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Abstract

A common criticism of Locke’s theory of knowledge that Locke’s account of
knowledge of existence stands in “formal contradict with his general
definition of knowledge. But some Locke scholars éehattempted to defend
Locke by reinterpreting either Locke’s phrase “fegception of the agreement or
disagreement of our ideas” or his characterizatibexistential knowledge, or his
general definition of knowledge. In this paperrdue that these attempts fail to
resolve the apparent inconsistency in Locke’s epistogy.
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Locke’da Gergek Varolus Bilgimiz Uzerine

Ozet

Locke’in varlgin bilgisi hakindaki yaklaminin onun kendi genel bilgi tanimi ile
“mantiksal olarak ¢edtigi” savi, Locke’in bilgi teorisine yoneltilen yaygioir e-
lestiridir. Fakat bazi filozoflar, Locke’l bu ggriye kargl savunmak igin, onun ya
varligin bilgisine iligkin anlaysini ya da genel bilgi tanimini yeniden yorumlayan
Oneriler ileri sirerler. Bu makalede, bu énerildnigr birinin Locke’in bilgi teori-
sindeki s6z konusu ¢ekiyi czmede temelde barisiz oldgu gosterilmeye cali-
stlacaktir.
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1. Introduction

At IV.I.2 of An Essay Concerning Human Understanajnlgocke states that
knowledge is “nothing butthe perception of the connexion and agreement, or
disagreement and repugnancy of any of our Ide@bus, Locke offers the following
equivalence as an analysis of knowledge: S knoatptti and only if S “perceives” the
relation of “agreement or disagreement” betweeasdexpressed by In his expanded
discussion of this definition, he goes on to sawgttthe kinds of agreement or
disagreement between ideas can be reduced toTbay. are classified as: (1) Identity,
or Diversity, (2) Relation, (3) Co-existence, ocessary connection, (4) Real Existence
(IV.1.3). As it stands, while the first three typeSagreement or disagreement relations
take place only between ideas, the relation of eagemt or disagreement regarding
“actual real existence” does not obtain betweenitigas: “[t]he fourth and the last sort
is, that of actual real existence agreeing to aeg@’l(1V.1.7). Propositions such as “God
is” or “| exist” fall under real existence, the grdategory of agreement or disagreement
Locke did not mention as a possible sub-class lafios; this is because, propositions
falling under real existence are concerned, nab wértain inter-relations within a net-
work of ideas, but rather with the relationshipvieetn the network and a real existent.
Thus, as Daniel O’Connor (1967: 163) also explicsiggests, real existence is quite
different from the first three sorts of agreememd disagreement, because “a statement
affirming that something exists does not asseefaion or lack of relation between two
ideas.”

So, in V.L.7, Lockeseemsto define knowledge expressed in existential
propositions as the perception of the agreemesbwfe idea with an external thing that
is not an idea. Because of this, a number of sritiave objected that there is a formal
gap between IV.1.2 and IV.l.7, between the condgiofor knowledge and those
conditions for being an instance of knowledge aétexce. For instance, Gibson (1931:
166) argues that “the recognition of knowledge eélrexistence stands in formal
contradiction to his general definition of knowledgThat is, according to these critics,
in recognizing “actual real existence” as a typeagfeement, Locke clearly departs
from his general definition of knowledge, makingit agreement not between ideas but
between an idea and a real thing distinct from sdeBut, whether this departure
amounts to a logical inconsistency will be madecla the next section belot.

Some Locke scholars have attempted to defend Lbgkeeinterpreting either
Locke’s phrase “the perception of agreement orglesment of our ideas” or his

All references to th&ssayare to Locke 1975.

Others have also made a similar objection to Lodkeese critics are Daniel O’ Conner
(1967: 163), Thomas Hill Green (1968: 20), Richaatah (1971: 240) and John L. Mackie
(1976: 4).

An anonymous referee has plausibly raised thistipre Following his/her advise, | will take
on this issue in section 2. But to avoid a confasiomust at this point say that | do not
originally use the terms inconsistency or contralic to describe the apparent logical
difficulty in Locke’s account of knowledge menti@heabove. In raising this criticism,
scholars like James Gibson and John Mackie expligay that there is a “logical
inconsistency” or “formal contradiction” in Lockeaccount of knowledge. See also Ruth
Mattern (1978: 678).
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characterization of existential knowledge, or héneral definition of knowledge. So
there are, as far as | know, three different attsrifpat have been made to explain away
the objection. The first attempt made by John Yol(@970) is the view thatot all
perceived agreement or disagreement relationsgarkpcke, between ideas. It can also
sometimes be between ideas and things other tleas igthich can be perceived as well.
Hence, by this interpretation, Locke’s general miibn of knowledge can also apply to
existential knowledge, because knowing is not ain@ynfined to certain inter-relations
within a network of ideas, but it also includesqeiving the relationship between ideas
and the reality of things producing these idea® 3$&cond attempt, made by Michael
Ayers (1991) and Anthony Woozley (1972), focusestéad on Locke’s troubling
remark that “[t]he fourth and the last sort is,ttbBactual real existencagreeing to any
Idea” They read this remark as essentially saying #raiwledge expressed in any
existential proposition is still a perception ofedation between ideas. In IV.1.4, they
claim, Locke is not really departing from his gealeronception of knowledge, but he is
still explaining the perception of an existentiddim in terms of a subject-predicate
analysis of propositions. The third attempt, maired by Ruth Mattern (1978),
proposes to reinterpret Locke’s general definitadrknowledge as propositional. She
suggests that Locke’s definition that knowledgehis perception of the agreement or
disagreement of ideas is equivalent to characterikihowledge as perception of the
truth of affirmative and negative propositions. Rdattern, the main reason for this is
that the relation of agreement or disagreement dmtwideas obtains when the
propositions composed of these ideas are truels®. fahus, reading 1V.1.4 in this way
not only avoids any reference to ideas but alsede@pen the question of the contents
of the propositions; and by this move, the appaagital conflict generated by Locke’s
reference to ideas in the original definition viié removed.

In this paper, | argue that each of these threemgits fails to resolve the
apparent logical inconsistency in Locke’s episteoggl My discussion will have the
following order. | will begin by explaining whethéhere is an inconsistency between
the conditions for knowledge defined in V.I.2 ahdge conditions for being an instance
of knowledge of existence characterized in sectidry/. | will then try to state what
Locke means by “agreement and disagreement betidean.” After these preliminary
elucidations, | will argue that John Yolton's prapb fails, for the reason that Locke
does not hold that existential knowledge relatiobétween ideas and something else
which can be perceived. Concerning Ayers’ and Matsesuggestions, | will try show
that their arguments do not also work in explainaway the apparent difficulty in
Locke’s account of knowledge, because Locke doéserplain the perception of an
existential claim as the perception of the agreenoérsome idea with the idea of
existence conveyed itself into the mind by sensadiad reflection.

2. The Objection: An Apparent Inconsistency in Locle

In the opening sections of Book IV, Locke says #radwledge is the perception
of the agreement or disagreement of ideas. In ogmteary parlance, this amounts to
saying that S knows thatif, and only if, S perceives the relation of thgreement or
disagreement of ideas expressedpbyrhus, according to the analysis of knowledge
developed in th&ssay knowledge comes with a perception of the relagsdrof ideas
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expressed by various propositions. To know, fomgxe, that “white is not black” is to
“perceive” that these two ideas, the idea of what=nand the idea of blackness, do not
agree; that is, knowing the truth of the compoudehithat “white is not black” requires
intuiting that the idea of whiteness is not the samith the idea of blackness. What
underlies this conception of knowledge is the vitaat we are limited in the first place
by experience: where we have no ideas we canna kagswledge. This means that
ideas are the only immediate objects of understapdand that we can only know
things external to us by the intervention of thesental entities. Thus, Locke thought
that knowledge is “only conversant about ideas”.{l¥), and consists in perceiving
various connections, and the agreement or disagmtebetween therhAfter defining
knowledge as such, Locke puts forward, in termghef various subject matters of
propositions, a fourfold classification of the agment or disagreement between our
ideas:

For all the Enquires that we can make, concernmgad ourldeas all that we
know, or can affirm concerning any of them, is, flitas, or is not the same with
some other; that it does, or does not always cstexith some otheldeain the
same Subject; or it has this or that Relation toesotherdeg or that it has a real
existence without the Mind. (1V.1.7)

According to Locke, the fourth and last sort isl registence, i.e. “actual real
existence agreeing to any idea.” For instance,pttoposition expressed in “God is”
implies that a certain idea agrees, in the sensis tike’, with a certain reality that is
not an idea. So to know, for example, that “thdetadxists” is, for Locke, to affirm a
relation, not between some ideas, but betweerathle and the idea of the table. But, it
is objected that if this is Locke’s treatment oblriedge of existence, then such cases
of knowledge cannot possibly fall within the scopé his general definition of
knowledge. For, there is an apparent inconsistératween his view of knowledge of
existence transcending ideas and his general tefiniof knowledge restricting
knowledge to a perception of an agreement or désagent between ideas: in the fourth
sort of agreement or disagreement, one of the twibiess explicitly referred to as an
actual real existence is clearly distinct from dea. That is, Locke contradicted himself
in thinking that knowledge of real existence cowedsan instance of the perception of
relations between ideas, and hence failed to es#ie problem of bringing knowledge
of existence into line with his general charaction of knowledge. To put in
Mattern’s (1978: 678) words,

no conceivable knowledge of real existence couldvghin the scope of this
characterization of knowledge, because there lisgical conflict between the
requirements for being a case of knowledge of ez@tence and those requisite
for being an instance of this formula. In particulaow can knowledge of the
existence of some real being count as perceptidineohgreement or disagreement
of ideas?

4 It is important to notice that since these idess witimately derived from sensation or

reflection, this definition of knowledge is perfgctonsistent with Locke’s empiricist theory
of the origins of ideas. Hence, the question of tiwae Locke’'s general definition of
knowledge coheres with his empiricism does noeaaisall.
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So, in including real existence as a type of agex#rLocke departs, the objec-
tion proceeds, from his general definition of knedde, making it an agreement not
between ideas but between an idea and some eittiityatl from ideas. This is because,
the fourth type of agreement—"actual real Existeageeeing to any ldea’— seems to
suggest that knowledge expressed in existentighslaonsists in the perception of the
agreement or disagreement not of an idea with aa, idut of an idea with an external
thing that is not an idea. Knowledge of existersgseaccording to Locke, not knowledge
of a relation between two ideas but knowledge efdkistence of something in reality
“agreeing to” some ideas. But this conception adwledge of existence is inconsistent
with his general definition of knowledge. Here @

Locke says that knowledge (K) is “the perception thé agreement or
disagreement and repugnancy of any of our ltl@asl that existential knowledge (EK)
is a matter of perceivingattual real existencagreeing to anijdea” Is this a statement
of the sort “p.~p”"? We think that since p and ~p c&ver have the same truth values,
their conjunction states a logical contradictidmttis, p and ~p are not contraries but
contradictories, and this is why they are logicatigonsistent. Now, | think that K is
logically inconsistent with EK because they canmath be true: the truth of one entails
the falsity of the other. However, since K and E&ncboth be false, they are not
contradictories but contraries; K and EK are corgsbecause Locke’s definition that
knowledge is a matter of perceiving various conpestonly between two ideas entails
that knowledge isiot also a matter of perceiving a connection betweaeidea and a
real existent. More clearly, since existential kiedge is also an instance of
knowledge, knowledge cannot be both “the perceptibnthe agreementor dis-
agreement of any of our Iddaand a matter of perceivingattual real existence
agreeing to anydea” That is, if knowledge consistsnly in “the perception of the
agreementor disagreement of any of our Idéaghen it cannot consisalso in
perceiving the relations of ideas to non-ideas. sThilne conjunction of Locke’s
definition of knowledge and his characterizatioristential knowledge is a case of
contrariety, and this is why they are Iogicallyc’msistenﬁ

3. The Agreement or Disagreement of Ideas and Trueropositions

What does Locke mean by “agreement and disagreebwnieen ideas”? To
begin with, | want to suggest that Locke’s defmitiof knowledge as “the perception of
the agreement or disagreement of ideas” is a da@esequence of his approach to the
relationship between knowledge and propositiongkeahinks that knowledge requires
truth, and that truth is a feature of propositici@@ertainty of knowledge is to perceive
the agreement or disagreementldéas as expressed in any Proposition. This we
usually call knowing, or being certain of the Trathany Proposition” (IV.6.3). So, to
understand what Locke means by “agreement and réisagnt between ideas”, we

It is important to note that this objection comeprimarily a logical difficulty in Locke’s
official analysis of knowledge and is quite diffetefrom the problem of how to justify
existential claims in Locke’s empiricist epistemmjo Also, the objection is not even that
Locke cannot make any sense of perceiving a relstiip between an idea and a thing that is
not an idea in his philosophy.
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need to consider his conception of truth and pribpos. Let us begin with his account
of propositions.

In Book 1V, Locke defines propositions as the coejion or separation of
“signs”: “a proposition consists in joining or seatng signs” (IV.5.5). For Locke,
there are two sorts of propositions: mental andbalerPropositions consisting solely of
ideas are mental; propositions composed of wordssigianding for ideas are verbal.
However, since the ultimate function of verbal msitions is to represent mental
proposition and since idea-signs are more fundamhéh&n word-signs, it is mental
propositions that are essential for knowledge. 8shall focus on mental propositions.

On Locke’s view, our mind forms mental propositiomisen it puts ideas into a
kind of proposition which are either affirmative wegative, as expressed by the terms
“joining” and “separating”. What is central to thisew of propositions is the thought
that one can manipulate his own ideas much likegsién a puzzle; one can rearrange
them, putt them together into a new compound iddd,new ones, dismantle them and
etc. On Locke’s view, the references to “joining™separating” signs indicate relations
between idea-signs that make propositions affiveatir negative. An affirmative
mental proposition consists in “joining” ideas;fdot ideas together or to join them is to
affirm that they can be conjoined in a compoundiitieat purports to be a representa-
tion of some state of affairs. On the other handegative mental proposition consists
in separating ideas; to separate ideas is to destythey can be put into a kind of
proposition purporting to represent some state ftdira. Thus, a negative mental
proposition is the denial of an affirmative menpabposition. This is consistent with
Locke’s view that there are no negative ideasjddhs are, for Locke, positi\9eSo
since there is no idea of “not” forming the partaohegative mental proposition, e.g.,
the proposition that “white inot black”, it is plausible to take a given negativental
proposition as the denial of an affirmative memabposition. This is why Locke
suggests that a negative mental proposition cansistseparating” ideas; so to separate
two ideas is to deny that these two ideas can Ipgoiceed in a compound idea that
represent some state of affairs.

With these in mind, | argue that by “agreement disdgreement between ideas”
Locke means this: when two ideas are conjoinedhimféirmative mental proposition
that is true, those ideas are said to agree; twengideas disagree when their
conjunction results in a true negative mental psitpgn asserting that something is not
the case. In other words, agreement between twasidenders true an affirmative
mental proposition consisting of two “joined” ideaisagreement between two ideas
renders true a negative mental proposition congjstif two “separated” idedsLocke
clearly articulates this position by saying that thind forms mental propositions when
it puts ideas “into a kind of Proposition affirmadi or negative, which | have
endeavored to express by the terms Putting togethetiSeparating. But this Action of

® See especially (11.8.1-6) and (I1l.1.4). For a éminterpretation, see David E. Soles (1985:
24-5).

" So, to say that two ideas agree is not merelylaomcthat they are not inconsistent or
incoherent; it is just to say that those ideas lmarcombined into a true affirmative mental
proposition representing that something is the.case
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the Mind, which is so familiar to every thinkingdameasonable Man, is easier to be
conceived by reflecting on what passes in us, wireaffirm or deny” (1V.5.6).

Thus, by agreement or disagreement of ideas Lockanmthe affirmative or
negative mental propositions, and this is why hekththat we have knowledge when
we perceive that an affirmative or negative meptaposition is true: “[t]his we usually
call knowing, or being certain of the Truth of aRsoposition” (IV.6.3). This brings us
Locke’s conception of truth. Locke's motivation faharacterizing knowledge as
propositional is his view that knowledge entailstit But he has in mind a baroque
taxonomy of truth. He first makes a general divisieetween the truth of verbal and the
truth of mental propositions:

Truth, then, seems tome, in the proper import efwlord, to signify nothing but
the joining or separating Signss the Things signified by them do agree or
disagree one with anotheFhe joining or separating signs here meant, iatvaly
another name we calproposition So that truth properly belongs only to
propositions; whereof there are two sorts, viz. taleand verbal. (IV.5.2)

At the end of 1V.5.6, Locke further subdivides thd®/o genera into real truths
and nominal truths. It is this distinction thatisicial for understanding Locke’s phrase
“agreement and disagreement between ideas.” In.8Y 3 says that the difference
between nominal truths and real truths originatestheir respective truth-making
relations. In the case of nominal truth, the dgsi@ contents of ideas are the grounds
for judgments that involve them; that is, the trathker fornominallytrue propositions
is merely the coherence of the descriptive contehtsleas. But the truth-maker for
really true propositions is their correspondence witlityeés0, in real agreements more
than the descriptive contents of ideas are requitesly involve both the descriptive
contents of ideas and their referents. But normagatements are much weaker than real
agreements and only involve the descriptive condémdeas. For instance, “a Harpy is
an animal” is, for Lockenominally true because the quality-ideas contained in the
Harpy cohere with those specified by the idea d@fmah but the truth expresses in “a
man is an animal” iseally true because not only the ideas contained indba of man
cohere with those specified by the idea of animaladso both of the categorical terms
are real ideas which signify real combinations @fvprs that really join togethér.

We are now in a position to understand Locke’s pmirsaying that knowledge
consists in nothing but the perception of an agesgror disagreement of ideas. Since
he equates the agreement or disagreements of witlaghe truth of affirmative or
negative mental propositions, to say that two ideasing an affirmative proposition
agree is in effect to say that the propositiomug tand to say that two ideas disagree is
just to deny that they can be combined into a camgoidea purporting to be a
representation of some state of affairs. In Bisments of Natural Philosophjocke

These examples are from Benjamin Hill (2006: 9¢yvduld be an interesting question to ask
whether the correspondence model of truth is, focke, a special case of the coherence
theory of truth (or the idea-theoretic model). Rhthttern (1978: 684) seems to think that on
Locke’s view, the coherence theory is a speciat adghe correspondence model of truth by
saying that “all truth involves correspondence.” &ntrast, | think that for Locke, there is

only the idea-theoretic model, but in some casessamehow functions like the

correspondence model. But a defense of this clasndutside the scope of the present paper.
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(1892: 495) embraces this position by saying thabtvledge consists in the perception
of the truth of affirmative or negative proposit®ohDavid Soles (1985:25) provides a
similar interpretation by suggesting that “knowledgomes with the perception that a
mental proposition does actually represent a fact this perception is reduced to a
perception of an agreement or disagreement of itleas

As is well known, Locke defends a version of cleakfoundationalism based on
“the given”; so we should not conflate Locke’s agrent or disagreement relation with
coherence relation holding either between an iddiai belief and another individual
belief (linear coherence) or between an individaglief and the set dadll of subject’s
beliefs (holistic coherence). As | have tried toplein above, the agreement or
disagreement relation stands for true affirmativ@egative mental proposition and has
nothing to do with the concepts of coherence amdharence. Unlike the notion of
coherence, the relation of agreement or disagreedwes not by itself constitute the
ratio coghoscendithe property by which we determine whether adbédi an instance
of knowledge or has justification, nor does it coas theratio essendof knowledge.
For Locke, the mere presence of the relation oéagent or disagreement of ideas is,
though necessary, insufficient for knowledge; krexge also requires perceiving the
presence of such a relation: “Where this percepspthere is knowledge, and where it
is not, there, though we may fancy, guess or beliget we always come short of
knowledge” (1V.1.2). But, according to coherencedhes, what determines whether a
belief %onstitutes knowledge, or is justified, @it “coheres” with the set of all one’s
beliefs:

Locke’s division between “intuitive” and “demondixe” knowledge is based
essentially on the foundationalist distinction bedw basic and non-basic beliefs. But,
insisting that all beliefs have the same epistestitus, coherence theories deny that
there are basics or epistemologically privilegetctass of beliefs. Furthermore, the
foundationalist objection that coherence theoriesply fail to accommodate sense
perception or all input from the world stems frohe tempiricist view that all our
knowledge is derived from experience. So, giverseherucial differences, one cannot
really consistently explain away the charge of msistency in Locke’s epistemology
within the terms of coherentisHi.

4. Yolton's Proposal and Its Critique

Yolton responds to the charge of inconsistency atke by arguing that the
appearance of a formal contradiction mainly stemomfa misreading of Locke’s phrase
“the agreement or disagreement of ideas”. So tolagxpaway the objection, he
advances the view that Locke does not actually tiwddall perceived agreements or
disagreements must always be between ideas. Rathalaims that Locke maintains
that it can also sometimes be between an idea dhithga external to the mind. Yolton
(1970: 110) says:

® See John Pollock (1986:67).
10 But a case for this interpretation would take nrébfeyond the confines of this paper.
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the knowledge relation... does not always require fdeas, is not always
between ideas but is in some cases a feature ab.idethe term ‘agreement’
signals an intimation of something beyond the idelf. Sometimes the
intimation is of other ideas contingently coexigtiwith the idea... still other
times the agreement intimates some physical cawskiging the idea.

According to Yolton, the correct reading of Lockeiew is that knowledge isn't
just limited to the relation of ideas, it may alswolve an idea and something else
distinct from ideas: the second term of the peegtivelation can be something other
than an idea. So by this reading, the charge afnsistency in Locke’s epistemology
does not arise at all.

Now, there is no doubt that (a) Locke thought tlas can be related by
agreement to the reality of things, but it is imdle®ubtful to attribute the position to
Locke that (b) that agreement can be perceivedh VWigard to (a), | think that when
Locke says that simple ideas are related by agneetmehose patterns producing ideas,
he has in mind by the term “agreement” a veridiegresentational relation, which is
quite different from other three types of relatipagy., identity, coexistence. So, to say
that simple ideas agree to the reality of thingsas Locke, to say that they represent
the way things are. According to Locke, all simidleas are

natural and regular productions of Things withost really operating upon us;

and so carry with them all the conformity whichirgended; or which our state

requires: For they represent to us Things undesettappearances which they are
fitted to produce in us... Thus tHdea Whiteness, or Bitterness, as it is in the
Mind, exactly answering that power which is in @&8gdy to produce it there, has

all the real conformity it can... with Things withous. (IV. IV.4)

That is, on Locke’s view, saying that a simple idgaees with an external object
means that the idea is caused by a sensory coafimmtwith that object. Thus, in this
case, the term “agreement” intimates a purely daagaection between (simple) ideas
and external objects. All simple ideas are reall égree to the reality of things”
(ILXXX.2). So, there is a plenty of textual evidenin Locke'sEssaysupporting the
first pallgt of Yolton's proposal that ideas can béated by agreement to the reality of
things:

Woozley (1972) also thinks that Yolton is right Smggesting that, for Locke,
ideas can be related by agreement to an exteredtadnd says that evidence from the
text of Locke'sEssay"“is plentiful” for this. However, he objects thagccording to
Locke, such an agreement is, or can be, perceivalezley raises this objection in the
following manner. At IV.11.14 of thé&cssay Locke mentions that

[tlthere is, indeed, another Perception of the Mimhploy’d about the particular
existence of finite Beings without us; which ... passender the name of
knowledge. There can be nothing more certain, thanthe Idea we receive from
an external Object is in our Minds; this is intué&iKnowledge. But whether there
be anything more than barely that Idea in our Mjndkether we can thence
certainly infer the existence of anything withow, which corresponds to that
Idea, is that, whereof some Men think there mayabguestion made, because

1 Especially in Book II, chapters XXX — XXXII, Lockeliscusses the reality, truth and

adequacy of our ideas and concludes that all sifidpkes agree to the real existence of things.
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Men may have such Ideas in their Minds, When ndsTiting exists, no such
Obiject affects their Senses.

Woozley (1972: 10) takes this passage as suggetsiigexistential knowledge
requires that

there be a relation of correspondence or agreetmemteen an idea and ‘the
existence of anything without us...” The presencehdf relation is a necessary
condition of such knowledge, but it is not yet s&iéint; we need also to be able to
‘certainly infer’ its presence.” (Note here that$ays, not that we have to be able
to know or perceive this relation of agreement leetwidea and object, but that
we have to be able to certainly infer it. And whvateinferring is for Locke, it
does not seem to be a way of perceiving...)

According to Woozley, Locke proposes that knowledfexistence entails not
only that there must be a relation of agreementden an idea and a thing that is not an
idea but also that one must be able to “infer” phesence of this relation in question in
order for one to know that that something existgt, Bor Woozley, (1) since “inferring”
is, for Locke, not “a way of perceiving”, it clegrffollows that (2) the relation of
agreement between an idea and a thing is not pefilei Hence, Yolton's way of
escaping the logical contradiction is based on wdtyfareading of Locke’s view of
knowledge of existenc&. While | agree with Woozley that (2) is indeed ttwrect
reading of Locke, | am unaware of any textual enaethat Locke believed (1), let
alone that he believed (2) because he believed (1).

Does Locke suggest, in VILII.14, that inferring as necessary condition of
existential knowledge? | think he does not. Butsaying that Locke requires inferring
for knowledge of existence, Woozley seems to canfire problem justifying claims
about existence with the question of what knowledigexistence requires. In 1V.11.14,
Locke is not really saying that knowledge of existe entails that one must be able to
“certainly infer” the presence of a relation betwesn idea and an external thing; nor
does he say @anywherein theEssay Concerning the problem of justifying claims about
existence, Locke in that passage considers thewinlh possible skeptical hypothesis:
from the premise that one has an idea in one’s pgad one validly ‘infer’ that there
actually exists an external thing correspondinghtat idea? Locke is well aware that
such an inference would be clearly invalid, and tlki why he carefully distinguishes
knowledge based on demonstration involving dedaciinferences, fromsensitive
knowledge which does not involve inferring conctus from premisses. According to
Locke, knowledge of the existence of particulamgfsi requires, part of th&uth
condition on knowledge, the presence of a relation betweeid@a and an external
thing; but, our epistemic access to this relatiomolves only, perhaps part of the
justification condition on knowledge, “anothePerception of the Mind”, namely
sensatiort® At the very end of IV.II.14, which Woozley omitspcke makes this very

12 1t is not Yolton but Woozley who thinks that knaae of existence requires inferring; so

this is Woozley's conclusion.

At this point, one may raise the following questitA few lines ago, you have claimed this:
Woozley's view that the relation of agreement betwan idea and a thing is not perceivable
is the correct reading of Locke. But you are nownaiag that knowledge of existence of
particular things requires sensation. But, ardmése two claims inconsistent? That is, how

13
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clear: “Pleasure or Pain follows upon the applaratf certain Objects to us... by our
Senses, this certainty is as great as our Happioedéisery, beyond which, we have no
concernment to know, or to be. So that, | think,mey add to the two former sorts of
knowledge this also, of the existence of particular extedbjects, by the Perception
and Consciousness we have of the actual entrandeasfrom them...” Thus, except

for our knowledge of the existence of God basedemonstration, neither intuitive nor
sensitive knowledge entails any kind of inferring.

However, even if we suppose for the sake of theraemt that Locke thinks that
inferring is a necessary condition for knowledgseduhon intuition and sensation, does
this constitute a good reason for concluding thatgresence of a relation between an
idea and an external thing is not perceivaﬁ‘lé‘he short answer is that it does not. For,
even if we include inferring as a part of knowledgfeexistence, it would still be an
instance of perceiving. This is because, Locke tisesterm perceiving as a general
epistemic predicate and takes intuiting, inferramgl sensing as three different forms of
it.'> So, since inferring is a form of perceiving, Wamgk criticism of Yolton's
proposal thahot all perceived agreements are between ideas hgooad.

I think the reason for why Yolton’s proposal faits as follows. His proposal
assumes that the relation of agreement betweers ided the reality of things is
perceivable. Presumably, in this case, both theeagent relation and the thing itself
must be before the mind if we are to perceive tivey are related. But, neither the thing
itself nor is the agreement relation can be befloeemind, for the reason Locke would
provide that we do not have an immediate episteaniess to things external to the
mind; our access to them is made “only by the \metion of the Ideas it has of them”
(VI.IV.3). Since our access to an outward thindpliscked by our ideas, the agreement
relation could not be before the mind as well. Whexeke turns in Book IV from
discussing the extent of our knowledge to discusHie reality of knowledge, he seems
to realize that knowledge of existence cannot g &xplained within the terms of the
definition of knowledge set out at IV.1.2. Thisdenply because of the possibility that
ideas may befictions of our Fancies.” If all knowledge is confined tertin inter-
relations within a network of ideas, then how camkmow that which ideas are real as

distinct is this notion of sensation from the naotiof perception mentioned in the former
claim?” This objection simply overlooks the mainirgoof the latter claim. The claim that
knowledge of existence of particular things reqgiisensatioronly asserts that for Locke
existential knowledge requires neither a sensatien perception) of the relation of the
agreement between an idea and the idea of existeocea sensation of the relation of
agreement between an idea and a thing, which feqibr compatible with the former claim.
This is because, “only when by actual operatingnuipion, it makes itself perceived [sensed]
by him... It is therefore the actual receivingldéasfrom without, that gives us notice of the
Existenceof other Things...” (IV.XI.2).

To be sure, this question does not imply thafpttesence of a relation between an idea and an
external thing is perceivable. Here what | am gyia say is just this: Woozley's criticism of
Yolton’s proposal is groundless because Woozleyant that inferring is a necessary
condition for knowledge does not constitute a goeatson for concluding that the presence of
a relation between an idea and an external thimptigerceivable. Something else is needed
to draw such a conclusion. So this coheres wittowgrall position.

See especially IV.11.14.
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opposed to fantastical? “It is evident’, he saythe“ Mind knows not Things
immediately, but only intervention of tHdeasit has of them... How shall the Mind,
when it perceives nothing but its owdeas know that they agree with Things
themselves?” (IV.1V.3)

Here he says that any agreement between ideasxéewha things producing
these ideas cannot be known by perceiving thateageat because the mind can
perceive nothing but only its own ideas. Becausthisf Locke cannot make any sense
of perceiving a relationship between ideas and reatethings in his empiricist
epistemology, and this is why he thinks that “itierefore the actual receiving lofeas
from without, that gives us a notice of tRaistenceof other Things, makes us know,
that something doth exist at that time without us(lV.X1.2) So, Yolton’s proposal
clearly fails in explaining away the apparent l@dimconsistency in Locke’s theory of
knowledge, because it mistakenly assumes that Lbelethe view that knowledge of
existence comes with a perception of the agreenedation between ideas and external
things.

5. Ayers’ and Woozley’s Response to the Charge afdonsistency

Ayers and Woozley have also attempted to explairayawhe logical in-
consistency by simply claiming that while Locke dlght that existential claims may be
concerned with the relationship between ideas dmedwtorld, yet at IV.l.7 Locke
nevertheless provided us a subject-predicate dnalfexistential propositions. That is,
there Locke explained the perception of an exigkwitaim as the perception of the
agreement of some idea with the idea of existencaccordance with his general
characterization of knowledge. Existential knowledgoo, like the other three
categories, involves the perception of the agre¢medisagreement of ideas. On this
proposal, to know, for example, that the tabletexis to perceive that the idea of table
agrees with the idea of existeri@eSo there is no inconsistency in Locke’s labeling
existence as a type of agreement. According to \égqa972: 15), in his second reply
to Stillingfleet, Locke mentions that “now the twdeas, that in this case are perceived
to agree, and do thereby produce knowledge, ar&l#zeof actual sensation... and the
idea of actual existence of something without net ttauses that sensation,” and this
appears to provide an important textual evidencéifoproposal.

18 The difference between Yolton’s argument and phiaposal can be summarized as follows.
On Yolton's view, Locke’s general definition of kntedge can also apply to existential
knowledge, because knowing is not always confireeéhter-relations within a network of
ideas, but it also includes perceiving the relatfop between ideas and the reality of things
producing these ideas. But, Michael Ayers and Angh@rfoozley propose that knowledge
expressed in any existential proposition is stifpeaception of a relation between ideas. In
IV.1.4, they claim, Locke is not really departingrh his general conception of knowledge,
but he is still explaining the perception of ansgamtial claim in terms of a subject-predicate
analysis of propositions. So, they argue that focke knowledge of existence is nothing but
the perception of the agreement or disagreememteleet an idea and the idea of existence,
whereas Yolton proposes that existential knowledgthe perception of the agreement or
disagreement between ideas and the reality of shpngducing these ideas in us.
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But this raises problems. First, what does theticglaof agreement holding
between “the idea of actual sensation” and “theaidd existence” designate? In
translating the relation of agreement holding betwactual existence and the idea of
sensation into a relation of agreement holding betwthe idea of actual sensation and
the idea of actual existence, Locke would seeneawd the nature of the later relation
unclear. Though Locke talks about the idea of erist, it is not something over and
above the idea of a thing; indeed, the idea ofetkistence of a thing is not something
distinct from the idea of that thing. For Lockeg tldea of existence is a simple idea that
is “suggested to the Understanding by every Objétliout, and every Idea within”
(ILVILT). That is, sensation and reflection prdei us the idea of existence, a non-
inferential awareness of our environment’s opegatipon us. But this does not mean
that there is something in sense experience cauatinthe idea of existence over and
above the idea of a thing: there is no idea ofterize apart from the idea of a thing. If
this is so, then what does it mean to say thaidi of existence agrees with the idea of
actual sensation? What sort of agreement is it? Mowld a perception of such an
agreement, if any, produce knowledge of real emcst@

Second, in stating that “the idea of actual seapatagrees with “the idea of
actual existence of something without me,” Lockeuldoseem to be arguing that it is
the idea of actual sensation which carries theeagesmt with external objects and that
the way we come to know this agreement is via semsaBut this would be misleading
and is inconsistent with what he says in IV.X1.1421V.XI.1-2, Locke argues that it is
not the idea of actual sensation but the receidhgensory ideas which carries the
agreement with things outside us: “only when byuakbperating upon him, it makes
itself perceived by him... It is therefore the actredeiving ofldeasfrom without, that
gives us notice of theexistenceof other Things...” Here Locke is saying that
knowledge of the existence of particular thingsolres “noticing,” that is, an
immediate awareness of the world acting upon us tlaat it is the receiving of sensory
ideas which carries a relation of agreement witleab, a kind of agreement a noticing
of which produces our knowledge of the existenceanticular things. This makes it
clear that noticing does not consist in perceiving agreement or disagreements of
ideas; it only involves a non-inferential awarenefsesutward objects producing ideas in
our minds. Thus, contrary to Ayers’ and Woozley'pinion, we cannot attain
knowledge of the existence of particular things diyply perceiving an agreement
between the idea of actual sensation and the iflegistence, because the existence of
such an agreement relation in one’s mind does re#nnthat there actually obtains a
relation of agreement between these ideas andeiéyr of things, the presence of
which is necessary for knowledge of existence.

6. Mattern on True Propositions and Knowledge of Eistence in
Locke

To explain away the objection, Mattern proposesdplace Locke’s official
definition of knowledge with the definition Lockeavgs elsewhere that knowledge is
perception of the truth of affirmative and negatw®positions. Mattern thinks that
these two definitions are equivalent. Her reasontis is that the relation of agreement
or disagreement between ideas obtains if and démheipropositions composed of these
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ideas are true or false. According to Mattern (1%592), “at least one of the things he
[Locke] has in mind when he writes of the agreenmerdisagreement of ideas is simply
the relation between ideas which obtains when Bitipas are true or false.” Thus, on
Mattern’s view, when ideas are combined so as todywe a proposition that

corresponds to some state of affairs, those ideasdaemed to agree, that is, the
compound idea or the proposition is true; two iddamagree when the proposition
formed by their conjunction does not correspondany state of affairs, that is, the

proposition is false. It is for this reason that,Liocke’s epistemology, perceiving the
agreement or disagreement of ideas is the sameresiying the truth or the falsity of a

proposition.

She proposes that since perceiving an agreemedisagreement of ideas is
equivalent to perceiving the truth or falsity opeoposition, replacing the former with
the latter will both avoid any reference to idead ocke’s definition of knowledge and
leave open the question of the contents of the gmitipns; and this in effect will
remove the apparent logical conflict generated lbgkie’s reference to ideas in the
original definition: “[t]his equivalence makes itligible the reference to the agreement
or disagreement of ideas in a characterization mfwkedge that applies even to
knowledge of real existence; it removes the appdogical conflict engendered by his
reference to ideas in that formula” (1977: 694).

It is true that at times Locke suggests that the definitions are the same. For
Locke, to know is to be certain of the truth ofragmsition: “certainty of knowledge is
to perceive the agreement or disagreement of ideagxpressed in any proposition.
This we usually call knowing, or being certain dfettruth of any proposition”
(IV.VI.3). As | have tried to explain above, whanderlies such propositional
conception of knowledge is his view that truth isexessary condition for knowledge
and that the predicates true and false attacheg tonlpropositions composed of
connected ideas: knowledge “being conversant abouth, had constantly to do with
propositions” (I11.1X.2).

But we must be careful here. Is Locke also say@specially in IV.VI.3, that
being certain of the truth of an existential clabonsists in perceiving an agreement
relation between ideas? Locke’s account of knovlipgensation clearly suggests that
noticing the truth of a proposition about the existe of a particular object does not
consist in perceiving an agreement relation betwideas. For, the truth of such a
proposition depends on correspondence with somie & affairs involving that
particular object, but no agreement between ideasifg a proposition about the
existence of particular things can designate aag sif affairs rendering the proposition
true.

Locke’s division that there are two sorts of praposs, the first of which
concerns the “existence of anything answerabled given idea, seems to support this.
But in saying that the relation of agreement ormadisement between ideas obtains
when the propositions composed of these ideasrageot false, Mattern also suggests
that knowing the truth of a claim about real exise consists of perceiving the
agreement relation between ideas. According to dve, knows, for example, that “the
table exists” is true if and only if one perceitkat the idea of table agrees with the idea
of existence. But, does this avoid any referendddas? Clearly, it does not. For, first,
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it still explains the perception of the truth of existential claim in terms of a perception
of the agreement of an idea of a thing with thenidé existence one has by sensation
and reflection. Second, Locke’s treatment of pritposs also evidently suggests that,
in defining knowledge as the perception of thehtraf a proposition, we are not yet
avoiding any reference to ideas since propositioossists in connected ideas. A
proposition is, for Locke, a compound idea formegdcbnjoining ideas: propositions
consist in joining or separating ideas.

These considerations suggest that not only doegeli& proposal fail to
explain away the objection in question becausedésdnot actually avoid reference to
ideas, but also explaining the perception of thénhtof an existential claim in terms of a
perception of the agreement of some idea with thea iof existence misrepresents
Locke’s view on this issue. This is not Locke’s itios because it entails that it is the
idea of actual sensation which carries the agreeméh external objects. In both
chapters IV and Xl of Book IV, Locke clearly sugtgethat it is not the idea of actual
sensation but the receiving of sensory ideas wbéhes the agreement with reality of
things, “with them all the conformity which is imeed” (IV.1V.4).

6. Conclusion

Thus far | have tried to indicate that the thregerapts to explain away the
charge of inconsistency in Locke’s epistemology fi@cause their solutions are based
on, as far as the text considered, a fundamentai$gaken interpretation of Locke’s
view on our knowledge of real existence. Locke dnes explain knowledge of the
existence oparticularsin terms of the perception of the agreement ofesdadea with
the idea of existence, because it would mean th&miot the receiving of sensory ideas
but the idea of actual sensation which carrieseagemt with things outside us. Locke
does not also define existential knowledge as teeqption of the agreement or
disagreement between ideas and something else.otk B/, he provided us two
different senses of knowledge. The first sensehat tocke thought that knowledge
involves intuiting or demonstrating certain speifirelations between ideas. But in his
discussion of knowledge of the existence of otmémgs, he introduced quite a new
meaning of the word knowledge, and said that tbis sf knowledge does not come
with perceiving the agreement or disagreement efsdthat are in our minds: “no
particular Man can know thExistenceof any other Being, but only when by actual
operating upon him, it makes itself perceived byh{lV.XI.1).

However, this account of knowing by sensation cdmps to conclude that
there is indeed a logical inconsistency betweernké@ccharacterization of existential
knowledge transcending ideas and his general diefiniof knowledge restricting
knowledge to a perception of the agreement or désagent of ideas; this is mainly
because any knowledge of the existence of othagshis not knowledge of a relation
between our ideas but knowledge of the existena®wiething in reality corresponding
to our ideas. Roger Woolhouse (1994:168) drawsstiree conclusion by saying that
there is indeed a “poor fit” between Locke’s acdoofhknowing by sensation and his
official definition of knowledge. In the closing ct®n of the chapter XI, Locke also
seems to arrive at the same conclusion: “In thenéor case [knowledge of real
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existence], our Knowledge is the consequence oftkistence of Things producing
Ideasin our Minds by our Senses: in the later, Knowkedgthe consequence lofeas
(be they what they will) that are in our minds proihg there general certain
Propositions” (IV.XI.14)1.7
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