





Suppose a micro-world, in which there are four objects,
four properties, and eacha object has exactly three properties.
Suppose further that all possible combinations of the three
properties are represented.once. Now suppose that each object
has n replicas, so that there are 4n objects but still L types
of objects in this micrro-world. A

According to Locke's theory of nominal essence, a subject
in this micro-world (which we will henceforth designate micro-world
t;) could form exactly 15 abstract ideas, or ‘nominal essences
given a name annexed to each. Since abstraction is merely the
retention in one idea of just those qualities which are common
to the bodies compared, given micro-world E;. comparing all four
bodies, we could abstract the idea 'abed,' given n preseptations
of each type, we could abstract ('abc,®' hbd,' ‘acd,' 'bed'), and
comparing each body-type with every other body-type, we could form
the abstract ideas: ‘'ab, ac, ad, bc, bd, e¢d, a, b, ¢, and d.'
Obviously in such a micwo-world, there would be, already, determinate
relations between our abstract ideas. *Abc' implies 'ab,' so anything
of the type 'abc' would necessarily be of the type 'ab.' To illustrat
thig, suppose property 'a' is 'yellowness,' property b’ is 'a certain
bumpy texture,®' property 'c’ is 'having hardness p,' and property 'd’
is 'being round.' Clearly, a ‘'yellow bumpy thing with hardness p,' is
necessarily 'a yel&ow bumpy thing.®' Under thi‘so:heory. if we merely
annex a name to 'abe,' which we'll symbolize .Nabc" and likewise for
‘ab,' then the question 'what is the (nominal) essence of a thing
'J%c,’ is provided by the response, "the essence.of the thing 'J%c'
named by 'Nhln:. is the abstract idea 'Zgé.' Here I assume the thing

';@c' has some qualities which are peculiar to it and have been ignore

by abstraction to 'abe.'



Immediately there are problems with such a simplistic account
of "essence.' By what has just been shown about the necessary relation
between abstract ideas in ‘micro-world E;.‘A‘necesaarily implies more
than nmne essence, namely, ‘abc, ab, ac, be, a, b, and ¢.' But this
is contrary to something contained in the coneept of 'essence,' as
normally conceived, that it should be unique, and should be able to
pick out (Kripke - ridgidly designate) a singlo-sent—of thing. Only
XA ?idgidly designateg A; XE. for example, picks out both'A\and'B:
Given this new condition, that essence, as we normally understand
it, must be able to pick out a thing, the question as to what exactly
it designates arises. QOes essence designate a particular thing or
a plurality of thingse or a sort of things? Here'sort‘merely means
a number of particular things with some attribute in common, considered
as a single thing with respect to just that attribute. By ‘plusadiity’
is meant n things with identical properties considered as a unit.
Essence cannot designate a plurality unless there are at least two
things in the world which are identical. But, it is not clear that
there are two identical things in the world. Things may appear identica
but not be so, simply due to our inability to observe their differences.
It Is also not clear what is required for identity. Often identical
things have different origins. Moreover, if spatio-temporal identity
is re;uired. it is clear that no two things in the world can be idéntica
by the definition of a thing as, minimally, that which is spatio-temp-
orally distinct from any other thing. Essence cannot designate a
particular thing, for in guch a world, there would be as many essences
as particular things, and the answer to the question, "what is the
essence of this thing," would be "itself,” which is’at best, uninform-

ative. Therefore, essence designates a sort of things.

The problem of nominal essence remains, 'A‘designates wmTeSoTS



both'aﬁ and'e iyet, hﬁ is a different sort thanlc: For if we merely

knew there were two sorts of things‘iﬁ and'c in a micro-world, we

could not know, just on that information, whether the two sorts

were mutually exclusive or whether there was some thing'AZ in such )

a world, that was classifiable under either sort. But, we want to

give a single answer to the question, "what is the essence of A?"
Clearly, we must look beyond mere observation of things and

classification of such things according to similar properties. On

the other hand, in what sense may be 'look beyond' observation? To

sense things beyond our senses seems féﬁ;;;??gz? especially if we ex-

tend the notion of sensation to include cases of natural sensation

extended thoough instrumentation. Nonetheless, two forms of observatio

need be distinguished, the second of which is not as yet provided for

in micro-world E; 1 passive and active observation. The_latter adds

to the former manipulation of things prior to sensing their properties.

From such manipulation, we form (according to Locke) our idea of 'power

that is, by inducing collision of one solid body on another, which is,

ultigately, all 'manipulation®' can amount to, we gain our idea of the

power of the first by those changes, induced appearances or disappearan

which the first incurms on the second. How is the artificial or nat-

ural'collision of bodies and the record of their regular property

chagges supposed to indicate the ‘'unique essebce' of a sort of bodies?

The answer is supposed to lie in the notion of aependence.'



The fact that nominal essences are seldom unique to sorts
of bodies, and the common understanding ‘that essence need be
something which is unique to a sort of body, leads Locke to
posit ‘real essence.' A type of gssence that is unique to a
sort of body must also be an essence which causes and in which
subsist all the properties of a sort, "some real constitution
on which any collection of simple ideas co-existing must depend."
(Irr, 1III, 16)

What exactly does Locke mean by'dependence?‘ It seems, from
his general theory that 'y depends on x' means roughly 'x causes y'
and 'y subsists in x.' But how do we discover what properties
subsist in and are caused by what other properties? Locke gives
us his answer in his idea of ‘cause and effect.

Thus finding that in that substance which we call wax

fluidity, which is a simple idea that was not in it’

before, is constantly produced by the application of

a certain degree of heat, in relation to fluidity in

wax, the comse of it, and fluidity the effect.
Locke sketches this general method of discowering what properties
depend on what properties: iest'x'applied to‘body's‘is the cause
of any properties in‘S\that appear after the test. Clearly, ‘test
x‘itself is nothing but induced impulse of one body upon another,
for even if'x\is induced energy, as heat, such energy is only produced
by i;ducing impulse of one body upon another, as striking phosphofous
on stone or a stick on a stick. ILocke's method can then be modified,
(ultimately) applying body'R‘to'S: we say'R‘causes any properties
in‘S\which were not observed prior to the application. But how do
we recognize a body except th;:szta properties! So, the test may
be re-modified into 'applying the complex of co-existing simple ideas

1 ' / N\
'r to the complex of co-existing simple ideas'S} we say R causes any
ot

simple idea,which was not observed prior to the application ofIR.\



Of course the test extends to the disappearance of properties.
IfIR: a hammer, is applied tJ'S: a zlafs ball, we say that'R®
causes’S\to lose its rognd shape. The test also extends to the
application of a number of bodies, and the appearance and disappear-
ance of many properties. >
If we are correct that Locke means by 'dependencg' 'subsists
in and is caused by,' and if the test just mentioned shows both
what properties cause what propetites (what simple ideas cause
what simple ideas) and, although this is not clear from the test,
what properties subsist in what properties, then such a test demon-
strates (in the non-Lockean sense) what properties depend on what
properties. Supposedly, accogding to Locke's defintion of ‘real
essence: if we found a property or a complex thereof,'R: that,
upon application, made appear all of the properties of a complex'S:
then we could say that we had found the’reil essence of S, which is'R
How exactly is this test to work? Properties in's\that remain
inlé\after applying'ﬁ are not 'caused by'‘'R." What such properties
depend on pends finding some ‘test(s) X 'such that all properties in’'s"
other than those 'caused by''R‘are produced by some'test(s) X. Clear
finding the ‘real essence‘by this method presupposes both observing al
of the properties 1n'S: and finding all the tests, or applied co-ex-
isting property complexeslk\and'x\that. discretely, produce all the
properties in'S) By this method, it is clear that there may be some
property in‘S\that is unobserved until we apply the proper test, in
which case real essence seems unknowable, since we have no way of
exhausting all the possible tests on's’ Even if we inadvertantly fin
some'ﬁ such that‘R‘causes all the properties in‘ﬁi it is still possibd
that some unobserved property in'é\is not caused by applying'R: and

\ )
therefore'R is not the @eal essence. Suppose that, inadvertantly, we



we discomer some property in‘S‘that was never observed prior to

applying'x: Further suppose that this property, we'll call'q.\

is not affected (caused to appear or disappear) by applying'R.‘

Then, if it is also the case that'x\does not produce all the

properties of‘S\includingﬂq: neitherlR\nof'x\is the real essence

of‘S: This is obviously so, as all the properties inlsz including
'q:'are uniquely caused by naithef ﬁ\nor'x.\

In microworld‘%, there must be real essences for sorts of
bodies. First, however, it is not clear which sorts of things
have real essences. Do things'A\through(ﬂ\have'ieal essences, or
do things'x;: throughlxl; have real essences? * All that is clear is
that those things allgof whose properties appear and disappear with
the inducement of some body or bodies, have'real essences.' In
micro-world E. all we can do is observe the collision of all the
non-redundant combinations of the four bodies that are given in
experience.'A\through'D: record which properties changé in which
bodies in which collisions, and reason that given any collision,
the properties of bodies that change are dependent on the properties
of bodies that don't.

As an example condider colliding body'ﬁ with body'D: Suppose
that each time we perform this collision, or observe it in nature,
pro;;rty'b'or'D‘disappears. but no properties in'A‘change. Are wé
then justified in reasoning that'f causes property’d of’D" to disappear?
If so, can we reason, by modus tollens, that property'ﬂ'of’D\does not
disappear'becaus&'&‘is not present? But what would this tell us
about the occurence of ‘B in’D other than that it is present when
‘A is not colliding with'D?' Yet, the lack of A colliding with'D is itselt
not a property. Yet, to give a real essence for'D: we must, along

with the other properties, state what thing (maybe a body) causes



cuases b to occur in'D.

It seems there is a fundamental problem with micro-world‘i.
We assumed a world in which no two bodies were completely different.
But if ‘real essence' can only be determined when all of the properties
of one body change when collided with another, where none of the
properties change in that other, then it is necess&ry in such a world
to have two bodies with completely differeat properties. A thing
with properties "abc,' must change into a thing with properties 'efg'
‘when some body'XCbollides with’a (abc).\ So suppose that we extend
micro-world}%to include properties’e,f.g? What is'X?"&‘must be some
thing in the micro-world} it must be some thing which can collide
with K and Lt must he able:to transforn’ abe” Into 'S‘g.' ’x ‘cannot
be an abstract idea (XA...XN),since ideas have no extention or solidity
which is required of a thing to collide with another. Further, 'abc’
and 'efg' must have some property or properties in common for one
to change into the other; otherwise there could be no physical point
of connection at which theﬂ?ﬂﬁﬁée é::?g take‘hqaco. Supposedly, those
properties would be propérties which are necessary for collisions of
bodies} figure, extension, solidity (primary qualities). But, if this
is the case, then 'abe' and efg' really have some property in common,
reprgsented ‘abe(y)' and '(y)efg.' But if this is true, then'x,‘
cannot be the Teal essence‘of ;fg: since not all the properties in'E®
can be caused by (in the Lockean sense)’&f

Now, the idea of that which could cause and subserve all the
properties of a body\is not distinguishable from Locke's idea of
substance. In a letter to the Bishop of Worcester he writes, "substanc
is somethingwhich supports accidents op other simple ideas or modes

and is not supported itself."™ A thing which could support '(ylefg,’

the primary and secondary qualities of a thing cannot be the 'real
easey .
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essence since this is composed of primary qualities which must
themselves be caused by and subsist in 5omething else. But,
substance is unknowable since we can form no idea of it, since
ideas are ultimateiy nothing but the combination of simple ideas,,
and simple ideas are supposedly caused by primaey qualities of
bodies, which are therefore the source of all of our ideas, but
which themselves depend on something else, which preceeds in the
sense of causing and subserving but not being caused or subsisting
in the source of our ideas.

However, the idea of an essence on which all secondary qualities
depend, but upon which some and perhaps all primary qualities do not
depend seems reasonable. Since not all of the qualities of the body
would be cmused by and subsist in such an essence, such an essence
would not be a substance and therefore unitnowable. On the other hand,
no secondary quality would not be caused by and subsist in such an
essence, and therefore, the criterion of 'real essence' having to
cause and subserve all of the observable properties of the body would
seem to be satisfied.

But, is there no observable property of a body which is not a
secondary quality? It seems that I can observe the solidity, extensio:
and, figure of a body as well as its coldness and yellowness. Locke
conceeds that one may have a simple idea of a primary quality viriuall:
as easily ‘e& imprecisely as a simple idea of a secondary quality, the

former merely being a simple idea of more than one sense.



But, then, if this is the case, a most serious objection is
raised to Lock's position of 'real essence.' For, if every observable
property depends on the “real essence,' and if all primary qualities
are observable properties, as we have just shown, then the 'real‘
essence' is something in which all propefties (primary and secondary)
qualities) subsist and by which all propetties are caused, and is
thus 'substance.' But, if, on the other hand, not all observa}be
properties depend on the 'real essence,' then there are some ob-
servable properties (probably primary qualities) which do not
depend on the 'real essence.' If this is so, then the 'real essence’
does not uniquely support and cause the sortal co-existence of all
the observable properties of thing and is therefore not 'real essence.
The only possibllity is that there is some unobservable property on
which all the properties of the thing depend. But, an unobservable
property, as distinguished from an unobseragiip observable property,
is impossible to know, if by 'observation' is meant 'sensation,' where
in Locke's theory, sensation, which ultimately (reflection merely op-
erating on the materials given by sensation) provides all the simple
ideas out of which all of our other ideas are formed, which are the
materials of any knowledge we may have. A mere ‘unobserved observable
progerty which supposts all of the qualities of the thing and is con-
sidered 'real essence,' is, in principle knowable, but no different
than unobservad nominal essence, as in the case where two people have
different abstract ideas, and therefore different judgements as to the
nominal essence of a thing, simply because one has been more observant

than another. 'Real essence' merely adds to nominal essence classifici

'

tidﬁ. what properties depend on what properties. If, as above, 'real
essence, ' is some unknowable 'something,' then it is clearly 'substanc:

Therefore, 'real essence’ is mere 'nominal essence' with the astute ob-



servation of the dependence of properties, or 'real essence' is

'substance.' There is, then, no good reason %o posit 'real es-

sence,' if what is meant by 'real essence' is an essence distinct

from 'nominal essence,' for Yeal essence' is a mere 'type of nom-
YP

inal essence.'



