysical properties are described in terms of

microphysical solidity, extension, and mobility. Features of the macrophysical level are
“the various modifications of the Extension, of cohering solid Parts, and their motion”.'"”
Thus, from an explanatory viewpoint a macrophysical body is conceived, by and large, as a
compound of cohering solid corpuscles which has a particular extension. (Motion will be
discussed below.) In this sense, properties of the macrophysical level can be re-identified

with microphysical features in terms of microphysical solidity and extension. Even

" Yolton (1970), 45; Ayers in Tipton (1977), 89.
108 545, 1V.iii.13; 589, IV.vi.14.
109313, I1.xxiii.30.
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macrophysical solidity and extension are comprehended in this way. From this
microphysical standpoint every body is understood as being solely solid and extended.
Consequently, the second stage should be read as comprising microphysical extension and
solidity.

To re-describe the experienced features of the macrophysical level as microphysical
properties of an extended, solid substance is indeed to give an account of their union,
namely that they are bound up by being interrelated features of a solid and extended entity
from the microphysical perspective. Yet, this cannot be the whole story, since
corpuscularian theory does not conceive a macrophysical body as an indivisible entity, but
as a constitution of elementary bodies or atomic corpuscles. As indicated, a macrophysical
body consists of cohering solid parts. Explaining the interrelationships between the
properties of the macrophysical stage therefore leads to the question how the parts cohere
which the body comprises of. As Locke puts it, there is a need to elucidate the extension of
a macrophysical body, namely how its solid parts cohere."'’ Thus, if an explanation of the
union of experienced properties is asked for, describing them in terms of microphysical
solidity and extension simply passes on the bucket, namely to the interrelationship
between microphysical extension and solidity. The identity relationship between the
features of the first two stages illustrates this well. To explain the bond of properties of the
macrophysical level is simply the same as to elucidate the union of corresponding
microphysical features. Explaining the bond of properties of the macrophysical level in
terms of microphysical extension and solidity, thus results in elucidating the union of
microphysical extension and solidity. Corpuscularian theory requires a third stage of
explanation.

To delineate the union of microphysical features, being conceived of as modifications of
the extension of cohering solid parts, is to elucidate how the elementary corpuscles are
united to one entity, i. e. to explain the coherence of corpuscles or the entity’s extension
respectively - in terms of other microphysical properties. However, as Locke painstakingly

points out in the same chapter, neither corpuscularian theory nor any other hypothesis

10 308-11, IL.xxiii.23-27.
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can make intelligible how corpuscles cohere.!"" That is, for corpuscularians the bond of
experienced properties, the substratum of bodies, is in fact a one-knows-not-what.

Thus in §2 Locke effectively employs a model of three stages of explanatory properties.
The first one is about properties of the macrophysical level which serve as the defining
features of sorts of bodies in our everyday ideas of them. The second one comprises
properties of the microphysical level which correspond to properties of the first one. The
third stage is of other microphysical properties, namely the substratum, which explains
ultimately the union of all the other properties. In this sense, a substratum comprises the
explanatory fundamental properties.

A comparison between real essence and substratum illustrates the differences. The real
essence of a body comprises properties of the second level and represents an explanatory
comprehension of features of the first one. That is to say, the real essence elucidates in
microphysical terms properties being ordinarily known by our senses. By contrast, the
substratum of a body consists of those microphysical properties which make plain the
interrelationship of properties of the second stage. The substratum of a body accounts for
the union of the features of which the body’s real essence consists. A description of bodies
as to the second level involves general features, e. g. being solid and extended, but it does
not delineate how these properties are interrelated.

More precisely, on the second stage a body is conceived as an extended, solid entity which
is being moved by impulse. For, according to Locke, features of the macrophysical level
are explained as “the various modifications of the Extension, of cohering solid Parts, and
their motion”.""” Thus, mobility and its interrelationship to solidity and extension is
likewise to be made intelligible on the most basic level as part of a theory of substratum.
This means, an account of the union of a body’s properties consists of an explanation of
the interrelationships between microphysical solidity, extension and mobility. And, as
with extension or cohesion respectively, we do not comprehend mobility. For in arguing
that our understanding of finite spirits is equally in the dark as the one of bodies, Locke

does not only point out that we, i. e. corpuscularians, have no clue of how corpuscles

M 308-11, I.xxiii.23-27.
12 313, I1.xxiii.30.
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cohere, but also none of how they pass on impulse.'”

Mobility therefore needs to be
explained as well - in terms of other microphysical features. The substratum of bodies
comprises the properties which elucidate the union of microphysical solidity, extension
and mobility.""

As the discussion of Locke’s view shows, he comprehends all bodies and all their features
in the same, corpuscularian perspective. This suggests that he also conceives the union of
properties for all bodies in the same terms. For example, he apparently assumes that
corpuscles comprising bodies cohere in the same way. That is, he has a portrayal of the
interrelationship of microphysical solidity and extension in mind which applies to every
body. This understanding of the substratum of bodies is present when in the course of his
explanations and at other places Locke identifies the substratum of bodies with a general
stuff bodies are made of, namely with matter.'”® In other words, Locke conceives bodies as
modifications of the same kind of material.'’® Thus the substratum of bodies comprises
solely properties being common to all bodies, i. e. being specific for them qua bodies. A
theory of the substratum of bodies consists in a general theory of what bodies are, namely
in a depiction of the interrelationships of their properties in general terms.

This interpretation has advantages. It interprets satisfactorily Locke’s corpuscularian
model of the substratum of bodies in §2. Furthermore, a coherent or unambiguous
conception of substratum is ascribed to him which squares his definition of substratum
with its identification with matter. In addition, another problem of reading Locke as being
coherent can be solved. As has been pointed out above, in §1 Locke clearly intended to
introduce a notion of ‘substratum’ which applies to the substrata of all substances.
Moreover, the model of §2 relates to all kinds of substrata, since it serves not only to
illustrate one’s ignorance of the substratum of bodies, but of substrata in general. Thus the
substratum of human minds comprises of analogous properties explaining the union of

the defining features of these substances. And, corresponding to the equation of the

3 311f, IL.xxiii.28.

" Something similar must in fact account for Newtonian gravitation as well, since it is likewise regarded as
inconceivable. Works IV, 467f. Cp. Rogers (1978), 225f.

115 Cp. 174f, I.xiii.18ff and 297f, IL.xxiii.5.

116 Cp. 330f, IL.xxvii.3f.
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substratum of bodies with matter, Locke speaks also of the substrata of human minds and
of God as of general stuffs. The substratum of God is thereby portrayed as immaterial and
the substratum of human minds as either material or immaterial."'” The question arises,
however, whether Locke truly has a uniform notion of substratum. It has to be a generic
conception for different substrata which leaves open the ontological issue of human
consciousness and which covers both matter and the immaterial stuff of God. If Locke’s
concept of substratum does not comply with this, one would effectively be thrown back
on Alexander’s two-substances-in-general view that ‘substratum’ is not a generic term for
substrata, but denotes a ragbag which includes two distinct stuffs. To see that there is no
such incoherence, a comparison with the concept of the melting point of a sort of bodies
might help.

The point of Locke’s uniform concept of substratum is that it serves as a generic place-
holder for different, unknown substrata. ‘Substratum’ may denote various substrata, but
different substrata have genuinely in common that they fulfill the same explanatory role.
In short, Locke’s concept of substratum signifies sets of properties which ultimately
account for the union of properties of substances - whatever these sets of properties may
(turn out to) be. His concept ‘the substratum of a sort of substances’ is thus of the same
kind as ‘the melting point of a sort of bodies’. Melting points differ among classes of
bodies, but the abstract concept ‘the melting point of a sort of bodies’ is the same in each
case. We can refer to the unknown melting points of various classes by using in each case
the same concept ‘the melting point of a sort of bodies’. The general concept of melting
points denotes a particular (and perhaps unknown) melting point, if used for a specific
class of bodies. Likewise, there is the generic notion of substratum. It is considered as part
of the concept of a particular sort of substances, signifying a specific (and unknown)
substratum. The dissimilarity is only in number, namely that there are many different

melting points compared to two different substrata. Thus, it is indeed intelligible and

W Works 1V, 33-37; 623f, IV.x.10. In the Essay, Locke speaks of finite spirits as of immaterial spirits,
suggesting that their substratum is an immaterial stuff. Cp. 305f, II.xxiii.15. There are also other passages
from which some commentators concluded that Locke maintains dualism. However, in the Stillingfleet
correspondence Locke clarifies his thoughts and insists on an agnostic position, namely that consciousness
might be material or immaterial. Cp.Works IV, 33-37. As Ayers convincingly argues, passages which seem to
imply dualism present in fact an agnostic account. Cp. Ayers (1991), II, 42-47.
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coherent for Locke to assert, on the one hand, that there is always one and the same idea
of substratum in every idea of substances and, on the other hand, that there are two

different substrata and that consciousness might be material or immaterial.

b. The Confused Idea of Substratum

The advanced account of ‘substratum’ discloses in fact what Locke means by our
ignorance of the substratum of bodies. Given our everyday ideas or comprehension of
bodies, one does not know what a substratum consists in. Yet, one does know the
existence of substrata. For ‘substratum’ denotes the unknown properties which “cause” or
explain that the same set of properties go together. Crudely speaking, the experience of the
union of properties is the experience of a substratum. Thus, the idea of substratum as
being part of ideas of substances represents knowledge of the existence of a substratum.''®
One knows the existence of a set of explanatory properties, but not what these properties
are.

Locke expresses this peculiar cognitive content of the idea of substratum in characterizing
it as relative, obscure, and confused.'”” As other commentators have rightly said, Locke’s
portrayal of the idea of substratum as confused (or respectively as being not distinct) is
decisive."” His other characterizations should be seen as an effort to convey the same."
An idea is confused or not distinct if it is “not sufficiently distinguishable from

77122

another idea. More precisely, two ideas are confused if two ideas have the same

"% Since Locke himself speaks of knowledge in this context, I do so as well. Given Locke’s technical term of
knowledge, one has, however, only sensitive or perceptual knowledge of substrata, namely when one
experiences the bond of properties in sensation. If considered an idea of bodies only by itself, it is, at best, true.
This means, it entails solely knowledge of the former existence of bodies and their substratum.

19 296f, I1.xxiii.3.

120 Cp. Ayers (1991), 11, 47f.

21 Cp. 296, I1.xxiii.3. An idea of something is obscure if one has not properly grasped its content due to bad
perceptual conditions, e. g. twilight. And having not fully grasped an idea implies not having full knowledge
of what the idea is about. Cp. 363, IL.xxix.2. Apparently and in a rather broad sense, this technical sense of
‘obscure’ means in the context of the idea of substratum that there are not proper conditions to grasp the
substratum of bodies in detail, but only its existence. - By contrast, ‘relative’ is not a technical term of Locke in
the first place and can be interpreted along the lines suggested here with respect to ‘confused’.

122 364, 11.xxix.4.
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content, even though there is a name for each idea which is taken to signify a different
idea. This means, two names are intended to signify two different classes of entities, but
they denote the same entities because they are related to the same idea.”” Given Locke’s
technical notion of a confused idea, the question should be with respect to which other
idea the idea of substratum is called confused.'*

However, in this context Locke does not stick to his official notion of confused ideas. As it
has convincingly been shown,'” Locke’s argument in IL.xiii.18 entails an elucidation in
which sense he understands the idea of substance, i. e. the idea of substratum, to be
confused."” He criticizes those people who think that the term ‘substance” stands for three
different significations, namely three distinct (unconfused) ideas when used for God,
finite spirits and bodies. And, given these intentions of those speakers, he recommends
them to use three distinct names to indicate those three different ideas to avoid confusion
in conversation, i. e. names aquivalent to ‘substratum of bodies’, ‘substratum of finite
spirits’, and ‘substratum of God’. But this advice is not really meant to be a
recommendation, since Locke argues subsequently that the term has only one non-
distinct signification, namely that ‘substance’ stands for a confused idea. Thus Locke does
not maintain what one would expect, given his technical term of confused idea. He does
not claim that one uses three distinct terms with the intention to denote three different
substrata, but fails to do so because one uses the three terms for one and the same idea of
substratum. Instead, Locke speaks of one idea which is confused.

Yet, it becomes clear what he means. He criticizes those who think that their term
‘substratum’ stands for different substrata when referred to God, finite spirits and bodies.
Thus Locke implies that the idea of substratum is confused in the sense that it does not
distinguish the alleged differences between the substratum of God, finite spirits and
bodies. One has only one idea which cannot be used to discriminate between various
substrata. This usage of ‘confused idea’ is similar to his official notion. In both cases

various classes of entities are not distinguished as intended. The dissimilarity is however

123 364f, I1.xxix.6.
124 367, I1.xxix.11.
1% Cp. Ayers (1991), 11, 47f.
126 174, 11.xiii.18.
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that according to the official notion various names do not discriminate between different
entities and that in the case of the idea of substratum an idea does not distinguish
between different entities. This account implies that the confusion of the idea of
substratum expresses one’s ignorance of substrata: one does not know what substrata

consist in, but one does know that they exist.

c. Locke’s Argument

So far only Locke’s knowledge thesis has been analysed, but not his argument that our
ordinary ideas of bodies contain a confused idea of substratum. Once he has established
that ideas of substances include the idea of substratum, his argument takes off that this
idea is only confused, namely that a portrayal of matter is not part of our everyday ideas of
bodies. Crucially, however, for Locke there is no question that we have an idea of
substratum, i. e. that we have knowledge of the existence of the substratum of bodies and
spirits. This shows up in the case of bodies when he asserts without an explicit argument
that even children acquire the general notion of substance and ascribe it to bodies.'”
Likewise, though he does discuss whether finite spirits have a substratum, Locke is
prepared to regard denials of the existence of their substratum as confusion about one’s
ordinary conception of the human mind and not as really arguable.””® For him everyday
experience entails knowledge of the existence of the substratum of bodies and human
minds. Similary, Locke argues for the idea of substratum being confused: everybody who
makes plain to ones