Ckay, today's topic iz a double ore dealing with percaption ard the primarysecordary quality
digtirction. Theze are very cbhsaly mbted topics, as we'll sea. Ard the various lumiraries hara,
all of whom Fave szomething to do with Oxfod, are Robert Bovle, who did hie famous
axparimants, mor or less founding the science of chamistry in Oxford, John Locke of
Chrigtchurch, Behop Barkelky who died and i buried in Oxford, ard AJ Ayer, who was
Wickham professor of lbgic at Mew College. JL Austina rd Petar Strawson, whom we va already
mit.

Mow, as he explaired in the introductory kctures, a lot of these problems arose preciealy
becauss of the deve bpment of modern acience in the eady modern period. In particular, the
move away from Aretotelinizm to a mechanical account of the world implied explining
parca ption ot in terme of some kird of thing coming from the object to the eyve, which was
somehow intrirsically similar to the object 2o that we directly grasped its qualities, but rathar in
tarme of cawsal intermedianes, particks or wawes. Littk particks of light that bounce off the
objects arnd come to our eyes ard are then interpreted by our braine in order to give us a
parca ption o f objpcts,

Mow, obviolely the Bzua doesnt only affect organs of sight, but all of our serses. But most of
the dizcuesiorns of this period terd to be focuesad on sight or, to some extent, touch, Thoso am
the serses that scem to comae closest to giving LB a prezantationof objipcts as thay ana.

Thie kind of view of the world started, as we saw, with Galiko arnd Descares, but Locke's
account iz the ome that was most influential. S0 whan poopk discues these esues, it's typically
agairat the backgrournd of a Lockean acoo urt of percaption and the prima ry-seco ndary quality
distinction.

=0, whatare objects like whan wa parcaive them? In particular, whan wa sea them? Tham am
impmszions causaed in e, inour braire somahow, By a means of our 22 nee organs, particuka dy
our eyes. But we hypothesize that these are caused by particles or waves of light coming from
the objectz, and the properties of those particles or wawes bear o esamblance at all to the
objects themeeles. Thay somehow comey that information, but we're awarne that there & vary
complex processing that goes on. With the particles or wawves hitting the retina, messages
travaling down the oplic rerve, somehow baing synthesized by the brain, and so0 on.

Firstafall, t does imply that that intermadiary process involves things that are quite unlike aithar
the parcaptions that we have mentally ard alzo probably quite unlike the objects themsalves. If
wia're thinking in termz of a mechanical paradigm, that the best explration of how things
Fappen B basikcally things bashing into each other, then that raturally suggests that the
axphration of all this procass had botter be in mechanical terms. We raturally see geometrical
ard dyramical proparties, things like shape ard size ard motion, as king the cnacil cawsal
datarmirants of what happeans.

Mow John Locke, as we've ssen before, took over Boye's corpuscularian hiypothesis. He
mantions it actually explicity in the Ezsay, only onca, Book IV, Part lll, Saction 16. He doasn't
commit himzalf to this, b doesn't =ay this iz definite ly the right account of things, but he says
thizs seams to come chsest o an inteligibke exphnation of how things work. 3o the



corpuscubrian hypothesie explire the properties of difernt substa nces, say gold or kad or
whatever it may be, as arking from their particula r microstructura. So the by pothesie & that the
microstructure of gold k& different fom the microstructue of kad ina way that explhire thair
difernt po parties.

Why they hawva the color they do, why they mealt at the temperature that they malt at, why they',m
as hard as they are, ard =0 on. So the micmstructure i suppozed to corsist of bts of littk
corpuacles. Mow, these corpuscles are likely to vary between the diffeent substarcas,
presumably they do vary. They might vary in shapa, in size, and inorganizatio n. They might b2
diferntly packed, say. But the corpuecularan hypothesie inolws the oonipcture that all of
these corpuscles are made of the same stuff. So they may vary in thair proparties, shaps, and
siza, and 2o on, but they'm made of the same stuff, which Boyle called universal matter. And
whan Locke talkes about pure substance in geraral, it soems likely that be is refering to the
gamea kind of thing. Except, of coursa, whan Locke talks about pum substance ingamaral ard
the ideas wa fave of it, he doesnt want to commit himself to the compueculbran hivpothasis. So
ha's talking about the stuff of which things are made, whatever that is. On the corpuscularian
by pothesis, itwould ba the universal matter from which the corpuec ks are oo mposad.

=0, thie undedying substance & hypothesikzed to have primary qualities, that &, shapas,
movament, texture, ard what Boyke called imperetrability and what Locks called =o ld ity. And
these am the qualities which are supposad to albng, as it wane, intinsically to the stuff. And
those are the gqualities in terme of which the appearance of the stuffto 1B B o bo explained . So,
the seconrdary qualities, things like color, smell, taste, the qualities that appear to e, am
exphired by the primary qualities. Thay am, inthemaalves, nothing like what we sea. S0, whan
| =me =omething, suppose | bok at the light ard | see it as wllbw, thar iz nothing in the light
remotely like my dea of yellowress. It's rather that the primary qualites somehow caused that
idea in me. Being yellow iz a matter of having the power to pmduca the dea of yellow. That
prenomaral idea that we are familiar with from s2eing yallow, t's raving the power to produce
that inanobsarvar who's suitably placad.

=0, kt's focus onthe problem hem by corsidering the case of a cicular hot plte. Supposa
thera's an electric hot plate onan oven ard it's been heated up until it's glowing red hot, OK,
quite familiar. | bring my hard clhse to the hot plate ard | feel wamth. | bring it still closarand |
feal pain. Well, the sersatiors of felt warmtharnd minam clady inthe mind. We don't attribute
the pain to the hot plate itsalf. We're not even te mpted to do that. Warmth may b2 less clear, but
at kast the falt sarsationof warmth, we won't attribute that to it. The circular shapa, whare we
are inclired to attribute that to the object, the hot plate really & cicular, we think. What about the
red color, the red cicle that we see whan we bokatthe hot plte? |s that inthe mind orig it in
the object? And you can zae that there's a bit of tersion here. Wheanwe bokat objects and sze
them az colored, wa'ne ratum iy too inclired to thinkof the color as baing inthe object. But if we
start speculsting about the mechanems of percepltion, as ome ratumlly does in the early
modem pariod, and now, of coursa, you're raturally led to think, "Harmg on, it can't ba like that,
though.”

We're inclired to attribute the redress to the thing itself. Actually, there's no way thare can ba
arything mmotaly like the redress in the object. Mow, them's a well-known text in Locka's
Ezzay, Book I, Chaptar VI, Section 10, which & quite motorious. Locka hare iz drawing a
distinction batwean primary and sacondary qua lities, and e B diecussing what he understa nds



by a secondary quality. So he talks about "such qualities which in truth are nothing in the objects
themeelves but powers o poduce various sansations in ue by their primary qualites, e, by the
bulk, figum, texture, and motion of their insarsible parte, as colore, sounds, tastes, etc. Thassa |
call sacondary qualities.”

Ckay, =0 you've got the primary qualities in the object, the bulk, figure, texture, motion. You've
got the secondary qualities, colbors, sounds, tastes, and 2o forth, which are, ha says, "nothing in
the objects thamsalvwes but powers to produce ideas in us." Mow, that comma before "but” is
rather unforturate. It gives the impession that Locke k& saving that secordary qualities are
rothing in the objects themselkes. That's quite different from saying that they am nothing in the
object but powers. They are in the obpect, that they am powers. Now, some peopk have
interpreted Locka ore way, some the othar | think it's quite clear that Locke doas think that
saconda ry qualities are inthe object. But secordary qualities inthe object am powarns.

Mow, Berkelky read Locke as denying that sscondary qualities are in objlects. He thought Locke
was saying that seco ndary qualities amr just in the mind, mot in objects. But Locks is actually
pratty clearon the mattar. If you ook at hiz chapter on the adequacy of deas, I've quoted a littke
paszage thero. Now, an adequate idea iz ore which faithfully represants what it is the dea of.
=0 whathar an idea B adequata or not deperds on the faithfulress of the representatio n. And
Locke, Baing an empincist, is trying to find a suitable fourdation for our krowledge. How can we
krow that any of our parcaptiors of the worl are secumly anchored intha way things ara? And
Locke comes up with a very ingenious solution to this. It's really quite clever. Take the simplke
idea of yellbw that | get from looking at so mathing velow, just that padicular color, not the
shapa, just the wllbwness. And | ask myself, "ls that thing really vallbw? Iz my dea of vallbw a
faithful reprasa ntation of what is there? And Locke savys, "Yes, it iz, Definitaly. Simplke ideas am
catainly adequate. Becauwse, beirg interded to expmss nothing but the power in thirgs to
produce inthe mind such a sansation, it follows, since | s the yellbw, the thing itza i must
Fave the power to poduca that dea. Ard that's all | mean by calling it yvellow, that it has that
power. Therefore, my idea must be adequate.” Very ingeniouws. If something causes the idea of
vellow in ma, then that is it baing yellw. Thare's nothing more to baing yellow than Faving the
power to produce the idea in ma. So at least we can tck off the simple deas like yvellw as
comasponding to the way things are.

Mow, that's quite impordant. It's animportant epistermological point, a vary subtle ard clevar ora.
Locke iz saying thet an object being yelbw & not a matter of there being anything inthe object
that resambles my idea of yellow. It's simply a matter of the object Faving whatever qualites it &
that mormally and raturally produce the idea of yvellow. So that gives us something =olid
apistemobgically to build on. And this i just ore exampl of a quite furdamental shift betwean
Descartes and Locks. Descartes boks at a piece of wax in Maditation |l ard finds that his
sarsory pamceptions are kading him radically astray and reckors that the only way that e can
gat a propar adequate idea of what's them iz to e hies intellect to paretrate into the ratue of
matter and =oo that = essernce & extersion. 5o Descartes wantz to fourd everything on
intellectual parcaption. But kam iz Locke, founding evernything on sereory pemeption and
gaying, "Hera wa Fave a solid anchor” 3o it's quite a deap move. But at thie poirt, I'm just
mainly weing it to prove that Locke does think that seco rdary qualities are in objects. S0 whan
you read Locke and Berkaley on these things, it's woth B2aring in mind that Barkaley, and
indead Huma, get Locke wrong in this particula r respact.






