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Locke: Ideas and Empiricism
1. Locke’s Representationalism: Locke on Ideas:

-1,1,8: sloppy def. of idea: “whatever is the object of the understanding when a man thinks”
-but, 2,1,1 & elsewhere (but obvious, anyway): ideas in the mind. This + the above yields trouble.
-2,8,8: more careful statement: “whatever the mind perceives in itself or is the immediate object of perception, thought, or understanding” (emphasis added)
compare Descartes: Considering the ideas of all these qualities which presented themselves to my thought, although the ideas were, strictly speaking, the only immediate objects of my sensory awareness, it was not unreasonable for me to think that the items which I was perceiving through the senses were things quite distinct from my thought, namely bodies which produced the ideas.                                        –M6, emph. added
-Note that this represenationalism is far from obvious: a Reidian alternative
2.  Empiricism vs. Rationalism

-Conceptual vs. Doctrinal Empiricism and Rationalism
-Test cases: Molineaux Problem (2,9,8), ontological argument
3.  Locke’s Empiricism: Locke’s attack on innate ideas
-Defense: 1,2,3-4: Defense against the argument from universal consent

-Offense: 1,2,5: “not known to children, idiots, etc.”


-“use of reason” objection [1,2,6, ff.]; “when proposed” objection [1,2,17, ff.]

-Locke’s Dilemma [1,2,5; 1,2,22]: if the mind isn’t actually thinking these ideas at birth, then the only sense in which they might then be “imprinted” is that the mind is capable of thinking them.  But in that sense, all the ideas we ever have are trivially innate.  But consider Leibniz:
I have also used the comparison with a block of veined marble, rather than a completely uniform block of marble, or an empty tablet, that is, what the philosophers call a tabula rasa. For if the soul were like these empty tablets, truths would be in us as the shape of Hercules is in a block of marble, when the marble is completely indifferent to receiving this shape or another. But if the stone had veins which marked out the shape of Hercules rather than other shapes, then that block would be more determined with respect to that shape and Hercules would be as though innate in it in some sense, even though some labor would be required for these veins to be exposed and polished into clarity by the removal of everything that prevents them from appearing. This is how ideas and truths are innate in us, as natural inclinations, dispositions, habits, or potentialities are. . . (AG 294)
4.  Locke’s (Conceptual) Empiricist Principle: All our ideas come from, spring from, derive from experience (sensation or reflection): 2,1,2
-Sensation: from the senses (sight, touch, taste, etc.).  Examples of ideas: yellow, white, heat, cold, soft, hard, bitter, sweet (2,1,3).

-Reflection: ideas “the mind gets by reflecting on its own operations within itself” (2,1,4).  Examples: “perception, thinking, doubting, believing, reasoning, knowing, willing, and all the different actings of our own minds, which we, being conscious of and observing in ourselves, do from these receive into our understandings as distinct ideas, as we do from bodies affecting our senses” (2,1,4).
-Does this Principle have any teeth?  That depends on what’s meant by the likes of “comes/derives/springs from”.  If that just means that if you had no experience at all, you’d have no ideas, few (including few rationalists) would deny it.  But if it somehow ties the ability to have particular ideas with particular courses of one’s experience, it can be a substantive principle.  

--Does it, for example, support this principle?:  No experience of x, then no idea of x
(probably not, as Locke seems to understand his principle; but if it did, it would be very substantive – indeed, substantive enough to be pretty clearly false)

--Locke’s two arguments for the principle: 
1. by survey (2,1,5)
2. by lack of ideas where one has lack of experience (2,1,6).
--How Locke describes how we should conduct our survey (at 2,1,5) suggests these two principles (that do have teeth):

1. No experience of x, then no simple idea of x

2. If you have an idea of x, then you have either experienced x or the idea of x is complex, and you have derived from experience (in accordance with Principle 1) the simple ideas from which the idea of x can be composed.
--Distinction: Simple [2,1,25-2,2] vs. Complex [2,12] Ideas.  
--Mind is passive in receiving simple ideas, which comprise the materials from which it can actively construct various complex ideas.  
--A mark of simple ideas are indefinable in a way that complex ideas are not – see the passage, from 2,4,6,  below.
If any one asks me, What this Solidity is, I send him to his Senses to inform him: Let him put a Flint or a Foot-ball between his Hands; and then endeavor to join them, and he will know.  If he thinks this is not sufficient Explication of Solidity, what it is, and wherein it consists; I promise to tell him what it is, and wherein it consists, when he tells me what thinking is, or wherein it consists; or explains to me what Extension or Motion is, which, perhaps, seems much easier.  The simple Ideas we have, are such, as experience teaches them us; but if beyond that, we endeavor, by Words, to make them clearer in the Mind, we shall succeed no better, than if we went about to clear up the Darkness of a blind Man's mind, by talking; and to discourse into him the Ideas of light and colours.      
.   
